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ABSTRACT
Volunteermoderators use various strategies to address online harms
within their communities. Although punitive measures like content
removal or account bans are common, recent research has explored
the potential for restorative justice as an alternative framework to
address the distinct needs of victims, offenders, and community
members. In this study, we take steps toward identifying a more
concrete design space for restorative justice-oriented tools by de-
veloping ApoloBot, a Discord bot designed to facilitate apologies
when harm occurs in online communities. We present results from
two rounds of interviews: first, with moderators giving feedback
about the design of ApoloBot, and second, after a subset of these
moderators have deployed ApoloBot in their communities. This
study builds on prior work to yield more detailed insights regarding
the potential of adopting online restorative justice tools, including
opportunities, challenges, and implications for future designs.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Online harm remains a pressing issue for content moderation. A
survey by Ipsos revealed that nearly 60% of online users reported ex-
periencing some form of harm, while over 40% of victims refrained
from seeking external help [21]. This highlights the shortcomings of
traditional moderation approaches, which typically emphasize pun-
ishments such as account sanctions and content removals [25, 51].
While these methods may stop the harm as it occurs, they often fail
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Permission to make digital or hard copies of part or all of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation
on the first page. Copyrights for third-party components of this work must be honored.
For all other uses, contact the owner/author(s).
CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan
© 2025 Copyright held by the owner/author(s).
ACM ISBN 979-8-4007-1394-1/25/04.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3706598.3713598

to prevent further recurrence and meet the needs of victims and oth-
ers involved. This perspective has been widely echoed within the
HCI and CSCW community: several studies pointed out how puni-
tive approaches often leave users unsupported, leading to negative
emotions [31, 44], difficulty making sense of their penalties [71, 75],
and struggles in reforming behaviors [37]. In response to these
shortcomings, some researchers have advocated instead for alterna-
tive frameworks like restorative justice, which prioritizes mediation
and engagement among stakeholders to address harm collectively.

Restorative justice focuses on repairing harm by involving offend-
ers, victims, and sometimes community members in conversations
aiming at healing and resolution. Within this process, offenders are
supported to come to terms with their wrongdoing while victims
can voice their needs and receive closure from the community. This
approach has been effective in reducing recidivism and supporting
reintegration in real-world contexts [49, 77].

Recent years have seen a growing interest in applying restorative
justice methods to address harm in online environments. These
methods have been proposed as a potential support mechanism for
offenders such as demonetized creators [44], banned game play-
ers [37], and cyberbullying attackers [1]. Victims from various
social groups also show a preference for restorative resolution [56–
58]. However, much of the discussion remains conceptual. While it
is evident that neither retributive nor restorative justice is a one-
size-fits-all solution, and that they are effective only in specific
contexts and value systems, the precise conditions behind their
differential effectiveness are still not fully understood. Furthermore,
practical implementations of restorative justice in online spaces are
still underexplored, and it remains generally unclear how restora-
tive practices can be structured and integrated into community
moderation.

To address this gap, our study explores the implementation of
restorative justice from a design perspective, specifically through
tools designed for online communities. We developed ApoloBot, a
Discord bot that helps moderators streamline a subset of restorative
justice principles within their communities by facilitating apologies
between offenders and victims, serving as a probe to explore the
design space for restorative justice tools. Though restorative justice
encompasses a variety of methods, apologies are one of the most
basic and core elements, representing a reasonable starting point
for exploration. By embedding a process for apologizing into a bot —
one of the platform’s most commonly used moderation tools — we
provide a practical, accessible resource to examine the introduction
of restorative justice methods into the online space, along with
their broader applicability and potential impacts.

Through interviews with 16 Discord moderators and deployment
with six of them, we gather insights into how moderators perceive
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and engage with restorative justice tools like ApoloBot. Extending
prior work, we conducted a more in-depth analysis of the opportu-
nities and challenges associated with integrating restorative justice
tools into existing moderation mechanisms. We seek to answer the
following research questions:

• RQ1:What opportunities do restorative justice tools present
for online communities? Specifically, what values and contexts
determine their effectiveness?

• RQ2: What challenges accompany the implementation and
usage of restorative justice tools in online communities?

We conclude by discussing the possible ways to evaluate the
tools’ expected outcomes, and propose design implications to drive
the ongoing development of restorative justice frameworks in the
online space.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Online Moderation Practices and

Technological Tools
Online harm refers to a wide range of problematic behaviors, in-
cluding but not limited to hate speech [46], public shaming [3],
doxxing [63], and digital self-harm [50]. These actions occur in var-
ious contexts, including self-directed, collective, or interpersonal
victim-perpetrator relationships [39]. Our research focuses on the
latter, specifically interpersonal harm that involves targeted victims
harmed by one or more individuals.

On platforms such as Reddit and Discord, a subset of users vol-
unteer as moderators, who oversee and manage spaces in order to
encourage more positive and productive interactions [62]. These
moderators employ various measures to regulate content and miti-
gate harm, often reflecting their underlying values and moderation
styles [33]. Most commonly, reactivemeasures such as account sanc-
tions (timeouts, bans) and content removal are used [25, 51, 65].
These punishments, typically specified in community rules [23] and
policies [54], are enforced after harm has happened. While effec-
tive at stopping the immediate harm, excessive sanction can deter
engagement and alienate members [64], or be criticized as a “black
box” where punishments are opaque and unfair [37, 71], in some
cases driving users to leave communities entirely in favor of other
platforms [24]. To counter these effects, some moderators integrate
proactive strategies to prevent harm before it occurs. This includes
establishing social norms [16, 62], creating content filters [32], and
highlighting examples of prosocial behaviors [61].

However, achieving such extensive goals can be time-consuming,
labor-intensive [66], and emotionally draining — especially for vol-
unteer moderators who invest significant time and effort into their
work [76], akin to a “second job” for some [59]. To assist modera-
tors, a variety of tools and agents have been developed, including
user-developed or third-party bots, algorithms, and artificial intelli-
gence [29, 32, 34]. These tools help in tasks both proactively, such
as setting up automatic content filtering [15], sending nudges to
potential violations [60], classification [8], and limiting the reach
of content [6], and reactively, such as issuing warnings, bans, and
handling user appeals [2]. In addition, tools like visual exploration
systems can combine both proactive and reactive strategies [17].

In a broader sense, indirect measures such as education [13]
and community support [38] also play a crucial role in address-
ing harm and reforming users before, during, and after harmful
incidents. There has been growing interest in applying notions of
justice to online moderation, focusing on user rehabilitation and
reparation. Researchers argue for a shift from punitive interven-
tions to a greater emphasis on user education and restorative forms
of justice-seeking [7, 75]. Cai et. al reveals that a caring approach
can convert one-time offenders into long-term loyal members [14].
Restorative justice, in particular, is gaining traction as a potential
approach [37] to address harm holistically, taking into account
victims’ specific needs while engaging offenders and community
members to heal collectively. Under this justice lens, profound stud-
ies have explored the central needs of harmed adolescents [78], in
addition to different contextual challenges and opportunities for im-
plementing restorative approaches online [79]. Nevertheless, given
that each justice approach has pros and cons, repairing harm is not
a one-size-fits-all endeavor [57, 74]. Different harms might require
distinct frameworks or a combination of different ones [26, 42]. Our
research builds on this by investigating the design space with more
in-depth contexts where online restorative justice implementation
may prove the most effective.

2.2 Restorative Justice and its Implementation
in the Online Space

2.2.1 Restorative Justice Overview. Restorative Justice is a frame-
work that centers on people’s needs by providing care and support
after harm occurs. This differs from the common punitive model,
where harmful behaviors are considered rule violations that require
punishments in proportion to their offense [68]. Restorative justice
extends beyond this depiction to view harm as “a violation of people
and relationships rather than merely a breach of rules” [49]. It em-
bodies three main principles [48]: (1) identify and address victims’
needs related to the harm; (2) hold offenders accountable to right
those wrongs; and (3) involve victims, offenders, and potentially
the community in the restoration process. Instead of punishing
the offenders, the primary tool for a restorative approach is com-
munication among involved stakeholders, usually mediated by a
facilitator [9] in offline settings. The facilitator helps ensure that
victims and offenders have equal footing, guides them to reflect
on the harm, and determines whether a consensus can be reached
without incurring further harm. This approach has been success-
fully applied in settings such as the criminal justice system, schools,
and workplaces [49, 77].

2.2.2 A Prevalent Restorative Justice Approach - Apology. As applied
to the online landscape, restorative justice can manifest in many
different ways, but one of the most prevalent is through apology.
Schoenebeck et al. explored various forms of restorative interven-
tion to online harassment, including mediation, identity education,
and notably, apology, which was strongly preferred by victims from
various social groups, youths, and across countries [56–58]. In co-
designing to address cyberbullying, structured restoration systems
were proposed where apology served as a condition for resolution,
requiring offenders to complete empathy-building training and
reconcile with victims before having their punishments lifted [1].
Applying restorative justice principles, Xiao et al. identified five
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key needs among harmed adolescents: sensemaking, emotional
support and validation, safety, retribution, and transformation [78].
Apologies specifically addresses two of these needs — providing
emotional support and validation by prompting offenders to ac-
knowledge their wrongdoing, and enhancing safety by a commit-
ment to cease further harmful behaviors. Despite not being formally
integrated into online governance, volunteer moderators sometimes
solicit apologies from offenders, or deliver apologies to targets them-
selves [47, 62]. Given the widespread relevance and importance of
apologies in online contexts, we employ this concept as the core
framing for our restorative justice tool implementation,

2.2.3 Implementing Restorative Justice Online. Studies have ex-
plored various restorative justice implementations in online en-
vironments, both manually and technically. As a manual approach,
Xiao et. al investigated the viability of the victim-offender confer-
ence — a widely used practice for restorative justice [79]. Under
this setup, the moderator, acting as a guiding facilitator, holds sepa-
rate meetings with the victim and the offender before both parties
agree to meet and discuss the harm, potentially reaching a resolu-
tion [80]. While promising, particularly for victims, the process is
hindered by its labor-intensive nature and the prevailing stigma
of punitive systems. Alternatively, technical approaches such as
Keeper [28] were introduced, providing an environment to facili-
tate online restorative justice circles through visual features and
spatial attributes. Despite its efficiency in improving interaction
quality, Keeper’s separate platform and unfamiliar approach may
present adoption and integration problems. Learning a new system
demands additional effort and commitment from moderators, espe-
cially for content moderation at scale [35]. This is compounded by
the fact that many community moderators are unpaid volunteers
and already overburdened [76], adding further pressures in shifting
their moderation framework.

These challenges highlight the need for more practical and scal-
able implementation of restorative justice within online commu-
nities. One effective path is to build on toolsets that moderators
already rely on, rather than introducing entirely new systems [40].
In many communities, particularly on platforms like Discord, cus-
tom bots serve as integral tools to facilitate social process [29],
adapt to changing needs [35], and manage growing membership
base [34]. Accordingly, our study builds on this precedent by explor-
ing bots as a familiar, adaptable framework to facilitate stakeholder
engagement in a restorative process similar to a victim-offender
conference.

2.2.4 Evaluating Technological Restorative Justice Tools. Assessing
the effectiveness of alternative methods for addressing online harm
is important, yet challenging due to the complex social factors
involved [1, 45]. This inquiry extends to restorative justice with
key questions: Under which scenarios would restorative imple-
mentation make a meaningful difference, and when might it not
be worth pursuing? [12] How can this approach be implemented
as a practical tool, and what are the expected results if it proves
effective? [79]

The nuances to restoring interpersonal harm, highlighted by Kou
et al., underline the importance of considering “contextuality of
toxicity” as a factor for designing restorative mechanisms [37]. Xiao

et al. argue that restorative justice application should be a value-
related question, reflecting one’s moderation goals [79]. These in-
sights suggest that the opportunities for restorative justice tools are
heavily influenced by contextual factors. Building on these findings,
our work examines the opportunity space of restorative tools across
three different scopes: community, moderation practice, and case
scenario, which are essential areas of focus for tool adoption, im-
plementation, and effective usage, respectively. Utilizing ApoloBot
as a conceptual implementation of restorative justice, we gather
insights from moderators through interviews and deployments,
identifying specific examples and situations where this approach
may or may not be useful. We further pinpoint practical challenges
associated with the tool implementation and propose implications
for future designs.

3 SYSTEM DESIGN: APOLOBOT
3.1 Context: Discord and Its Moderation

Practices
In this study, we choose Discord as our research site due to its
community-oriented social structure and the flexibility of its API
for tool design. Unlike traditional platforms that emphasize indi-
vidual profiles, Discord is centered around the concept of servers,
where communities are formed from small groups of friends to
large circles with millions of people. Originally created for gamers
as a third-party voice function, Discord servers now serve a variety
of topics such as technology, art, and entertainment. Servers can
be public — where a link is posted online for anyone to join — or
private, with invitations more strictly limited. Within these spaces,
members interact with each other in channels, either through text
or voice chat. Channels are areas in the server serving specific pur-
poses, such as announcements, general chats, and topic-specific dis-
cussions. Moderators in these spaces are usually volunteers who are
active community members, though those in some more formally
structured servers may be paid. While their responsibilities vary
from one server to another, the overarching goal is to ensure the
community’s safety and well-being as it grows. Moderators’ duties
may involve establishing community guidelines, engaging in con-
versations, and supporting members facing issues within the server.
When incidents occur, moderators can take action using Discord’s
built-in functions like mute, ban, or message removal. Recently,
Discord introduced AutoMod,1 an automated feature that assists
moderators with tasks like content filters, action settings, infraction
logging, and user verification. To further streamline and customize
moderation efforts, third-party bots are extensively adopted, being
used by nearly one-third of all Discord servers [73]. These bots
perform various functions, including tracking server status, man-
aging member activities, and issuing moderation actions, among
many others. Popular examples are MEE6,2 Zeppelin,3 Tatsu,4 and
Dyno.5 These automated solutions help alleviate the workload on
human moderators, enabling them to focus on more significant
issues while bots manage more routine tasks. Bots can also bring a

1https://discord.com/tags/automod
2https://mee6.xyz/
3https://zeppelin.gg/
4https://tatsu.gg/
5https://dyno.gg/
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sense of fun and engagement with features like welcome messages,
role assignments, and customized activities.

In addition to its community structure, Discord offers extensive
APIs and interactive features for creating custom bots. These ac-
cessible resources add to our decision to utilize the platform and
develop ApoloBot — a tool that embeds restorative justice principles
into online community moderation.

3.2 System Implementation
ApoloBot was developed with Javascript and operates on Node.js.
It utilizes MongoDB as its database and Heroku as the hosting
service. The discord.js library was employed to access necessary
Discord APIs for managing user interactions and bot features. The
bot’s core functionality is based on the slash command /apolomute,
for which syntax is shown in Figure 1. Slash commands are fa-
miliar formats among Discord moderators, where punishments
are typically executed via /mute or /ban commands provided by
Discord’s built-in system or other bots. Moderators can choose dif-
ferent slash commands based on the situation, allowing /apolomute
to work alongside other moderation commands. This flexibility
makes ApoloBot easy to learn and integrate into any moderator’s
existing framework.

3.3 Workflow
ApoloBot’s procedure draws inspiration from the concept of the
victim-offender conference, a model for online restorative justice
practices explored in Xiao et al.’s case study [79]. Within this frame-
work, victims and offenders are encouraged to meet, reflect, and
resolve the harm under the guidance of a facilitator, who is the
moderator in this context. The moderator’s role is to ensure that
the process remains safe and constructive, with the final decision
ideally determined by the victims and offenders. While the original
approach is manual, ApoloBot facilitates a version of this process
that is tracked and guided in a style familiar to moderators who
are experienced with other Discord bots.

Commonly, commands like /mute or /ban are utilized as a stan-
dardized procedure to impose punishment terms on the offender
following an incident of harm. However, this approach might per-
petuate a punitive mindset that deters meaningful engagement
when switching to restorative justice [79]. Gradual changes are
typical in real-world justice systems, and sometimes a dual system
incorporating both punitive and restorative measures is employed
to cater to the diverse stakeholder needs while adapting to es-
tablished structures [42]. Building on this, ApoloBot’s /apolomute
extends the conventional mute by offering a potential restorative
interaction point, opening an avenue for apology and constructive
resolution while retaining certain familiarity with the mute action.
Figure 2 outlines an overview of ApoloBot’s primary workflow,
incorporating the /apolomute slash command.

The workflow begins similarly to many current moderator re-
sponse flows: upon recognizing inappropriate behavior, the modera-
tor mutes the offender. However, ApoloBot adds a step by involving
the victim to initiate the apology process with the offender, and
moderators facilitate this by specifying both the victim and the
offender in the slash command syntax (Fig 1). Once the command

is executed, ApoloBot creates two separate threads6 — one for the
victim and one for the offender — where the interaction between
ApoloBot and these stakeholders will take place. For themoderators,
they interface with ApoloBot through a dedicated log channel.

In the victim’s private thread, ApoloBot informs them that the
offender has been muted for harmful behavior and offers the option
to request an apology. If chosen, this option grants the offender a
second chance to make amends and potentially have the punish-
ment lifted. If the victim chooses to proceed, they are prompted to
enter their apology request via a popup textbox (Fig 3a).

Following this, ApoloBot notifies the offender in their private
thread that their mute can be lifted if they deliver an appropri-
ate apology to the victim. If the offender decides to comply, they
are prompted to write their apology response via a similar popup
textbox (Fig 3b).

Throughout the process, moderators receive updates fromApoloBot
at every step. After receiving the apology request and response,
they are responsible for reviewing the offender’s response to ensure
its appropriateness (Fig 4). If approved, the apology is forwarded
to the victim, who then has the final say. If the victim accepts the
apology, ApoloBot notifies moderators and they can unmute the
offender accordingly.

This approach translates the traditional victim-offender confer-
ence into a technical process via ApoloBot: The interactive exchange
between offenders and victims allows each party to voice their
perspectives when deciding the restoration outcome, and the facili-
tation of moderators ensures this process goes smoothly without
incurring additional harm.

At any stage, if the victim, the offender, or the moderator de-
clines to proceed, or if the designated time expires, the process
reverts to the standard punitive measures where the offender re-
mains muted for the specified duration. This is in line with real-life
restorative practices, where complete consensus may not always be
feasible. Forcing forgiveness from victims or remorse from offend-
ers, however, may compromise the victims’ autonomy and lead to
disingenuous offender responses [4, 42]. The system therefore sup-
ports partial participation, ensuring that engagement is voluntary
and all stakeholders’ decisions are respected.

4 METHODS
Using ApoloBot as a discussion starting point, we extend our ex-
ploration into the broader landscape of restorative justice tools
through a three-phase user study with Discord moderators. Each
phase involves increasing levels of commitment, starting with ini-
tial interviews, followed by tool deployment, and concluding with
reflections. Given that restorative justice tools are still relatively
rare in online communities, these separate phases allow us to gather
valuable insights while respecting moderators’ diverse willingness
and interest in the new approach. All parts of this study were pre-
approved by our university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).

4.1 Phases Overview
Phase 1. Onboarding Session (60-90 minutes): In the first phase,
we conducted individual interviews with Discord moderators to

6https://support.discord.com/hc/en-us/articles/4403205878423-Threads-FAQ
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Figure 1: The slash command /apolomute that is used in the primary workflow. The first four input fields are required, where
the moderator specifies the involved offender and victim, along with mute duration and reason. Optionally, proof can be
attached as an image, and moderator can choose to first review the victim’s apology request by setting ‘review-request’ to True.

gain insights into their general moderation practices and the poten-
tial of integrating restorative justice tools. Participants were asked
about their procedure to handling interpersonal harm with specific
examples of past cases. We then introduced the concept of restora-
tive justice and presented ApoloBot as a practical tool embodying a
subset of these principles. This was followed by discussions on the
potential application of ApoloBot and other restorative justice tools
within their communities, considering critical factors such as use
cases, challenges, opportunities, perceived benefits, and drawbacks.
After the interview, participants were invited to a Discord sandbox
server to test out ApoloBot, where they provided further feedback
and decided whether to continue with the study by deploying it in
the subsequent phase.

Phase 2. In-the-wild Deployment (4 weeks): In the second
phase, a subset of interested participants deployed ApoloBot in
their communities, using it whenever suitable cases arose. Through-
out this period, they kept track of their bot usage and maintained
weekly communication with the researchers for feedback and sup-
port.

Phase 3. Exit Interview (60-90 minutes): At the end of the
deployment period, participants joined an exit interview to reflect
on their experiences with ApoloBot, unveiling new insights into
its practical aspects, including user engagement and its effects on
the community. Building on these reflections and revisiting critical
factors from Phase 1 interviews, we explored the underlying factors
for how the deployment met or challenged initial expectations,
and broadened the discussion to assess the overall design space of
ApoloBot and other online restorative justice tools.

All interviews were conducted remotely through the Discord
voice chat function. Participants could withdraw from the study at
any phase without penalty. Compensation was provided for fully
completed phases: $20 for Phase 1, $50 for Phase 2, and $30 for
Phase 3, delivered via Tremendous. 7

7https://www.tremendous.com/

4.2 Recruitment and Selection of Participants
Our recruitment call was distributed in meta-moderation commu-
nities on Discord, Reddit, and Facebook. These are communities
where Discord moderators gather to discuss various moderation
topics, such as news, strategies, philosophies, and tool usage. To
ensure the quality of our recruits, we used a screening survey to
assess their background and moderation experience. In addition
to project-specific criteria such as prior experience handling in-
terpersonal harm and familiarity with Discord bots, we filtered
out low-quality responses such as one-word answers and those
containing nonsensical or irrelevant information. We contacted se-
lected participants, and further employed snowball sampling [5] by
asking them for referrals. A total of 16 participants were chosen for
Phase 1, with six proceeding to Phases 2 and 3. Two used ApoloBot
during their deployment, while the others deployed it but did not
encounter any suitable use cases. A summary of the participants’
demographics and their status within Phase 1 and 2 are detailed in
Table 1.

4.3 Qualitative Analysis
Interview sessions in Phase 1 and Phase 3 were transcribed us-
ing CLOVA Notes. For Phase 1 interviews, thematic analysis was
conducted inductively through multiple iterations [11]. First, two
researchers individually performed line-by-line open coding on
eight interviews, generating initial codes that closely resembled
text from the transcript such as “instant ban”, “add to modmail” and
“bot seems insincere”. This was followed by focused coding [53],
where we identified recurring themes and sorted them into broader
categories such as “escalating procedure”, “integration into existing
system” and “tool perception”, which formed our initial codebook.
The first author then applied this codebook across the remaining
interviews, refining and adding codes as new insights emerged.
After this, the two researchers met again to validate the updated
codebook, consolidating higher-level themes along the dimension
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Figure 2: ApoloBot’s PrimaryWorkflow. The diagram shows the different pathways ApoloBot can follow based on stakeholders’
decisions to approve or decline their actions. The green blocks represent the interaction points for the moderator, who keeps
up with ApoloBot through their log channels. The blue and red ones depict the interaction for the victim and the offender,
respectively, in their private threads. Yellow blocks indicate the case is closed and no further steps will be taken.

of moderators’ practices in addressing interpersonal harm, their
stances on adopting restorative justice tools through ApoloBot’s
framework, and potential impacts of implementing such a system.
Finally, we aligned these diverse perspectives to outline the op-
portunity space and challenges associated with transitioning from
traditional moderation practice to integrating restorative justice
tools, laying the groundwork for our results.

Phase 3 interviews were coded by the first author following a
similar inductive process based on the codebook developed in Phase
1. While Phase 1 interviews focused on moderators’ reflections on

prior experiences, Phase 3 expanded upon these by grounding the
insights in practical deployment outcomes. Successful use cases
from Phase 3 demonstrated how expectations from Phase 1 were
met, validating the key opportunities where the tool effectively
fulfilled its design intent. Equally significant were the unmet ex-
pectations, where anticipated use cases were not realized, as they
revealed a new-found understanding of the practical challenges and
critical areas of the opportunity space where the tool’s effectiveness
fell short. These observations were thus incorporated into the final
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(a) Victim’s private thread for requesting an apology

(b) Offender’s private thread for requesting an apology.

Figure 3: Examples of private threads ApoloBot created from the victim’s side and the offender’s side.
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Figure 4: Examples of ApoloBot logs received by moderators.

codebook by combining and adding to Phase 1’s codes, enhancing
the framework that underpins our findings.

4.4 Methodological Limitations
As highlighted by Xiao et al., "Online communities should allow
for partial success or no success without enforcing the ideal outcome,
especially at the early stage of implementation when there are in-
sufficient resources or commitments" [79]. Restorative justice, being
relatively new and context-specific, poses significant challenges
when evaluated within a brief testing period. Our study is therefore
constrained by the limited empirical data available on ApoloBot
usage, and the analysis presented here relies mostly on interview
data from Phases 1 and 3. This limitation also arises from how we
shape our research focus, which is not on delivering a fully-realized

restorative justice tool ready for adoption, but on developing a
conceptual artifact to probe its implementation and foster critical
reflections among moderators. For those who engaged with the
tool, their experiences provide concrete evidence of its realized
potential for effective adoption. On the other hand, investigating
those who did not use the tool reveals challenges and critical gaps
in its suitability within the broader online landscape, which can
inform future alternatives or complements that might address the
limitations. Centering the discussion on these dual perspectives
allows a deeper and more comprehensive view of how diverse on-
line communities are currently positioned for restorative justice
tools, however it might compensate the technical significance of
the proposed system.
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P# Server Category Server Size Continued after
Phase 1?

ApoloBot was used
in Phase 2?

P1 Fandom 5,001 - 10,000 members No -
P2 Content Creator Over 10,000 members No -
P3 Content Creator, Lifestyle Over 10,000 members Yes No
P4 Fandom, Gaming Over 10,000 members No -
P5 Fandom Over 10,000 members No -
P6 Gaming 1,001 - 5,000 members Yes No
P7 Art, Content Creator 5,001 - 10,000 members Yes Yes
P8 Content Creator Over 10,000 members Yes No
P9 Gaming Over 10,000 members No -
P10 Gaming Over 10,000 members No -
P11 Gaming 100 - 500 members Yes Yes
P12 Content Creator, Mental

Health
1,001 - 5,000 members No -

P13 Content Creator, Gaming Over 10,000 members No -
P14 Gaming 1,001 - 5,000 members No -
P15 Fandom, Gaming 5,001 - 10,000 members No -
P16 Collaboration Platform 1,001 - 5,000 members Yes No

Table 1: Demographics of moderator participants who participated in the user study. Server Category refers to the broad topic of
the community, for instance Content Creator can include Youtuber or Streamers, and Gaming can include competitive games
such as League of Legends and casual plays like Party Animals. Some servers spanned multiple categories, such as a streamer
playing specific games (Content Creator, Gaming), or a game with distinct characters and lore (Fandom, Gaming). While most
moderators managed multiple communities, we mainly focused on their primary server or the one they deemed most relevant
to the study.

In addition, our study primarily gathers insights frommoderators
rather than victims or offenders.While this focus offers rich insights
into the practical aspects of the tool adoption and execution, it
lacks the perspectives of the remaining stakeholders essential to
restorative justice, and thus may not fully capture the complete
user experience.

Finally, even though our participants come from a wide range of
international communities covering diverse topics, the fact that they
are solely English speakers limits the cross-cultural generalizations
that can be made based on our findings.

5 FINDINGS: THE OPPORTUNITY SPACE FOR
ONLINE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE TOOLS

Using ApoloBot as an example and starting point for discussing
the broader landscape of online restorative justice tools, we present
findings in relation to the opportunities and challenges highlighted
by our research questions. First, this section addresses the potential
for restorative justice tools (RQ1) by examining the opportunity
space–a framework that outlines the conditions and environments
where restorative justice tools can be applied effectively and bring
positive impacts. Section 6 then explores the challenges (RQ2) that
accompany the integration of such tools.

We begin by analyzing the opportunity space, which encom-
passes three main scopes emerging from our interviews, with each
serving distinct purposes: Community, which influences initial
adoption based on the tools’ alignment with the community’s val-
ues;Moderation Practices, determining how well they integrate into
existing moderation workflows; and Case Scenarios, focusing on
the specific situations where they can be most effectively applied.

5.1 Community: Considerations for Initial
Adoption

The decision to adopt restorative justice tools depends on specific
community dynamics and characteristics. This section elaborates
on the factors influencing communities’ readiness for these tools,
highlighting the conditions under which initial adoption is most
feasible.

5.1.1 Community Topics and Culture. The perceived identity of
a community is inseparable from the norms for behavior therein,
guiding moderation practices. One recurring theme from partici-
pant interviews was the influence of a server’s primary focus or
topic on the suitability of ApoloBot adoption. Per participants’ re-
sponses, communities that are most likely to benefit from a restora-
tive approach are ones with a more social focus or themed around
human-centric topics. These include servers built around influen-
tial individuals or entities, such as content creators, companies, or
collaborative platforms. In these spaces, tools are widely adopted
for effective organization, and interaction quality among members
is also highly valued as it directly impacts the reputation of the
central figure or organization. P7, a content creator who moderates
their own community, reflected:

“I have my personal server that’s based around the con-
tent I make. Here, me and the moderators try to make
sure that we have a united fan base, since the more
everyone gets along, the better it is for not only the
community but also me as the creator, since I can have
healthy and engaging audiences. [...] I noticed apologiz-
ing allows for really good reconciliation, so it was nice
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seeing this kind of system being able to make everyone
happy in the end. Or at least in good standing with each
other.”

Healthy resolutions facilitated by a restorative approach not only
help the involved parties reconcile but also reflect positively on the
influencer. P3 echoes this perspective: “[It will] align better with
their brand, and it would spread, and people would talk about it, and
that reinforces good brand equity.”

Similarly, moderators of communities that share common inter-
ests in topics valuing human interaction and inclusivity — such as
language learning, mental health, or arts — see tools like ApoloBot
as valuable for fostering their growth. P12 described these spaces
as “where people are already intended to talk to each other and try to
improve as a person”. Restoration through apologies facilitates deep
layers of communication and empathy, supporting these servers’
vision of bettering members’ well-being.

Conversely, communities that do not prioritize social interaction
may find tools like ApoloBot less relevant. For example, servers ded-
icated to formal or ephemeral topics, like technical support or quick
Q&A exchange, lacked the sustained engagement and relational
depth that restorative tools generally require. P11 provided the
examples, stating “I don’t think the idea of this bot helps since people
are just in the server to solve a specific problem, or get an answer for a
specific question, then just leave.” In communities like this, members
have little to no emotional investment in the server or toward each
other: “People will be like ‘Why should I even apologize’?” (P3). On
the other hand, communities with large volumes of lower-quality
social interaction — possibly due to negative norms associated with
the genre — may also struggle to adopt this type of tool. P4, who
moderates a server based on a major competitive game, expressed
their frustration:

“A lot of people get influenced by social media, and they
have this mindset that it’s the norm to be toxic here.
It’s very extreme, like if you imagine video games are
commonly toxic then this game is ten times that. So
they would come in the server with this idea in mind
and be toxic, and of course they wouldn’t even care to
apologize even having the option to do so.”

This highlights a fundamental challenge to the adoption of
restorative tools; on platforms where inter-community mobility is
high and commitment to each member is low, individuals may not
be motivated to resolve conflicts constructively. P14 faced a similar
issue moderating another gaming server with predominantly young
members, describing that the combination of the game’s nature and
the immaturity of its players lead to people being “rebellious” and
“never feel[ing] remorse about what they do.”

In these servers, the high incidence of harm might introduce
more opportunities for restorative justice tools to be utilized, yet the
expected effectiveness might be limited. P14 explains the situation
as having “a greater risk of people abusing the system, but a greater
reward of people actually learning what they’re doing wrong.” In
fact, many moderators weighed the “risks” more heavily than the
“rewards,” which was a key factor in their decision not to proceed
with deploying ApoloBot in Phase 2. In extreme cases, moderators
pointed out that some members might not take it seriously, viewing

it as a target for jokes or dismissing apologies as “weak” or “cringe”,
further perpetrating the existing negative dynamics.

5.1.2 Server Size. The size of the server may also influence tool
adoption: Mid-size servers with steady influx of new members are
perceived to be the most ideal. They offer spaces where “there’s
enough room for people to disagree and potentially cause harm, and
for moderators to adequately handle it” (P3). In contrast, very large
servers may experience overwhelming moderation workloads with
fewer social commitments: “The chat goes 300 miles a second. And
we look at something, [take] action, then move on with other stuff.”
(P4) On the other hand, very small servers simply may not find
the need for new tools, since moderators may have the capacity to
facilitate conversations without needing technical support.

5.2 Moderation Practice: Fitting into Current
Strategies

Moderators uphold community values through a variety of modera-
tion strategies, which influence whether tools like ApoloBot can be
compatible with their existing practices. This section explores how
different approaches to moderation — viewed as trade-offs rather
than strictly positive or negative — affect the practical implementa-
tion of restorative justice.

5.2.1 Mediation Approach: Conversation vs. Action. One critical
perspective involves whether moderators’ focus aligns with restora-
tive justice values, or whether constructive conversations or puni-
tive actions are prioritized. Successful integration of restorative
justice tools requires more than preference; it involves adapting
current practices to accommodate the contextual and emotional pro-
cesses inherent in restorative justice principles. When discussing
ApoloBot, moderators pointed out that it is “more than a binary
decision of yes and no, accept or decline” (P1), as a sense of sen-
sibility is needed to discern first when to use the tool, and then
how to evaluate apologies reasonably. This ability is more likely
to be found in moderation teams that have established procedures
and skills focused on fostering conversations. For instance, P3’s
workflow features a “ladder of escalation” including a defined set of
steps that already align fairly well with principles in restorative jus-
tice: Interaction, Education, Action, and Moderation. ApoloBot was
perceived to fit well within the first two steps where moderators
engage with offenders before escalating to further punishments.
By contrast, teams with reactive approaches to moderation may
lack these perspectives, potentially leading to inefficient tool use
and inadequate engagement from members. While these skills can
be developed over time, doing so demands significant mental and
physical labor, raising barriers for community moderators who are
already stretched thin.

Perhaps surprisingly, our user study revealed that the tool ap-
peals most to moderators who align with its values partially but
not completely. Those who highly value interaction often prefer to
handle conflicts manually, as P9 noted “Bots should only be assistive,
and the key moderation "tool" should be how you portray yourself, and
how you listen to other people”. Conversely, some action-oriented
moderators found potential in the tool. P6, whose moderation team
previously experienced burnout from high interaction demands
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to a small moderation scale, sees ApoloBot as a way to ease this
burden and re-engage in meaningful conversations with members.

5.2.2 Flexibility: Fluid vs. Rule-based. Moderation flexibility deter-
mines adaptability. Although apologies are familiar concepts and
generally perceived positively, using them as structured tools to
resolve online conflicts is not common. This novelty can be viewed
in different ways — as an opportunity or as a challenge. For mod-
eration teams with fluid dynamics, where procedures are more
casual and less rigid, moderators can readily adjust their proce-
dures to experiment with new approaches. Tools like ApoloBot
provide offenders a chance to reconcile with victims, but their use
is context-dependent and moderators must determine when to offer
this leniency. Flexible teams provide time and space for restorative
sessions to evolve, improving as moderators gain experience and
trust in the process.

On the other hand, systematic and rule-based moderation struc-
tures — often found in very large or professional servers — may
find the addition of tools like ApoloBot burdensome or disruptive.
Rules on these servers are usually standardized, “It’s like black and
white. You did this so you receive this, you follow the rules or you
don’t. There is less space to fit restorative justice in between” (P3). P4
expressed how handling a large-scale server raises the bar for tool
adoption and rule enforcement:

“In these places, being "flexible" might mean beingmessy
since the moderation scale is just too large. Consistency
and convenience are therefore things we value the most.
ApoloBot poses a problem to both of these because firstly,
different moderators might evaluate apologies differ-
ently, and secondly, the tool would require its own, in-
dependent category, which only certain dedicated mod-
erators can handle. Given we already have so many
other things going on with hundreds of channels and
millions of members, I don’t think this addition would
be practical.”

Deviation from established norms in these servers requires signifi-
cantly more commitment and resources, therefore moderators in
these spaces are less likely to be enthusiastic about adopting tools
like ApoloBot.

5.2.3 Temporal Perspective: Long-term vs. Short-term Goals. Fi-
nally, the moderators’ temporal vision defines whether tools like
ApoloBot are regarded as “efficient” for their moderation practice.
ApoloBot is seen to be not favorably “efficient” in the immediate
sense, as it takes time to mediate and evaluate ongoing commu-
nications among offenders and victims. Some moderators prefer
prompt action, especially in highly active communities where inter-
actions, including harmful ones, progress rapidly. “I’m just looking
through the commands channel real quick and see, three days ago
there were some guys spamming and being just weird like [sending]
NSFW and the n-word. About three people within the span of not even
one hour. Then we banned this guy for racism. A day after someone
got warned for baiting, someone got banned for a DM spam. [...]
People just do the craziest things, so we have to act fast.” (P6) In
these spaces, the high volume and limited time for action demands
in-the-moment responses, reducing opportunities for facilitated

discussions. On the other hand, some moderators in a more laid-
back environment where immediate interventions are less critical,
see the long-term “efficiency” in a comprehensive and educative
approach. As P7 noted:

“Though it takes some time in the time being, making
sure everyone gets along in the long run could poten-
tially be more efficient. Because when you’re punishing
someone and you don’t really care too much about apol-
ogy, people still hold grudges and that could give a lot of
drama and bad actors who can upset even more people.
And that can create more moderation cases that could
create more work for moderators. So it is likely, that by
using this system you are removing a lot of future issues
that could possibly happen.”

In this sense, moderators might spend additional time upfront,
if feasible, which can potentially reduce recidivism and thus ease
future moderation workload. This long-term investment allows
time for tools like ApoloBot to effectively educate users, ultimately
fostering more supportive and resilient communities.

5.3 Case Scenarios: Conditions for Effective
Usage

Once adopted, restorative justice tools must be applied in the right
contexts to maximize their impact. This section examines factors
specific to the circumstances under which they can be used to
resolve conflicts most effectively.

5.3.1 Types of Interpersonal Harm. Moderators believe emotional
and relational harms — such as jokes unintentionally coming off
offensive, or criticism that turns into insults — are often seen as
better intended and less serious, thus more fitting for applying
restorative justice. These types of harm generally allow for some
autonomy in decision-making, and tools like ApoloBot can provide
a safe space for people to discuss their issues away from where the
harm occurred, thereby helping to defuse emotions and prevent
further rages. On the other hand, physical threats (e.g. doxxing)
or financial issues (e.g. scams) are considered more severe harms,
requiring more immediate and direct intervention. In these cases,
initiating conversation might not be appropriate, as it’s unlikely to
adequately “pay back” the caused damage and could even exacerbate
the situation. Moderators note that extreme cases may even require
higher authorities, such as Discord support or law enforcement, to
step in rather than relying on tools.

5.3.2 Social Ties among Stakeholders. The effectiveness of restora-
tive justice tools is notably enhanced when social ties are present
but not overly strong, such as among new members. In these set-
tings, “the bond is there to appreciate the restoration yet not too much
to go out of their way apologizing for the action.” (P3). Tools can
help facilitate these interactions in a less confrontational manner,
potentially repairing and strengthening relationships. P11, who
successfully employed ApoloBot in several cases, reflected on this
impact:

“Normally, after someone offended others and their mute
expired, we keep an eye on how they interact with people,
especially the individual they harmed. So I’m seeing in
cases I used ApoloBot, the interactions are different if
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you apologize versus if you don’t. With normal mutes,
how these two individuals react after the incident is that
they usually become non-friendly, or they hold their
bad emotions since the offender wasn’t involved and
encouraged to seek reconciliation. With the bot however,
after some people had conflicts and they apologized, you
could see them becoming normal to each other again
since they got all the emotions out. It’s something that
made me a little bit happy, seeing people react positively
afterward.”

P11’s social game server, where members actively discuss game-
play though aren’t closely connected, greatly benefited fromApoloBot
in mending relationships after conflicts. In contrast, the tool was
perceived as less beneficial at the extremes: With very weak social
ties, both offenders and victims may be less concerned about their
engagement due to the temporal and anonymous nature of online
interactions, and with very strong ties, the involved users are either
close friends who would resolve issues privately or users with “bad
blood” who might refuse to communicate.

Overall, the opportunity space for restorative justice tools can
be understood through three key perspectives: Where (in which
types of community), How (through which moderation practices),
and When (under which scenarios) they are likely to be more or
less beneficial. These factors shape the conditions for effective
adoption, practice, and usage, as well as the anticipated outcomes
and community reactions.

6 FINDINGS: CHALLENGES OF INTEGRATING
ONLINE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE TOOLS

While restorative justice tools may create opportunities within the
outlined space, this doesn’t come without drawbacks. Our second
research question focuses on the challenges of embedding restora-
tive justice principles within a technological framework, informed
primarily by participants’ broader discussions during Phase 1 and
also by reflections on ApoloBot’s deployment during Phase 3.

6.1 Adapting to the complex and unpredictable
nature of interpersonal harm

6.1.1 Contextual Awareness. One fundamental challenge for restora-
tive justice tools is capturing the contextual nuances of interper-
sonal harm. Technological tools, including bots, operate based on
predefined sets of actions, which can fall short when handling com-
plex human interactions. In the case of ApoloBot, moderators are
required to specify one offender and one victim for the apology
process. However, participants noted that real-life dynamics are not
always so clear-cut. Conflicts can involve multiple offenders and
victims, their roles can overlap as the case escalates, or victims may
remain completely unidentified. This challenge raises questions
of when and how to balance the use of automation with human
judgment.

6.1.2 Timing. Interpersonal harm often arises spontaneously and
escalates unpredictably, making it difficult to determine an opti-
mal time for tool intervention. There exists a niche window for
appropriate use: a late response may allow issues to escalate, re-
quiring more serious moderation actions, while early intervention

by proactive moderators may negate the need for tools. Similarly,
participants highlighted tensions regarding harm frequency: More
frequent harm means more chances to utilize these tools, but it may
also indicate the server’s more permissive norms toward negative
behaviors that can diminish successful restorative interventions.
Yet too little harm — and correspondingly fewer opportunities to
use tools like ApoloBot — may lead moderators to prefer manual
interventions since “If it only happens on occasion, it’s much easier
to take care of them ourselves.” (P3). However, some participants
saw value in having restorative tools as a safeguard, even if rarely
used: “Having a bot is like a preventive measure. You have it in case
something happens, that’s why everyone has anti-raid even if they’ve
never been raided.” (P6).

6.2 Handling stakeholders’ dropouts
Interpersonal harm involves multiple stakeholders, and beyond
their willingness to participate, it’s important to consider their
willingness to commit to the process throughout. In any tool that
requires sustained participation, dropout will occur, and it is not
yet known what the impact of partially-completed apologies might
be.

6.2.1 Victims’ reasons for dropout. Victimsmay change their minds
as the situation develops, reconsidering whether an apology would
suffice to address the harm done, or they may request an apology
but then be unsatisfiedwith the response. In these cases, moderators
might need to do follow-up to understand the issue and determine
what alternative steps should be taken. The worst case might be
when victims receive no response at all to a request for an apology —
as opposed to a direct negative response — since they may lose
trust in the system and experience further emotional harm. As P12
noted:

“Let’s say the victim in their request, they were very
heartfelt and genuinely wanted an apology, and fully
expecting the offender to provide it. But if they can’t
receive a response, maybe either the offender just ran
away with it or they responded in a way that the mod-
erator deemed harmful. It’s often disheartening to know
that you’ve kind of bared your heart open to someone
and they’ve taken advantage of it.”

6.2.2 Offenders’ reasons for dropout. Offenders unwilling to apol-
ogize may not learn from their mistakes, but even those with the
intent to apologize may not always do so effectively. Participants
comparedApoloBot to an appeal system, a similar frameworkwhere
banned users are given chances to request unbans. They observed
that it is common to receive inadequate appeals, sometimes with
satisfactory ones coming after multiple attempts as offenders re-
ceive feedback, reflect, and revise their submissions. Therefore it
is likely that apologies might not be at their best quality on the
first try, requiring further guidance from moderators. Similarly,
when offenders want to mend the relationship but their apology is
rejected, they may experience significant emotional distress.

These dropout situations necessitate more thorough interven-
tion, as the tool alone may not fully resolve the issue. More ex-
tensive follow-up actions beyond merely accepting or declining
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apologies may be required, or moderators may need to engage in
less structured approaches in handling such cases.

6.3 Overcoming negative perceptions of
technological tools

Embedding restorative justice in technical tools such as Discord bots
can help initiate and facilitate communication among members, yet
this kind of mediation might be perceived negatively under certain
conditions. Despite human involvement in crafting the messages
(apology request and response), the delivery through a bot might
reduce its perceived authenticity. P15 highlighted this concern: “I
think it’s just how people interpret bot interactions. And we’re very
much used to chatbots on websites that are not useful and aren’t con-
trolled by a real person overseeing them.” This inherent skepticism
towards bots is rooted in their common stereotype that bots are
impersonal and unhelpful. On Discord, this is exacerbated by promi-
nent bot issues such as scams, phishing, and hacking, making users
highly cautious when interacting with new tools regardless of their
purpose. P3 described how initial negative perception can manifest
into misconception, which fueled further negativity during their
ApoloBot deployment:

“Unfortunately we didn’t quite well inform people about
what it was. And that led to a group of people that were
in this sort of echo chamber, where they were sharing
misinformation about the bot due to their false under-
standing of it. [...] The primary one was about data
collection. From my understanding, they thought that
the bot was automatically collecting data about what
everyone said, like an AI tool almost. And then that
spread between some people and they were concerned,
and be like, we don’t want that. What they mentioned
was just flat out wrong so we had to come in later and
correct in greater detail of what data is collected, what
the bot is about, and how it works.”

As P3 reflected, this incident quickly spread, leading to large-scale
resistance among members, even persisting after clarification. This
demonstrated how negative perceptions can create lasting barriers
to tool adoption, if not addressed early and thoroughly.

7 DISCUSSION
By introducing ApoloBot as a tangible system that embeds restora-
tive justice principles, we built on the more theoretical and hypo-
thetical explorations of these concepts in the prior literature that
influenced this work [56–58, 78, 79]. This enabled moderators to en-
gage with these concepts in a practical manner and to envision how
such tools might operate within their workflows. From this, our op-
portunity space uncovers the specific conditions where such tools
can be applied, revealing nuances in community reception both in
contexts where tools can thrive and where they may face resistance.
Our findings offer a breadth of considerations that should be taken
into account when developing future restorative justice tools. In
this section, we expand our focus to discuss how we can translate
these insights into the evaluation of future restorative justice tools,
and we explore the broader implications for their potential designs.

7.1 Assessing The Expected Outcomes of
Restorative Justice Tools

In contrast to punitive approaches that center around content-based
penalties, restorative justice seeks to repair harm by addressing
the multifaceted needs of victims, offenders, and their surrounding
communities [48]. Given these core differences in process and value
orientation, evaluating restorative justice tools thus requires a more
holistic approach that moves beyond the standard quantitative met-
rics such as utilization rates or punishment frequencies to focus
on how effectively these tools meet the needs they are designed to
address. These needs, however, are inherently personal and context-
dependent, shaped by individual circumstances and by the goals
of each specific community. Therefore, a meaningful evaluation
should begin with identifying what one aims to achieve — the varied
outcomes shaped by the diverse stakeholders needs — then explor-
ing how these outcomes can be effectively measured, by recognizing
the relevant metrics accordingly [43].

7.1.1 Understanding what one aims to achieve: Stakeholder’s ex-
pected outcomes. Our study shed some lights on how the different
needs of the involved stakeholders — moderators, victims, and of-
fenders — shape their diverse expectations for restorative tools like
ApoloBot, with each group defining expected outcomes in different
ways depending on their unique experiences and goals.

Formoderators, the tool’s objective lies not in how often it is used
but in its ability to reinforce community cohesion, trust, and mean-
ingful interactions. When conditions aligned, two moderators (P7,
P11) found tangible outcomes from ApoloBot in resolving conflicts
and fostering better relationships among members. Without direct
usage due to differing community dynamics and circumstances,
however, some moderators saw the same value in its mere presence.
For them, the bot serves as a preventive measure — a tool that is
useful and enhances safety simply by being available, even if rarely
utilized. As P6 noted, "Maybe the time is not there yet", but hav-
ing ApoloBot ready for future cases is itself a form of preemptive
utility, a safeguard that contributes to a more proactive environ-
ment. Critically, some moderators point out that too frequent usage
might signal a problem, indicating recurring harm and deteriorat-
ing community relationships. However, other moderators oppose
this viewpoint, favoring alternatives such as manual intervention
or fully-automated sanctions over ApoloBot when visible outcomes
are not yet apparent. This preference was most notable in smaller,
closer-knit servers that value personal interaction, or in larger, more
“commercial” communities that prioritize scalability. ApoloBot occu-
pies a unique middle ground on the moderation spectrum between
“automated” and “manual” [33], facilitating victim-offender com-
munication by automating messages and embedding participation
options within its features. Communities at either extreme may
therefore take longer to build the trust needed to fully utilize the
tool. This aligns with findings from other socially-engaged tools,
such as Chillbot, where “Goldilocks zone”, mid-sized moderation
teams are those that could most effectively integrate a proactive,
nudge-based approach with critical results [60].

For victims and offenders, the preferred outcome for usage of
ApoloBot might be less about completing a full restorative proce-
dure and more about having access to an appropriate diversity of
options to address harm. ApoloBot gives community members the
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autonomy to accept or decline participation based on their willing-
ness to engage in the restoration process. As shown in our findings,
while certain cases resulted in successful resolutions, sometimes
both offender and victim may drop out for various reasons. If they
do so, it remains an open question whether this should be consid-
ered a desirable outcome, as they are empowered to choose their
preferred path, or a setback, as a full resolution was not achieved.
Sometimes reconciliation might not be the end result to aim for —
people may seek other forms of closure: victims might prefer to
punish the offender [1, 78], move past the situation [79], or leave
the community entirely [69]; likewise, an offender might favor a
more straightforward punitive process [79] or choose to leave [24].
In this light, "successful outcomes" might mean enabling partici-
pants to express and fulfill their needs even if it doesn’t result in an
agreement, allowing the process itself to be as fluid as the human
relationships it seeks to restore.

7.1.2 Assessing how the outcomes can be effectively measured: Po-
tential metrics for evaluation. Evaluating these diverse, nuanced
outcomes is thus no simple task, as has been widely discussed in
research on alternative moderation strategies [45, 57, 79]. Recog-
nizing the breadth of different stakeholders’ goals uncovered in
our findings is a crucial first step toward determining how we can
effectively measure them. For example, cases where victims and
offenders fail to reach consensus align with real-world restorative
processes, where partial restoration still holds value [48] and out-
comes can still be assessed through personalized metrics such as
stakeholder satisfaction [72], victims’ feelings of security [67], or
offenders’ feelings of remorse [52]. Online communities could adapt
these measures by tracking stakeholder satisfaction and emotional
responses, even for incomplete processes, to better understand the
factors behind partial engagement and to identify which stake-
holder needs were met or unmet. At the same time, moderators can
use these insights to assess how the tool shapes the interpersonal
dynamics within their communities. Offender recidivism [10] can
also be integrated as a measure for behavioral change by using the
tool’s log history as part of violator profiling [14] and reflection
process [18]. These community- and stakeholder-focused metrics
could help moderators fully capture how well the tool upholds their
values, thereby refining its application and adjusting their usage
expectations. Future work can explore these evaluation metrics to
inform the deployment of restorative justice tools, ensuring that
they are tailored to meet the varying needs of stakeholders and
fostering more adaptive, context-sensitive interventions.

7.2 Design Implications for Future Restorative
Justice Tools

While ApoloBot serves as a starting point for exploring community
reactions to one implementation of a restorative approach, its focus
is limited to specific aspects of restorative justice: namely, facili-
tating apologies. The limitations of the deployment, as discussed
above, therefore point to areas where current practice may need to
be refined or where complementary strategies might be considered,
setting the stage for future research. Building on these observations,
we propose a set of design implications to guide the development
of more comprehensive and impactful future restorative justice-
oriented tools.

7.2.1 Enabling rich interaction among stakeholders. As discussed
in Section 7.1, restorative justice tools must focus on the process
of addressing stakeholder needs, and may even need to prioritize
this over reaching any single outcome. This can be achieved, in
part, by fostering richer and more meaningful dialogues among
involved participants. ApoloBot’s current design, while straightfor-
ward, only enables simple one-to-one exchange through apology
requests and responses, which might not suffice in more complex
cases where participants need deeper engagement. This limitation
might contribute to participant dropouts, when victims are left
dissatisfied or offenders struggle to express remorse effectively. To
address this challenge, future tools might incorporate features for
more dynamic interactions: Offenders might, for example, revise
and refine their apologies based on moderator or victim feedback,
reflecting genuine remorse through multiple attempts. Moderators,
in turn, could offer customizable guidance, helping both parties
articulate their needs and work toward meaningful resolutions. Fur-
thermore, tools could extend beyond dyadic exchanges to support
multi-party interactions, addressing cases with overlapping roles
or multiple stakeholders. More sophisticated platforms, such as
Keeper [28], have demonstrated the potential of restorative justice
circles with socially-enhanced features like tone-setting and struc-
tured turn-taking. However, such advancements should carefully
balance the benefits of improved engagement with the potential
burden of increased complexity for users.

7.2.2 Enhancing trust towards socio-technical tools. As illustrated
by P3’s experience (detailed in section 6.3), miscommunication
combined with negative perceptions of automated moderation
may erode trust and discourage engagement. This challenge is
not unique to restorative justice tools but reflects broader concerns
about automated systems, where distrust often stems from users’
lack of understanding about how these tools work, coupled with
prior negative experiences that tarnish their perceptions [27, 40, 41].
These issues are exacerbated by the novelty of restorative justice
itself, which remains unfamiliar to many. To address this, interface
transparency has been shown to be a key factor in improving user
acceptance [36], encouraging more informed interactions [22], and
in some cases, driving long-term moderation outcomes [32]. Tool
developers can create clear, accessible documentation or onboard-
ing mechanisms that can be embedded or prominently displayed
with the tool to clearly explain its functionalities and the human-
centered restorative justice principles behind its design. Moreover,
additional work can be done to explore how this explanation can be
made more personalized and "humanized" to overcome the percep-
tions of insincere bot-driven interactions, especially when dealing
with emotional matters like interpersonal harm.

7.2.3 Resource sharing and education. The opportunity space ex-
plored in our findings highlighted groups ofmoderatorswho showed
interest in ApoloBot’s approach but were not yet positioned to fully
utilize it. For instance, very proactive moderation teams had in-
terest in re-engaging in restorative conversations but lacked the
mediation skills necessary to do so. On the other end of the spec-
trum, moderators in communities with much more lax behavioral
norms might perceive the tool as high-risk due to the potential
for abuse, or for less sincere engagement with the tool. Neverthe-
less, these outcomes are not necessarily inevitable — community
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moderation is an evolving practice that grows through collective
learning within [18] and across [29, 70] communities. Reflective
practices and social learning have been shown to close knowledge
gaps and reshape perceptions of tool adoption, transforming it
from a burdensome transition into an engaging and even enjoyable
experience [29]. By fostering this collaborative process, a grad-
ual shift toward deployment of restorative justice-based tools can
be made more accessible when communities can share and refine
their technological frame through an emergent social ecosystem.
Technological platforms or frameworks enabling communities to
document and share their encountered use cases can be valuable
in providing inspiration and practical insights for communities to
address gaps in values, functionalities and possible scenarios for
restorative justice, allowing communities to adapt and align tools
within their own contexts accordingly.

In addition, education plays a vital role not only for modera-
tors but also for community members [75], many of whom may
lack prior exposure to restorative justice processes. Future work
can further explore how educational initiatives can be informed
through platform or tool design, such as via explanations, guided
interactions, or prompts to provide users with actionable insights
that can ease their navigation through restorative interactions. For
example, in the case of ApoloBot, providing guidance on how to
write a "reasonable" apology can help offenders construct meaning-
ful responses that can better meet victims’ needs. These educational
elements can be further tailored to specific community values, as
informed by collective learning and experimentation, to create an
environment where restorative outcomes are both practical and
well-aligned with the local cultural dynamics.

7.2.4 Beyond harm resolution. While ApoloBot’s focus on harm
resolution offers key insights into the core aspects of restorative
justice implementation, it also carries limitations including aspects
outside its current scope, such as timing before intervention or
dropout follow-ups. On this account, future restorative justice-
oriented tools can expand their capabilities to encompass a broader
spectrum of the moderation process, addressing not only the harm
by itself but also the stages pre-harm and post-harm.

For pre-harm interventions, a proactive identification approach
can play a crucial role in determining the right moment for restora-
tive actions. In our study design, the harm identification process
is fully manual, posing challenges related to moderator workload
and timing of interventions — acting too early risks unnecessary
interference, while acting too late can exacerbate harm. Recent
advances in human-AI moderation systems have shown promise in
identifying potential at-risk interactions that fall within this optimal
window for restorative intervention. By analyzing relevant contex-
tual signals such as conversationmetrics [17, 55], user histories [30],
and prior moderation decisions [15], technologies can guide moder-
ators’ attention to potential harm cases more efficiently, especially
in large and high-traffic communities. This opens up opportunities
for designing detection mechanisms specific to community dynam-
ics that can be embedded as a more context-aware initiation of
restorative workflows.

For post-harm interventions, a support network might provide
additional avenues for engagement and healing, especially in cases

where dropout occurs. Victim-support groups, as a form of restora-
tive justice [19], have been previously discussed and implemented
in the form of online systems designed for emotional support, ad-
vice sharing and empowerment [8, 20]. At the same time, it could
also be valuable to explore similar consultation mechanisms for
offenders, particularly those who genuinely wish to or have the
potential to engage in the restorative process. Capturing the ef-
fects of these interventions and monitoring behavioral trajectories
post-harm could also provide valuable context to strengthen and
tailor pre-harm strategies. For instance, understanding patterns
of accountability, remorse, or recurrence among offenders could
inform predictive tools and guide proactive measures to mitigate
harm.

Overall, restorative justice-oriented tools offer a broad design
space, encompassing a spectrum of possibilities. Theymight involve
embedded features that enhance existing tools with functionalities
like transparency or user feedback. At the next level, they could in-
clude dedicated bots designed for specific restorative tasks, such as
ApoloBot’s focus on facilitating apologies. For more comprehensive
needs, integrated systems could combine tools—such as pairing a bot
with harm identification mechanisms—to offer greater functionality.
At the highest level, platforms like HeartMob, Keeper or knowledge-
sharing spaces can provide fully realized ecosystems for restorative
justice practices. By accommodating varying degrees of complex-
ity, these tools can be customized to fit existing infrastructures
and community-specific needs. This expanded vision reimagines
restorative justice tools not only as solutions for conflict but also
as catalysts for more proactive, inclusive, and resilient community
governance.

8 CONCLUSION
While restorative justice has demonstrated its potential in offline
contexts, its implementation in online spaces remains a relatively
new challenge.Motivated by this gap, our study introduces ApoloBot,
a Discord bot that integrates restorative principles through apology
facilitation, as a method for exploring the design space of restora-
tive justice tools. Through interviews and a deployment with active
Discord moderators, we identified key opportunities and challenges
associated with these tools, considering various factors spanning
the community values, moderation practices, and case scenarios
that influence their effectiveness. We also expanded our focus to
discuss the evaluation for restorative outcomes, along with broader
implications for future initiatives. Our work sets forth a foundation
for the future design of online restorative justice tools, offering
insights into their viability and areas for further development.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported by the National Research Foundation of
Korea (NRF) grant funded by the Korea government (MSIT) (RS-
2024-00348993), as well as by a KAIST Undergraduate Research Pro-
gram grant. EPFL CDH also provided financial support for the first
author to attend the conference and present the work. We thank the
community moderators for their active engagement and thoughtful
feedback throughout the study. We also thank all members of CSTL
for their constructive discussions and invaluable support.



CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan Doan and Seering.

REFERENCES
[1] Sadiq Aliyu, Sushmita Khan, Aminata N. Mbodj, Oluwafemi Osho, Lingyuan

Li, Bart Knijnenburg, and Mauro Cherubini. 2024. Participatory Design to
Address Disclosure-Based Cyberbullying. In Proceedings of the 2024 ACM De-
signing Interactive Systems Conference (Copenhagen, Denmark) (DIS ’24). As-
sociation for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1547–1565. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3643834.3660716

[2] Shubham Atreja, Jane Im, Paul Resnick, and Libby Hemphill. 2024. AppealMod:
Inducing Friction to Reduce Moderator Workload of Handling User Appeals.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 8, CSCW1, Article 19 (apr 2024), 35 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3637296

[3] Rajesh Basak, Niloy Ganguly, Shamik Sural, and Soumya K. Ghosh. 2016. Look
Before You Shame: A Study on Shaming Activities on Twitter. In Proceedings of the
25th International Conference Companion on World Wide Web (Montréal, Québec,
Canada) (WWW ’16 Companion). International World Wide Web Conferences
Steering Committee, Republic and Canton of Geneva, CHE, 11–12. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2872518.2889414

[4] Gordon Bazemore and Mara Schiff. 2015. Restorative Community Justice: Repair-
ing Harm and Transforming Communities.

[5] Patrick Biernacki and Dan Waldorf. 1981. Snowball Sampling: Problems and
Techniques of Chain Referral Sampling. Sociological Methods & Research 10, 2
(Nov. 1981), 141–163. https://doi.org/10.1177/004912418101000205

[6] Reuben Binns, Michael Veale, Max Van Kleek, and Nigel Shadbolt. 2017. Like
Trainer, Like Bot? Inheritance of Bias in Algorithmic Content Moderation. In
Social Informatics, Giovanni Luca Ciampaglia, Afra Mashhadi, and Taha Yasseri
(Eds.). Springer International Publishing, Cham, 405–415.

[7] Lindsay Blackwell, Tianying Chen, Sarita Schoenebeck, and Cliff Lampe. 2018.
When Online Harassment Is Perceived as Justified. Proceedings of the International
AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media 12, 1 (Jun. 2018), 10 pages. https:
//doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15036

[8] Lindsay Blackwell, Jill Dimond, Sarita Schoenebeck, and Cliff Lampe. 2017. Clas-
sification and Its Consequences for Online Harassment: Design Insights from
HeartMob. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 1, CSCW, Article 24 (dec 2017),
19 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3134659

[9] Jane Bolitho and Jasmine Bruce. 2017. Science, art and alchemy: best
practice in facilitating restorative justice. Contemporary Justice Re-
view 20, 3 (2017), 336–362. https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2017.1348896
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2017.1348896

[10] James Bonta, Suzanne Wallace-Capretta, Jennifer Rooney, and Kevin Mcanoy.
2002. An outcome evaluation of a restorative justice alternative to incarceration.
Contemporary Justice Review 5, 4 (2002), 319–338.

[11] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2006. Using thematic
analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology 3,
2 (2006), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
arXiv:https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

[12] Jie Cai, Aashka Patel, Azadeh Naderi, and Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2024. Content
Moderation Justice and Fairness on Social Media: Comparisons Across Different
Contexts and Platforms. In Extended Abstracts of the 2024 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA ’24). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 84, 9 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3613905.3650882

[13] Jie Cai and Donghee YvetteWohn. 2019. What are Effective Strategies of Handling
Harassment on Twitch? Users’ Perspectives. In Companion Publication of the
2019 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing
(Austin, TX, USA) (CSCW ’19 Companion). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 166–170. https://doi.org/10.1145/3311957.3359478

[14] Jie Cai and Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2021. After Violation But Before Sanction:
Understanding Volunteer Moderators’ Profiling Processes Toward Violators in
Live Streaming Communities. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 5, CSCW2,
Article 410 (oct 2021), 25 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3479554

[15] Eshwar Chandrasekharan, Chaitrali Gandhi, Matthew Wortley Mustelier, and
Eric Gilbert. 2019. Crossmod: A Cross-Community Learning-based System to
Assist Reddit Moderators. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 3, CSCW, Article
174 (nov 2019), 30 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359276

[16] Eshwar Chandrasekharan, Mattia Samory, Shagun Jhaver, Hunter Charvat, Amy
Bruckman, Cliff Lampe, Jacob Eisenstein, and Eric Gilbert. 2018. The Internet’s
Hidden Rules: An Empirical Study of Reddit Norm Violations at Micro, Meso,
and Macro Scales. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 2, CSCW, Article 32 (nov
2018), 25 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3274301

[17] Frederick Choi, Tanvi Bajpai, Sowmya Pratipati, and Eshwar Chandrasekharan.
2023. ConvEx: A Visual Conversation Exploration System for DiscordModerators.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 7, CSCW2, Article 262 (oct 2023), 30 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3610053

[18] Amanda L. L. Cullen and Sanjay R. Kairam. 2022. Practicing Moderation: Com-
munity Moderation as Reflective Practice. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 6,
CSCW1, Article 111 (apr 2022), 32 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3512958

[19] James Dignan. 2004. Understanding victims and restorative justice.

[20] Jill P. Dimond, Michaelanne Dye, Daphne Larose, and Amy S. Bruckman. 2013.
Hollaback! the role of storytelling online in a social movement organization. In
Proceedings of the 2013 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work (San
Antonio, Texas, USA) (CSCW ’13). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 477–490. https://doi.org/10.1145/2441776.2441831

[21] Suzie Dunn, Tracy Vaillancourt, and Heather Brittain. 2023. https://www.
cigionline.org/publications/supporting-safer-digital-spaces/

[22] Motahhare Eslami, Kristen Vaccaro, Min Kyung Lee, Amit Elazari Bar On, Eric
Gilbert, and Karrie Karahalios. 2019. User Attitudes towards Algorithmic Opacity
and Transparency in Online Reviewing Platforms. In Proceedings of the 2019
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Glasgow, Scotland
Uk) (CHI ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300724

[23] Casey Fiesler, Jialun Jiang, Joshua McCann, Kyle Frye, and Jed Brubaker. 2018.
Reddit Rules! Characterizing an Ecosystem of Governance. Proceedings of the
International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media 12, 1 (Jun. 2018), 1 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15033

[24] Zihan Gao and Jacob Thebault-Spieker. 2024. Investigating Influential Users’
Responses to Permanent Suspension on Social Media. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput.
Interact. 8, CSCW1, Article 79 (apr 2024), 41 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3637356

[25] Tarleton Gillespie. 2018. Custodians of the Internet: Platforms, Content Moderation,
and the Hidden Decisions That Shape Social Media. Yale University Press, New
Haven, Connecticut, USA. 1–288 pages. https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300235029

[26] Eric Goldman. 2021. Content Moderation Remedies. Michigan Technology Law
Review 28, 1 (2021), 1. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3810580 Santa Clara University
Legal Studies Research Paper.

[27] Robert R. Hoffman, Matthew Johnson, Jeffrey M. Bradshaw, and Al Underbrink.
2013. Trust in Automation. IEEE Intelligent Systems 28, 1 (2013), 84–88. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/MIS.2013.24

[28] Maggie Hughes and Deb Roy. 2020. Keeper: An Online Synchronous Con-
versation Environment Informed by In-Person Facilitation Practices. In Com-
panion Publication of the 2020 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative
Work and Social Computing (Virtual Event, USA) (CSCW ’20 Companion). As-
sociation for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 275–279. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3406865.3418344

[29] Sohyeon Hwang, Charles Kiene, Serene Ong, and Aaron Shaw. 2024. Adopting
Third-party Bots for Managing Online Communities. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput.
Interact. 8, CSCW1, Article 216 (apr 2024), 26 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3653707

[30] Jane Im, Sonali Tandon, Eshwar Chandrasekharan, Taylor Denby, and Eric Gilbert.
2020. Synthesized Social Signals: Computationally-Derived Social Signals from
Account Histories. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (Honolulu, HI, USA) (CHI ’20). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376383

[31] Shagun Jhaver, Darren Scott Appling, Eric Gilbert, and Amy Bruckman. 2019.
"Did You Suspect the Post Would be Removed?": Understanding User Reactions
to Content Removals on Reddit. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 3, CSCW,
Article 192 (nov 2019), 33 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359294

[32] Shagun Jhaver, Iris Birman, Eric Gilbert, and Amy Bruckman. 2019. Human-
Machine Collaboration for Content Regulation: The Case of Reddit Automod-
erator. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. 26, 5, Article 31 (jul 2019), 35 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3338243

[33] Jialun Aaron Jiang, Peipei Nie, Jed R. Brubaker, and Casey Fiesler. 2023. A Trade-
off-centered Framework of Content Moderation. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum.
Interact. 30, 1, Article 3 (mar 2023), 34 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3534929

[34] Charles Kiene and Benjamin Mako Hill. 2020. Who Uses Bots? A Statistical
Analysis of Bot Usage in Moderation Teams. In Extended Abstracts of the 2020
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Honolulu, HI, USA)
(CHI EA ’20). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–8.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3334480.3382960

[35] Charles Kiene, Jialun Aaron Jiang, and Benjamin Mako Hill. 2019. Technological
Frames and User Innovation: Exploring Technological Change in Community
Moderation Teams. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 3, CSCW, Article 44 (nov
2019), 23 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359146

[36] René F. Kizilcec. 2016. How Much Information? Effects of Transparency on
Trust in an Algorithmic Interface. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems (San Jose, California, USA) (CHI ’16).
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 2390–2395. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858402

[37] Yubo Kou. 2021. Punishment and Its Discontents: An Analysis of Permanent Ban
in an Online Game Community. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 5, CSCW2,
Article 334 (oct 2021), 21 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3476075

[38] Yubo Kou, Renkai Ma, Zinan Zhang, Yingfan Zhou, and Xinning Gui. 2024.
Community Begins Where Moderation Ends: Peer Support and Its Implications
for Community-Based Rehabilitation. In Proceedings of the CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (Honolulu, HI, USA) (CHI ’24). Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 192, 18 pages. https:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3643834.3660716
https://doi.org/10.1145/3643834.3660716
https://doi.org/10.1145/3637296
https://doi.org/10.1145/2872518.2889414
https://doi.org/10.1145/2872518.2889414
https://doi.org/10.1177/004912418101000205
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15036
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15036
https://doi.org/10.1145/3134659
https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2017.1348896
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2017.1348896
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650882
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650882
https://doi.org/10.1145/3311957.3359478
https://doi.org/10.1145/3479554
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359276
https://doi.org/10.1145/3274301
https://doi.org/10.1145/3610053
https://doi.org/10.1145/3512958
https://doi.org/10.1145/2441776.2441831
https://www.cigionline.org/publications/supporting-safer-digital-spaces/
https://www.cigionline.org/publications/supporting-safer-digital-spaces/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300724
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15033
https://doi.org/10.1145/3637356
https://doi.org/10.1145/3637356
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300235029
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3810580
https://doi.org/10.1109/MIS.2013.24
https://doi.org/10.1109/MIS.2013.24
https://doi.org/10.1145/3406865.3418344
https://doi.org/10.1145/3406865.3418344
https://doi.org/10.1145/3653707
https://doi.org/10.1145/3653707
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376383
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359294
https://doi.org/10.1145/3338243
https://doi.org/10.1145/3534929
https://doi.org/10.1145/3334480.3382960
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359146
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858402
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858402
https://doi.org/10.1145/3476075
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642675
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642675


The Design Space for Online Restorative Justice Tools CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan

//doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642675
[39] Etienne G Krug, James A Mercy, Linda L Dahlberg, and Anthony B Zwi. 2002.

The world report on violence and health. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/
lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(24)01169-3/fulltext

[40] Tina Kuo, Alicia Hernani, and Jens Grossklags. 2023. The Unsung Heroes of
Facebook Groups Moderation: A Case Study of Moderation Practices and Tools.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 7, CSCW1, Article 97 (April 2023), 38 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3579530

[41] Min Kyung Lee. 2018. Understanding perception of algorithmic decisions: Fair-
ness, trust, and emotion in response to algorithmic management. Big Data &
Society 5, 1 (2018), 2053951718756684. https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718756684
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718756684

[42] J.J. Llewellyn, R. Howse, and Law Commission of Canada. 1999. Restorative
Justice: A Conceptual Framework.

[43] Jennifer J. Llewellyn, Bruce P. Archibald, Don Clairmont, and Diane Crocker.
2013. Imagining Success for a Restorative Approach to Justice: Implications
for Measurement and Evaluation. Dalhousie Law Journal 36, 2 (October 2013),
37 pages.

[44] Renkai Ma and Yubo Kou. 2021. "How advertiser-friendly is my video?":
YouTuber’s Socioeconomic Interactions with Algorithmic Content Moderation.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 5, CSCW2, Article 429 (oct 2021), 25 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3479573

[45] Renkai Ma, Yue You, Xinning Gui, and Yubo Kou. 2023. How Do Users Experience
Moderation?: A Systematic Literature Review. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact.
7, CSCW2, Article 278 (oct 2023), 30 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3610069

[46] Binny Mathew, Anurag Illendula, Punyajoy Saha, Soumya Sarkar, Pawan Goyal,
and Animesh Mukherjee. 2020. Hate begets Hate: A Temporal Study of Hate
Speech. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 4, CSCW2, Article 92 (oct 2020),
24 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3415163

[47] J. Nathan Matias. 2019. The Civic Labor of Volunteer Moderators Online. So-
cial Media + Society 5, 2 (2019), 2056305119836778. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2056305119836778 arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119836778

[48] Paul McCold. 2000. Toward a holistic vision of restorative juvenile justice: A
reply to the maximalist model. Contemporary Justice Review 3, 4 (2000), 357–414.

[49] Daniel W. Van Ness. 2016. An Overview of Restorative Justice Around the
World. https://biblioteca.cejamericas.org/bitstream/handle/2015/4767/dan_van_
ness_final_paper.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

[50] Jessica Pater and Elizabeth Mynatt. 2017. Defining Digital Self-Harm. In Proceed-
ings of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and
Social Computing (Portland, Oregon, USA) (CSCW ’17). Association for Comput-
ing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1501–1513. https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.
2998224

[51] S.T. Roberts. 2019. Behind the Screen: Content Moderation in the Shadows of
Social Media. Yale University Press, New Haven, Connecticut, USA. https:
//books.google.co.kr/books?id=uiCbDwAAQBAJ

[52] Wendy E. Rowe. 2002. A meta-analysis of six Washington state restorative justice
projects: Accomplishments and outcomes [including recidivism follow-up study],
July 2000-June 2001. Technical Report. Cambie Group International, Inc., Belling-
ham, WA.

[53] Johnny Saldaña. 2021. The coding manual for qualitative researchers.
[54] Brennan Schaffner, ArjunNitin Bhagoji, Siyuan Cheng, JacquelineMei, Jay L Shen,

Grace Wang, Marshini Chetty, Nick Feamster, Genevieve Lakier, and Chenhao
Tan. 2024. "Community Guidelines Make this the Best Party on the Internet": An
In-Depth Study of Online Platforms’ Content Moderation Policies. In Proceedings
of the CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Honolulu, HI,
USA) (CHI ’24). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
Article 486, 16 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642333

[55] Charlotte Schluger, Jonathan P. Chang, Cristian Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil, and
Karen Levy. 2022. Proactive Moderation of Online Discussions: Existing Practices
and the Potential for Algorithmic Support. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 6,
CSCW2, Article 370 (Nov. 2022), 27 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3555095

[56] Sarita Schoenebeck, Amna Batool, Giang Do, Sylvia Darling, Gabriel Grill, Daricia
Wilkinson, Mehtab Khan, Kentaro Toyama, and Louise Ashwell. 2023. Online Ha-
rassment in Majority Contexts: Examining Harms and Remedies across Countries.
In Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(Hamburg, Germany) (CHI ’23). Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA, Article 485, 16 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581020

[57] Sarita Schoenebeck, Oliver L Haimson, and Lisa Nakamura. 2021. Drawing
from justice theories to support targets of online harassment. New Media
& Society 23, 5 (2021), 1278–1300. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820913122
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820913122

[58] Sarita Schoenebeck, Carol F. Scott, Emma Grace Hurley, Tammy Chang, and Ellen
Selkie. 2021. Youth Trust in Social Media Companies and Expectations of Justice:
Accountability and Repair After Online Harassment. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput.
Interact. 5, CSCW1, Article 2 (apr 2021), 18 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3449076

[59] Joseph Seering, Brianna Dym, Geoff Kaufman, and Michael Bernstein. 2022. Pride
and Professionalization in Volunteer Moderation: Lessons for Effective Platform-
User Collaboration. Journal of Online Trust and Safety 1, 2 (Feb. 2022), 20 pages.

https://doi.org/10.54501/jots.v1i2.34
[60] Joseph Seering, Manas Khadka, Nava Haghighi, Tanya Yang, Zachary Xi, and

Michael Bernstein. 2024. Chillbot: Content Moderation in the Backchannel. In
Proceedings of the ACM Conference. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 26.

[61] Joseph Seering, Robert Kraut, and Laura Dabbish. 2017. Shaping Pro and Anti-
Social Behavior on Twitch Through Moderation and Example-Setting. In Proceed-
ings of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and
Social Computing (Portland, Oregon, USA) (CSCW ’17). Association for Comput-
ing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 111–125. https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.
2998277

[62] Joseph Seering, Tony Wang, Jina Yoon, and Geoff Kaufman. 2019. Moderator
engagement and community development in the age of algorithms. New Media
& Society 21, 7 (2019), 1417–1443. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818821316
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818821316

[63] Peter Snyder, Periwinkle Doerfler, Chris Kanich, and DamonMcCoy. 2017. Fifteen
minutes of unwanted fame: detecting and characterizing doxing. In Proceedings
of the 2017 Internet Measurement Conference (London, United Kingdom) (IMC ’17).
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 432–444. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3131365.3131385

[64] Tim Squirrell. 2019. Platform dialectics: The relationships between
volunteer moderators and end users on reddit. New Media & Soci-
ety 21, 9 (2019), 1910–1927. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819834317
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819834317

[65] Kumar Bhargav Srinivasan, Cristian Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil, Lillian Lee, and
Chenhao Tan. 2019. Content Removal as a Moderation Strategy: Compliance and
Other Outcomes in the ChangeMyView Community. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput.
Interact. 3, CSCW, Article 163 (nov 2019), 21 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3359265

[66] Miriah Steiger, Timir J Bharucha, Sukrit Venkatagiri, Martin J. Riedl, and Matthew
Lease. 2021. The Psychological Well-Being of Content Moderators: The Emo-
tional Labor of Commercial Moderation and Avenues for Improving Support. In
Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(Yokohama, Japan) (CHI ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA, Article 341, 14 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445092

[67] Heather Strang and Lawrence W Sherman. 2003. Repairing the harm: Victims
and restorative justice. , 15 pages.

[68] Zenon Szablowinski. 2008. Punitive Justice and Restorative Justice as Social
Reconciliation. The Heythrop Journal 49, 3 (2008), 405–422.

[69] Kurt Thomas, Patrick Gage Kelley, Sunny Consolvo, Patrawat Samermit, and Elie
Bursztein. 2022. “It’s common and a part of being a content creator”: Understand-
ing How Creators Experience and Cope with Hate and Harassment Online. In
Proceedings of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(New Orleans, LA, USA) (CHI ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, Article 121, 15 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3501879

[70] Jirassaya Uttarapong, Yihan Wang, and Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2024. Modera-
torHub: A Knowledge Sharing and Relationship Building Platform forModerators.
In Extended Abstracts of the CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Sys-
tems (Honolulu, HI, USA) (CHI EA ’24). Association for Computing Machinery,
NewYork, NY, USA, Article 242, 6 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650775

[71] Kristen Vaccaro, Christian Sandvig, and Karrie Karahalios. 2020. "At the End
of the Day Facebook Does What ItWants": How Users Experience Contesting
Algorithmic Content Moderation. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 4, CSCW2,
Article 167 (oct 2020), 22 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3415238

[72] Inge Vanfraechem and Lode Walgrave. 2004. Restorative conferencing in Bel-
gium: can it decrease the confinement of young offenders? Corrections Today
66, 7 (Dec 2004), 72+. https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A126392065/AONE?u=
anon~bd5f70d1&sid=googleScholar&xid=999802a9 Accessed 27 Nov. 2024.

[73] Tom Warren. 2021. Discord is quietly building an app empire of bots. https://
www.theverge.com/2021/11/17/22787018/discord-bots-app-discovery-platform

[74] Charlie Warzel. 2019. Could Restorative Justice Fix the Internet?
https://web.archive.org/web/20190820154008/https://www.nytimes.com/
2019/08/20/opinion/internet-harassment-restorative-justice.html

[75] Sarah Myers West. 2018. Censored, suspended, shadowbanned: User inter-
pretations of content moderation on social media platforms. New Media &
Society 20, 11 (2018), 4366–4383. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818773059
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818773059

[76] Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2019. Volunteer Moderators in Twitch Micro Commu-
nities: How They Get Involved, the Roles They Play, and the Emotional Labor
They Experience. In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (Glasgow, Scotland Uk) (CHI ’19). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300390

[77] William R. Wood and Masahiro Suzuki. 2016. Four Challenges in the Future of
Restorative Justice. Victims & Offenders 11, 1 (2016), 149–172. https://doi.org/10.
1080/15564886.2016.1145610 arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2016.1145610

[78] Sijia Xiao, Coye Cheshire, andNiloufar Salehi. 2022. Sensemaking, Support, Safety,
Retribution, Transformation: A Restorative Justice Approach to Understanding
Adolescents’ Needs for Addressing Online Harm. In Proceedings of the 2022 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (New Orleans, LA, USA)

https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642675
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(24)01169-3/fulltext
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(24)01169-3/fulltext
https://doi.org/10.1145/3579530
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718756684
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718756684
https://doi.org/10.1145/3479573
https://doi.org/10.1145/3610069
https://doi.org/10.1145/3415163
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119836778
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119836778
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119836778
https://biblioteca.cejamericas.org/bitstream/handle/2015/4767/dan_van_ness_final_paper.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://biblioteca.cejamericas.org/bitstream/handle/2015/4767/dan_van_ness_final_paper.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998224
https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998224
https://books.google.co.kr/books?id=uiCbDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.co.kr/books?id=uiCbDwAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642333
https://doi.org/10.1145/3555095
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581020
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820913122
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820913122
https://doi.org/10.1145/3449076
https://doi.org/10.54501/jots.v1i2.34
https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998277
https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998277
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818821316
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818821316
https://doi.org/10.1145/3131365.3131385
https://doi.org/10.1145/3131365.3131385
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819834317
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819834317
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359265
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359265
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445092
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3501879
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650775
https://doi.org/10.1145/3415238
https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A126392065/AONE?u=anon~bd5f70d1&sid=googleScholar&xid=999802a9
https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/A126392065/AONE?u=anon~bd5f70d1&sid=googleScholar&xid=999802a9
https://www.theverge.com/2021/11/17/22787018/discord-bots-app-discovery-platform
https://www.theverge.com/2021/11/17/22787018/discord-bots-app-discovery-platform
https://web.archive.org/web/20190820154008/https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/20/opinion/internet-harassment-restorative-justice.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20190820154008/https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/20/opinion/internet-harassment-restorative-justice.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818773059
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818773059
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300390
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2016.1145610
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2016.1145610
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2016.1145610


CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan Doan and Seering.

(CHI ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article
146, 15 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517614

[79] Sijia Xiao, Shagun Jhaver, and Niloufar Salehi. 2023. Addressing Interpersonal
Harm in Online Gaming Communities: The Opportunities and Challenges for a
Restorative Justice Approach. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. 30, 6, Article
83 (sep 2023), 36 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3603625

[80] Howard Zehr. 2015. The Little Book of Restorative Justice: Revised and Updated.

A QUESTIONS FOR SURVEY/INTERVIEWS
A.1 Survey Questions for Recruitment
General Question

(1) How long have you been moderating on Discord communi-
ty/communities? [Multiple Choice]
• Less than 6 months
• 6 months to 1 year
• 1 to 2 years
• 2 to 3 years
• 3 to 5 years
• More than 5 years

Interpersonal Harm on Online Communities: Interpersonal
harm here means one-to-one conflicts or misbehaviors that involve
distinct offender and victim. For example, if someone directs hurt-
ful language, embarrassment or threat towards another individual,
whether intentionally or unintentionally, it qualifies as interpersonal
harm. However, issues like spamming or hate speech towards general
sub- groups may not fall under this category.

(1) Have you ever encountered situations involving interper-
sonal harm within your Discord community? If yes, please
briefly describe one such situation, and how it was handled.
[Long Answer]

(2) How often does this kind of case happen in your Discord
community? [Long Answer]

Moderation Experience: For this section, please answer the follow-
ing questions about the Discord server(s) that you currently moderate
where you most frequently encounter interpersonal harm, as men-
tioned in the previous section.

(1) What are the specific types of these server(s)? (e.g Overwatch
game, BTS fandom, Coding tutorials, etc) [Short Answer]

(2) What is the size of the server(s) you’ve just mentioned?
[Checkboxes]
• Less than 100 members
• 100 to 500 members
• 501 to 1,000 members
• 1,001 to 5,000 members
• 5,001 to 10,000 members
• More than 10,000 members

(3) What tools do you regularly use formoderating these server(s)?
[Long Answer]

(4) What are the primary roles or tasks you perform as a mod-
erator in these server(s)? [Long Answer]

(5) (Optional) Provide a link to the server(s) or any relevant
webpage that contains information about the community (e.g
link to Discord server, subreddit, forum, etc) [Short Answer]

A.2 Interview Questions for Phase 1
The interview sessions follow a semi-structured format, where the
researcher follows a core set of questions while allowing flexibly to
adjust the flow and explore follow-up topics. Below is the initial
set of questions:

Ice Breaking and Introduction
(1) How did you become a moderator in your community?
(2) From when you started until now, how has your journey as

a community moderator been?
(3) What tasks do you do as a moderator?
(4) Which tools or methods have you found most effective in

making your moderation tasks easier and more efficient?
Project Presentation and Discussion on Interpersonal Harm
Researcher explain about the concept of Interpersonal Harm on

Online Communities. The following questions refer to the examples
of interpersonal harm that participant gives in the screening survey.

(1) Can you specify in more details about the case you men-
tioned?

(2) What was your decision rationale in this case?
(3) What was the impact of this case on the people involved?
(4) Was there also any impact that this situation had on the

community as a whole?
(5) Are there any defined procedure for dealing with this type

of harm?
(6) Can you also specify a different case of interpersonal harm

that has happened?
Research Work and Discussion on ApoloBot
Researcher explains about the concept of Restorative Justice and

introduces ApoloBot.
(1) Do you think that ApoloBot would be appropriate (or suit-

able) in your community, given the culture or its overall
dynamics?

(2) Linking back to the case we’ve mentioned earlier, would
ApoloBot be useful in this specific scenario?

(3) What kinds of cases it might be useful?
(4) What kinds of cases it might not be as useful?
(5) Overall, what are your perceived pros and cons of using

ApoloBot in your online communities?
(6) Howmight ApoloBot be incorporated into the existing work-

flow?
(7) Would there be any challenges for this integration?
(8) How willing and able do you feel to facilitate this apology

process via ApoloBot as a moderator?
Free-style discussion on general restorative justice tools

A.3 Interview Questions for Phase 3
Similarly, Phase 3 interview sessions were semi-structured but
allowed for even greater flexibility as participant had varied experi-
ence with ApoloBot. We based on the following sets of questions,
incorporating follow-ups and other remarks while extending the
discussion to include restorative justice tools more broadly.

General Questions
(1) How was your general experience with ApoloBot?
(2) Does this match your initial expectation when you start

using it?
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Reflection - On community and moderation practices
If ApoloBot was used:
(1) Does using the bot change the practice where you moderate

harm cases in your community?
(2) How did you utilize this tool in combined with the existing

moderation system?
(3) Were there any perceived impact for the community?
(4) Will the bot still be valuable if it continues to be used in the

community?
(5) Was there any reaction or perception from other moderators

in the team, observing how the tool is built and used?
(6) Will they be willing to use ApoloBot if they also have the

chance to?
(7) Other than the perceived benefits, were there also any chal-

lenges or obstacles you encountered when using ApoloBot?
If ApoloBot was not used:
(1) What were the main reasons for not using ApoloBot in your

community?
(2) Did you encounter some challenges when using it?
(3) Was there any reaction/perception from other moderators

in the team, observing how the tool is built?
(4) What kind of harm happened recently in the community

during the testing period?
(5) And why was ApoloBot not used for these cases?

Reflection - On case scenarios
If ApoloBot was used:
(1) Can you walk me through the contexts of the specific cases

ApoloBot was used?
(2) What went well?
(3) What didn’t?
(4) In caseswhere the bot works, how did the involvingmembers

react to having ApoloBot facilitating their conversations?
(5) Are there any interesting insights you encountered or lessons

learned when resolving cases with ApoloBot?
If ApoloBot was not used:
(1) What type of other cases that happened during the testing

period?
(2) Why ApoloBot was not used in these cases?
(3) Will there still be value if ApoloBot was not used frequently

as such?
For all:
(1) Were there cases where:

• You tried but it didn’t work?
• You thought of using but ended up didn’t

Free-style discussion on general restorative justice tools
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