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behavior of offenders (as well as impact on the commu-
nity and victims) which build on strong emerging
theoretical frameworks (see Braithewaite, 1989;
Schneider, 1991; Bazemore, 1993b).°

Finally, not discussed in this article are obvious
changes in staffing and resource allocation that must
occur if probation and community corrections staff
members are to be empowered to develop carefully
designed projects to achieve restorative and rehabili-
tative objectives. Clearly, significant changes in tradi-
tional probation casework will be needed in order to
relieve probation and community corrections staff of
individual monitoring and caseload responsibilities
associated with the case work model which currently
limit opportunities for the kind of community ordered
work needed to develop meaningful service projects
(Bazemore, 1992). Adoption of the new paradigm and
new mission, however, should at least provide a con-
ceptual and value base for whatever changes are
needed to make this transition. Future policy develop-
ment in community corrections should critically re-
view current use of community service and consider
possible expansion of projects tied to clear perform-
ance objectives. While several conceptual frameworks
provide a possible basis for assessing performance of
communicy service interventions—and goals such as
providing an incarceration alternative should be revis-
ited—the restorative and competency development in-
tervention paradigms should be carefully examined.

NoOTES

1The problem of multiple standards of success has also plagued
other programs such as intensive supervision in which some have
apparently viewed high violation rates as a positive ocutcome
(Byrne, Lurigio, & Petersilia, 1992).

2At the same time, service projects could be designed so as to
reinforce other critical community supervision objectives. It is im-
portant to clarify that community service as proposed here would
not meet all possible objectives of sanctioning. This “all things to all
people” approach has in fact been part of the problem. In fact, a
restorative community service would not, by definition, be designed
to meet retributive objectives and would discourage use of service
for this purpose.

®*Though many of the examples and underlying theoretical argu-
ments we present for community service draw on examples from
juvenile justice and refer to offenders as youth, we believe that the
hypothesized restorative and rehabilitative potential of community
service should apply equally to young adult offenders. The neglect
of these arguments in implementing community service in adult
corrections seems if anything more pronounced than in juvenile
Jjustice.

“The approach in this regard is similar to that being emphasized
in some offender “boot camps” where work is sometimes required as
punishment and degradation (Morash & Rucker, 1990).

SMoreover, deemphasizing punishment does not mean that
service cannot be designed explicitly to accomplish public pro-
tection goals—or that only a minimum number of hours should
be ordered. In fact, one reason service may not be accepted as

an alternative to incarceration is that the number of hours seems
too low to compensate for the severity of the offense; community
service in this case is viewed as “getting off easy” (McDonald, 1989).
While low hour requirements are appropriate as long as service is
viewed only as an add-on, artificial caps limit broader application
as aviable alternative toincarceration as well as to other sanctions.
Hillsman (1990) makes a similar case in explaining the sparse use
of day fines in the U.S, compared with Europe.

6Many of the positive and negative conclusions in this section
are based on the author’s observation of community service pro-
grams while director of the Restitution Education and Specialized
Technical Assistance and Training (RESTTA) program and the
second author’s experience as a technical assistance provider for
this program. These observations also uncovered clear exceptions
to the norm of mundane and punitive application of community
service rule in both juvenile and some adult courts and community
corrections departments. Genesee County, New York, and Quincy,
Massachusetts, are among several pockets of exemplary practice
in adult corrections. Charleston, South Carolina; Dallas, Texas;
Denver, Colorado; Dakota County, Minnesota; and Bend, Oregen,
provide examples of creative and well-managed juvenile justice
community service programs (Rubin, 1986; Schneider, 1985;
Bazemore, 1991).

"The offender also is “held accountable” in an important sense
by taking responsibility for directly making amends for the loss or
harm from the offense. Such accountability is clearly different from
the “accountability” achieved by confinement, electronic monitor-
ing, or urine screens.

8In terms of an overall Balanced Approach, it is also important
to note that the community protection objective can be effectively
addressed by ensuring that community service is a structured,
closely supervised experience designed to reduce the likelihood
that the offender has either time or opportunities for delinquent
behavior (Klein, 1988). Though many options are available, and
community service should not depend on one modality, one of the
most effective means of achieving consistent and rigorous supervi-
sion is through the work crew format. This format is also the most
cost effective, and crews can be mobilized for various types of work
during weekend and evening hours,

%In the case of restorative justice, an emerging theoretical base
and body of research is supportive of the view that the experience
of making amends for harm done to the community through unpaid
service may have rehabilitative impact (Eglash, 1975; Schneider,
1991; Wright, 1991). One clear basis for this expectation is derived
from the equity theory idea that individuals in social and political
situations tend toward fairness and balance (Schneider, 1991). A
sanction calling for proportionate repayment to victims and the
community might, all other things being equal, be more often
viewed as fair than other sanctions—especially those that may
stigmatize the offender (Braithewaite, 1989; Walgrave, 1993).
Schneider’s (1991) research in particular tends to support this
expected impact of community service and restitution and also
found service was related to a greater sense of citizenship (as
reflected in self-images as a good, honest, law-abiding person) and
a greater likelihood to express remorse. These in turn decreased
the likelihood of reoffending. Competency development, on the
other hand, draws on several theoretical traditions and disciplines
including various statements of control theory (Hirschi, 1969; Polk
& Kobrin, 1972), the labeling perspective (Becker, 1960; Schur,
1973), as well as developmental psychology (e.g., Erickson, 1968)
and social learning approaches (Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton, 1985).
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