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AJuvenile justice is a significant aspect of any criminal justice system,
especially in countries where children's rights are enshrined in law. In
Indonesia, the criminal justice system has
considerably, with a focus on rehabilitation and protection of the

juvenile evolved
child’s welfare. This article delves into Indonesia's juvenile criminal
laws, specifically Law No. 11 of 2012 on the Juvenile Criminal Justice
System, which introduced a more restorative approach to dealing with
child offenders. The paper explores how Indonesia balances
punishment with rehabilitation, analyzing the effectiveness of this
system compared to global standards. By examining case studies, legal
frameworks, and rehabilitation programs, the study evaluates how
well these laws serve the interests of both society and juvenile
offenders. The article also discusses challenges such as inconsistencies
in implementation, socio-economic disparities, and public perceptions
of juvenile justice. Finally, recommendations are provided to enhance
the efficiency and fairness of juvenile criminal law in Indonesia.
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1. INTRODUCTION

toward juvenile offenders, emphasizing
restorative justice over punitive measures.

In modern legal systems, protecting
and treating children who come into conflict
with the law represent one of the most critical
challenges. The inherent vulnerability of
children and their developmental immaturity
necessitate a justice system that not only holds
them accountable for their actions but also
prioritizes rehabilitation and reintegration
into society. Indonesia, one of Southeast
Asia's most populous countries, faces this
challenge head-on through its evolving
juvenile justice system. In particular, Law No.
11 of 2012 concerning the Juvenile Criminal
Justice System (Undang-Undang Sistem
Peradilan Pidana Anak, or SPPA), marks a
significant shift in the country's approach

This paper explores the legal
framework governing juvenile offenders in
Indonesia, examining the historical evolution
of child protection laws, the effectiveness of
the current juvenile criminal justice system,
and the challenges that remain in ensuring
that justice is fair and rehabilitative. The
importance of such a study cannot be
overstated. Juvenile offenders, unlike their
adult counterparts, are still in the process of
psychological, emotional, and moral
development. As such, the response of the
legal system to their crimes can have a
profound impact on their future, determining
whether  they  become  rehabilitated,
productive members of society or whether
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they fall into a cycle of recidivism and
continued criminality.

Before delving into Indonesia’s
juvenile justice system, it is essential to situate
the discussion within a broader global
context. Juvenile justice systems worldwide
vary significantly in their structure, guiding
principles, and practical implementation.
Historically, juvenile offenders were treated
similarly to adults, subjected to the same
harsh punishments, and without
consideration of their developmental stage.
However, by the late 19th and early 20th
centuries, a shift began to emerge in many
countries, with the recognition that children
required different treatment under the law.

This shift was catalyzed by
developments in child psychology and
education, which highlighted the unique
needs of children. The establishment of
juvenile courts in the United States in the early
20th century, for instance, marked a
significant turning point. These courts
prioritized rehabilitation over punishment,
seeking to redirect juvenile offenders away
from the criminal justice system and toward
social services, education, and family
intervention.

Similarly, international bodies like
the United Nations have played a pivotal role
in shaping juvenile justice systems around the
world. The adoption of the Convention on the
Rights of the Child (CRC) in 1989 established
a global standard for the treatment of
children, including those in conflict with the
law. The CRC emphasizes that the best
interests of the child should be the primary
consideration in all legal matters involving
children. Article 40 of the CRC specifically
calls for member states to establish measures
that promote the reintegration of child
offenders into society, rather than focusing
solely on punishment. This philosophy has
been at the core of modern juvenile justice
reforms, including those in Indonesia.

Indonesia’s approach to juvenile
justice has undergone significant
transformations over the years, largely
influenced by global trends and internal
political developments. Before the enactment

of specialized juvenile justice laws, child
offenders were treated much like adult
criminals. Under the colonial-era Criminal
Code (KUHP), there were few distinctions
made between adult and juvenile offenders,
and children were subject to imprisonment
alongside adults.

It was not until the late 20th century
that Indonesia began to adopt a more child-
centric approach to justice. In 1997, Indonesia
passed Law No. 3 of 1997 on Juvenile Courts,
which was the country’s first attempt to
establish a separate legal framework for
dealing with juvenile offenders. This law
introduced the concept of a specialized
juvenile court system, recognizing that
children needed different treatment within
the criminal justice system. However, the law
was still largely punitive, focusing on
punishment rather than rehabilitation.
Juveniles who committed crimes were still
subject to imprisonment, often in facilities that
lacked  appropriate
rehabilitative programs.

The true watershed moment came
with the passage of Law No. 11 of 2012, which
replaced the 1997 law and laid the
groundwork for a more restorative justice
approach. The 2012 law emphasized the
importance of diversion, mediation, and
reconciliation, rather than relying solely on
detention and imprisonment. This shift

educational and

reflected a growing recognition within
Indonesian society and its legal institutions
that children, due to their developmental
stage, should not be subjected to harsh
punishments that could have long-lasting
negative effects on their futures.

Under the 2012 law, juvenile
offenders under the age of 18 are now
guaranteed certain rights, including the right
to legal representation, the right to a fair trial,
and, importantly, the right to be considered
for diversion. Diversion refers to the process
of redirecting juvenile offenders away from
formal judicial proceedings and toward
alternative measures, such as community
service, counseling, or participation in
restorative justice programs. This law places
significant emphasis on resolving criminal
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cases involving children outside the formal
court system, thereby reducing the likelihood
of incarceration and its attendant negative
impacts.

Law No. 11 of 2012 stands as a
hallmark of juvenile justice reform in
Indonesia, bringing the country in line with
international standards, particularly those set
by the Convention on the Rights of the Child.
Some of the key features of the law include:

1. Age of Criminal Responsibility: The
law sets the minimum age of criminal
responsibility at 12 years old.
However, children between the ages
of 12 and 18 are to be treated
differently from adults, with a focus
on diversion and rehabilitation rather
than punishment.

2. Diversion Mechanisms: One of the
most significant aspects of the 2012
law is the focus on diversion. The law
mandates that law enforcement
officers, prosecutors, and judges must
consider diversion at every stage of
the judicial process for juvenile
offenders. Diversion is intended to
avoid formal criminal proceedings
and instead direct the child toward
rehabilitation programs, mediation
with the victim, or other community-
based interventions.

3. Restorative Justice: The concept of
restorative justice is central to the
2012 law. This approach seeks to
repair the harm caused by the crime
through reconciliation between the
offender and the victim. In many
cases, this may involve the offender
making restitution to the victim,
participating in counseling or other
rehabilitative programs, and making
amends for their actions in a way that
promotes healing for both the
offender and the victim.

4. Specialized Juvenile Courts: The law
reaffirms the need for specialized
juvenile  courts, with  judges,
prosecutors, and lawyers trained in
child psychology and the principles
of juvenile justice. These courts are

designed to provide a more
supportive  and  understanding
environment for juvenile offenders,
ensuring that their rights are
respected throughout the judicial
process.

5. Limitations on Detention: The law
also places significant restrictions on
the detention of juvenile offenders.
Detention is to be used only as a last
resort, and even when it is deemed
necessary, the duration of detention
must be as short as possible.
Moreover, the law mandates that
children who are detained must be
held in separate facilities from adults,
where they have access to education,
vocational training, and counseling.
Since its enactment, Law No. 11 of

2012 has brought about several positive
changes in Indonesia’s juvenile justice system.
One of the most significant successes of the
law has been the increased use of diversion
and restorative justice measures. According to
data from the Ministry of Law and Human
Rights, the number of cases involving juvenile
offenders that are resolved through diversion
has steadily increased since the law’s
implementation. This has resulted in fewer
children being incarcerated, reducing the risk
of them becoming repeat offenders or being
exposed to the negative influences often
present in detention facilities.

Moreover, the emphasis on
restorative justice has had a positive impact
on the victims of juvenile crimes. By involving
victims in the justice process and allowing
them to participate in mediation and
reconciliation efforts, the law has helped to
foster a sense of closure and healing for many
victims. This has been particularly beneficial
in cases involving minor offenses, where the
harm caused can be addressed through non-
punitive measures.

However, the implementation of the
2012 law has not been without challenges.
One of the main obstacles to the effective
implementation of the law is the lack of
resources and infrastructure in many parts of
Indonesia. While the law mandates the use of
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diversion and restorative justice measures,
there are still many areas of the country where
these options are simply not available. In rural
areas, for example, there may be a lack of
trained personnel, such as mediators and
counselors, who can facilitate the diversion
process.  Additionally, there are still
significant gaps in the availability of
specialized juvenile detention facilities,
particularly in less developed regions of the
country.

Another challenge is the
inconsistency in how the law is applied across
different jurisdictions. While some regions
have fully embraced the principles of the 2012
law, others have been slower to adopt its
provisions. This inconsistency can result in
significant disparities in how juvenile
offenders are treated, depending on where
they are located. For example, in some areas,
children who commit minor offenses may still
be subjected to formal criminal proceedings
and detention, despite the availability of
diversion options.

The effectiveness of juvenile justice
reforms is not only determined by the legal
framework but also by societal and cultural
attitudes towards juvenile offenders. In
Indonesia, public perceptions of child
offenders can vary widely, influenced by
factors such as media coverage of juvenile
crime, religious beliefs, and traditional values.
In many cases, there is a tension between the
desire for justice and punishment on one
hand, and the recognition of children’s
inherent vulnerability and potential for
rehabilitation on the other.

Religious and cultural values play a
significant role in shaping public attitudes
towards juvenile offenders in Indonesia. As a
predominantly Muslim country, Indonesia’s
legal system is influenced by Islamic
principles, which emphasize both justice and
mercy. Islamic teachings advocate for the
rehabilitation of offenders and the importance
of second chances, which aligns with the
principles of restorative justice. However,
there are also strong cultural beliefs in the
importance of maintaining social order and
upholding the rule of law, which can

sometimes lead to «calls for harsher
punishments  for  juvenile  offenders,
particularly in cases involving serious crimes.

The media also plays a crucial role in
shaping public perceptions of juvenile
offenders. Sensationalized coverage of
juvenile crime can contribute to a climate of
fear and calls for stricter penalties, even in
cases where rehabilitation might be a more
appropriate response. This creates a challenge
for policymakers and advocates of restorative
justice, who must balance the need for public
safety with the recognition that children, as
developing individuals, require a different
approach than adults.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The treatment of juvenile offenders
has long been a subject of both legal and
sociological inquiry, with varying approaches
across the world depending on historical,
cultural, and socio-economic factors. In
Indonesia, the development of juvenile justice
has been shaped by global legal standards as
well as local values and traditions. This
literature review examines the key academic
debates surrounding juvenile criminal justice,
particularly the contrast between restorative
and retributive justice models, Indonesia's
evolving legal framework for child offenders,
and the effectiveness of these approaches in
reducing  recidivism and  promoting
rehabilitation.

2.1 Theoretical Foundations of Juvenile

Justice

At the core of juvenile justice theory are
two competing models: retributive justice and
restorative justice. Retributive justice focuses
on punishment as a deterrent, premised on
the idea that offenders deserve punishment in
proportion to their crimes. In contrast,
restorative justice seeks to heal the harm
caused by crime by focusing on the needs of
both victims and offenders, promoting
reconciliation, and encouraging personal
responsibility.

The distinction between these two models
has profound implications for juvenile justice.
Juvenile offenders, unlike adult criminals, are
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generally considered to be more malleable
and capable of reform, making restorative
justice a more suitable approach in many
cases. The United Nations Convention on the
Rights of the Child (CRC), adopted in 1989,
promotes restorative principles, emphasizing
that children in conflict with the law should
be treated in a manner that promotes their
reintegration into society. According to
Article 40 of the CRC, the focus should be on
rehabilitation rather than punishment, a
principle that has informed juvenile justice
reforms worldwide, including in Indonesia.

Restorative justice has gained traction
globally as a more humane and effective way
to deal with juvenile offenders. Scholars like
Howard Zehr (1990) have been instrumental
in framing restorative justice as an alternative
to punitive systems, arguing that criminal
justice should focus on healing rather than
punishing. Zehr’s approach emphasizes the
role of mediation and reconciliation,
particularly in cases involving juvenile
offenders. He argues that punishment alone
often fails to address the underlying causes of
juvenile delinquency, such as poverty,
trauma, or lack of education, and may even
exacerbate these issues by stigmatizing and
marginalizing the child further.

In contrast, retributive justice is based on
the principle of just deserts—punishing the
offender in proportion to the crime.
Proponents of retributive justice, such as
Andrew von Hirsch (1993), argue that
punishment serves as a moral imperative and
a deterrent to future crimes. However, critics
of this approach contend that harsh
punishments, particularly when applied to
juveniles, can lead to higher rates of
recidivism, as young offenders are exposed to
negative influences in detention facilities and
are often unable to reintegrate into society
upon release.

2.2 Global Perspectives on Juvenile Justice

Different countries have taken varying
approaches to juvenile justice, reflecting their
legal traditions and societal values. Countries
like New Zealand and Norway have
embraced restorative justice as the
cornerstone of their juvenile justice systems.

In New Zealand, the Family Group
Conference (FGC) model has been
particularly successful in diverting young
offenders away from formal judicial
proceedings and towards restorative
measures. Studies by Maxwell and Morris
(1993) show that the FGC model not only
reduces recidivism but also increases victim
satisfaction and promotes accountability
among young offenders. Similarly, Norway's
restorative justice framework emphasizes the
importance of education and rehabilitation
over punishment, with juvenile offenders
rarely subjected to incarceration.

In contrast, the United States has
historically favored a more punitive approach
to juvenile justice, with retributive justice
playing a central role in its legal system.
During the 1990s, the U.S. witnessed a surge
in “get-tough” policies, including the
widespread practice of transferring juvenile
offenders to adult courts for serious crimes.
However, research by Mears and Travis
(2004) suggests that such punitive measures
are largely ineffective in reducing juvenile
crime and often result in higher rates of
recidivism. In recent years, there has been a
growing recognition in the U.S. of the need to
adopt more restorative practices, although
implementation has been inconsistent across
different states.

2.3 The Evolution of Juvenile Justice in

Indonesia

Indonesia's juvenile justice system has
undergone significant transformations over
the past few decades, moving from a largely
punitive system to one that increasingly
embraces restorative justice principles.
Historically, Indonesia’s legal framework for
juvenile offenders was heavily influenced by
Dutch colonial law, which made few
distinctions between adult and juvenile
offenders. Under the Indonesian Criminal
Code (KUHP), juvenile offenders were subject
to the same criminal procedures and
punishments as adults, with little
consideration for their age or developmental
stage.
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The first major reform came in 1997 with
the passage of Law No. 3 of 1997 on Juvenile
Courts. This law established a separate
juvenile court system, recognizing for the first
time that children required different
treatment from adults. However, the law was
still punitive in nature, with a focus on formal
judicial proceedings and incarceration for
serious offenses. According to Anak Agung
Istri Ariani (2018), the 1997 law was limited in
its ability to promote rehabilitation, as the use
of diversion and restorative justice measures
was not yet widespread.

The passage of Law No. 11 of 2012
represented a watershed moment for juvenile
justice in Indonesia. This law replaced the
1997 legislation and introduced a more
restorative approach to dealing with juvenile
offenders. Key features of the 2012 law
include the establishment of specialized
juvenile courts, a focus on diversion at every
stage of the legal process, and an emphasis on
restorative justice practices such as mediation
and reconciliation between the offender and
the victim. The 2012 law also mandates that
detention be used only as a last resort, with a
preference for non-custodial measures that
prioritize the rehabilitation of the child.

Aditya Wahyudi (2020) highlights the
impact of the 2012 law in reducing the number
of juveniles in detention facilities, noting that
the wuse of diversion has increased
significantly ~ since its implementation.
According to Ministry of Law and Human
Rights data, the number of juvenile cases
resolved through diversion rose by over 30%
between 2012 and 2018. This has had a
positive effect on reducing recidivism, as
juveniles who undergo diversion programs
are less likely to reoffend compared to those
who are incarcerated.

2.4 Challenges in Implementing Restorative

Justice in Indonesia

While Indonesia’s juvenile justice reforms
have been widely praised, several challenges
remain in fully implementing restorative
justice across the country. One of the main
obstacles is the lack of infrastructure and
trained personnel to facilitate restorative

processes. In rural areas, there are often few
trained mediators or counselors available to
oversee diversion programs, and many
regions still rely on punitive measures due to
a lack of alternative options.

Sudarto (2017) argues that despite the
legal framework supporting restorative
justice, local cultural norms and societal
attitudes towards crime can hinder the
implementation of restorative practices. In
some communities, there is still a strong
preference for retributive justice, particularly
in cases involving serious crimes such as theft
or violence. This can create resistance to
diversion and other restorative measures, as
community members may view these as too
lenient.

In addition to cultural barriers, there are
also institutional challenges that limit the
effectiveness of juvenile justice reforms.
Fitriani and Sudibyo (2019) highlight the
inconsistency in how Law No. 11 of 2012 is
applied across different regions of Indonesia.
While some jurisdictions have embraced
diversion and restorative justice, others
continue to rely on formal judicial
proceedings and detention for juvenile
offenders. This disparity is often linked to
differences in resources and local governance,
with wealthier urban areas better equipped to
implement restorative justice programs than
poorer rural regions.

2.5 The Effectiveness of Diversion and

Restorative Justice

Several studies have examined the
effectiveness of restorative justice and
diversion programs in reducing recidivism
among juvenile offenders in Indonesia.
Research by Siregar and Prabowo (2015)
found that juveniles who participated in
diversion programs were significantly less
likely to reoffend compared to those who
went through formal judicial proceedings.
The study, which analyzed data from 500
juvenile cases in Jakarta, found that only 15%
of juveniles who underwent diversion
reoffended within two years, compared to
45% of those who were incarcerated.
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Similarly, Kartini and Nasution (2016)
conducted a longitudinal study of juvenile
offenders in Bandung and found that
restorative justice programs led to better long-
term outcomes for both offenders and victims.
Offenders who participated in mediation and
reconciliation programs reported higher
levels of accountability and remorse, while
victims expressed greater satisfaction with the
justice process. The study concluded that
restorative justice not only helps to reduce
recidivism but also promotes healing for both
offenders and victims, making it a more
effective approach than punitive measures.

Despite these positive findings, there is
still a need for further research on the long-
term impacts of restorative justice in
Indonesia, particularly in rural areas where its
implementation remains limited. Gunawan
and Purnomo (2021) note that while diversion
programs have shown promise, their success
often depends on the availability of resources
and the willingness of local communities to
support restorative practices. In regions
where these conditions are lacking, the
effectiveness of juvenile justice reforms may
be diminished.

2.6 Restorative Justice and Cultural Context

The success of restorative justice in any
country is often contingent on its alignment
with local cultural values and societal
expectations. In Indonesia, the concept of
gotong royong (mutual cooperation) and
musyawarah (deliberation) have historically
played a central role in conflict resolution.
These cultural values align closely with the
principles of restorative justice, which
emphasizes community
mediation, and collective problem-solving.

Slamet Riyadi (2015) argues that the
implementation of restorative justice in
Indonesia has been more successful in regions

involvement,

where these cultural values are strong, as they
provide a foundation for reconciliation and
forgiveness. However, in areas where more
retributive attitudes toward crime prevail,
particularly in urban centers where crime is
often perceived as a threat to social order, the
acceptance of restorative justice can be more
challenging.

In summary, the literature reveals a
growing consensus that restorative justice is a
more effective approach to juvenile justice
than punitive models, particularly in terms of
reducing  recidivism and  promoting
rehabilitation. Indonesia’s 2012 reforms have
made significant strides toward aligning the
country’s juvenile justice system with
international standards, though challenges
remain in ensuring consistent implementation
across the country. The integration of
restorative justice with local cultural values
holds promise for further improving
outcomes for juvenile offenders, but
continued investment in infrastructure,
training, and public education is essential for
the system’s long-term success.

3. METHODS

This study utilizes a qualitative
research design to explore the effectiveness of
Indonesia's juvenile criminal justice system,
specifically focusing on the implementation of
Law No. 11 of 2012 and its restorative justice
mechanisms. The study aims to evaluate how
this legal framework impacts juvenile
offenders, victims, and the broader
community, while also identifying the
challenges faced in its practical application.

The primary data for this study is
gathered through semi-structured interviews
and document analysis. Interviews are
conducted with key stakeholders involved in
the juvenile justice process, including:

e Judges and prosecutors working in
juvenile courts.

e Social workers and mediators
involved in restorative justice
programs.

e Juvenile offenders who have
participated in either diversion
programs or formal judicial
proceedings.

e Victims who have been involved in
mediation processes.

The interviews focus on the
participants' experiences with the juvenile
justice system, their perceptions of its
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effectiveness, and the challenges they face in
applying restorative justice principles.

In addition to interviews, document
analysis is conducted on legal documents,
including court rulings, reports from the
Ministry of Law and Human Rights, and case
studies of juvenile offenders who have
undergone diversion programs.

The qualitative data from interviews
is analyzed using thematic analysis to identify
recurring patterns, themes, and challenges
related to the implementation of Law No. 11
of 2012. Key themes include offender
rehabilitation, recidivism, victim satisfaction,
and legal procedural challenges.

All participants in the study provide
informed consent, and their confidentiality is
maintained throughout the research. Juvenile
offenders are interviewed only with the
consent of their legal guardians. This
methodology ensures a comprehensive
understanding of the practical outcomes and
challenges of Indonesia's juvenile justice
system, while emphasizing ethical research
practices.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The study focused on assessing the
impact of Indonesia’s Law No. 11 of 2012 on
juvenile offenders, particularly regarding the
use of restorative justice mechanisms such as
diversion and mediation. Several themes
emerged from the interviews and document
analysis, including the effectiveness of
diversion, victim satisfaction, and challenges
in  implementing  restorative  justice.
Additionally, the study reveals disparities in
the law’s application across different regions
of Indonesia.

The data reveals a general consensus
among stakeholders that the law has had a
positive effect on reducing recidivism and
promoting rehabilitation. However,
significant challenges remain, including
limited access to restorative justice programs
in rural areas, inconsistent implementation of
mechanisms, and public
perceptions that restorative justice is "too
lenient."

diversion

The quantitative data collected from
juvenile courts and correctional facilities offer
a snapshot of the outcomes for juvenile
offenders under both the restorative and
retributive  justice  systems. Table 1
summarizes recidivism rates for juvenile
offenders who participated in diversion
programs compared to those who underwent
formal judicial proceedings.

Table 1: Recidivism Rates of Juvenile

Offenders
X Total Recidivism
Justice Approach
Offenders Rate (%)

Restorative

Justice 150 17%
(Diversion)

Retributive

150 42%

Justice (Judicial)

As seen in Table 1, juvenile offenders

who participated in diversion programs had a
significantly lower recidivism rate (17%)
compared to those who went through the
formal court system (42%). This suggests that
restorative justice mechanisms such as
diversion and mediation play an important
role in reducing repeat offenses among
juvenile offenders.
4.1 Theoretical Foundations of Juvenile

Justice

At the core of juvenile justice theory are
two competing models: retributive justice and
restorative justice. Retributive justice focuses
on punishment as a deterrent, premised on
the idea that offenders deserve punishment in
proportion to their crimes. In contrast,
restorative justice seeks to heal the harm
caused by crime by focusing on the needs of
both victims and offenders, promoting
reconciliation, and encouraging personal
responsibility.
4.2 Analysis of Recidivism Data

The low recidivism rate among juveniles
who participated in restorative justice
programs aligns with findings from global
studies on the benefits of rehabilitation-
focused justice systems. The interviews
conducted with legal professionals and social
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workers highlight several factors contributing

to these outcomes:

e Offender Accountability: Restorative
justice encourages offenders to take
responsibility for their actions through
direct engagement with victims, which
fosters a sense of accountability.

¢ Community Reintegration: Diversion
programs emphasize reintegration into the
community through education,
counseling, and community service,
thereby reducing the stigma associated
with formal judicial proceedings.
However, interviews with social workers

and legal professionals revealed that while
restorative justice is effective in reducing
recidivism, it requires substantial resources
and trained personnel to function properly. In
regions where these resources are lacking, the
effectiveness  of  diversion  programs
diminishes.

4.3 Effectiveness of Diversion Programs

Interviews with juvenile offenders who
participated  in  diversion = programs
consistently indicated positive experiences,
with many reporting that the programs
helped them understand the consequences of
their actions and encouraged them to make
amends. One offender explained:

"The mediation process made me realize
how much my actions hurt the victim. It
wasn’t just about punishment, but about
understanding why it was wrong and how I
could make it right."

Legal professionals also noted that
diversion helps avoid the negative effects of
detention, such as exposure to hardened
criminals and the disruption of education.
However, they acknowledged that the success
of these programs depends on the availability
of resources, such as trained counselors and
community service options.

4.4 Victim Satisfaction in Restorative

Justice

Victim involvement is a crucial element of
restorative justice, as it allows victims to
participate in the justice process and express
how the crime affected them. The interviews
with victims revealed a generally positive

view of restorative justice, with many
appreciating the opportunity to engage
directly with the offender. One victim stated:

"] felt heard during the mediation. The
fact that the offender apologized and offered
restitution made me feel like justice was
served without having to go through a long
court case."

However, some victims expressed
dissatisfaction, particularly in cases involving
more serious offenses. These individuals felt
that restorative justice was "too lenient" and
did not adequately address the severity of the
crime. This points to a broader challenge in
balancing the needs of victims with the goal of
rehabilitating juvenile offenders.

4.5 Regional Disparities in Implementation

The study found significant regional
disparities in the implementation of
restorative justice programs. In urban areas,
diversion and mediation are more commonly
used, supported by better infrastructure and
access to trained personnel. In contrast, rural
areas struggle with limited resources, making
it difficult to implement the restorative justice
mechanisms mandated by Law No. 11 of 2012.

Table 2: Availability of Restorative Justice

Resources by Region

Diversion .
) Access to Trained
Region Programs
. Personnel (%)
Available (%)

Urban

80% 75%
Areas
Rural

35% 30%
Areas

As seen in Table 2, there is a clear gap in
the availability of diversion programs and
access to trained personnel between urban
and rural areas. This gap contributes to
inconsistencies in how juvenile offenders are
treated across the country, with rural regions
more likely to rely on formal judicial
proceedings and detention.

4.6 Analysis of Regional Disparities

The disparities in access to restorative

justice mechanisms highlight a significant
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challenge in the implementation of Law No.
11 of 2012. In rural areas, where community
resources are limited, the legal system tends
to revert to more traditional punitive
measures, which can lead to higher recidivism
rates and fewer opportunities  for
rehabilitation. This finding is consistent with
global research, which suggests that the
success of restorative justice depends heavily
on the availability of community support
systems.

4.7 Public Perception and Challenges in

Policy Implementation

Public perception of restorative justice,
particularly in more conservative regions,
often reflects skepticism. Many respondents
from the legal community acknowledged that
there is still a general misconception that
restorative justice is a "soft" approach, not
suitable for serious crimes. One prosecutor
expressed concern that diversion programs
are sometimes perceived as being lenient:

"The public often sees diversion as letting
offenders off the hook, especially in more
serious cases. It can be difficult to convince
communities that these programs are in the
best interest of everyone, including the
victims."

This perception poses a significant barrier
to the full implementation of restorative
justice practices in Indonesia. Public
education campaigns and efforts to
demonstrate the effectiveness of these
programs in reducing recidivism could help
change these attitudes, but such initiatives are
currently underfunded and inconsistent.

4.8 Restorative Justice and Its Impact on

Juvenile Justice in Indonesia

The findings of this study suggest that the
introduction of restorative justice in
Indonesia’s juvenile criminal justice system
has had several positive effects, particularly in
reducing  recidivism and  promoting
rehabilitation. The effectiveness of diversion
programs, as demonstrated by the
significantly lower recidivism rates among
juvenile offenders who participated in these
programs, underscores the importance of

providing alternatives to formal judicial
proceedings.

However, the challenges in implementing
these programs, particularly in rural areas,
highlight the need for continued investment
in infrastructure and training. Without
adequate  resources, restorative justice
programs cannot reach their full potential,
and juvenile offenders in underserved regions
may continue to face punitive measures that
do not address the underlying causes of their
behavior.

Moreover, public  perceptions  of
restorative justice as a "lenient" approach
must be addressed through education and
awareness campaigns. Legal professionals,
social workers, and community leaders must
work together to demonstrate the long-term
benefits of restorative justice, both for
offenders and for society at large.

Restorative justice, as implemented under
Indonesia’s Law No. 11 of 2012, has shown
promising results in reducing recidivism and
promoting the rehabilitation of juvenile
offenders. However, challenges remain,
particularly in terms of regional disparities in
access to restorative programs and public
perceptions of the effectiveness of these
approaches. For Indonesia to fully realize the
potential of restorative justice, continued
investment in training, infrastructure, and
public education is essential.

5. CONCLUSION

This study highlights the
transformative potential of Indonesia’s Law
No. 11 of 2012 on juvenile justice,
emphasizing the shift from punitive measures
toward restorative justice practices. The
findings demonstrate that restorative justice
mechanisms, particularly
programs, significantly reduce recidivism
rates among juvenile offenders while

diversion

promoting rehabilitation and reintegration
into society. The low recidivism rate observed
among participants in diversion programs—
compared to those subjected to formal judicial
proceedings —underscores the effectiveness
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of restorative approaches in addressing the
unique needs of young offenders.

However, the study also reveals
critical challenges in the implementation of
these reforms. Regional disparities in access to
restorative justice resources hinder the
effectiveness of the law, particularly in rural
areas where such programs are scarce.
Furthermore, public perceptions that view
restorative justice as overly lenient pose
additional barriers to its acceptance and
application.

To enhance the effectiveness of the
juvenile justice system, it is crucial for
Indonesian  authorities to invest in
infrastructure and training for restorative

justice practitioners, ensuring that all regions

have the necessary resources to implement
these programs effectively. Additionally,
public education campaigns should be
initiated to foster a better understanding of
the benefits of restorative justice, highlighting
its role in promoting healing for victims and
accountability for offenders.

In conclusion, while Indonesia has
made significant strides in reforming its
juvenile justice system, ongoing efforts are
needed to  address
challenges. By reinforcing the principles of
restorative justice and ensuring equitable
access to its practices, Indonesia can better
support the rehabilitation of
offenders and promote a more just and
effective legal system for all.

implementation

juvenile
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