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ABSTRACT

One of the major changes in juvenile justice during the
past decade has been the increased reliance on restitution as
a sanction for juvenile offenders. To assess the impact of
restitution on recidivism, six experiments were undertaken as
part of the national evaluation of thsz OJIDF—Ffunded Juvenile
Restitution Imitiative. This report contains the results
from five of those studies.

In four of the studies, youths were randomly assigned
into restitution and into traditional dispositions. On the
whole, the results are guite encouwraging. Youths in the
restitution groups never had higher recidivism rates than
those in probation or detention conditions. In two of the
four studies, the juveniles in restitution clearly had fewer
subsequent recontacts with the court during the two to three
yvear followup.

Comparisons of restitution with traditional probation
in Clayton County Georgia showsd clear and consistent effects
favoring restitution. Similarly, the results from Washington
D.&. showed that the restitution cases had fewer subsequent
offenses than those on probation. In Boise, Idaho the
comparizson was between restitution and detention. These
results were inconclusive as the restitution group generally
did better but the differences may have been produced by
chance rather than by true program seffects. In Oklahoma
county, there were no differences between sole sanction
rastitution, restitution and probation, and traditional
probation.

The study in Dane county, Wisconsin demonsitrated the
clear superiocrity of a formal restitution program over an "ad
hoc" {(informal} program both in terms of successful
completion and recidivism rates.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the most profound changes in juvenile justice
during the past decade has been the increased uses of
restitution as a sanction for juvenile offenders. Virtually
every state now has legislation which permits the use of
restitution either as a direct sanction or as a condition of
probation and several states require that judges order
restitution unless the youth can prove an inability to pay.

In 19276 the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delingquency
Prevention (OJJDP) undertook a major initiative to encourage
the use of restitution in juvenile couwrts and to assess the
consequenceas of fhis disposition on juveniles and victims.
Eight—five courts received funds under the federal program
and a major national svaluation, separately funded from the
National Institute of Juvenile Justice, was given the
responsibility for conducting an implementation study, a
process evaluation including all BS sites, and an impact
study basad on fi=ld experimental designs in six locations
(1.

One of the primary purposes of the experimental designs
was to assess the impact of restitution on recidivism of
juvenile offenders. The six sxperiments differed from one
another in terms of the restitution program models that were
used and, most importantly, they differed in relation to the
comparisons that were mads. In all six, however, random

assignments were made to treatment and control conditions
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from a group of adjudicated delinguents.

The Experiments

One of the experiments (Boise, Idaho) was structured to
provide a comparison of restitution against short—term
detention. Youths randomly selected for the treatment group
were regquired to pay monetary restitution to the victims of
their crimes or, if there was no outstanding monetary loss,
they were required to complete a specitied number of
comnunity service hours. Juveniles assigned to the control
group were sentenced to several successive weekends of
detention in a local detention facility. All juveniles were
on probation (in addition to their reguirements regarding
restitution or week-end detention?.

The Washington D.LC. design provided a comparison of
victim—offender mediation restitution against probation
for & group of serious offenders. One of the eligibility
criteria in Washington, D.C. was that the ynﬁths have at
least one felony conviction.

In Clayton county, Georgia {(near Atlanta? the study
involved a four—fold comparison of restitution (with and
without a counseslling component) against probation {(with and
without a counselling component). As in the other sites,
the restitution disposition could involve pither financial
restitution or community ssrvice.

The study in Dane County Wisconsin (Madison) was

designed to compars two different models of restitution



{programmatic vs. ad hoc) against each other and to estimate
the iépazt of successful vs. unsuccesstul Eompletimﬂ on
recidivism rates. In the programmatic design, restitution
was administered through a non-profit organization whose %cle
purpose was to implement, monitor. and enforce restitution
orders. The "ad hoc" restitution was asdministered by the
prrobation officer assigned to the case.

The Fifth experiment was conducted in. Oklahoma County,
Oklahoma. This one differed from the others in that it
included a three—fold comparison with ons group being
randomly selected for sole—sanction restitution. A szcond
groupg was randomly selected for restitution plus probation
and & third group (control) was assigned to a probation—only
condition.

Ventura, California was also included in the
sxperimental study, but the design became so confounded with
"crossovers" {i.e., violations of the random assignment) that
it was not possible to estimate the effect of restitution
on recidivism. The problem was that more than 70 percent of
the youths in the control condition also were ordered to pay
restitution. Thus, even thoucgh comparisons can be made
between the program and the control conditions, this did not
constitute a test of restitution vs. probation. For this
reason, the results from Ventwra arg not reported in this

monograph.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Prior to the planned experiments conducted as part of
the national juvenile restitution program evaluation, only
scanty information was available about the impact of
restitution on recidivism and almost no theoretical work had
been undertaken concerning the potential impact of
restitution on subsequent behavior of juvenile delinquents.

Empirical studies of restitution have been reported only
since the late 1970s and most of these defined the
aeffectiveness of restitution in terms of its impact on
victims (Galaway and Hudson, 19783 Hudson and Galaway, 19773
Schneider, 19793 Sutton, 1276). The amﬁunt of loss returned,
the number or proportion of victimg provided with
restitution, victim satisfaction with the outcome of the
case, and victim perceptions of the fairness or "justice" of
the ssntence were the common performance indicators included
in the early empirical studies.

The first two studies which sought to link restitution
with reduced recidivism were both conducted with adult
paraglees atitsr their release from prison. Heinz, Hudson and
Galaway 'in 19786 reported that the restitution‘graup had fewer
cnﬁvictinns after release than a matched group of |
incarcerated offenders. Similar resulis were found by Hudson
and Chesney {(1978) in their two—yesar followup of adult
offenders relsased from the Minnesota Restitution Center.

In a8 study conducted by Bonta, st. al. (1983), adult



offenders in a restitution program had higher recidivism
rates than those in a control graup, although the diffterences
were not statistically significant. Both groups were housed
in a community resouwrce center and most persons in both
groups were employed. The control program permitted
offenders to maintain employment by serving their sentences
in the community resource center. The authors point out that
the restitution group was a higher—risk group than the others
prior to the intervention and that this could have diminished
the true impact of the program.

The first two tests of restitution®s effect on
recidivism of juvenile offenders were undertaken by doctoral
candidates. In one of these, conducted by M. L. Wax at
Washington State, juveniles were randomly assigned into one
of three groups: monstary restitution (with the victim
oresent at sentencing), community service restitution, and a
control grnup‘which had no contact with victims and paid no
rastitution. No differences in recidivism rates weres found
to be statistically significant although restitution was
observed to have positive effects on some of the
psychological tests (Wax, 1977). The size of the sample in
this study, however, was so small (36 total) that the
possibility of finding an impact, even i+ one sxisted, was
edceptionally low.

The second doctoral study examihed recidivism rates of
approximately 250 offenders in the Tulsa county juvenile

restitution program (Buedalia, 1972). Variables found to be
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significantly related to reduced reﬁidivism were victim
contact and restitution orders of less than $100. The
latter,; of courss, could simply be a reflection of a less
serious immediate offense (han:é the lower amount of the
restitution order).

Two recent studies of recidivism rates aénng juvenile
delinguents sentenced to restitution reported positive
effects. Cannon and Stanford (19831} found a 17 percent
rearirast rate ampong restitution cases over a six month time
period comparad with a 24 percent rates for the
nonrestitution groups. Hofford (1981) reported an 18 percent
recidivism rate for youths in the juvenile restitution
program comparsd with a 30 percent rate for those on regular
probation. |

The results from these studies are instructive although
they are far +From being definitive. As is the case with
virtually all field research, serious methodological problems
confound most of the studies making it necessary to rely more
heavily on replication of findings than on any single study.
With the exception of Wax’s study and the adult study by
Heinz, et. al., none achieved 3 satisfactory degrees of
zquivalence bestween the comparison group and the recidivism
group. In the juvenile studies, little information was
provided on whethsr the groups were eguivalent and
multivariate analysis was not conducted in an attempt to hold
constant gther difrerences between the groups that could have

produced ditferent recidivism rates.
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Because of the paucity of research on restitution, we
prapaéed a wide—ranging set of propositions for potential
inciusign in the national evaluation. The basic strategy was
to cevelop tests of restitution vs. traditional dispositions
{gither probation or incarceration or both) in as many of the
s5ix jurisdictions as possible. Additionally, we hoped to
nave a variety of restitution program models to compare
against thes traditional dispositions: financial restitution,
Ccommunity ssrvice restitution, accountability-based programs,
treatment/service orisnted programs, victim—oriented

programs, mediation programs, and so forth.

THE PROGRAMS AND THE DESIGNS

Selecting the Sites

The restitution program announcement issued by OJJDP in

fuds

1977 specifisd that jurisdictions interested in receiving
unds through the national juvenile restitution initiative
would bae required to cooperate with a naticnal evaluation
and that some would becoms involved in an experimental study
fincluding random assignment). The announcement also
informed all applicants that they would be expected to
name one person on their staff as the evaluation liaison and
that they could budget a half-time position for this purpose.
The co—directors of the svaluation team read all of the

prroposals received by OJJDP and identified 13 as potential

participants in the experimental part of the evaluation.
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The major criteria for inclusion among the final 13 were
{aj a.viable restitution program model which included
cha}acteristics we had identified as high priaority for
testing, (b a strong management capacity, and {c)
gaeagraphical and community diversity. We wanted to test a
variety of program models under a variety of community
conditions, including regional distinctions as well as
community size. Strong management capacity, of course, is
Essential to the success of an experimental design as well as
to programmatic success. Hence, management capacity was one
of the three critical variables included in our selection of
programs.

The initial 13 programs were ranked and negotiations
undertaken with the first eight to determine whether a
suitable experimental design could be developed. Each site
was given several choices of propositions which could be
tested within the framework of their program. The
negotiations with the program involved selscting the
eligibility criteria for the initial pool from which youths
would be randomly assigned into different conditions and
negotiations regarding the actual treatment and control
conditions.

Tharae were four fundamental principles followed by the
evaluators in nsgotiating the random assignment. One was
that the randomization should not violate any principless of
fairness nor creats any sthical problems for the program.

The second was that the randomization should not create any

Page B



"political” or public relations problems for the program.
The tﬁird was that the case flﬁw had to be sufficient to
support the size of groups needed for an adequate test. 0One
county {(Adams county, Bhio) was Eliﬁinated because its case
flow was too low to support the design. And the fourth was
that the program model was to be a "natural” one r;ther than
one rigidly defined by the evaluators. We did not prohibit

pirograms from changing theilr method of operation during the

evaluation i+ it became necessary +or them to do so. Dur

u

trategy was to measure such changes, if they occurved; and

o
=

o take them into account during the data analysis phases.
Underlyving ths negotiating process was the presumption
that if the court agreed with the importance of testing a
particular proposition, and if we permitted them to opsrate
the program in accordance with thelr professional standards,
then they would become a willing and cooperative partner in

the experiment.

The proposition which had the highest priority for
inclusion in each sitse was to test restitultion against the

"normal” court dispoisitions which, in most sites, involved a
combination of probation and incarceration. The design which
we sought to negotiates in sach site would involve separate
tests of restitution vs. incarceration (from an incarceration
pool) and restitubtion vs. probation {(From a probation pool).
The sites werz not selected to intentionally vary the
type of restitution program which would be tested against

normal dispositions and then to maks cross—-site comparisons



restitution program

models. With only six to sight programs, it would not be

=

possible to maks such comparisons. Rathsr, =zach experiment

the others. We hoped to
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of which aross "naturally” without rigid specifications from
the svaluators? did {(or did notl) have positive effects on
vigtims and offenders under several different conditions, in
communitiss with different characteristics

In sach jurisdiction we alsa sought to negotiate a
secondary design which would permit tests of different ways

o conduct or administer restitution programs. RWNe were

r-i-

nterested in comparing community service restitution with

[N
-
o

financial restitution; victim offender mediation sessions
with the absence of this componenti: subsidies with
nonsubsidies; sole sanction restitution with restitution plus
probation;: and probation—operated programs with non—profit
programs. -

Initial arrangements were made for seven sxperiments:
El Pasg, TXi Seattlese WAj; Washington,; D.C.3; Clayton county,
GAs 0Oklahoma County, 0OK; Dane county, WIi; and VYentura, CA.
O0Ff these, El Paso and Seatile were pventually dropped and
Boise {(Ada county, ID) was added.

The El1 Paso court was interested in testing diversion
restitution against a control condition involving intake
adjustment, as well as post—adjudciation restitution vs.

probation. The 0JJDP guidslines, however, prohibited
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diversion cases from being included in the study. The El
FPaso ﬁnurt was not willing to continue with only the post-
adjudication program on a random assignment basis as it
appeared this might create a "net widening®” effect. The
judge feared that youths who previogusly would have had their
cases adjusted would now be adjudicated to get them into the
eligible group from which the assignments to restitution or
to probation would be made. Thus, El Pasc eventually dropped
Dgt of the experiment and out of the federal initiative
entirely.

The Seattle program was selected because of its
neighborhood-based accountability model. In 1977,
accountability models were relatively rare with only three
clear esexamples among the programs which submitted
applications for the initiative. These were Seattle,
Portland, Maine and Oklahoma County. Both Seattle and
Fortland, Maine had accountability~board models {(an approach
developed in Seattls) whersas Oklahoma county’s
accountability model was court-based but opesrated by the
community services volunteer unit rather than by probation.
From these three, Seattle and 0Oklahoma County were both
selected.

Unfortunately, the director of the Seattie program
resigned and the replacement process stretched out for more
than six months. During this time, she did not wish to begin
the experiment {(or the project) since her predecessar would

be selected at any moment. UWhen a new director finally was

Fage 11



restni

rnamad, he was not interested in implemsnting an
accauﬁtability program. Building on his backgruund,)és a
farmer drug and alcohel counsellor, he wanted to operate a
counselling-based program and was not interested in helpind
implament the random assignment procedures with the court.

We dropp=d Seattle from the sxperiment when it became clear
that they were not going to implement an accountability model
and when. it was apparent that little assistance wnuld be
forthocoming in setting up the random assignmant.

Boise, Idaho was the last site selected and was
approached for possible participation after Seattle dropped
out. At that time, the Boise program had been operating for
sevei-al months and appeared to have developed a very workable
reshtitution program. The intake forms being sant on the
restitution cases indicated that they were using restitution
in conjunction with wesk—end detention for many juveniles.

Bubsequent discussion indicated that weskend detention had

™

hecoms elatively comnon sanciion for delinguent vouths.

]

-
i

-

iss court was approached with the idea of

]
133
u]
]

1

~5
G
oA

he potential group for weskend detention and

rk

identi g
then randsmly assigning some into restitution (only) and
otners into wesksnd destention {only). The caseflow was not
gesmed largse enough to also assign some to both conditions ar
to develop & sscondary design.

They readily agreed to the random assignment

procedurs and thes design was implemented there within a few
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Oklahoms county was sslscted because they had an on-
going, well-managed restitution program which relied heavily
on accountability concepts and community volunteers. The
court agresed to a random assignment between normal
dispositions {(commitment to the state for incarceration or
probation) and restitution. They also agreed to a trial
pericd of a restitution—only sanction from the same sligible
pool ussd with the first two assignments.

Dang county was selected in order to include a
restitution program operated by a nonprofit with a probation
{community supervision) restitution program. We also
attempted to negotiate a restitution vs. nonrestitution
alternative but were not successful. A secondary design was
agreed to which involved subsidies vs. nonsubsidies for
community service cases. The case flow for this part of the
" design, however, was low and the experiment had to end before
enough cases were received to provide an adequate test.

Clayton county’™s program included both community service &
and financial restitution but they also propossd a mental
health counselling componsnt. One of the most prominant
issues in 1977 was whether restitution could be used alone or
whether it would be effective only if combined with other
programs. Hence the Clayion county court was approached with
the idea of testing the marginal effect of restitution when
it was combined only with probation and when it was combined
with both probation and mental health counselling.

The Washington D.C. program was selected partially

Page 13
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because of its intent to handle especially serious offenders
but aisu because it was one of the few proposals received

from a large, metropolitan, central—-city area. In additiaon,
the program featured victim offender mediation which was one

of the restitution components identified as a high priority

for including in the study.

Implementing the Designs

All 85 programs in the OJJDP initiative were required to
send to the national evaiuaturs an intake form on every case
they handled. When the case was closed, they were requiresd
to send a closure form. The experimental programs were
also expected to send these forms, but all other data
tullé:ticn tasks associated with being in the sxperimental
part of the evaluation were financed by the evaluation grant
rather than the program grant.

To carry out this responsibility, the evaluation team in
Eugens, Oregon assigned "site managers" to each experimental
program. Both principle investigators on the esvaluation
grant served as site managers as did four other experiented
mambers of the resesarch staff. The site managers studied
the program, its proposal, and the local conditions in order
to develop several potential designs to be considered by the
court. After negatiatihg the design—and reaching a written
agresment on how the random assignmenit was Lo pperate-——the
sitsz managers wers responsible for monitoring the design, and

all data collection from the site.
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The svaluation team hired an on—site data coordinator at
"sach of the experimesntal sitss. The local restitution
program director served on the recruitment committse for this
position and the program {(or the court) provided office
space. . All other costs associated with the on—site data
cogordinator {including equipment and suppliss) were borne by
the svaluation grant.

The data coordinator was responsible for identifying the
eligible pool from which random assignment would be made,
applying the randomi=zation formula to the eligible grioup,
coll=scting intake and closurs data on the control group, aﬁd
collecting intarview and other data on both the tre=atment and
control groups.

The randomization procedurs varied from one program to
anothsr although in sach site the procedure guaranteed that .
any deviations would be immediately obvious. The‘formulas

WE§

m

all bassd on some combination of day—of-birth, a random
numibsr starter, and a final assignment which allocated cases
into groups in accordance with pre—detsrminsd proportions.
The list of numbers and their assignment was kept at
IPA to insures that persons responsible for identifving the

2ligible pool would not have pricr knowlsdge of the group to

which the youth would be assignesd i+ he or she were
determined to bs =ligible. Even though most of the programs
developed relatively specific and gquantitative sligibility
criteria; some judgement was involved in scresning for
=21igibility. To protsct against bias in ths screening
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inseligible for ths program.  Thess data permitisd a
continuous monitoring of the sligibility scresning. After a

rmined to bz in the =ligible pool, the on-site
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data coordinator contacted IFA to determine which of the
treatment or control groups the person was assigned to.

The random assignment formilas were not necessarily set
to achisve =2qgual number of casss in tﬁe treatment and control
conditions. Instsasd, ths proporiions wers sstablished so
ficient number of cases to

chisve as nearly an
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control group. Although ths unsgusl number of cases reduced
the powsr of the asnalvysis somswhat, it was very imporitant to
insuwre that ths program had 3 sufficient case flow to satisty

ipcal decision maksrs, grant reguirsments, and to maintain a
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czzE=s thst sventually wound

in thz control group with no restitution ordesresd. Thus,
s cass, in the sipesrimental programs werea higher
than thsy would have bssn gthesrwiss. For this reason, no
cost analysses were conductsd in thes experimental sites.

Sft=r ths designs wers in place; we monitored the number
casss being recsived to project the length of time the
E owould nesed to continue in order to achieve an
accepiable lsvsel of statistical power. We hoped to continue

ent difference in recidivism

"
fu
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probability of being detected in the sample {(Medler,
Schneider, and Schneider, 19815 Schneider and Darcy, 1984).
e also wanted the sample to be large enough so that if a
difference of five percent occurred in the sample, it would
be statistically significant at the five percent level.

It was appareni after the study hegan that the case
flows would not provide enough cases to meet either of these
criteria, but that differences of appruximatgly 10 percent
would be needed i+ we used the .05 significance level as the
standard. As it turned out, the use of statistical power
analysis to determine the length of time the experiments
should operate was abandoned in the face of serious budget
cuts and thes potential demise of O0JJIDP.  We operated the
expariments as long as possible, given the drastic cut in the

budget which occurred in late 128Bl. Generally, however,
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differences of about 10 percent in most of the sites had a

.80 probability of being detected.

The HDoise Design

The experimental design in Boise was the simplest among
the sites and presented fewer problems in implementation and
monitoring. The esligible group included all vouths referred
to court for adjudication on a delinguent offense, sxcept
those who were held in detention during their pre—-trial
paeriod. These cases were sxXcluded from eligibility because
the vouths had already experienced incarceration and thus
would not represent a proper test of the restitution
condition if they later were randomly assigned to it.

Restitution plans {(regarding the amount and payment
schedule) were developed for all of the eligible youths prior
to adjudication. After the fact finding hearing, all youths
for whom the charges were substantiated were then randomly
designated to be placed in either the restitution group or
the incarceration group. At the disposition hearing, the
probation officer presented the results of the random
selection. The judge was able to either follow the
recommendation or give a different disposition. In Boise,

29

the assignment was followed for B8 percent of those
97

recommended for restitution and for & percent of the

detention recommsndations,

Becausse the esligibility criteria for the initial pool of

juveniles required either a felony conviction or one prior
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offense, this process resulised in a relatively serious group

hy

of offenders.

Cases assigned to restitution were given esither monetary
or community service restitution orders (or both) and a
specific times period for completing it. In most instances,
the youths were required to complete some community service
work (20 percent? but monetary restitution was ordered
whenever thers was an outstanding victim loss and
approxkimately 40 percent of the youths in the restitution
group repaid part or all of the loss.

Case managemsnt in Boise was handled by restitution
counsesllors. The average length of time in the restitution
program was two months and the averags length of time under
court jurisdictiun'was nins months. Although these youths
wara technically on probation, there was little if any active
sﬁpervisinn by probation officers.

The control group vouths were incarcerated for an
avaragese of signt days. The incarceration took place in a
local destention facility and usually involved being locked up
Tor ssveral successive weskends. After release from the
local facility the youth was on probation for an average of

nins months.

The Washington D.C. Design

The Washington D.C. program was developed to handle

fu

“hy

serious offenders from disadvantaged, central—-city,

0
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neighborhoods. The central features of this program were a
victiﬁ—a?fend;r madiation component and a well-—-developed
community service restitution program.

Mediators were recruited to serve as volunteers in the
program and each underwent a minimum of 60 hours training
before being certified to serve as a mediator. The
restitution program developeﬁ 2 wide variety of community
service placement positions for youths in the programs but
they did not develop ﬁaying'jnb pasitinné hor did they use
subsidies. = About one third-cf the youths paid financial
restitution to their victims but all performed community
sarvice work. The amuun£ of time to be spent in community
services was detesrmined at the mediation session.

Tﬁe Washington D.C. design actually incorporated two
distinct experiments.

After the presentence investigation had been completed,
the probation officers recommended the youths either for
incarceration or for probation. This created two distinct
gligibility pools and from each of these, youths were
randomly selected for restitution. One group, alternatives
to incarceration, was to be compared to the incarcerated
group and the other group, alternatives to probation; was to
be compared to probation. Comparisons were to be made only
within each of the experiments.

Shortly after the restitution program and the random
assignment began, it was apparent that recommendations for

incarceration {(which created the 2ligible pool for the
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incraceration pért of the experiment) had suddenly declined
to only a Féw cases per month. At that rate, it would take
years Lo accumulated encough cases in the control and
treatment conditions for this part of the experiment to have
& reasonable chance of producing significant effects. Thus,
the incarceration part of the experiment was terminated and
we continued on only with the restitution vs. probation
study.

The D.C. program rested on the premise that restitution
would be effective only if juveniles accepted responsibility
for their offenses and were committed to the principle of
making amends to the victim. If a youth did not feel
responsible for his or her bshavior, then restitution was not
expected to be sffective. Furthermore, serious complications
were expected in the mediation sessions 1if youths were
required to participate in this part of the program. Thus,
the program wished to permit the youths who had been randomly
selected for victim—offender mediation to voluntarily reject
their assignment in favor of probation only.

Although this aspect of the program design clearly would
create serious problems with the svaluation, it was accepted
since it was an integral and "naturzl” part of their program.
A design which did not permit juveniles to choose or reject
restitution would not be generalizable after the experiment
was over because the program would not continue to aperate
with youths who had besen "coerced” into the mediation

process. Furthermore, we found it difficult to envision any
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victim—offender mediation program anvwhere in the United
Etateé that would require youths or victims to participate.
Thus, voluntary participation was essential to the program
and to the generalizability of the research results.
Various inducement were attempted throughout the program
periocd to sncourage juveniles selected for restitution to
actually participate in it. In particular, youths who
completed restitution had their probation shortensd and, on
the average, served only seven months on probation compared
with one year for the probation—only group. Nevertheless,
there wers many refusals——approximately 40 percent. An
analysis of the reasons for the retfusals indicated that
detfense lawyers were an important source of information for
the youths and that they were the ones usually suggesting
that the vouths eschew the restitution/mediation program.
As in the other sites which had "crossovers”" or other
kinds of viplations in the random assignment, the analysis

was greatly complicated by these deviations.

The Oklahoma County Design
Dklahoma county established its first juvenile
restitution program in 1974 as a victim—orisnted,
accountability program which handied mainly diversion cases.
When federal funds were received, the program continued
its emphasis on accountability, but turned its attention to
adjudicated delingquents and incorporated the sole-sanction

condition as part of the esxperimental design.
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Consistent with the concept of offender accountsbility,
the Oklahoma county program plaﬁéd considerable emphasis on
the juvenile finding work from which money could be raised to
pay restitution. There wers no progrém subsidies, for
axample, and only six percent of the cases involved any
adjustments in the amount of restitution. Restitutfnn
counsellors provided assistance in identifying job openings
in the private sector as well as with charitable institutions
and public agencies, but the program did not have revolving
"iob slots" and did not “place” juveniles in paying
positions.

Eligible cases in Oklahoma county included all
adjudicated delingquents except those convicted of murder and
rapa for whom a monetary value could be placed Dn‘victim
losses. The program case workers identified 211 eligible
vouths and the on—site data coordinator then randomly
assigned these cases into one of three groups:  the
restitution only groups restitution and probations and a
control group which would receive whatever sanction the judge
deemed appropriate, so long as it did not include
restitution. For those who were to be in either of the
restitution groups, program staf+ developed restitution
recommendations which were presented to the judge along with
other pre-sentencing informatiaon.

Seripus problems were immediately encountered in
implementing the design. The sxperiment and the grant seemed

to increase the status of the restitution program (which was
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a separate administrative unit? vis a vis probation. This
occurred at about the same time the court adminiétfatnr was
seeking to implesment tighter control over the probation
officers. The probation officers resented the case tracking
requiremsnts accompanying the juveniles in the experiment and
they resented the implementation of case management and
tracking supervision by the cowt administrator on their
other cases as well.

For a perigd of time, almost no cases were getting the
dispositions to which they had been assigned. This was dus
both to the fact that probation officers were not
recommending the disposition into which the yvouth had been
assigned and to the fact that the judge was not following it.

The probation officers eventually forced the resignation

ot the court administrator and the evaluation team had to

renegotiate the design with the judge and the new

-+
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One important compromise reached in the new arrangement

=

was that the judge would be able to sentence youths in any
ons of the three groups to an incarceration sanction if she
desmed this to be necessary. Although this had an adverse
impact on the power of the design‘(when the youths were left
in their assigned groups for the analysis) we did not believe
the affect would be narmful enough to abandpn the experiment.
Since the youths were randomly assigned into the three
groups, sach group would contzsin ynﬁths of approximately

zqual sericusness and would have an approximately squal
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proportion of their more serious offenders removed for
incarceration. This tvype of "crossover® does not introduce
bias into the final groups if the youths are left in their
assigned treatment for analysis, but it does reduce the power

of the design. Decisions to incarcerate were about egqually

e

ikely in all three groups: nine percent of the restitution
only group were committed to the state for incarcerations: ten
parcent of the restitution plus probation group were given
this disposition, and eleven percent of the control group
werse commitisd to the state.

A+fter the rensgoiiation, we started the experiment over
‘and simply discarded a1l of the cvases received up to that
tima. .
dJuveniles were randomly assigned to their respective

groups attsr referral from the district attorney’s office.

m

Frobation officers” pre-sentencs report incorporated the
randomly selescted assigmment in their report to the judge who
was then sxpected tm'sentence the youth to the assigned group
unless an exception was made for incarceration. Following
the dispesition hearing, juveniles in the restitution groups
were assigned a restitution counsellor and those who also
were on probation were assigned a probation officer. 6@
meeting was held immediately after the sentencing to discuss
the restitution requirements and the implementation.

fApprovimately half of the vouths were ordered to pay monetary

restitution and the others did community work service.

]
u
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The Clayton County Design

The restitution sxperims=nt in Clayton county was
designed to compare four distinct treatment strategieé:
restitution,; counseling, restitution and counseling combined,
and a control condition which consisted of the normal
disposition which could be either probation or incarceration.
All youths in the first three groups were on probation.

Thus, the actual test was the marginal impact of restitution.
An additional feature of this design was the ability to test
the marginal impact of counseling.

Cases were randomly assigned into the four conditions
through a multi-tierer process. Following adjudication, all
cases were screened by probation during the pre—sentence
investigation for eligibility to be considered for the
experiment. Juveniles were eligible for the experiment i+
they were 13 or older., had been convicted of an offense with
a demonstrable loss, and had not been convicted of murder,
attempted mwder, rape, or attempied rape. Youths also wers
screensed out as ineligible i+ they had a serious drug or
alcohol problem, were mentally retarded, or were smotionally
disturbed. Eligible cases were then randomly assigned by the
on—-site data coordinator in accordance with a randomization
formula.

The actual placement of the youths into the groups was
done by the judge at disposition. The judge could overrule
the random assignment but this was seldom done. O0Ff the cases

which were included in the study, seven percent received an
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actual sentence that differed from the randomly assigned one.

The treatments associated with the four groups can be
summarized as follows:

Restitution. Youths in this group were ordered at
disposition to pay monetary restitution and/or to do
comnunity service restitution. Service restitution was more
common, involving &0 percent of the youths. OFf the 40
percent who paid monetary restitition, slightly more than
hal¥ found their own jobs and the rest obtained employment
through the efforts of the restitution program.

The youths kept some of their =zarnings——on the average,
about 40 percent. There were no program subsidies in Clavton
county and youths éenerally wetre not permitted to pay the
restitution from their savings or to have family members
assist in the payment. Restitution cases were monitored by
restitution case workers who also were responsible qu
insuring their compliance with normal probation requiremeqts.
The average period of supsrvision was 3.5 months.

Counseling. Juveniles with a counseling disposition
ware assigned to a mental health therapist on the county
spcial service staff. The counseling consisted of a
diagnostic session followed by assignment to one of several
special kinds of therapy: recreational, family, and so forth.
The praobation requirements +or these youths were, at first,
handled by the restitution program (to increase the
equivalence with the restitution group) but this practice had

to be abandoned aftter the first year of operation because the
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pragram did not have sufficient staff to monitor the cases.
Thereé¥ter, probation monitored the probationary
requirements. The average supervision period was 5.6 munths;
Restitution and Counseling. For this group, both
rastitution and mental health therapy were ordered at
disposition. Restitution and probation recuirements were
handled by the restitution counsellors. The restitution
reguirements were guite similar to those for the restituion-—
only group: &3 percent were ordered to do community service
aﬁd 44 percent had monetary restitoution requirements.
Families were not permitted to pay and most of the youlths
found employment in private or public sector jobs. These
vouths were under supervision for an average of 5.8 months.
Control. Any court—approved disposition was considered
appropriate for this group and most were placed on probation
(78 percent). Only five percent were incarcerated and the
remainder either received some other disposition or were

dismissed with no sanchtion.

The Dane County Design

The study in Dane county differed from all of the others
in that it was a test of restitution, administered in an "ad
hoc® fashion by the Department of Social Services {(a state—
funded but countyv—operatesed agency which also handles
Wisconsin's equivalent of probatiaon, referred to as community
supervision) against a programmatic approach, administered by

a non—profit agency under contract with the court.
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The rationale underlying this choice of design was that
restitution almost certainly was going to become a signficant
dispositional alternative in juvenile courits, regardless of
wheather it was shown to be effective in reducing recidiviéﬁ,
because of its impact on victims and its overall
attractiveness to the professionals in the field. 0One of the
issues that was certain to arise, however, was how
restitution should be administer=d and what the impact would
be on youths if judges began ordering restitution without
putting into place some type of program to administer this
new disposition.

Frior to the development of the Youth Restitution
FProgram in 1977, the Dane County juvenile court had often
ordered restitution for juvenile offenders. Youths who were
ordered to make restitution, however, were handled in
virtually the same way as youths for whom no restitution
requirements had been imposed. Following the disposition
hearing, juveniles were assigned to the Dane County
Department of Social Services and a2 case worker was appointed
to the youth. The case workers almost never assisted the
youths in locating smployment and, generally, they acted as
it restitution was not part of the rehabilitative plan for
the youth.

Judges reportedly wers often reluctant to order
restitution, or to order the full amount, since the state
code permitted restitution to be required only i+ the youth

was able to pay.
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The "ad hoc”" part of the design was intended to resemble
the restitution program which had existed in Dane county
before 1977. The restitution orders would be handled by
DSS case workers but their priority, within the overall
framework of the treatment plan for the youth, would remain
guite low—just as it had in the past. Rather than shift the
focus and philosophy from rehabilitation, based on services
and "treatment,” to accountability or victim compensation,
the youths in the ad hoc program would s«perience the normal
probationary requirsments of curfew, school attendance,
family counselling and so forth.

The Youth Restitution Program was opsrated by a non-—
profit corporation under contract with the county court.

It provided assistance to the juveniles in locating paying
job slots, arranged for community service work (when this had
been ordered by the court) and developed a job-—training
program to help juveniles learn how to apply for a job,

know what an smplover sxpects of them, and so on.

Subsidies also were available from program funds. A
vouth who could not obtain a paving job with an existing
private or public sector employer, could be put to work by
program personnel and then paid from the subsidy fund.

Juveniles who had he=en Drdered’tn pay restitution were
randomly assigned sither to the ad hoo group or to the
programmatic group. The vandom assignment occurred after the
youths had been ordersd to pay restitution and all juveniles

for whom a restitution order was issued werse considered

Fage 30



restnd

2ligible for assignment. Because the randomization occurred

aftter disnosition, thers wsere wvirtually no violations of the
i‘}

assignment. Juveniles assigned to ths Youth Restitution
Frogram {(YRF}) also were on probation and were assigned a
case worker at the Dane County Department of Social Services.

The DSS case workers were not told which of the youths
on the2ir case load were control group cases nor were they
told which cases were being assisted by the restitution
program. They could, however, have gained the latter
information simply by asking the juveniles. Although every
affort was made to insurs that the study was inobtrusive
{case worksrs, for example, did not fill out any extra forms,
weire not intsrvieswsd by thes evaluators until the study was
complete, and so on} they undoubtedly were awafa that the
study was underway.

We were quite concerned that they might make special
gefforts with juvsniles in thes control group to insure that
thay complsted their restitution orders, rather than
continuing to handle the restitution as an added (and

generally unwantsd) disposition. To determine whether this

Jueet

roblem was occurring, we obtained time series data on the

Tl

campletion rates of casss handied by DES. This analysis, as
well as the results of the superiment itselt (which show much
higher completion rates for the sxperimental group) indicate
that DEE case workers continued to make few sfforts regarding

restitution and continued to treat it as an added and

generally unwanted disposition.
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Dane county judges initially were reluctant to operate
the réndom assignment in the manner desired by the evaluators
because they thought they would be able to order more
restituticn, for more juveniles, if they knew the youths
would have the services of the restitution project to help
them make the payments. Thus, they wanted to know in advance
which youths were targetted for the Youth Restitution
Program. This, of cowse, could have jeopardized the study
{since it was clear the judges believed they‘cculd order
higher amounts of restitution if the vyouths @ere gDing into
the program).

A compromise was reached during the negotiations about
the random assignment in which the judgeé agreed to assume
that all the ymdths would be assigned to the restitution
program and that they could order the full amount of
restitution that they thought the youth——with the help of the
program——could ful+ill.  In return, the svalustors agreed
that the judges would be able to reduce the amount of
restitution at a review hearing held three months or longer
after disposition, for juveniles in either group. In
practice, such review hearings were rarely used and only a
small proportion of restitution orders were ever adjusted
downward {three percent in the treatment group and five
percent in the control)l.

As in all of the sxperiments, actual assignment to the
ad hoc or programmatic conditions was done at IPA after the

on—-site evaluation specialist notified us that an =ligible
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case had been ordered to make restitution and needed

assignment into control or treatment conditions.
METHODOLOGY

Four of the designs permitted the comparison of
restitution with nonrestitution sanctions, . In
these instances, the proposition tested was whether there
were any differences in the recidivism rates of juveniles
required to make restitution from tsose in the control
condition. As the reader will recall {(see the summary in
Figure 1} the control condition was probation in Washington
D;C.; probation or incarceration in Oklahoma County and
Clayton County Geoirgiaj; and short—term detention in Boise.

In three D% the designs, tests can be made of
restitution administered in different ways or in combination
with other sanctions.

In Oklahoma county, the secondary test was between those
who were required to make restitution as a sole sanction and
those who were also on probation. In Clayton County, the
impact of restitution with and without a counselling
component was examined. Two propositions wers tested in
these designs. Dﬁe was the impact of restitution, under the
different conditions, on recidivism rates. The second was
whether the differing conditions had an impact on successful
completion of the restitution orders.

In Dane county, the comparison was between restitution
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operated as an integral part of the youth’s sanction by a
non—-profit organization vs. "ad hoc” restitution administered
by DSS caseworkers. One proposition tested in this design
was the sffect on successful completion rates. The second
proposition was whether successful completion had an impact
on recidivism rates. We anticipated-—given the history of
the pre—~1977 restitution program in Dane County——that there
would be a high rate of incompletions among youths in the "ad
hoc" program. We also expected that those in the
programmatic approach would have very high successful
completion rates. Hence, we expected these programs to
produce differences in complestion rates that potentially

could be linked to differences in recidivism.

Measuring Successful Completion

Successful completion was measured in several different
ways.  One of these was the program decision on whsther the
vouth had completed the restitution successfully. The
criterion recommendsd by the evaluators, and used by most of
the programs in the federal initiative, was that the youth
had completed successfully i+ he or she had paid 925 percent
or more of the restitution ordered by the court. If
comnunity service work had been ordered, successful
completion was defined as finishing 95 percent or more of the
hours ordered.

Other definitions of successful completion were

used in the initial phases of data analysis, but since these
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did not yield any differences in conclusions, they are not
reparied here. Among ths other definitions examined were the
proportion of the Eestitution ordered actually paid, the
percentage of youths who paid 100 pearcent of the restitution
order, and the percentage of youths who paid all of the

sutstanding victim loss.

Measuring Recidivism

Recidivism was defined as crimes committed after entry
into the tresatment or ccntral_conditians which resulted in
contact with the county juvenile or adult cowurt, sxcept
incidents which were dismissed due tpo a lack of svidence or
thoss for which the youth was found not guilty. Crimes that
were committed afisr the immediate offense but before entry
into the program were counted as "concuwrrent” incidents and
were not included in the analysis.

A complete ssarch of all juveniles and adult cowt
records was undertaken by a team of trainsd individuals from
the national evaluation group. The followup period varied

rom 22 to 34 months, depending on when the youths entered
the program and when the final official records check was
conducted.

Multiple measures aof recidivism were used to incorporate
both the seriousness and frequency of reoffending as well as
to minimize possible misinterpretations based on single—
indicator analysis. The measures used were:

Prevalence. Fresvalence refers to the percentage of

Page 35



restni

juveniles in each group who commitisd a subsequent offense
which.resufted in a referral to adult or juvenile court
during the followup period. Excluded from this {tigure were
any recontacts %Qr which the records definitely established
that the case was dismissed for lack of evidence or the youth
was found not guilty.

Annual Offense Rate. The annual offense (contact) rate
was calculated by summing all of the recontacts for the
group, dividing by the time at risk {(in days), and then
correcting to an average annual rate, per youth. Both the
pre and post offense rates were calculated.

Recontact Frequency. Recontact fregquency was used as
an individual-level measure of overall recidivism in the
regression analyses. Recontact frequency refers to the total
number of recontacts for each youth. This is a badly skewed
variable and sesveral transformations were tested in the
multiple regression analysis. Although very few diffesrences
were noted in the results, the most stable measure was a
natural log transftormation and this was empioyed in the
analyses reported here.

Recontact Rate. This is also an individual-level
measure used in the multiple regression analysis. It was
calculated by dividing the total number of offenses for each
yvouth by the total time at risk, thersby creating an
individual-level "rate" of recontact. Juveniles with no
reoffenses had differing follow-up periods, however, because

they entered the programs at different points in time. A
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simple rate involves dividing zero reoffenses by the risk
time which, of course, produces a score of zero regardless of
whether the youth had six months of time at risk or four
years. 1o distinguish among the non—-recidivists so that
those with longer periods ov time at risk have lowesr scores,
a small constant {(.01) was added to the numerator of this
MBasure.

Seriocusness Indices. Three variables repressnting
seriousness were used in the initial data analysis. One of
these was an ordinally—coded variable representing the most
serious offense committed by the juvenile. Violent personal
offenses were coded "6" followed by seriocus property offenses
""", other felony property offenses "4", minor personal
offenses "I", minor property offenses "2Y, and trivial
offenses, "1".

The second variable representing seriousness was created
by scoring each reoffense in terms of its seriousness and
then summing these to obtain an overall measure of frequency
and seriousness of reoffenses. The final variable was a
seriousness rate in which the overall score for sach youth
was divided by the amount of time at risk thereby taking into
account that youths with longer follow-up periods would be
gxpected to have more reocffenses.

Because these three measures yvielded almost identical
results and because these results were similar to those
produced by the freguency variables, only the last

seriousness measure is included in this report.
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In all instances, the rate of reoffending {(frequency
divided by time at risk) was actually.an adjusted rate in
which a small constant (.01) was added to the numerator so
that the scores of persons who had no recidivist offenses

wowld be scaled in terms of their time at risk.

Establishing Causality

~duveniles were randomly assigned into the program and
control conditions in all five sites. In an ideal
experiment, the random assignment alone would be sufficient
to insure that the statistical measure of program impact was
not confounded with other variables. Field experiments,
however, seldom meet the rigid requirements of experimental
conditions and the ones in this svaluation were no exception.

The major problem was with crossovers——cases which were
assigned to one condition but which ended up in the other.
In most of the sites, there crossovers constituted fewer tha
rive percent of the total, but in Ventura more than 25
percent of the cases were crossovers. Ventura was eventually
excluded from the recidivism analysis and other impact
evaluations because of the crossover problem and other
problems with the data.

washington D.C. also presented a problem. Approximately

half of the youths randomly selected for the victim offender
mediation/restitution program voluntarily decided not to
participate and to accept traditional probation instead.

It is always difficult to know what to do with
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crossover casss but the analysis here follows the common
recommendation which is teo consider a case in the graﬁp to
which it was assigned, sven if the actual treatment was
something different. This is generally viewsed as a
conservative approach dus to the expectation that those who
violate the random assigrnment do so to protect the program by
"creaming". Hence, the more difficult cases are directed
away from the program leaving only the sasier ones. To
include all cases, as originally assigned, protects against
"creaming.”

In the analysis reported below, however, we also took
the precaution of testing 311 the regression models with the
cases in the actual, rathesr than assigned, groups. The
resulits of these analyses in sites with small numbers of
crossovers were no diffesrent than the results when the cases
were2 kept in their original groups and are not reported.
However,; in Washington D.C., the crossover group {(juveniles
who voluntarily sslected probation rather than restitution)
wera such & sizabls group that the entire analysis is
regori=sd.

For the analysis, bivariate ragressions were conducted
and, to insure that potentially confounding effects did not

niterferse with the interpretation, multiple regression

=

anxlysis also was undertaken in which priors, age, race,; and
sax, were controlled. In all of the regression tests, the
indspendent variables is the treatment/control condition with

restitution being scored Yzero" and control scored "one. "
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FINDINGS

The results from each of the experiments are summarized
in this portion of the report. {(Complete iAfnrmatinn on
other analyses conducted, but not reported here, is available
in other papers which can be obtained from the author of this

report?

Boise

Table 1 contains summary data for juveniles in the
restitution and the incarceration groups in Boise. There
were no statistically significant differences in the
bhackground characteristics of youths in the two groups. Most
wara full-time students (Bl and 8% percent, respectively)s;
the average age was just over 15 years, and more than B0
percent wers males.

The population from which the random assignment was made
included primarily serious offenders. In the restitution
group, 66 percent were repeat offenders and 80 percent were
repeaters in the incarceration group. This differesnce, which
appears to indicate that the incarceration group contained
somewhat more sesrious of#enders than the restitution group,
is offset by the fact that 41 percent of the restitution
vouths sntered the program as a result of a felony conviction
compared with 32 percent of the incarceration group.

The recidivism analysis suggests that the restitution

group did somewhat better (i.e., had fewsr reoffenses)



TABLE 1. BDISE, IDéHD: SUMMARY STATISTICS

Characteristic . Restitution Incarceration
NO. OF CAaseES 86 2?5
CHARACTERISTICS

OF REFERRALS
X Full—-Time

Student 81% 854
“Z Minority S i
% Male 8& 84
% Repesat Offenders &b 80
Avg Age 15.0 ; 15.3
REFERRAL
OFFENSE
% Felonies 41 32
% Misdemesanors =59 &7
RECIDIVISH
Months of
Followup 22 22
7% With
Recontacts a3 =9
Annual OFffenses
Rate: Pre Program 1.03 1.37
Annual Offenssa
Rate: Fost Program « 86 1.00
Recontact Frequency (beta wt) 06 n.s.
Recontact Rate {(beta wik) 02 n.s.
Seriousness Rate (beta wt) 04 n.s.

Positive beta weights indicate the restitution group did better (i.e.,
had a lower recidivism rate). The cobserved signifiance levels
were .24, .29, and .25 respectively, on a two—-tailed test.
Variables controlled in the multiple regression analysis were
priors, age, race, sex, and {(for recontact frequency) time at
risk. A complete set of tables can be found in Griffith, 1983.
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but the dit+ferences ares not very large and they may have been
producaed by chance. The observed significance levels in most
of the analyses, although favoring the restitution group,

25 and .30.

Speciftically, in the 22 months of followup, 53 percent
of the restitution group had one or more subsequent contacts
with the cowrt comparsd with 52 percent of the incarceration
oroup. The post-program annual rate of subsequent contacts
was 86 for the restitution group compared with 1.0 for the
incarcgration group. Differences of this magnitude would be

sexpected, by chance zlone, approximately one—fourth to one—

I

hird of the time. The multiple regression analysis

ot

ndicated a differencs of aboubt the same magnitude, but it
too would ocour by chance about 25 to 30 percent of the time.
In the multiple regression, priors, ags, race, school status,
and sex were statistically controlled.

The pre/post comparisocn shows that the intervention

may havs

mn

lowsd the annual offenss rate for both groups. The
average number of offenses commitied,; per youth per year,
dropped from 1.03 for the restitution group to .86. For the

incarceration group, the annual pre—program rate dropped from

mination of the recidivism rates for each of

I»
o
n
.

sgveral different types of crimes showed that the restitution
giroup did samewhat‘better than the incarceration youths,; but
the diffsrsnces were not great snough to be statistically

. significant &t the .05 level. For the six types of offenses
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sxamined, the resstitution group had fewer recidivists and

cidivism rates within sach.

ot
£
&
m
“i
i
m

On balance, the Bolse sxperiment indicates the

restitution vouths did just as well as those who were

incarcerated and that there was a relatively good probability

{about two out of three) that the participation in the
restitution program actually yielded a slightly lower

recidivism rate.

washingtnn b.C.

The Washington D.C. referrals were among the most
serious of all restitution programs participating in the
fedaral initiative. More than 460 percent were repeat
offenders and for approxkimately 60 percent, the immediate
incident which resulted in their referral was a felony.

{See Table Z). These youths were predominately black (99
percent? and male (9% percent).

Table 2 shows the characteristics of the restitution
group, the restitution refused {(crossover) group, and the
control group. OFf the latter, seven percent actually were
incarcerated and the others were on probation. There were no
étatistically significant differences between the restitution
and control groups in terms of background characteristics.
This held true when the crossovers were grouped with the
restitution yvouths and when they were kept separate. It
should be noted, haowever, that the crossovers contained

substantially more females (13 percent) than either of the



TABLE 2. WASHINGTOM, D.C.: SUMMARY STATISTICS

o Restitution
Characteristic Restitution Refused Probation
{Crossovers) {Control?
MO. OF CASES 143 131 137
CHARACTERISTICS
OF REFERRALS
% Full-Time
Student T3% 72% 72%
Z Minority 79 28 97
“Z HMale 97 - 87 71
“ Repeat Offenders &3 HD &1
Avg. Age 15.4 15.5 15.6
REFERRAL
OFFENSE
4 Felonies a5 a7 57
% Misdemeanors 35 43 41
RECIDIVISH
Months of
Fallowup 32 31 31
“ With
Recontacts 53 ' 35 &=
Annual Offensa
Rate: Pre Frogram =51 &2 Bl
Annual OFffense
Rate: Post Program « o4 .02 - 65
Recontact Frequency {(beta weight) - 10%
Recontact Rate (beta weight? - 10
Seriousness Rate (beta weight) 05 (p=.12)

Positive beta weights'indicate the restitution group did better {(i.e.,
had a lower recidivism rate). The differences on the freguency
and recontact rate were statistically significant beyond the .03

level whareas the difference on the seriousness rate had an
observed significance level of .12 on a two—tailed test.
Variables controlled in the multiple regression analysis were
priors, age, race, sex, and (for recontact frequency) time at

risk. A complete set of tables can be found in Griffith, 19835.
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other two groups.

The results of the recidivism analysis are interesting,
but perplexing. The restitution group had reoffense
prevalence rates considerably below the probation group
{(53% to 634L)——a statistically significant difference——and
annual reoffense rates similarly lower than the control group
{34 to .63Y. The multiple regression analysis also shows
that the restitution youths had lower overall contact {(both
frequency and rates) after controlling for the number of
prriors, age, race; school status and'sex.

As mentioned previously, substantial treatment
contamination occurred in the randomization, with about hal+f
of the randomly assigned‘restitution youth'receiving
probation instead of restitution. With this issue in mind,
three additional sets of multiple regression analyses were
conducted. In each instance, different evaluation groups
were included or excluded creating different treatment and
comparison groups. In each case, the independent (tre=atment)
variable was dichotomous (scored as zero for the control
condition and one for the treatment). These results are not
presented, but they show the following:

Restitution vs. Restitution Refused (Crossovers). This
comparison indicates that the restitution group had slightly
fewer recidivist offenses but only for felony reoffenses were
the differences statistically significant.

Restitution vs. Control. In this analysis, the

crossovers were omitted entirely and the restitution youths
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had significantly lower recidivism rates on almost all
MEASW S85.

Restitution vs. Frobation. The crossovers actually
received probation and in this analyses were grouped with the
probation youths who were randomly assigned. The restitution
group had somewhat better scores on most of the indicators
but the differences were aonly marginally significant (2.g..
in the .15 to .25 ranges).

Threse major findings stand out. First, youths who were
randomly asigned into restitution—whether they actually
participated in it or not—-—had lower recidivism rates‘than
vouths randomly assigned probation. Second, thoss who
actually participated in restitution generally had 1ower
recidivism levels than those in probation. And,; third, those
who participated in restitution never had higher rates than
those who pariticipatad in probation.

Why then did youth who were randomly selected for
restitution but refused {(the crossovers) have lower
recidivism rates than those on probation? Both actually
participated in probation. Differences in the background
characteristics do not appear to account for these
differences.

Qur speculation is that youths selected for restitution
wers given realistic choices and involvement in the
determination of their disposition which the probation youth
did not have. All juveniles selected for restitution were

presented with two choices of roughly sguivalent severity

=2 : 7 FPage 44



{(propation or restitution) and they were allowed some
involvemsnt in the process of determining thelr disposition.
It is possible that this cholice component allowed them to
select a treatment somewhat better suited to their individual
interests and motivations and thus one which was more

efficacious in impacting their future behaviors.

Clayton County

Clayton county youths were overwhelmingly white {as is
the population in that suburban area near Atlantal,
approkimately 13 years of age, and predominately male (see
Table 3). Between one—fowth and one-half the youths were
referred for felony offenses and most of the others had been
involved in misdemeanor property crimes.

The restitution—only group was compared with the
restitution—counselling group to determine whsther the latter
produced any improvement in the successful completion rates.

5 shown in Table 3, the completion rates were very high for
both groups and the small difference observed {(86% for
restitution—only vs. B2% for restitution—counsellingy was not
statistically signiticant.

Both restitution groups were somshwat less liksely to
commit subsequent offeznses resulting in couwrt contacts during
the three—vyear followup period as 47 pesrcent of the

P

1T

stitution—only group and 446 percent of the restitution-—-
counselling group wers again referred to court. These

figuwrss compars with a 40 pesrcent and 52 percent recidivism

]
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TABLE 3. CLAYTON, COUNTY: SUMMARY STATISTICS

Characteristic Restitution Probation
Restn. Restn. % Prob.% Frob.
Only Counsl. Counsl OCnly
NO. OF CABES 73 74 55 S5
CHARACTERISTICS
0OF REFERRALS
% Full—-Time 7a% 82% 75% 84&%
Student
“ Minority & 4 4 0]
7% Male 8& 80 78 80
% Repeat (Offenders &0 43 36 5S4
Avg Age 15.1 15.2 15.1 15.2
REFERRAL
OFFENSE
% Felonies 24 40 49 30
7% Misdemeanors . 7b 50 51 70
RECIDIVISH
Months of
Followup 3o 35 . 34 37
% With
Recontacts 49 44 &0 52
Fre—Program
Annual Offense Rate 1.01 e « &4 73
FPost—Program
Annual Offense Rate - 73 87 - 84 - 73
Recontact Freqgn. (beta wt) «1i
Recontact Rate {beta wt} - 13%
Seriousness Rate (beta wi) L02 {(p = .16}
SUCCFSSFLUL
COMPLT. i ION
%4 Successful 8& 82

Positive beta weights indicate the restitution group did betiter
{i.2.,; had a lower recidivism rate). Recontact freguency and
recontact rate were significant beyond the .05 level on a two—
tailed test. Variables controlled in the multiple regression
analysis were priors, age, race, sex, and (for recontact
frequency) time at risk. A complete set of tables can be found in
Schneider and Schneider, 1984a.
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rates for ths two probstion groups.

L.

The post-program offense rates also show similar

differences with the restitution groups having lower annual

The multiple regression analyses, controlling for number
of priors; age, school status, race; and sex indicate an
effect with a high likelihood of being produced by the

program (significance levels of 07, .04 and .14 on a two—

tailed tesit). I

a

thesse tests, the two restitution groups

£
i
1
i
1

ompared with the two probaticon groups.

The group reocffense rates before and after the
intervention indicats some interesting differences. For the
restitution—-only group, the pre—-program rate was 1.01

it
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rvention, this dropped teo .74.
Drops in the post-intervention rates of similar magnitudes
wers not observed for any of the other groups. The
estitution and counselling group had a pre—program rate of
-5% which dropped only to .47 afitsrward. The probation and

counselling group actually showed an increase from .64 to .84

zshould bes about the same across all four groups. Hence, the

dif+erences in the pre/post rates are of considerable

A second muliiple regression analysis was undertaken to

LL

stzrmine whether counsslling had an impact on recidivism
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waere found. & final comparison was between the restitution—
only condition and restitution—counselling. 6(gaing no
significant differences were found.

The results from Clayton county show that youths
required to make restitution to their victims either through
community ssrvice or monetary payments had lower recidivism
=5 thanm thoss given the more traditional juvenile court
dispositions. These results show that restitution works

gquite well on its own and that it does not need to be

combinaed with mental health counselling.

Oklahoma County

The 293 youths in the Oklahoma county experimant were
divided rather svenly among the three groups with 104 in the
= sanction restitution group; 116 in restitution and
probation,; and 78 in the non—restitution control {(see Table
43 . #ost of thes juvenilses waere relatively serious offenders
as % peroc=nt of the restitution youths had one or mora
opriors and &8 percent of the control youths had a prior
record of court contact. PMany of the ynuths‘entered the ex-—
sdparimant as a result of f=lony convictions: 30 percent of
the sols sanchion group, 48 percent of the restittion and
robation group and 40 percent of the probation only

3. — oy
controls.
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TABLE 4. OKLAHOMA, COUNTY:

SUMMARY STATISTICS

Characteristic Restitution
Sole Restn. % Probation
Sanction Probation
NO. OF CASES 104 iié 78
CHARACTERISTICS
OF REFERRALS
% Full-Time
Student &5 &9 72
% Minority 34 46 32
%A Male : 21 87 85
% Repesat Offenders 359 .99 &8
Avg Age 15.2 15.4 15.5
REFERRAL
OFFENSE
% Felonies 50 48 40
4 Misdemeanors S0 o2 &0
RECIDIVISH
Months of ]
Followup 23 24 24
Z With
Recontacts 49 S0 52
Pre—Frogram
Annual OFffense Rate . Bh - 58 <75
Post—-Program
Annual Offense Rate . 72 - 543 » 758
Recontact Freqgn. (beta wt) 02 n.s.
Recontact Rate (beta wt) 201 MNaS.
Seriousness Rate (beta wt) 01 N.sa.
SLUCCESSFUL.
COMPLETION
% Successful 82 88

Pozitive beta weights indicate the restitution group did better

(i.e., had a lower recidivism rate).

The observed significance

levels were greater than .80.  Variables controlled in the
multiple regression analysis were priors, age, race, sex, and (for

recontact freguency}) time at risk.
be found in Schneider and Schneider,

A complete set of tables can
1984¢.
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On most of the indicators, the juveniles who also were

n did slightly better in terms of completing their

T
ki
]
o
f
rt
ed]
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restitution reguiraments, but the differences were small and
iave beesn produced by chance {(sse Table 4. In terms of
the program’s definition of successful completion, 88 percent
g+ the youths who were both on restitution and on probation
completed successfully compared with 82 percent of the sole
sanchion giroup. There were no differences in the groups in
terms of the proportion of the restitution order repaid (92
percent? although slightly more of the probation grdup paid
&1l of thes restitution ordered (21 percent). The sole
sanction group was more successtul in terms of repaying all
of ths cutstanding victim loss (2B percent compared with 36
- The groups were basically alike in terms of their
completion of community service hours.

The groups did not differ on recontact with the court,
regardless bf the method of measuring recidivism or the type
of analysis undertaken. On the average, a juvenile in the
sole sanction group commitied 1.4 offenses per year compared
with 1.3 For the restitution and probation group and 1.5 for
the controls. These differsnces are very small and almost
cartainly wers produced by chance variation rather than by
orogiram =stfects.

Comparison of the pre and post rates show that none of
the interventions reduced the overall offense rates. In
fact, the youths in both restitution groups tended to

reoffend slightly more afierward than before whereas the
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control group continusd at the same rate.

To test the impact of the program on recidivism,
multiple regression models were developed in which the
program and control condition was the independent variable
{scored O and 1), the various measures of recidivism were the
dependent variables, and age, race, sex, priors, and school
status were controlled. The results for zach meesure of
recidivism, testing restitution as a sole sanction against
restitution plus probation showed no differences.

Comparisons of both restitution groups {(combined:
against the nonrestitution controls also showsd no effect.

In these analyses,; the youths who were committed to the
state were left with the group to which they had been
randomly assigned. Additional tests, not shown here, were
conducted with the incarcerated youths removed from all three
groups. This reduced the level of recidivism but did not
change the patterns which continued to show almost identicial
recidivsm rates for the three groups.

The +indings from this experiment indicate that youths
who wers given restitution as a sanction, without benetit of
probation requirsments or probation supervision, were
generally as successful as those who recisved probation along
with restitution. Furthermore, the results indicate that
yvouths who recieved restitution sanctions did no better and
no worse than the control group of probation youths in teras
of recidivism.

These results differ slightly from previous findings

e Page.QQ



based on the full sst of dats from B85 juvenile restitution
programs (Schneider, 2t al, 1982). In the earlier study, we
found that sole sanction restitution requirements appeared to
be correlatsd with higher completion rates and lower
recidivism, compared with restitution impossd along with
probation. It was pointed out at the time that in the
absence of random assignment; a selection bias or "creaming
affect"” could account for some or all of the apparent
relationship. In that respeét, the’current study is more
valid bscause ths design effectively esliminated the
possibility that the sole sanction group was comprised of
lass serious offenders. However, one should be cautious
about interpreting the findings +from Oklahoma county as the
conclusive answer to the gquestion of whether restitution
should be imposed as a sole sanction or as a condition of
probation. This experiment,; although it may have a high
degrese of internal validity, is only one test, in one place,
and replications are needed before final conclusions are
di-awr.

With regard to the other issue——whesther restitution is a
more effective sancition than p#nbatinn——the results in

Dkl ahoma county suggest that recidivism rates were about the

W

am= +or both groups and that neither type of intervention

£

il
=~
i

ctively altered the offenss rate of juveniles delinquents.

Lane County

Most of the youths in the "ad hoc" and programmatic
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TABLE 5. DANE, COUNTY: SUMMARY STATISTILS I
Characteristic Programmatic "Ad Hoc™
Ni. OF CABES 165 B&
CHARACTERISTILCS
OF REFERRALS

% Full-Time
Student 714 73%
% Minority 4 10
% Male 84 a7
7% Repeat Offenders 68 71
Avg Age 16.3 16.3
REFERRAL
OFFENGE
% Felonies 56 52
% Misdemeanors 44 48
SUCCESSFUL
COMPLETION
%4 Successtul 21 45
% Paying All
Restn. Ordered 88 40

Additional tables can be found in Schneider and Schneider, 1284b.



conditions were male, fulltime students, white, 16 years of

age or oldesr with at lesast one priocr cowurt contact (Table 5).
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aif of the youths in each group had two or more prior
contacts. These characteristics indicate that thé yvouths for
whom restitution was ordered in Dane county tended toward the
mors s=rious offendsrs.  Half of ths youths in the
programmatic group had been convicted of f=lony property
offenses and 43 psrcent of ths youths in the ad hoc group had

been convicted of felaoniss.

o

he data clearly establish the superiority of a
programmatic approach over an ad hoc approach in terms of
successful completion rates (ses Table 5. According to the
criteria us=d by ths programs and the courit, 91 percent of

.thes youths in the programmatic group successfully completed

their orders comparsd with 45 percent of the youths in the ad

Uzing the less judgemental standard in which successful
gticn is definsd as paying all of the restitution

~gdarsd by ths court {(or complsting all of the community
service houwrs! the data show that B8 psrcent of the youths in
the programmatic giroup would be judged successful compared
with 40 percent in the ad hoco group. Similarly, if a very
gniznt standard were used (i.s., paving at least some of the

appiroach is considerably better
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=25 onily two percant of their juveniles failed to pay at least
some restitution whereas 37 psosnt of the juveniles in the
3

ad hoc program did not pay sven thes first dollar of their



TABLE 6. DANE, COUNTY: SUMMARY STATISTICS II

Characteristic Unsuccessful Successful

NO. OF CASES 61 120

RECIDIVISH
Months of
Followup ) 37

7% With
Recontacts 80 &0

Pre-Program
Annual Offense Rate . 1.40 1.22

Post—Program
Annual Offense Rate 1.04 o 72

Recontact Fregn. f{(beta wt) - 08
Recontact Rate (beta wt) -10%

Seripusness Rate (beta wit) «113%

Fositive beta weights indicate the successful group did better
{i.2., had a lower recidivism rate). The recidivism beta weights
were significant beyond the .03 level on a two-tailed test.
Variables controlled in the multiple regression analysis were
priors, age, race, sex, and {(for recontact frequency) time at
risk. A complete set of tables can be found in Schneider. and
Schneider, 1984b.
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nigher rates of reoffending before the intervention took
place. This underscores the importsnce of controlling for
priors in the multiple regression analysis. The second
observation is that the reoffending rate for the successful
group dropped tremendously-——much more than for the
unsuccessful group—after the intervention.

A similar pattern emerges from the multiple regression
analysis in which successful vs. unsuccessful completion was
used as an independent variable, controlling for age, sex,
race, number of priors, and school status.

Successtul completion apparently had an impact on
recidivism rates independently of other variables as it
showed significant effects with all the measures of
recidivism used {(ses Table 5).

The findings from this experiment show, first, that a
progi-rammatic approach to restitution in Dane county,
Wisconsin clsarly incrsased the likelihood of juveniles
repaying victims and increased the amount of restitution paid
to victims, in comparison with an ad hoc approach. The
implication is that successful completion of restitution is
more likely to occur when a greater importance is attached to
the restitution reguirement and when the juvenile is givan
additional incentives to comply with this part of the court
order.

The second conclusion is that successful completion
makes a difference in terms of the likelihood aof renffendihg

and that this =ffect probably is independent af other



factors. The implication here is that there may be some
justification to the notion that courts which implement
restitution without simultanecusly implementing a program
which will place high priority on successtul completion {(for
the purposes of holding youths accountable and repaying
victims) may miss the opportunity to have a positive effect
on recidivism rates.

The results of this study, however, should not hbe
interpreted to indicate that probation departments cannot or
should not operate restitution programs. Too many examples
arist of probation departments which effectively transformed
themselves into restitution programs to foreclose this
possibility. Rather, the critical point is that restitution
will be more effective if it is not treated as an "ad hoc"®
stepchild to the traditional probatiocnary reguirements which
emphasized curfew, associations, school attendance,
and counselling, but, instead, is viewed as an integral part

of the juvenile court’s approach to delinguency.

CONMCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The results from the sxperiments regarding the sffect of
restitution on recidivism should be viewed as guite
encouraging. In two of the four direct comparisons,
approdimately 10 percent Tewer of the restitution group
juveniles were recontacted during the followup. An

annualized measwe of recontact indicated that the
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restituition program cases producsed almost 10 fewer crimes,
per 100 youths, per year, than the controls in thess two
programs (Washington, D.C. and Clayton county Georgia).. The
differences in these two sites were great enough to rule out
chance variation as a likely cause of the apparent program
effect. |

In one other jurisdiction——Boise, Idaho——the program
youths did better on both measures of recidivism by six
percentags points and an annual rates differential m¥v14
incidents, ps=r 100 vyouths, per vyear. The smaller sample
size, however, preventsd these differences from achisving

t stical significance at the .05 level. It must be noted,

P
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tval. differences of the size observed in Boise have about a

riv

one in three probability of being produced by chance and a
two in thres probability of being produced by trus program
eftects. Thus, there is a fairly reasonable likelihood that
these differsnces also reflect the superiority of restitution
over more traditional dispositions.

The study in Oklahoma county revealed no differences
among the thr=e groups of sufficient size to merit policy
considerations.

Thase results should not be viewed as Inconclusive or as
contradictory. Rather, the lesson here is that restitution
can have a positive effect on recidivism, but it does not
necessarily have this impact under 311 circumstances.

The resulits from the Dane county experiment show that

surcassful complstion of restitution reguirements is crucial
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to the avolidance of subssgquent offsnses. This study further

bation depariments which do not have the
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resources or motivation to implemsnt restitution orders may
produce sxceptionally low successftul completion rates which,
in turn, adverssly impact recidivism.

The reasons for the success of restitution in reducing

recidivism—in those instances when it was successful —-—remain
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tter of speculation and theory. As with any

ffective intervention, it is reasonable to assume that the
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nisrvention must have an impact on one or more variables
which influence delinguency. And, since the restitution

rvention was directed primarily at the juvenile (rather
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than his o her parents, friends, or neighborhood) it is
raasonable to belisve that the sffect is transmitted through
changes in the juvenile’s perceptions or attitudes which, in
tuwrn,; alter beshavior.

Many possible variables might be cited:

1. Positive experiences in “real job" situations which
ot only provide a positive adult role model but which also
instill & sense of confidence that the youth can be
successtul in non—delinguent situations.

2. Restitution may have a less stigmatizing effect on
the youth since it offers the juvenile the potential for
"maying the debt” and for being "redeemsd” for the offense.

3. The youth may have a more realistic understanding of

the actual conssquences of crime for victims and for the

community as a result of heing "held accountabhle" for



delinguent acts.

4. Restitution is believed by many program managers to
break down the post-offense rationalization (e.g., the victim
desairved it).and force the. offender to confront the true
conseguences of the crime.

S. It is possible that restitution has a desterrent
effect (in the sense of increasing the perception that crimes
have conssguences which result in costs to the offender).

6. Restitution usually involves a relatively intensive
supervision since most of the vyouths are spending a
substantial portion of their free time at work. This may
bresk down the relationship betwesen the youth and other
delinguent peers during the supesrvisory pericg and perhaps
beyond.

Future research needs to focus on the linkages between
restitution, attitudes, and subsequent behavior in order to
identify how restitution operates to reduce delingquency when,

in fact, it has this sffect.
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