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Abstract 

In this article, we will discuss an evaluation study of experiments in the Netherlands with 

community mediation. The experiments started in 1996, and the research was conducted 

between 1996 and 1999. The concept that arrived from San Francisco was adjusted to suit 

the Dutch context. The description of the practice of community mediation in the Netherlands 

is our next topic. After this description, an analyses of the research follows. The effects of 

community mediation or neighbour mediation in the Netherlands are analysed. In practice, 

different participants have different expectations of community mediation. The practice of five 

years of community mediation leads to recommendations as well as several critical 

comments. We end the article with a look at the future of community mediation in the 

Netherlands.  

Keywords: mediation, conflict resolution, neighbouring, community participation. 

 

Introduction 

Being annoyed by smells, noises or behaviours of the neighbours is a common experience for 

many people. Neighbour problems are close to the senses: sounds, reeks, pets and insults 

coming from a neighbour can physically intrude on the sense of privacy and safety a person 

has. Research indicates that 28% of the citizens living in Dutch cities experience some form 

of nuisance from the neighbours and 6% have a dispute over this with the neighbours (Peper, 

Spierings, De Jong, Blad, Hogenhuis, & van Altena, 1999 :148). Neighbour disputes are often 

seen as ‘home-garden-and-kitchen’ conflicts, referring to the daily character and relatively 

small scope of many conflicts. In court, cases of this type are referred to as ‘garbage cases’, 

implying that they are hard to solve or settle, involve minor financial stakes, etc (Merry, 1997). 

Important however, is the observation that these so called ‘life world conflicts’ are not minor 

conflicts. From a social-psychological perspective, people find these types of conflict 

unpredictable, penetrating and often intolerable. It is very difficult to escape or ignore the 

intrusions. Most neighbours, on their own accord, are unsuccessful in making problems go 

away. Sometimes, moving out seems the only option left (Spierings, 1998).  

Community mediation is a form of conflict resolution especially designed for 

community members to resolve their mutual conflicts in the local community. In 1996, 

                                                      
1
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(Peper & Hogenhuis, 2000; Peper & Spierings, 1999). For more information, email: peper@fsw.eur.nl. 
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experimental projects with community mediation were initiated in the Netherlands. On the 

conceptual level the San Francisco Community Boards (SFCB) have been the main source of 

inspiration for the projects in the Netherlands (Blad, 1996). Central in each community board 

in San Francisco is the ‘dispute resolution panel’ (Merry & Milner, 1993a). These panels 

consist of three to five trained individuals, volunteers living in the same community as the 

disputing parties. They organise meetings with disputants, referred to as the complainant and 

the respondent. The mediators in the panel have no contractual, legal or formal power or 

authority over the disputants or the dispute. Participation in a ‘hearing’ is voluntary for all 

parties. The aim of the dispute resolution panel is to bring people together, and to stimulate 

them to communicate openly about the differences between them. The panel does not offer 

solutions. Instead, the participants themselves actively try to solve their own problems. The 

SFCBs have always been aimed at solving conflicts and at the same time try to re-establish 

durable relationships between conflicting citizens (Shonholtz, 1993). 

 

 

Translating the idea of community mediation  

The concept of community boards has appeared in the Netherlands along two separate lines. 

In the city of Rotterdam, a housing association (Woonbron-Maasoevers) was looking for a 

solution for relational problems between tenants, including concerns about unsafety and 

nuisance behavior. In the city of Zwolle, the justice department was looking for ways to 

reduce caseloads, especially for misdemenor cases. The Ministry of Justice and the Ministry 

of Internal Affairs became interested in the concept of the SFCB. They financed two projects, 

in the city of Zwolle (± 100,000 inhabitants), and later in the city of Gouda (± 80,000). The 

local councils in both cities invested in the project. In Rotterdam, the city and community 

councils together with two housing associations financed the three projects, situated in three 

communities in Rotterdam (counting 4,000 to 6,000 inhabitants). All these projects were 

monitored intensively over a four year period (1996-1999), financed by the Ministry of Justice 

and the Ministry of Internal Affairs. 

 

The translation of the California concept of community boards to the Dutch situation was 

important from the start of the experiment. In order to give a clear picture of the place of 

community mediation in the Netherlands, we will summarise in short several important 

aspects of Dutch Society. Four developments in Dutch society should be mentioned.  

An important characteristic of Dutch society is the active government involvement in 

society, directly and indirectly through a strong field of subsidised care, community 

organising, social assistance and other forms of social interventions. The experiments with 

community mediation in the Netherlands must be seen in the light of the strong 

professionalisation in social work. In contrast with the USA - with its strong tradition of 

community organising and self-help organisations run by volunteers, the Netherlands can be 

characterised as a strong corporate welfare state with a high level of social organisation by 

professionals (Esping-Andersen, 1990).  

In the Netherlands, a high level of social services is combined with a strong civil 

society, based on social capital, trust, and social networks. On the theoretical level, Putnam 

has shown in his study in the south of Italy that a strong state needs strong institutions and 

strong 'civic traditions' (Putnam, 2000). In the Netherlands, public officials are recognising and 

using the social capacities of citizens in the informal social infrastructure. Since the sixties, 
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the pillar system in the Netherlands with a relatively strong state and a flourishing network of 

active citizens has largely disappeared. Local, provincial and central governments have 

stimulated new forms of citizen participation ever since. In the last ten years, Dutch society 

can be described with the concept “Poldermodel”, referring to a consensus model in which 

many different groups participate (Visser & Hemerijck, 1997). Recent research shows that the 

so called formal social infrastructure – meaning the quality and level of local social, cultural 

and educational services – is well balanced with the civic qualities and capabilities of Dutch 

citizens – meaning the informal social infrastructure (Duyvendak, Engbersen, Snel, & 

Spierings, 2001). The Dutch Cabinet Office recently published a statement about a continuing 

need to stimulate a good balance (Kabinetsreactie, 2001). 

Dutch society is an open society. Since the fifties, the Dutch government has allowed 

many guest workers from Turkey and Morocco to relief the labour shortage in the 

Netherlands. In the mid seventies, the former Dutch colony Surinam gained independence, 

and many of the citizens of this new country came to the Netherlands. The same happened in 

the nineties with the island of Aruba in the Antilles. There are now four groups in the minority 

policy of the Dutch government: the Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese and Antilles 

communities. While Dutch society is increasingly pluralistic because of this, the participation 

of these ethnic groups in the civil society remains relatively low.  

An important characteristic of urban society in the Netherlands is the absence of a 

process of ghettoisation (Entzinger, 1991). This process has occurred in many American and 

European cities. Some neighbourhoods in the Netherlands tend to be poor and some estates 

are crime ridden. These areas however, can in no way be compared to the 'no-go' areas in 

other western civilisations (Dahrendorf, 1988).  

 

In this context, the idea of improving social bonds between citizens has become a central 

aspect that community mediation in the Netherlands has to address. Not only because this is 

important from the perspective of integration, but also because there is a need for a social 

construction of a collective authority in a situation of social diversity. Importantly also, the 

experiments with community mediation that we will describe in more detail below are not 

specifically directed towards or introduced in multiple problem areas but towards/in the wider 

community. Research indicates no significant effect can be found between neighbour conflicts 

and social-economic status (SES), sex, age, family type, political preferences, income, and 

living expenses. When we consider these variables as structure variables (dimensions of SES 

or class), we can conclude class has no explanatory value for understanding conflicts 

between neighbours (Peper et al., 1999). Research also indicates one important source for 

conflicts between neighbours to be miscommunication between people of ethnic origin. This 

seems especially true in neighbourhoods where many different cultures live together. The 

strengthening of interethnic relationships and also the participation of individuals from ethnic 

origin as volunteers in community mediation have been key issues from the start of the 

experiment. 

 In the Dutch context of community mediation, two choices are made. Solving conflicts 

by reaching agreement and by facilitating effective communications (through teaching new 

forms of communication) are seen as equally important targets in the experiments. 

Community mediation is not only focussed on settling disputes, but it is also concerned with 

re-establishing durable relationships between neighbours. This is best done, at least this is 

the idea, when people are asked to participate actively and voluntary. People are encouraged 
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to look for solutions themselves. There is no ‘outside’ authority that can speak a verdict, or 

choose a solution. This form of participation in the conflict by the important shareholders of 

the conflict can lead to individual empowerment, the idea that people feel that their actions 

‘make a difference’. This applies not only to the parties in conflict, but also to the mediators 

who help to settle the dispute. This form of facilitative mediation implies no third party view, 

the mediator merely facilitates the possibility for two parties to settle their dispute  (Baruch 

Bush & Folger, 1994, Mackie, Miles, & Marsh, 1995, Boersma Zondervan, 2000 #422)
 2
.  

 

 

Community Mediation in practice  

 

Research 

Starting the experiment with community mediation in practice took quite some time. 

Communities in the Netherlands do not have a strong history of mediation. Many Dutch 

people still have to learn about the concept
3
. In every community, a brief exploratory research 

was carried out to find out if the experiment would be supported locally. The results were 

encouraging.  

Additionally, a review of the existing body of literature was made made available to 

the interested citizens, professionals and public officials in the communities that were 

interested in the experiment. Sally Engle Merry has compared the community boards in San 

Francisco with mediation in traditional societies known to anthropologists. In small scale 

societies harmonious relationships are important. People tend to know each other personally. 

The social structures are stronger than in modern societies. The community may apply strong 

social pressures in order to prevent conflicts from becoming manifest and getting out of hand. 

The community may act as a collective authority to force individuals and groups into 

compromise in conflict situations. According to Merry, modern urban society lacks this kind of 

natural authority. She maintains that community mediation should be (and has been) adapted 

to function in modern society.  

Merry concludes that the community boards are an effective means of solving 

conflicts between citizens. However, mediation seems to be less effective in producing just 

settlement when the parties are unequal, for instance employer-employee, landlord-tenant, 

domestic violence between parents and children, etc. The basic problem with conflicts 

between unequal parties is, according to Merry, that mediation is primarily a system of trading 

concessions. In order to reach an agreement, mediators have to build on the concessions the 

weaker party is willing to make (Merry, 1997). It was decided that community mediation in the 

Netherlands would be used solely in sociale relations where the parties are basically equal 

(e.g. between neighbours). 

 

The groundwork for training, information, networking, and finding cases in the community was 

done thoroughly. After finding suitable volunteers, the boards had to decide on intake 

                                                      
2
 The concept of community mediation in the Netherlands can be described as a narrow concept of community 

mediation. It is unlike the Franco-European concept and practice of médiation sociale (as a form of social regulation 

between individual urban lifestyles, between cultural groups and between citizens and public services (Délégation 

Interministérielle à la Ville, 2001). Instead, it is more akin to the Anglo-Saxon concept and practice of mediation 

between individuals.  
3
 In the past five years, the idea of mediation is getting more and more attention in professional journals and 

newspapers in the Netherlands. 
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procedures, privacy rules, registration, etc. At all the locations a professional was hired to 

help to start up local projects
4
. In Zwolle and Gouda the professional became affiliated with 

the local social services institution, and the professional input was meant to last. In 

Rotterdam, one was hoping that volunteers would eventually take over the role of the 

professional. The dynamics between professional and voluntary social action is being given 

much thought in all the locations. At present, a facilitating professional institution remains 

necessary. 

 

 

Recruiting and training 

In Rotterdam, Zwolle, and Gouda volunteers perform the actual mediations. The volunteers 

are recruited from inside the three neighbourhoods in Rotterdam, and from all over the city in 

Zwolle and Gouda. Volunteers operate solely in their own community. Before one becomes a 

mediator, training by a professional mediator is required. The mediators-to-be are trained in 

communication skills. The most important part of the training is to develop the skills to deal 

with communication barriers like blaming and claiming reparation or restitution. The mediators 

are trained in active listening, to ask questions, and to reformulate the stories of the conflicting 

parties in a positive way.  

A difficult aspect of the training is the position of the mediator in the conflict. The 

mediator plays a specific role in the mediation process. He or she is not allowed to actively 

participate in bringing up solutions. Neither is a mediator allowed to direct the conflicting 

parties to a solution to the conflict. The mediator accepts the constructions of the reality of 

both the conflicting parties. He or she will not discuss the feelings, wishes or interests of the 

conflicting parties, but instead support them. The main purpose of the mediation session is to 

facilitate both parties in resolving their differences, by listening to the arguments, asking 

questions, and summarising and sometimes reformulating the stories. The role of the 

mediator in community mediation is therefore different from the role the mediator plays in 

conciliation or arbitrage. When mediation is evaluative the mediator actively introduces a third 

party view to assist to settle the dispute. The mediator in community mediation can be 

regarded as a facilitator or a panel chairman. In practice it took quite some time to teach the 

volunteers not to be directive in the mediation process in any way. Not every citizen can be 

expected to be a good community mediator. 

 A challenge for community mediation was trying to be successful in finding a 

representative community board in each neighbourhood. Critics doubted it was possible to 

find enough ethnic participation in the boards. In other resident-projects such as voluntary 

work, resident-boards, victim help, etc. this had not been accomplished before. In connection 

with community mediation this challenge was met. Through extensive communication, 

approaching self-help organisations, visiting schools, and meeting places, ethnic 

representation in the boards succeeded. Spokesmen of ethnic communities were approached 

and involved in recruiting members. Social workers were also involved. In the end, each 

community board in Rotterdam had several ethnic members. Not only are most ethnic groups 

‘represented’, the projects also succeeded in interesting young and elderly people, men and 

women in equal numbers. Only then was noticed that several ethnic groups living in the 

Netherlands – people originating from Indonesia, Turkey, and Morocco – were already used 

                                                      
4
 Here we see another difference with the United States. In the Netherlands it is common to have professionals 

working with volunteers, instead of only having volunteers (Adriaansens & Zijderveld, 1981). 
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to the concept of mediation. Many individuals from these and other ethnic groups have been 

actively taking part as volunteers in the experiments with community mediation. Thus, the 

community boards became representative of the communities they were functioning in. In the 

cities of Zwolle and Gouda however, one did not succeed in getting a representation of the 

important social categories living in the city.  

 

 

Two models of community mediation 

The areas in which community mediation was introduced were relatively small – especially in 

Rotterdam – compared to San Francisco. An attempt was made to interest people from all 

major ethnic communities to participate as volunteers in the project. And specifically, new 

active volunteers were sought out to become mediators, people that were not already known 

to be active in all sorts of community work. Although the experiments in community mediation 

in the Netherlands have all been inspired by the SFCBs, the implementation process has 

taken on different forms. In the first years of its existence, two distinct models emerged: a 

neighbourhood model, and a city model. 

The experiment in Rotterdam is most similar to the SFCBs, even on the conceptual 

level (Shonholtz, 1981). The ‘boards’ in Rotterdam are independent groups of volunteers, who 

are not directly associated with existing institutions in the community. The boards slowly 

broaden their working area, geographically, and with respect to their field of expertise (more 

different types of cases). The community boards in the neighbourhoods in Rotterdam only 

mediate in local cases; the neighbourhoods are approximately 4,000-6,000 households large. 

Local volunteers are mediating in conflicts between a local complainant (the first party) and a 

local respondent (the second party). The professionals facilitating the voluntary mediators 

operate independently and are not affiliated with an (local) organisation or institution. Each of 

them has an independent agency. The community boards in the neighbourhoods in 

Rotterdam decide on the operational questions, for instance which cases to mediate and 

which not, how to operate with regard to privacy rules, when to meet, etc. The community 

boards in the neighbourhoods in Rotterdam function on a short distance to the professionals 

in the field. They run into one another frequently and discuss situations informally. Rotterdam 

is referred to as the neighbourhood model.  

Community mediation in Zwolle and Gouda is situated within the local social services 

foundations. The community mediators are recruited from all over the city, which provides for 

a large reservoir of volunteers. It appears that the level of education and income is somewhat 

higher than might be suspected from population statistics. Cases to be mediated are drawn 

from all over the city. The co-ordinator of the city model is on the pay-sheet of the social 

services bureau in the city concerned. The co-ordinator distributes the cases, organises 

meetings, intake procedures, after care procedures, etc. The co-ordinator in both Zwolle and 

Gouda function on a relatively long distance to the professionals in the field. These two cities 

are representing the city model
5
. In table 1 we will present an overview of the two models. 

 

                                                      
5
 Gorinchem (33.000 inhabitants) had adopted a third model. In Gorinchem there were a professional mediator, and a 

contact officer working for the police department. Contact officers working for the housing associations redirect all the 

cases. Gorinchem can be referred to as a 'professional model'. In Gorinchem the experiment started at the end of 

1997. The experiment only lasted one year, and was mainly initiated to solve already escalated conflicts between 

neighbours (Hogenhuis, Peper, & Jong, 1999). 
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Table 1  Two models of community mediation in the Netherlands 

 

 City model Neighbourhood model 

Mediators Volunteers city wide Neighbourhood volunteers  

Pre-education None None 

Mediation course Three day course Three day course 

Scale The city The neighbourhood 

Representation  No issue Representation of community 

Place in social network Central Office Neighbourhood building 

Professional support  Central co-ordinator 3 local, 1 central co-ordinator 

Type of conflict Horizontal neighbour conflicts Horizontal neighbour conflicts 

Selection of cases From all over the city Exclusively from neighbourh. 

Relation with neighbourhood Weak  Strong 

Effectiveness Moderate drop out rate Low drop out rate 

 

The two models vary on the scale of mediation, the representation, place in the social 

network, relation with the neighbourhood and the selection of cases. These models appeared 

out of the daily practice of community mediation in the local communities, and were not 

intended from the start. 

 

Registration and nature of complaints 

During the research period (1996-1999), there has been a steady increase in cases that have 

been mediated in the local community boards. We will discuss the results of the two models 

of community mediation. In the city model there were 268 cases registered, and in the 

neighbourhood model 94 cases
6
. 

 At the start of the experiments, institutions like the police, the housing associations, 

and social workers were asked to co-operate by directing suitable cases for mediation to the 

community boards. Table 2 shows the source of reference to the community mediation 

projects. 

 

Table 2 Registration of complaints 

 

 City model 

(n=268) 

Neighbourhood model 

(n=94) 

Total 

(n=362) 

Self-registration* 34% 47% 37% 

Housing associations 26% 38% 29% 

Police 24% 4% 19% 

Others 18% 11% 15% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

* A part of the self-registrations are those people who are told by other institutions to voice a complaint about the 

neighbours to the community boards. 

                                                      
6
 The research material on the practice of neighbour mediation was collected in two ways. We used the 

unstandardised registrations and personal notes made by the managers in the three cities. We reviewed all case 

material intensively. We also used the standardised registration forms, which were developed by our team of 

researchers in co-operation with the managers. Unfortunately, these standardised forms were not filed 

systematically. In total, 159 cases were registered in Zwolle, 109 in Gouda, and 94 in Rotterdam. 
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In spite of the fact community mediation was a new phenomenon, more than one-third of the 

registration came from the complainants themselves. Housing associations in the 

neighbourhood model in Rotterdam directed a lot of cases. As we said earlier, the housing 

officers have been involved in the project from the start. The amount of cases directed by the 

police is low in the neighbourhood model, compared to the city model.  

 Table 3 gives an overview of the types of conflicts. In some instances more than one 

source of the conflict was given. These were registered as multiple problems. Table 3 also 

shows the distribution of conflicts in the community boards in the Netherlands compared to 

the community boards in San Francisco. These data were taken from an evaluation project 

(Blad, 1996; Merry & Milner,1993a).  

 

Table 3 Nature of the complaints 

 

 City model 

(n=268) 

Neighb. Model 

(n=86)* 

Total 

(n=354) 

SFCB 

(n=2190) 

1. Noise 40% 53% 44% 18% 

2. Insults/harassment/gossip 10% 6% 9% 27% 

3. Pet behaviour 9% 6% 8% 10% 

4. Multiple problems 6% 14% 8% - 

5. Children/teenagers 6% 7% 6% - 

6. Garden/fence 6% 1% 5% - 

7. Litter/dirt 4% 1% 3% 6% 

Other complaints 19% 12% 17% 39% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* In 8 of the 94 cases the cause of the complaint is unknown. 

 

Conflicts over noise are common complaints addressed by the community boards in the 

Netherlands. Compared to the San Francisco Community Boards (SFCB) the percentage of 

noise related complaints in the Netherlands is high. The other percentages are notably higher 

in the SFCB, especially insult/harassment/gossip. Both noise and insult/harassment/gossip 

show a significant difference in the amount of conflicts that have been mediated between the 

Dutch and the San Francisco community boards, suggesting a rougher type of conflict 

appears before the SFCB compared to the type of conflict in the Netherlands. It is difficult to 

draw a stronger conclusion however, because the high percentage of other complaints which 

off course is caused by a different manner of categorisation. 

 

The research gave a good indication of the first and second parties that appear in front of the 

dispute resolution panel. The data on this subject are not complete however, but an 

interesting pattern could be discovered
7
. The first party is usually older than the second party. 

The first party is more often female. There is a tendency to complain more about residents 

with children, than about residents without children. Furthermore, the first party is more often 

autochthonous. One third of the complaints concern neighbours from ethnic origin. Most of 

the complaints are already registered with existing institutions like the police, housing 

                                                      
7
 The project-coordinators agreed they would keep the registration, unfortunately this was not done thoroughly.  
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associations or local government agencies. More than twice as many of the first parties are 

familiar with the existence of community mediation than of the second parties.  

 

 

Effects of community mediation 

As was said before, community mediation in the Netherlands has several goals; solving 

conflicts between neighbours, empowering the mediated and the mediators, and re-

establishing durable relations between neighbours in order to stimulate social cohesion in the 

neighbourhood. As stated above, in the Dutch experiments the most important goals are 

solving conflicts and When evaluating the experiments with community mediation these goals 

have to be taken into account. In this paragraph, we will first discuss some methodological 

problems of measuring effects. Then we will discuss the effects of the experiments of 

community mediation in the Netherlands. 

 

 

The problems of measurement 

Measuring the effects of experiments with community mediation is no easy task. At least, 

when we understand the idea of measuring as being able to tell exactly what the influence of 

community mediation is on people. There are several reasons, which account for this 

difficulty. 

 In the first place, what is expected from community mediation? The introduction of 

community mediation in the Netherlands was made possible and supported financially, or 

otherwise by a wide range of institutions; the ministry of Justice and the ministry of Internal 

Affairs, local housing associations, social service institutions, the police, the professionals 

already working in the community, the volunteers, and so on. Every aforementioned 

participant has certain expectations of the introduction of this new way of conflict solving in 

the daily lifeworld. These expectations can be categorized in the four different visions on 

community mediation. 

Secondly, the direct outcome of the process of mediation itself is not always clear. 

Mediation is focussed on re-establishing the communication between quarrelling neighbours 

through the intervention of a third, neutral, party: the mediator. In this way, community 

mediation can empower people to regain control over there life (Baruch Bush & Folger, 1994). 

But, how can empowerment be measured? There is no scale to measure the exact amount of 

empowerment by people.  

Third, the possible increase in social cohesion in the neighbourhood is even more 

difficult to measure. How to measure abstract concepts like social cohesion? After how many 

week, months or years do we need to measure? How can we single out the effects of 

mediation in regard to all other things that happen in neighbourhoods?  

And finally, the effect or success of a policy instrument like community mediation is 

also strongly dependent on possible alternative policy instruments. In your own community, 

are there other ways to solve quarrels with a neighbour? Are there institutions that already 

take care of these kinds of conflicts? And can the effectiveness of these other institutions be 

measured and compared to community mediation? 
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The effects of community mediation in the Netherlands 

Precisely because of the many difficulties in measuring the effect of community mediation, we 

have chosen to combine several social scientific methods to address the problem from 

different angles: a multi-actor model
8
. During the experiments we collected quantitative data 

on the registration of cases, and, by participant observation, we followed the training and 

actual mediation in practice. By combining qualitative and quantitative techniques we do no 

pretend to solve all the methodological problems of measurement, but it does give the 

opportunity to offer a wider view on the possible effects of community mediation. 

Considering the methodological difficulties in measuring effects, we have chosen to 

take the goals of community mediation as a starting point for measuring the effects. Hereby, 

we distinguish between (I) the effect of the intervention on solving conflicts, and (II) the effect 

this intervention has on the participants. The question of effect is always a question effect for 

who. To avoid the risk of only summing up the quantitative data, and thereby forgetting the 

subjective experience of the participants, we discuss the effects in relation to the participant 

actors. The participant effect on the actors will be analysed for four main actors; the mediated, 

the mediators, the institutions in the neighbourhood, and the refusers of mediation. 

 

I. The conflict solving effect 

Community mediation is focussed on the restoration of communication between two 

conflicting neighbours. Naturally, such a process can take quite some time. We have divided 

the process of community mediation into four different phases. Whereby each phase works 

like a sieve. 

I. Registration, where the first selection of cases takes place; 

II. Intake of the first party (the complainant), where the mediator decides if the case can 

be mediated and if the complainant wants his case to be mediated; 

III. Intake of the second party, where we find the same kind of selection as in phase II; 

and 

IV. Mediation, both parties want to talk and come to an agreement. 

 

In practice we found a wide variety of possible outcomes during the process of mediation. 

Logically we can distinguish four possible outcomes: 

A. The conflict is solved through mediation; 

B. The conflict is solved without mediation; 

C. The case is referred to another institution; or 

D. The conflict is unresolved. 

 

In table 4 and 5 we give an overview of the case histories by combining the process and the 

outcomes. If you read the table horizontally, you will see the outcomes per phase, as well as 

the drop out rate during each phase in the process. Vertically, you will see the possible 

outcomes related to the different phases. In other words, the rows are concerned with the 

process of mediation, while the columns are concerned with the outcomes of mediation. For 

instance; in the city model during the phase III (intake of the second party) 9% of the cases 

                                                      
8
 The multi-actor model is based in RBA, or result-based accountability. This is a method of establishing goals and 

(measurable) outcomes in partnership with all the important shareholders (people and organisations) involved in a 

social intervention. One of the advantages is that multiple actors, instead of one more powerful actor broadly define 

the results. RBA is often reached by shared responsibility between actors. 
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were solved without mediation, 4% of the cases were referred, and 22% of the cases were 

unplaceble. In phase III 35% of the cases were processed, this leaves 22% of the total 

registered cases to go to phase IV. 

 

Table 4 Case history at the city model 

 

(n=268) A. Solved by 

mediation 

B. Solved 

without med. 

C. Case 

referred to 

D. Case not 

placeble 

Total 

Start 100%  

PHASE I - - 12% 1% 13% 

After phase I  87%  

PHASE II - 10% 7% 13% 30% 

After Phase II 57%  

PHASE III - 9% 4% 22% 35% 

After phase III 22%  

PHASE IV 19% - 2% 1% 22% 

Total 19% 19% 25% 37% 100% 

 

 

Table 5 Case history at the neighbourhood model 

 

(n=94) A. Solved by 

mediation 

B. Solved 

without med. 

C. Case 

referred to 

D. Case not 

placeble 

Total 

Start 100%  

PHASE I - - 21% 10% 31% 

After phase I 69%  

PHASE II - 5% 1% 9% 15% 

After phase II 54%  

PHASE III - 9% 1% 7% 17% 

After phase III 37%  

PHASE IV 33% - - 4% 37% 

Total 33% 14% 23% 30% 100% 

 

 

When we compare both models, we notice several differences. First, the neighbourhood 

model shows a high dropout rate during phase I, 31% of the cases is referred or seem to be 

unsuitable for mediation. In the city model this percentage is only 13. An explanation for this 

difference could be the fact that the city model is more distant to people, which may result in a 

first selection by the people and the referring institutions themselves. In the neighbourhood 

model the distance between people may be less, which makes it easier to approach 

community mediation with all kinds of problems. In this situation, the accessibility may be 

higher, meaning that the follow-up of cases (referrals to other institutions) is important. In the 

neighbourhood model this was done with great care, in order to avoid shopping behavior by 

the people concerned. 

 During phase II and III we see a reversal of this pattern. The dropout rate in the 

neighbourhood model is low (II - 15%, III - 17%), while this is higher in the city model (II - 
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30%, III - 35%). The conclusion is when one reaches phase II the neighbourhood model led 

more people towards mediation and agreement. This is probably due to the proximity of the 

social relations. It may be more difficult to leave the process when you know - although 

vaguely - the mediators.  

What is the conflict solving effect of community mediation? Community mediation has 

three types of conflict solving effect. The primary effect is defined as an actual mediation plus 

agreement (A). The secondary effect (A+B) is defined as situation A plus those conflicts 

solved by the parties themselves after having contact with community mediation (B). The 

tertiary effect (A+B+C) is defined as situation A or B or the case is referred to another 

organisation (C). 

 In table 6 we compare the conflict solving effects between the city and the 

neighbourhood model. The neighbourhood model seems to be more effective in settling 

disputes between neighbours than the city model. From all cases in the city model, 37% is 

unplaceble. What remains is 63% (19% + 19% + 25%) and this is what we call the tertiary 

effect (agreement, solved by participants themselves and referred to other agency). If we 

narrow this down to the secondary effect (problem solved with or without mediation), the 

percentage is 38% (19% + 19%). If we narrow this down to the primary effect (agreement 

through mediation), the percentage is 19%. From all cases in the neighbourhood model, 30% 

is unplaceble. What remains is 70% (33% + 14% + 23%): the tertiary effect (agreement, 

solved by participants themselves and referred to other agency). If we narrow this down to the 

secondary effect (problem solved with or without mediation), the percentage is 47% (33% + 

14%). If we narrow this down to the primary effect (agreement through mediation), the 

percentage is 33%. The city model may have mediated fewer cases; this does only apply to 

the percentages. When we look at the actual amount of cases, the annual amount is higher. 

We summarize these findings in table 6:  

 

Table 6 Conflict solving effects of community mediation 

 

 City model 

(n=268) 

Neighbourhood model 

(n=94) 

Total 

(n=362) 

Primary effect (A) 19% 33% 22% 

Secondary effect (A + B) 38% 47% 40% 

Tertiary effect (A + B + C) 63% 70% 64% 

No effect 37% 30% 36%  

• The three effects are cumulative, therefore adding 'no effect' to the 'tertiary effect' gives 100%. 

 

 

IIa. The participant effect: the mediated 

The experiences of the mediated are of central importance when discussing effects of 

community mediation. The whole idea of community mediation is based on the empowerment 

of people to tackle their own conflicts. Did mediation solve their conflict? Did they restore the 

communication with their neighbours? To get a view on the success of community mediation, 

we will discuss two aspects of mediation: the durability of the agreements, and the question if 

people feel satisfied with the mediation. We do not have quantitative material on the Dutch 

experiments, therefore we will first discuss the above mentioned aspects with data from 
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studies from the United States. Next, we will focus on the Dutch situation, based on 

qualitative data. 

 The durability of the mediation is a reasonable measure for the success i.e. the effect. 

Sally Merry and others examined this question in their evaluation research on the San 

Francisco Community Boards (Merry & Milner, 1993b). On the 150 cases where follow-up 

data was available, 79 percent of the complaining party (the first party) and 58 percent of the 

second party were satisfied with the agreement they made as a result of the mediation. Only 

14 percent of the complaining party and 30 percent of the second party say the agreement did 

not last. The durability of voluntary agreements as a result of mediation seems high (Blad, 

1996). 

 Directly linked to durability is the question of satisfaction. Not only is a lasting 

agreement sought, but also satisfaction with the agreement. To analyse this satisfaction, 

McGillis examined the satisfaction of people with the process and the satisfaction with the 

result in the case of mediation, and in the case of formal law. This satisfaction is also termed 

'quality of law' (McGillis, 1997). The general conclusion of his research is that people tend to 

be more satisfied with mediation, then when going to court
9
. These results are in line with the 

findings in the SFCB evaluation study. 

In the Netherlands, the nature of the cases brought to community mediation is 

comparable to the cases in the United States. Although we are not able to systematically 

compare court and mediation cases, based on interview with mediators and project leaders 

we can conclude the mediated are all positive about the mediation. Many of them found it a 

relief to talk to their neighbour via a neutral third party: the mediators. Their independence 

and para-professional appearance was evaluated positive by the mediated. Many of the 

mediated were happy they finally found someone to talk to about their conflict. This finding 

shows mediation can go further then the restoration of the communication.  

In retrospect, a lot of the mediated are surprised about the talks during the actual 

mediation. They hardly believe they have not been able to talk to their neighbours for a long 

time. This does not mean they directly end up as friends, but at least they are now capable of 

communicating as neighbours. Many of the mediate subscribe this effect to the performance 

of the mediators. In some cases miscommunication can be resolved, and in other cases the 

mediated see their neighbours from a new perspective. Talking to your neighbour can remove 

cultural barriers, or it makes people understand other people's lifestyle. Like how important 

music can be for younger people, or the amount of sleep people working in nightshift need 

during daytime. Sometimes the project leader, as coach and co-ordinator of the mediators, 

plays an important role. This suggests the intended empowerment effect is not yet realised in 

full. If people would feel they have solved the problem themselves, the empowerment effect 

would be bigger. 

 Not all the mediated experience this in the same matter. Some people feel the 

mediator takes sides, others see the mediators divide their task. 

 

There are two. One was on our side, but the other mediator was not. One of the 

mediators took the lead, while the other does not speak. He only listens, and 

sometimes he summarises our story. 

 

                                                      
9
 McGilles points to two restrictions of his material; not on every case the data is available, and there are probably 

also differences between who choose mediation and people who choose to go to court. 



 Page 14    

Both mediators did not speak much. We had to do the talking. Although they did try to 

steer. For example: 'could you both present some suggestions how to solve your 

conflict'. 

  

They were very peaceful. They made us feel comfortable, in a soft and quiet way. 

They also were not partial. They really weren't. They led us tell our stories one at the 

time. At first you think everything is black, but they made us to see thing are also 

grey. They were peaceful. Although, they also were strict if you didn't let the other 

talk. There were two of them, and they complemented each other well. Community 

mediation is an important institution. They can bring people together again. 

 

Most mediated are impressed by the mediators. They listen carefully, they take no sides, and 

they let all parties tell their story. Although some mediators find the whole writing down of the 

agreement a little overdone, this could help to motivate the mediated and to show them the 

agreements are worth something. 

  

I was very pleased with the mediators. They let you tell your story, summarise it. At the 

end we made some agreements. The neighbours promised to walk on slippers instead 

of shoes now. If you have a conflict with your neighbours, it is difficult to solve that 

together. It is important there is a third party. I am very glad, because I had sleepless 

nights. 

 

Not all the mediated understood the process of mediation entirely, as can be sen in some of 

the quotations. Many of the complainants see the problem mostly as the result of the 

behaviour of their neighbour. Expressions like ‘I lived here for many years now, and I never 

had any problems’, are much ventilated.  

 

The first contact on the phone [with a mediator] went very well. She understood my 

problem completely. I was very clear about my problem the first time [the intake], so I 

did not understand why I had to repeat it. I also did not understand why my neighbour 

had to tell his problems. That was not important. 

 

We conclude that the empowerment effect is not fully reached yet. The intended effect of 

realizing durable relationships with the neighbours is supported by the qualitative data. 

 

IIb. The participant effect: the mediators 

The mediators place the responsibility for the conflict solving explicitly in the hand of the 

conflicting parties. In this way community mediation is very different from most other 

interventions in society. Therefore, the goal is focussed on the restoration of communication, 

instead of purely solving a conflict. The mediators are supported in their task by the mediation 

method. This method also keeps the mediators outside the actual conflict. In this way they 

can fully concentrate on their role as process facilitators, instead of being drawn into the 

conflict by one or both of the neighbours. The conflicting parties have to establish their own 

solution. This must be based on voluntarily participation, informal consideration, with a 

minimum of bureaucracy, directed to solving the problem, and focussed on restoring the 
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relation. During the selection process and the training of the mediators these aspects seem to 

cause most of the problems.  

 The relative small scale of the neighbourhood model, in comparison with the city 

model, has its effects on the mediators. In the neighbourhood model mediators see the 

community mediation project more as their project. They are ‘their’ community board, they 

feel responsible, and they appropriate the project. They are proud of the community board, 

and many of them have grown into the mediation practice. They operate more as a tight 

group, with a core of very active members. In the neighbourhood model it is also easier to get 

access to the conflicting parties, especially the second party. All this is less easy to realise in 

the city model, which does not mean the enthusiasm and devotion, is less. The weaker bond 

with the neighbourhood is inherent in the choice for a city model. 

 We conclude that the mediators evaluate their social actions to be empowering for 

themselves and for the conflicting parties. They learn how to communicate in conflict 

situations. They teach people how to help themselves. Importantly also, they feel they have a 

lasting effect on relationship in the neighbourhood. The intended effect of realizing durable 

relationships with the neighbours is supported by the qualitative provided by the mediators 

and the programmanagers. 

  

IIc. The participant effect: the institutions 

The institutions most concerned with and committed to community mediation are the police, 

the housing associations, and the local government. To get an idea if community mediation 

has an effect for these institutions, we have interviewed professionals working in one of the 

three communities. All the spokesmen of these institutions state that community mediation 

offers a possibility for conflict solving on a scale which was not possible in the separate 

institutions. They point out the following goals, which they see as important for community 

mediation: solving neighbour conflicts before they escalate, increasing empowerment of 

citizens, promoting the quality of life and social cohesion in neighbourhoods. Although the 

police and the housing associations keep records of neighbour(hood) conflicts, we can not 

use these to calculate the effect of the introduction of community mediation. The reason is 

community mediation is concerned with intervening in a conflict as soon as possible, while the 

police and the housing associations only register a conflict when it is escalating. Therefore we 

asked our respondents if they had the idea that community mediation sorted effects. 

Broadly speaking, all institutional participants had a positive attitude towards the idea 

of community mediation. None of the respondents expected any opposition of the existing 

institutions. Conflicts and irritations between neighbours are experienced as a social problem, 

and the respondents do see good opportunities for community mediation here. Everybody 

explicitly stated until now there is no specific institution that deals with quarrelling neighbours, 

especially not in the initial phases of conflict. Therefore, most respondents see community 

mediation as a 'gap in the market'. The positive attitude towards the experiments with 

community mediation can also be seen in the willingness to direct cases. 

 The police hopes for an effect where they directly experience a reduction of cases 

around neighbour conflicts. From this perspective the police official state more cases must be 

directed to the community boards. The respondents think with an extension of the project and 

more familiarity with mediation by the police and the citizens, the experiments could be more 

successful. At all the different police departments one should start to refer cases to 

community mediation.  
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The housing associations put most emphasis on solving conflicts between the 

neighbours. According to the housing associations in Rotterdam, community mediation is 

successful. The associations are satisfied on the way the cases are dealt with. In Rotterdam 

and Zwolle the associations are more satisfied than the associations in Gouda. The ties with 

the community mediation projects are not equally strong in the three cities. Not surprisingly, 

there was a greater confidence in the project where the ties were close. In Zwolle and Gouda 

community mediation is tied to the social service, and directly connected with integral projects 

aimed at reducing nuisance. In Rotterdam every neighbourhood had formulated different 

priorities around the introduction of community mediation. Never the less, most respondents 

see more than enough possibilities to closely tie community mediation to other social services 

in the neighbourhood. 

 

IId. The participant effect: the refusers 

We also analysed the reasons people gave to refuse to be part of a mediation session with 

the neighbours under the supervision of volunteers. We found two types of responses. A 

small percentage of the people try to resolve the conflict themselves after taking being 

advised by the mediators. And there are people who do not want to talk about the conflict, 

neither directly to the neighbour, nor under the supervision of volunteers. They give different 

reasons for this. For example: some people say they fear the neighbour, some say they judge 

the situation as being quiet now. Some people also say they have no confidence in talking 

with the neighbour under the supervision of volunteers and they prefer other channels 

(usually the police). And finally, some people maintain that they are not (part of) the problem, 

because the neighbour is causing all the distress.  

 

Some people become aware by listening to the mediators that talking to the neighbours about 

the conflict may still be an option. The mediators explain how they operate.  

The volunteers explained how important it is to talk together about the conflict instead 

of complaining to them. And to talk about other stuff also. To make an effort to try to 

understand each other. So I did. Things are a lot better now. We communicate. We talk 

to each other. I won’t say it is quiet now. But I can handle it a lot better.  

 

Other people do not have confidence in talking. Some want the community mediators to solve 

the problem, or at least help them solve the problem. Some of the second parties, who refuse 

to participate in a mediation session, do recognise the conflict and their role in it. They may try 

to work things out by themselves: 

The lady from downstairs has been here a few times. I guess she is right. Our child is 

very loud and she goes to bed late. The houses around here are very noisy and she 

can here him play. Our problem is that we own a restaurant and that we are almost 

always out at night. The babysitter takes him to bed. But he is making it hard on her. 

He does not sleep well. But we will talk to the babysitter again and to the lady 

downstairs. I am glad you called. I can see how serious the problem is for her.  

 

On first sight, there seems to be no real effect of community mediation for the refusers. At 

closer examination refusing community mediation is mainly due to fear. To deal with this 

problem community mediation could work more close with the police. Not only by getting 

cases referred, but also in referring cases back. Besides the problem of fear, a substantial 
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amount of the refusers wanted to talk with their neighbours themselves. In all these cases 

community mediation has an indirect effect: people do seem to feel empowered to act 

themselves. Making people aware of the method of community mediation was enough to give 

those people the small push to deal with the problem themselves. 

 

 

Visions on community mediation: The effects 

The different actors that play a role around the experiments with community mediation, all 

embraced the initial idea positively. However, they all differ in their point of reference. 

Different actors practice different discourses around neighbour conflicts and mediation. We 

interviewed over 140 professionals working in the neighbourhoods where the experiments 

took place, at two different moments. First we interviewed 100 professionals before the 

experiments started. After two years we interviewed another 40 professionals to discuss the 

first results of the experiments. After analysing the half-structured interviews with the 

professionals, we identified four types of visions on community mediation
10

: 

• an instrumental vision; 

• a service vision; 

• a formalistic vision; and 

• a norm-forming vision. 

These four visions are analytical constructs, and in reality most of the interviewed persons 

combine aspects of different visions The visions appeared to be common in specific social 

and institutional settings. We will view these visions in relation to the effects we discuss 

above. 

In the instrumental vision, the police and justice department and other public officials 

see community mediation as an instrument for conflict resolution supplementing existing 

channels of conflict resolution. Low costs and effectiveness are important criteria in this 

vision. The instrumental vision was seen to be relatively common among policy makers, and 

politicians in the community. These people were mostly interested in the conflict solving effect 

of community mediation. 

The second vision, the service vision, sees community mediation as a community 

service, provided by trained volunteers. People who ask for help in solving conflicts or 

discussing forms of nuisance ask a third party for help. The service vision maintains that 

people do not ‘cause’ problems ‘on purpose’. Rather, they are not aware that their actions are 

offensive for other parties. Conflicts and irritations arise from differing interpretations of 

actions. Solutions for conflicts can be found by direct and private communications between 

neighbours, supported by a ‘host’ as the best way to eliminate miscommunications. The 

service vision was relatively common among the volunteers, the police and social welfare 

workers, e.g. persons that have a need-based view of people and society as a whole. 

In the third vision, the formalistic vision, equal rights, equal treatment, and equal 

accessibility are important criteria. A situation where community mediation would function 

independently from existing organisations and institutions could mean a threat for its quality 

and authority. If legal and other procedures are not followed properly, community mediation 

could lead to escalation of neighbour conflicts instead of conciliation. Supporters of this view 

fear corruption, and abuse of power by the participants. It is inherent in this vision that 

                                                      
10

 An important part of this analysis was done by our friend and colleague Freek de Meere, who participated for six 

months in the research programm. 
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community mediation has to be ‘tested’ by quality measures from other institutions. The 

formalistic vision was found among some police officials, public prosecutors and judges, 

lawyers and solicitors. The argument was also found among some of the refusers, who think 

they do not need anything else besides the law, and the police as their enforcers.  

A fourth vision, the norm-forming vision, sees community mediation as a way to 

establish and to reaffirm cultural expectations, values and norms that ‘exist’ in the community. 

Through open and public discussion citizens, neighbours, learn (again) behave as expected 

by others and to communicate social constructions amongst one another. The norm-forming 

vision appeared to be common among community workers. This vision can also implicitly be 

found in the stories of the mediators and the mediated, especially when the parties were 

satisfied with the mediation. 

 We have found that the service providing vision, the relationship forming vision and 

the conflict solving vision can in fact be translated into effects and that these effects are 

indeed occuring in community mediation in the Netherlands. The formalistic vision however, 

can not be translated into an effect. It seems to function as a warning, as Merry has shown in 

her research. Merry states that access to community mediation in San Francisco may be 

unequal for groups of citizens and power differences may have a corrupting effect on 

community mediation. A different research has to carried out to give an answer to the 

question if this has occured in the Netherlands also. We think however, that both aspects 

have been adequately taken into account in the Dutch experiments (ensuring the community 

boards to be multi-ethnic and mediating solely between neighbours). 

 

 

The future of community mediation 

In the past six years, community mediation is growing in the Netherlands. Since the 

experiments stopped at the end of 1999, we would like to pay attention to the future of 

community mediation in this last paragraph. We will address three aspects. First, we address 

the question if there is a need and niche for community mediation (in the Netherlands)? 

Secondly, we pay attention to the variety of effects, and finally we will discuss if community 

mediation is the panacea for all neighbour(hood) problems. 

 

 

Is there a need and niche for community mediation? 

In practice people find their way to community mediation, and most of them are satisfied.  

From the start community mediation has been a legitimate instrument for a majority of people. 

The experiments in Rotterdam, Zwolle, and Gouda show there is a need and a niche for this 

kind of dispute resolution in daily life. There is a market for community mediation. Which 

market, however, is a subject of considerable debate. The Ministry of Justice, financing 

several projects, would like to see community mediation as a way to reduce court case loads, 

and as a way to intervene before conflicts escalate. The Ministry of Internal Affairs, and local 

councils (both responsible for the police force), view community mediation as a way to 

improve (feelings of) public safety. Finally, social services and housing associations define 

community mediation as a way to improve social cohesion, community building through 

empowerment and participation. Aside from the question of which market, the idea and 

practice of community mediation seems successful in the Netherlands. After the initial three 

cities, community mediation projects are developed, or in development, in at least fifteen 
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other Dutch cities
11

 as well as in Rotterdam the initial project of three neighbourhoods has 

been expanding (Thiel, 2000).  

 

 

A variety of effects 

The multi-actor approach enabled us to focus on different kind of effects. More so, to evaluate 

community mediation from different perspectives does justice to the different visions that we 

found among our respondents. Unfortunately, projects like community mediation are mostly 

only evaluated in terms of its conflict resolving effect, i.e. the instrumental effect. Especially 

policy makers and politicians are supporting these kind of evaluation, because it seems to 

give a strong, measurable indicator for answering the question if it works or not. 

 

 

Community mediation the panacea? 

Community mediation is not only concerned with solving problems, but also with re-

establishing durable relationships between neighbours. This form of participation can lead to 

‘empowerment’ - the idea that people feel their actions ‘make a difference’ – not only of the 

conflicting parties involved but also of the volunteers that help to settle the dispute. 

Community mediation tries to be more responsive to local community needs and interests. If 

both the interests and the emotions of disputants can be addressed and reasonably 

satisfied
12

, one might assume that the non-legal agreement or contract would hold up without 

force of law or formal authority. However community mediation is no panacea for every 

problem in the community. Instead, it is an addition to the existing and largely well functioning 

social services in the Netherlands. If one does not overestimate the possibilities of community 

mediation, it can be valued as a useful policy instrument to enhance the quality of life in 

neighbourhoods. When combined with the professional methods of social intervention, 

community mediation can disseminate a culture of  “people-involved" conflict resolution. 

                                                      
11

 These cities are: Almere, Amersfoort, Amsterdam, Bodegraven, Den Haag, Eindhoven, Heereveen, Hoogezand-

Sappemeer, Leeuwarden, Leiden, NieuweKerk aan de IJssel, Reeuwijk, Sittard, Tilburg, Vlaardingen, IJsselstein, 

Zaanstad, Zoetermeer, Zuthphen (http://www.burenbemiddeling.nl). 
12

 Merry makes an important remark by pointing to the implicit power differences between the conflicting parties. 

These differences are mostly not given attention in the mediation process (Merry, 1997).  



 Page 20    

 

 

 

 

References 

 

Adriaansens, H. P. M., & Zijderveld, A. C. (1981). Vrijwillig Initiatief en Verzorgingsstaat. 

Cultuursociologische Analyse van een Beleidsprobleem. Deventer: Van Loghum 

Slaterus. 

Baruch Bush, R. A., & Folger, J. (1994). The Promise of Mediation. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass Publishers. 

Boersma Zondervan, D. (2000). Community Medxiation in the USA: Current Developments. In 

M. Liebmann (Ed.), Mediation in Context (pp. 111-125), London ; Philadelphia, PA: 

Jessica Kingsley Publishers. 

Blad, J. R. (1996). Neighbourhood-centered Conflict Mediation. The San Fransisco Example. 

European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, 4(1), 90-107. 

Dahrendorf, R. (1988). The Modern Social Conflict. An Essay on the Politics of Liberty. 

London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson. 

Délégation Interministérielle à la Ville. (2001). Médiation Sociale et Nuveaux Modes de 

Résolution des Conflits de la Vie Quotidienne. Paris: Délégation Interministérielle à la 

Ville. 

Duyvendak, J. W., Engbersen, G., Snel, E., & Spierings, F. (2001). De Sociale Pijler 

Gefundeerd. Utrecht/Rotterdam. 

Entzinger, H. B. (1991). Etnische Minderheden, Stedelijke Armoede, Gettovorming. 

Sociologische Gids, 38(1), 37-47. 

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge: Polity 

Press. 

Hogenhuis, S., Peper, B., & Jong, W. de (1999). Burenbemiddeling in Gorinchem. Evaluatie 

en Beleidsadvies. Rotterdam: Interdisciplinair Centrum voor Buurtbemiddeling. 

Kabinetsreactie. (2001). Kabinetsreactie op 'ONgekende Aanknopingspunten' Advies van de 

Raad voor Maatschappelijke Ontwikkeling over Versterking van de Sociale 

Infrastructuur. Den Haag: VWS. 

Mackie, K., Miles, D., & Marsh, W. (1995). Commercial Dispute Resolution. An ADR Pratice 

Guide. London: Butterworths. 

McGillis, D. (1997). Community Mediation Programs: Developments and Challenges. New 

York: U.S. Department of Justice. 

Merry, S. E. (1997). Alternative Dispute Resolution and Social Justice: The United States' 

Experience, [Internet]. Available: http://www.vuw.ac.nz/nzccr/Papers.htm [2001, 29 

september]. 

Merry, S. E., & Milner, N. (Eds.). (1993a). The Possibility of Popular Justice. A Case Study of 

Community Mediation. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Merry, S. E., & Milner, N. A. (1993b). The Possibility of Popular justice: a Case Study of 

Community Mediation in the United States. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Peper, B., & Hogenhuis, S. (2000). Beter een Goede Buur... Effecten van Bemiddeling bij 

Burenruzies. In M. L. M. Hertogh & L. E. de Groot-van Leeuwen (Eds.), Na de 



 Page 21    

Uitspraak. Gevolgen van Geschillenbeslechting (boeknummer Recht der 

Werkelijkheid ed., pp. 15-32). Den Haag: Elsevier. 

Peper, B., & Spierings, F. (1999). Settling Disputes Between Neighbours in the Lifeworld. An 

Evaluation of Experiments with Community Mediation in the Netherlands. European 

Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, 7(4), 483-507. 

Peper, B., Spierings, F., Jong, W. de, Blad, J., Hogenhuis, S., & Altena, V. van (1999). 

Bemiddelen bij Conflicten tussen Buren. Een Sociaal-Wetenschappelijke Evaluatie 

van Experimenten met Buurtbemiddeling in Nederland. Delft: Eburon. 

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone; The Collapse and Revival of American Community. 

New York: Simon & Schuster. 

Shonholtz, R. (1981). The Work and Structure of a Neighborhood Justice System. San 

Francisco: San Francisco Community Boards. 

Shonholtz, R. (1993). Justice from Another Perspective: The Ideology and Developmental 

History of the Community. In S. E. Merry & N. Milner (Eds.), The Possibility of Popular 

Justice. A Case Study of Community Mediation (pp. 201-238). Ann Arbor: University 

of Michigan Press. 

Spierings, F. (1998). New ways to help those who will not help themselves. Professional 

Social Work(juli), 10-11. 

Thiel, A. van (2000). Buurtbemiddeling Rotterdam. Monitor 1999-2000. Rotterdam: Stedelijke 

Stuurgroep Buurtbemiddeling Rotterdam. 

Visser, J., & Hemerijck, A. (1997). 'A Dutch Miracle': Job Growth, Welfare Reform and 

Corporatism in the Netherlands. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 

 


