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INTRODUCTION

As part of the Institute of Policy Analysis' national evaluation ‘of
the Juvenile Restitution Initiative, six of the 85 participating restitu-
tion projects were selected for intensive, experimental evaluation. This
paper, which is one of a series of reports presenting descriptive data from
the intensive evaluation sites, focuses on the attitudinal context of the
communities in which these projects operate. Community attitudes have
generally been ignored in the evaluation of delinquency programs, making
this aspect of the evaluation a unique opportunity to examine community
preferences regatging program goals and approaches.

The major gﬂtposes of th@s report are to provide documentation of the
administration'tf the Community Survey and to provide a descriptive summary
of the data collected. The approach taken differs somewhat from that
adopted by the other reports in this series, which provided site-by-site
descriptive summariéé of the data collected.l In other reports, compari-

sons were made between the treatment and control groups within each experi-

mental site. This paper, instead, will make comparisons across sites, and

the organization is by topic rather than by site.

lwilson, Michael J., The Juvenile Offender Instrument: Administra-
tion and a Description of Findings. January, 1983. '

Griffith, William R., The Victim Survey: An Overview and Description
of Results in the Six National Evaluation Sites. March, 1983.

Griffith, William R., The Self-Report Instrument: A Description and
Anagzs{s of Resu;ts in the National Evaluation Sites. June, 1983.

Griffith, william R., The Official Records Check: Preliminary
Reoffense Rates in the National Evaluation Sites. July, 1983.




The first chapter describes the survey administration and response
rate. An overview of the cities or counties represented, and the back-
ground characteristics of the sample from each community, are presented in
Chapter II. Chapter III compares the restitution program policies and pro-
cedures preferred by each community, as weli as community attitudes toward
the benefits of restitution, the ‘causes of juvenile crime, and officials
who deal with juveniles. Chapter IV presents scenario-based data on local
preferences for handling juveniles who have committed crimes in the commu-
nity. The final chapter provides an overview of Community Survey results,
and summarizes the major findings for each site. As indicated earlier, the
present report will be confined to providing a descriptive summary of the
data collected. No attempt is made at this point to analyze the findings
in terms of their implications for restitution programming in a particular

jurisdiction, nor are causal explanations offered for observed differences

among comrunities.

CHAPTER I

COMMUNITY SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND RESPONSE RATES

In June and July of 1979 randomly Selected community members in each
of the jurisdictions served by the existing experimental sites were inter-
viewed by telephone. Communities included in the survey were: Ventura
County, California; Washington, D.C.; Clayton, County, Georgia, Oklahoma
County, Oklahoma; Seattle, Washington; and Dane County, Wisconsin. At the
time of the interviews, there were plans to establish an experimental site
in Seattle, and a random sample of Seattle residents was surveyed. Although
this plan was abandoned, responses from this community are presented in the
report which follows. Boise, Idaho replaced Seattle as an intensive site
in January 1981 after the sﬁrveys had been completed; results are therefore
not available for Boise.

Samples were randomly drawn from telephone directories for the juris-
dictions served by the restitution projects. While random digit dialing
(RDD) would have eliminated biases introduced by excluding persons with
unlisted numbers, this method could not be used secause it frequently would
have resulted in the inclusion of persons in the sample who lived in areas
not served by the restitution project. Community survey findings are there-

fore generalizable only to persons with listed, functioning telephones.

Community Survey Response Rates

The target for the com@ﬁni:y‘sutvey was 1200 completed interviews. As
can be seen in Table I.l, the beginning sample for each jurisdiction was
approximately 400, or a total of 2,432. Interviews were completed with
slightly more than half this number (1,256 or about 52%). ‘Of the nonre-

sponses, persons whose telephonés had been disconnected accounted for 12
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’ g percent, "no answers® for 5 percent, and refusals for 32 percent. When
TABLE I.l. COMMUNITY SURVEY RESPONSE f ' disconnects and no answers are excluded, the adjusted response rate is 62
h | ; percent,
NUMBER OF ; A sample Af persons who had refused to participate in the national

CASES COMPLETIONS REFUSALS _ DISCONNECTS _ NO ANSWER

Survey were recontacted in an effort to examine the reasons for refusal.
Ventura County,

California (403) 52% 313 133 4% Those most frequently mentioned reasons were: "insufficient time" (33%);
Washington, v *not interested" (24%); "insufficient knowledge® (13%):; and "illness” (10%)

B and other (20%). The data obtained from the refusal questionaires indica-
Clayton County,

Georgia (409) 50 i 12 7 % | ted that those who refused generally were older, less well educated, had a
Oklahoma County, ) é lover income, and were less likely to have been victimized in the past year
Ok lahoma (413) S0 37 10 3 ;
Y than persons who compleéted interviews.
Seattle, ’ ,
Washington . {396) 52 35 6
Dane County, %
Wisconsin (407) 52 31 15 2 ?
Totals . §
(# of cases) (2,432) (1,256) (776) (288) ‘ (112}\\ ‘ 3
Unadjusted v ‘ N - , . .
Response Rate 100% 52% 32% 12% 4% -
(# of cases) © 12,032)* (1,256) (776)
Adjusted
Response Rate 100% 62% 38%

*pxcludes disconnects and no answers. B i\

o

3,




CHAPTER 1II

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF COMMUNITY SURVEY RESPONDENTS

The six jurisdictions included ;n the Community Survey sample differ
from one another on several dimensions. They represent different regions
of the United States, including the East, South, Midwest, SOuthwest, West,
and Pacific Northwest. They vary in population density and area, racial
and ethnic composition, number of families vs. single adults, crime rates
per 100,000 persons, as well as in less quantifiable attributes such as
prevailing political aqd ideological orientations. Since differences among
jurisdictions might be partially or entirely due to differences on one or
more’of these dimensions, some demographic data were collected from each
person interviewed.

In order to provide a context for viewing the survey results from each
community, the background characteristics of respondents in each site are
shown in Table II.l. There were minor but significant differences in the
age, education, and income of these sample populgtions, and more substan-
tiai differences in the racial compositions of the communities represented
and in the number of respondents who reported that they had teenage child-
ren. Differences in the number who said they had been victimized in the

past year were not significant. Compared to the average among all sites,

differences for each site can be summarized as follows:

1. Ventura County, California - The Community Survey sample in

Ventura had a somewhat higher average income ($26,539 compared to an over-
, 4

all average of $23,190), the fewest respondents in the lowest income caﬁb-
, I

gory, more respondents in the "other® racial category (most of whom werQéof

Spanish origin), and the highest ptoport&on of male respondents.

o AT

g !

6. Dane County, Wisconsin - Dane County had a younger population (the

average age was 39.2 compared to 41.2 overall), a somewhat higher educa-
tional level, and fewer families with teenage children. Dane differs from
Washington, D.C. which is also characterized by a higher average education
and fewer families with teenage children in that Dane's generally younger
and predominantly white (97%) respondents were more likely to have finished
high school or college, but were somewhat less likely than D.C. respondents

to have pursued post-graduate work.
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2. 'Washington, D.C. - The Washington sample population included a
much higher proportion of black respondents (40%), was thg best educated,
and had far fewer families with teenage children. The average level of
educational attainment was 15.2 years, compared to a total average of 14.0
years, and nearly twicé as many persons ;eported 17 or more years of educa-
tion (36% vs. 19% overall). [According to 1980 census figures, 71 percent
of Washington, D.C.'s population--including children--are black. The dis-
crepancy between the survey population and the census figures is probably
due to a sampling bias introduced by limiting the sample to those who c¢an
be could be contacted by telepﬁone.]

3.  Clayton Couhtg Georgia - Clayton County had a.younger population,
a much lower educational level , relatively fewer nonwhites, and substan-
tially more families with teenage children. In Clayton County the majority
of respondents were between the ages of 26 and 45 (62%),‘wi§h relatively
fewer (9%) in the 60+ category. |

4. Oklahoma County - Compared to the average among all sites, Okla-
homa County showed no differences. In other words, the average age, educa-
tion, income, percentage pf blacks or other racial groups, and percentage
of teenagers were all‘vezf similar to the averages for all sites.

S+ Seattle, Washington ~ The Seattle sample was older, gomewhat less
educated, and had a slightly lower average income (zssprepotted an income
of less than $12,000 compared téﬁan overall average of 20% in this income
category) It was also racially more mixed, (10 pe}cent of the Seattle
sample was Asian, 23 percent was black). Nearly half (49%) of the Seattle

sample was over 45 years old: 19 percent were at least 60 years old.

6. Dane County, Wisconsin - Dane County had a younger population (the

average age was 39.2 compared to 41.2 overall), a somewhat higher educa-
tional level, and fewer families with teenage children. Dane differs from
Washington, D.C. which is also characterized by a higher average education
and fewer families with teenage children in that Dane's generally younger
and predominantly white (97%) respondents were more likely to have finished
high school or college, but were somewhat less likely than D.C. respondents .

to have pursued post-graduate work.
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TABLE IT.1. COMMUNITY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS i TABLE II.l. (Continued)
VENTURA DC CLAYTON ORC SEATTLE DANE TOTAL ‘ VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE TOTAL
Sex | Any Teenagers®
(# of cases) (212) (222) (204) (204) (203) (210) (1,255) (# of cases) (210) (217) (204) (20:) (zggi (223; (1,2;;;
Male 45% 35% 33% 37% 41% 40% 38% Yes 29% 15% 433 282 i - 73
Pemale 55 65 67 63 59 60 62 No 71 85 57 72
Age* Victimized During
(# of cases) (211) (215) (204) (203) (200) (207)  (1,240) Past Year
17 - 25 ' 12% 12% 10% 16% 123 27% ’ 15% (# of cases) (212) (215) (204) (203) (202) (208) (1,244)
26 - 35 30 37 34 27 22 24 29 ‘ : Yes 268% 24% 22% 27% 29% 23% 25%
36 - 45 19 20 28 21 17 19 21 No 74 76 78 73 71 77 75
46 - 60 29 18 22 23 30 18 23
Over 60 10 13 6 13 19 12 12 a
Average Age 41.2 40.7 39.6 41.1 45.2 39.2 41.2 -
: ? *pDifferences among sites statistically significant at .01 level.
Education* .
(# of cases) (212) (215) (204) (203) (202) (208) (1,244)
0-11 years 8% 10% 19% 12% 143 8% 12%
12 years - 26 14 39 29 32 20 26
13-15 years 33 23 27 23 34 27 28
16 years 13 17 9 18 11 21 15 |
17+ years 20 36 6 18 ¢ 9 24 19 ;
Mean : 14.1 15.2 12.7 13.8  13.3 14.9 14.0 %
Income* é
(# of cases) (196) (197) (176) (189) (161) (180) (1,099) §
0 - 11,999 10% 22% 14% 24% 26% . 23% 20% P
12,000 - 17,999 16 21 20 22 22 24 20
18,000 - 24,999 27 20 .27 19 20 21 22
25,000 -~ 31,999 23 14 24 21 17 19 20
32,000+ 24 23 15 14 15 13 18
Average Income $26,539 $23,604 $22,640 $23,136 $21,591 $22,102 $23,180
Race®*
(# of cases) (2190) (216) (204) (203) (201) (206) (1,240)
White 868 - 58% 948 90% 658% 97% 81%
. Black 1 40 6 8 23 3 14
Other - 13 2 0.5 2 12 0.5 ~ S
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CHAPTER III

RESTITUTION PROGRAMMING AND COMMUNITY PREFERENCES

Several different types of restitution programs can be adopted when a
court institutes a juvenile restitution program. The major goals and pur-
poses of the program can be primarily vic¢im-oriented, or, if more heavily

offender-oriented, they can reflect either a rehabilitation or a punishment

o b i e L

orientation. The goals that are selected will guide and influence the .pro-=
qgram's operating policies and procedures as well as the types of services
that are offered.

i3

The Community Survey measured community preferences and attitudes

toward various methods of operating restitutuion programs, using a conven-

e bt e,

tional format of fixed response questions and agree/disagree statements.
The major purpose of these questions was to examine the relationship be-

tween community preferences and actual program policies and practices in

the commdnity. It was not anticipated that some 'typeé' of communities
would be especially favorable settings for restigution programs while other
":ypeg' were not. Rather, it was anticipated that a restitution program
could be successful in any community, but the operating procedures might
have to be relatively consistent with community preferences. Program fail-
ure could result from cpmnuntty influences for either of two reasons:

l. The ptogran~consistegtly operates with a strategy that is incon-
sistent with community preferences and fails to adjust»it: operating
procedures;

2. The methods of operating a program that are most consistent with

community preferences are the least effective strategies for reducing

recidivism and/or providing services to crime victims.
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The major question that will be examined here is: What types of re-
gional and/or demographic differences exist in attitudes concerning how

restitution programs should be operated? Site comparisons also will be

made of the perceived benefits of restitution for the juvenile and the

victim; beliefs about the causes of juvenile crime; and attitudes toward
officials who deal with juveniles. This information is intended to provide
the context for answering the question: "To what extent does the actual
opﬁrétion of the restitution program (based on data from the program)

accurately reflect the preferences of the community?*

‘Community Preferences

Program Orientation.. Since the payme&t of restitution, or even unpaid
comnuniity service work has some benefits for the victim and/o; community,
no restitution progiam can be exclusively offender-oriented. Nonetheless,
the majority of respondents in all communities surveyed felt that rehabili-
tation of the offender, rather than victim compeAsation or the phnishment
of the offender, was the most important reason to order restitution (Table
I1I.1). The punishment of offenders was considered least important.
Rehabilitation was particularly favored by Clayton respondents (B4%).
Washington, D.C. exhibited slightly less support ‘for rehabilitation (71%),
and slightly more support than other commnnities‘fot the goal of punishment
(21% vs. 17% overall). §

Determination of Restitution Order. ' Less than a third of all persons
interviewed thought that the amount‘of restitution ordered should be based

solely on the amount of victim loss. Mbst felt that a combination of abil-

e, 8 K i bt e e s AT
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TABLE I11.1/. COMMUNITY PREPERENCES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD RESTITUTION

VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE TOTAL

Most important reason to otder’

restitution:l :
(§ of cases) e (209) (217) (202) (204) (204) (208)  (1,244)
Victim compensation ' 23% 25% 24¢ 23% - 238 26% 24%
Offender rehabilitatton? 78 71 84 83 81 78 79
Punishment of offeqﬁ@rs 15 21 18 15 17 13 17

Least important rqudﬁ to order

restitution:3 7

A I

(# of cases) , {209) (217) (202) (204) (204) {208) (1,244) o
Victim compensation , 30% 348 36% 37% 338 33% 348 !
Oof fender rehabilitation 12 11 8 6 7 8 9
Punishment of offendetrs 60 53 52 54 ‘ 58 58 56

Amount of restitution otrdered should

be based on: e
(4 of cases) (211) (218) (201) (203) (203) (208) (1,244)
Amount of victim loss ' 39% 268 35% o 34w 31% 34% 33s
Ability of offendet to pay 3 2 2 2 2 1 2
Some combination of both 57 72 63 64 67 . 65 65

lrhe percentages exceed 1008 because 12% of all respondents said that two reasons were most important; 3% said

all three were most important.
2pjfferences among sites significant at .05 level.
3Percentages in some cases total less than 1008 because some respondents did not view any of the reasons as
*least® important.
o -fiT;r P, g i . e o : - B o e SRR TR : RS
P - , N u ; . =
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TABLE III.1. (Continued)

VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC ‘SEATTLE DANE TOTAL
Average levels of support for
different types of restitiution:1
(# of cases) (212) (219) (204) (202) (203) (208) {1,248)
Monetary restitution to victim 67 64 69 67 65 65 66
Monetary restitution to substitute
victim? 37 47 47 40 49 39 43
Direct victim service 66 71 69 69 66 73 69
Unpaid community service? 62 66 62 57 66 60 62
Average levels of support for restitution as \
as an alternative to traditional sanctions:! N
|
(§ of cases) (211) (218) (204) (201) (202) (207) (1,243)
As an alternative to incatceration 79 83 84 83 79 83 82
As an alternative to probation 69 66 67 73 68 67 68
As an alternative to lécture and release? 75 74 71 76 72 80 75 *
Average levels of support for sanctions
used against juvenile for failing to pay .
restitution:l
(# of cases) ‘ (212) (215) (202) (202) (202) (205) (1,237)
Juveniles who fail restitution should be o
jailed? ‘ 73 63 77 72 77 60 70
Juveniles who fail restitution should
have their probation extended? 67 64 66 58 62 69 64
lLjoo = very strong support; 0 = no support
2pifferences among sites significant at .05 level.
" ’
&”ﬂ// R

7
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ity to pay and the amount of loss suffered by the victim was the most im-
portant set of criteria for determining the size of the restitution order.
Only two percent thought the of:ender'g ability to pay should be the only
factor considered. ‘

Types of Restitution. Levels of support or opposition for different
types of restitution were also quite consistent across sites. Community
respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their support for four
types of restitution using a zero to 100 scale where 100 was complete sup-
port and zero was complete opposition. The scores in Table III.l indicate
moderately strong support for monetary restitution to the victim, direct
victim service, and unpaid community service. Average scores suqéest mild
opposition to restitution in which the offender makes é cash payment of
money to some substitute victim (rather than the actual victim), such as a
school or some other community organization.

Variations across sites were minor, but statistically significant,
with respect to attitudes toward substitute restitution and unpaid commun-

ity service. Public opinion in Ventura quite clearly does not support sub-

stitute restitution, whereas opposition in Seattle is borderline. When

responses for these two sites are collapsed into “oppose,® *neutral,® and
‘support, ® the differences appear to hold, with 23 percent in Ventura and
40 percent in Seattle favoring substitute restitution. A sizeable portion
of both samples (208 in Ventura and 23% in Seattle) were neutral. Unpaid

community service was viewed favorably by the majority of respondents in

all jurisdictions, but the level of support was slightly higher in Wash-

ington, D.C. and Seattle.

i

o=
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Victim-Oriented Policies. Courts may vary in their policies regarding

who may be held responsible for restitution payments. A victim oriented
program, which emphasizes victim compensation, could be expected to permit
parents or other relatives to pay a juvenile's restitution, and also to
have a policy of providing information to the victim -~ such as the name of
the juvenile and his/her parents--which would aid tho victim in pursuing
civil action to recover losses suffered as a result of a crime. In a pro-

gram that is offender oriented, parental responsibility for restitution

would probably be opposed, on the grounds that such a policy would be in

conflict with the rehabjlitative goal of increasing the juvenile's sense of

responsibility. Payment by someone other than the young offender could be
conditional on ability to pay, or on the ycuth agreeing to repay his/her
parents.

Table III.2 shows that considerable variation exists across sites with
respect to this issue. While 69 percent of the Clayton Coun£9Asample op-
posed payment by anyone except the juvenile under any condition, less that
half ;f the Washington (44%) or Dane County (48%) samples held this opin=-
ion. Purthermore, of those who thought that parents should be permitted to
pay the restitution ordered by the court, Clayton respondents were the most
likely to say that the court should require that the juvenile repay‘his/her
parents (78% vs. 64% overall) Slightly less than two-thirds of the commun~
i%y\gample thought that the court should provide information to aid vietims

in pursuing civil actions against the offender and his/her family. Differ-

ences amond sites were negligible.
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TABLE 1I11.2., ATTITUDES TOWARD PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

FOR RESTITUTION

VENTURA bC CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE TOTAL
Parents should be permi(ted to pay
restitution ordered by the court.
(# of cases) (211) (216) (204) (203) (203) (207) (1,244)
ies 25% 33% 14% 30¢ 27%. 26% 26%
Under some conditions 15 23 17 16 22 26 20
No 60 44 69 54 51 48 54
{IF YES] Court should require that
juvenile repay parents.
(4 of cases) (131) (115) (58) (87) (98) (102) (540)
Yes 68% 59% 76% 60% 66% 61% 64%
The court should provide information to
the victim to aid victim®s legal actions
against the offender and his/her family
to recover losses as a result of the crime.
{(# of cases) (199) (204) (193) (185) (190) (185) (1,156)
Yes 69% 63% 60% 63% 67% 63% 64%
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Restitution as an alternative sénction. Community respondents dis-
played fairly strong support for restitution as an alternative to tradi-
tional sanctions (Table III.l). Using the zero to 100 sacle, where 100 was
total support and zero was total lack of support, the average support score
for restitution as an alternative to incarceration was 82, with no signifi-
cant variation across sites. The support score for restitution as an al- ,
ternative to probation was 68, and for "lecture and release,"” 75. Again,
there were only minor variations between communities. Dane County tended
to display the most support for restithtion as‘an alternative to "lecture
and release® with an ;veraqe score of 80, while Clayton County showed the
least, with an average score of 71. .

sanctions. The use of incarceration as a sanction for juveniles who
fail to pay their restitution received weak to moderate support (Table
III.1). The most support for imposing jail sentences came from Clayton and
Seattle, each with an average score of 77. Dane and Washington, D.C.
tended to favor this option the least (average scores were 60 and 63, re-
spectively). Respondents were slightly less in favor of extending proba-
tion for youths who are not meeting theit,reatituti;n zequitement%. Proba-
tion extension received the least support in Oklabema Couaty (58), and the
most in Dane (69); the average score for all communities was 64.

‘Offender-oriented.aerVices. Table IX1.3 displays the percent of re-
spondents in each jurisdiction who favered each of sevezal-differen;~types

of restitution program services that juvenile courts can offer in order to

help young offenders meet their restitution obligations. Community respon-

dents clearly favored the provision of job assistance in which one or more
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TABLE III.3. COMMUNITY ATTITUDES TOWARD RESTITUTION PROGRAM SERVICES

Percentage of Respondents Favoring

VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC  SEATTLE DANE  TOTAL

EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

(% of cases) - (210) (212) (200) (198) (199) (205)  (1,224)

Job Assistancel ‘ 788 87% 90% 87% 89% 82¢ 868

(# of cases) (205) (211) (194) (200) (197) (202) (1,209)

Job Development! 413 52% 418 -42% 52% 41% 45%

(# of cases) ) (209) (212) (191) (195) (198) (205) (1,210) A

Subsidiied Employmentl 438 584 53¢ 4Te 538 58% 528 P
COMMUNITY SERVICE

(# of cases) (207) (216) (201) (197) (197) (201) (1,219)

Community Service in addition to «

monetary restitution (n.s.} : ‘B5% 86% 92% 84% 87% 86% 87%

(# of cases) {205) (210) (200) (1929) (200) (199) (1,213)

Community Service instead of ,
_monetary restitution (n.s.) 56% 62% 56% 54% 56% 59% 57%
lpifferences among sites significant at .05 level.
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persons on the staff of tﬂe juvenile court (or the restitution program) are
responsible for locating and notifying offenders of job openings. Youth
ordered to pay restitution would then compete for the positions along with
other potential applicants. An overwhelming 90 percent in Clayton and 89
percent in Seattle said this service should be provided. Ventura's and
Dane's responden;s were somewhat less enthusiastic, but still quite posi-
tive with 78% and 82%, respectively, favoring the provision of job
assistance.

The proéision of job development services received substantially less
support than job assistance (45 percent of the responses were favorable).
Job development implies that jobs are "reserved® for yo&ths ordered to pay
restitution (i.e., other young people would not be permitted to compete
with offenders for these positions). Washington, D.C. and Seattle exhibit-
ed slightly more support for this service thn did Ventura, Clayton, Dane
and Oklahoma County. There was more variatéon in response to the provision

of subsidized employment, with S8 percent of the Dane and Washington, D.C.

samples feeling that the court should subgidize jobs and only 43 percent of
the Ventura respondents favoring this approach. O0.XK.C. was also somewhat
less supportive (47% said yes), and qufton and Seattle feli .in the mid-
range with 53 percent of their samples favoring job subsidies.

Community service in which a youthful offender works a specified num- é
‘ber of hours for a non-profit agency or organization in agdition to paying
monetary restitution to the victim received substantial support from all
sites (87% overall supported this optipn with no significant differences

among communities). Fifty-seven percent og the total sample thought that

-21=

the court should provide substitute community service, in which the offend-
er performs a specified amount of community service instead of paying
moneta;y restitution to the actual victim of his/her crime. Again, there
were no significant differences among sites.

Table IIl.4 shows that preferences regarding various services were
associated with the sex, race, income and education of the respondent.
White males with incomes between $25,000 and $32,000 and who had completed
four years of college were the least likely to indicate support for

employment services. Persons with lower incomes were more likely to feel

that services that would help young offenders obtain jobs should be

provided. Support for job assistance ambng those with incomes less than
$12,000 was unequivocal (92%) and this group was considerably more likely
to favor subsidized employment (668) than were persons reporting incomes in
excess of.832,000. Women were more likely to feel that the court shkould
provide all services. The association.between seérvice preferences and
education was less dramatic and less predictable. Persons who had not
graduated from high school tended to be the most supportive of employment
services, but somewhat less supportive of substitute community service. As
the amount of education increased, Support generally tended to decrease,
with this pattern deviating in some cases at the post-graduate level.
Persons who reported that they had teenagers. or who had been victims
in the past year did not differ from others. Differences were associated
with the agé of the respondent only in the case of community service, where
respondents in the 17-25 year age category showed less support (80%) than

did persons between the ages of 36 and 45 (91%).
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Perceived Benefits of Restitution
TABLE III.4. SUPPORT FOR SERVICES BY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
Table III.5 shows average responses for each community to statements

regarding the potential benefits of requiring juvenile offenders to pay

Percentage of Respondents Favoring

restitution. The first three statements in the table assess perceptions of

) Job Job Subsidized Community Substitute
Assistance Developm't Employment Service Comm. Svc. the impact of restitution on the juvenile offender. The last two state-
Sex ' “ | ments focus on positive changes in the victim's attitude as a result of
Male (472) B82% (469) 47% (469) 47% (466) 84% (464) 543 receiving compensation for loss.
Female (752) 88 ~ (740) 50 (741) 56 (753) 88 (749) 61 ‘ The public clearly seems to feel that participation in a restitution
Race : program will have pos;tive consequences for youthful offenders. The most
White (992) 84 . (976) 42 (976) 49 (990) 87 (981) 5§57 ; agreement was expressed in response to the statement: *The ordering of
Black (165) 92 (165) 57 (164) 65 (162) 85 (162) 57 ‘ restitution will strengthen juveniles' sense of responsibility for the con-
Other (59) 92 (60) 53 (62) 69 (593 81 . (62) 71 : sequences of the offense." The averade score, on a zero to 100 scale where
Income é . . 100 meant complete agreement, was 86. Respondents all expressed substan-
Under 12,000 (211) 92 (214) 51 (2055 66 (213) 85 (216) 61 é E ‘ tial agreement with the statement that offenders ordered restitution will
12,000-17,999 (223) 83 (219) - 48 (223) &3 (222) 85 (221) 51 , % | view themselves as taking an active ste§ toward making amends for wrong-
18,000~24,999 (237) 88 (240) 45 (237) 51 (238) 87 (238) 60 % doing (average score, 80) and with the statement that participation in a
25,000-31,999 (216) 82 (204) 41 (209) 48 (215) 87 (214) .58 ; restitution program will increase offenders' sense of fairness of the ju-
32,000 & Over (192) 8s (189) 36 (193) 43 (189) 89 (191) 58 venile justice system (average score, 78). Community respondents also
Education - agzeeﬁ that ‘the ordering of restitution will increase the victim's sense of
"0=11 years (143) 93 {142) 55 (140) - 63 ‘ (144) 87 (139) 53 E ‘ effieacykin the juvenile justice system (average score, 82). They were
12 years (324) 87 (323) 49 (316) 50 (321) 87 (320) S5 E fslightly less sure that the payment of ;estitution would improve the vic-
13=15 years ; (339) 8s (335) 4 (333) 50 (332) 87 (340) . 55 tim's opinion of the offender (average ;spte, 65).
16 years (182) 84 (178) 40 {184) 48 (184) 90 (178) 62 ‘ k : ' Site differences. Some definite patterns emerge when perceptions of
Over 16 years (232) 82 ,}227) 44 (233) 54 (239) 83 (232) 63 } benefits are compared across sites. The highest average scores are from
’CIayton, with Oklahoma -‘County either matching the score (in two casés) or
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TABLE III.5. COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS OF BENEFITS OF RESTITUTION

. Average (Mean) Response

VENTURA DC - CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE OVERALL
Level of agreement with potential benefits
for offenderl
(§ of cases) (212) (217) (202) (203)  (207) (207) (1,244)
Increases offender's sense of being dealt 74 76 83 8z 79 74 78
with fairly by the juvenile justice
system.
(# of cases) (212) (217) (203) (202) (203) (205) (1,242)
Strengthens juvenile's sense of resgonsl- 86 84 90 90 83 8% 86
bility for consequences of offense. ’
(§ of cases) (212) (217) (202) (201) (200) (207)  (1,239)
Offenders ordered restitution will view 77 77 a8 82 81 75 80
themselves as taking active step toward
making amends for witongdoing. 2
Level of agreement with potential benefits
for victim.l '
(¢ of cases) i (212) (216) -{(201) (202) (202) (208) (1,241)
Increases victim satiséfaction with 81 81 87 83 82 78 82
juvenile justICGABystem,.z
(# of cases) N (212) (218)  (202) (200) (203) (208)  (1,243)
Payment of restitution will improve 63 62 69 69 64 63 65

victim's opinion of the offender.

1100 = totally agree; 0 = totally disagree
2pifferences between sites significant at .01 level.
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exhibiting the second highest level of agreement. Dane's and Ventura's
agreement scores are lower thgn other communities on every single item.
This finding in itself, has very little meaning.. However, it suggests re-
gional and demographi¢ differences may influence the amount of support that

a restitution program can expect from the community.

Community Perceptions of the Causes of Juvenile Crime

Public support for innovative policies mag be influenced by community
opinions about the causes of the problegs which these policies are attempt-
ing to address. The community survey contained nine statements, each pro-
posing a possible explanation of why juveniles commit crime. Respondents
were asked to indicate their extent of agreement or disagreement using the
zero to one-hundred scale. These nine items were not intended to be an
exhaustive list of the possible causes of juvenile delinquency. The pri-
mary interest here was to get some indication of whether citizens placed
the most blame on the juvenile justice system or'on parents, teachers, or
other societal conditions/values.

The statements and the average level of agreement for all respondents,

and by site are shown in Table III.6. Generally it appears that less blame
il
{

was placed on teachers, \he<bteakdoun of religion, and yaung'people wanting

things they cag't affotd& and more blame on lack of parental authority, the
pe:g;ived uncertainty of‘a“legal response (acrest or punishment), and de-~
terioration of the work ethic.

When responses are compared across sites, we find the average level of

agreement in Dane Co. to be the lowest on every item. Average scores in

Clayton Co. were the highést on seven of the nine items, and were virtually
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TABLE III.6. COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS OF THE CAUSES OF JUVENILE CRIME

Average 8corel

VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE OVERALL

(# of cases) (212) (217) (202) (200) (203) (208) (1,242)
School teacherg not having ehoiigh control 57 56 69 63 62 46 64
over students.
Young people having nothing to do with
spare time. 73 77 84 80 80 71 76
Young people being less religious than ‘
they once were. 61 54 72 66 62 52 61
Young people wanting tlitriges they cannet
afford.? 66 76 75 70 74 63 70

A L 1
Parents not having ehoigh authority over 0
their children.?2 85" 84 88 83 89 80 85 [
Young people feeling that they do not have )
to work for the things they get.2 79 74 85 80 79 73 78
There are so many people getting away with
breaking the law that yoiing people feel
that it is not so bad to break it.2 78 79 85 79 82 71 79
Young people thinkinig that if they commit
a crime there is very little chance that ‘
they will get caUght.3 81 78 R4 80 86 75 80
Young people thinking that if they are
caught committing a crime that the
courts won't do anything to them.3 82 80 86 84 83 78 82

1100 = totally agree; 0 = totally disagree
2p <..001
*p < .US
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identical to the highest average score (less by only 1 point) on the two
remaining statements.

Although none of the officials who deal with juveniles were perceived
unfavorably by community respondents, the average scores in Table III.7 do
not indicate strongly positive attitudes towards these persons. Police
officers and juvenile probation officers were viewed more favorably than
juvenile court judges, high school teachers and prosecutring or defense
attorneys. Welfare case workers received an almost neutral score. There
were minor but significant differences among communities in their percep-
t;ons of high school teachers, probation officers and case workers. Clay-

ton respondents gave,thegr community officials the highest ratings.
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TABLE III.7. COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS OF OFFICIALS WHO DEAL WITH JUVENILES

Average Ratings1

VENTURA DC CLAYTON OKC SEATTLE DANE TOTAL
(# of cases) (208) (206) | (201) (198) 1 (199) (203) (1,215)

Police Officers 76 67 76 72 74 74 73

Juvenile Court Judges 57 64 70 66 62 58 63

% High School Teachers? 61 63 62 58 57 65 61
Juvenile Probation Officers? 66 65 76 69 65 64 67

" Welfare Case Workers? 56 58 63 51 51 52 55
Prosecuting Attorneys (DA's Office) 56 58 62 58 61 5% S8

Defense Attorneys 55 62 59 58 k57 56 58

1100 = very favorable; 0 = very unfavorable

A A s S S o . T i i S A AP S IV IS T e

2pifferences between sites significant at .01 level.
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CHAPTER 1V

COMMUNITY RESPONSE TO. JUVENILE OFFENDERS

In addition to exploring community attitudes and preferences toward
different methods of operating a restitution program, the Community Survey
included three scenarios which were created to Qain insight into how com-
munity members perceive the seriousness of different types of offenses, and
also to determine for whom, and under what circumstances community members
feel restitution should be required.

Pigures IV.1 through IV.3 graphically depict the sequence of question-
ning, the alternatives at each decision point, and the percentage of the
total population which selected each alternative. Por each scenario the
interviever began by describing the crime, and then asking whether or not
the respondent thought the pg;ice should be called in to investigate the
incident:

Scenario 1 - A l6-year-old boy steals a tape deck worth $100 from a
car in a shopping center parking lot and sells it for $10 to another juve-
nile he meets at a nearby drive-in. The manager of the drive-in witnesses
the theft and the subsequent sale of the tape deck.

Scenario 2 - A l7-year-old boy assaults a middle-aged woman in a park-
ing lot and steals her purse. While the woman's loss from the theft was
only the value of her purse (about $15), she requires a doctor's treatment
for bruises and cuts suffered when she was knocked to the pavement.

Scenario 3 - A family returns from a brief trip out of town and dis-
covers that someone has burglarizZed their home of about $500 worth of

records. Because of the items stolen, the family suspects that a juvenile
was responsible. ,

ngrview of Ccmmuni:x’Regggnses to Scenarios

In each of these three incidents the vast majority of persons inter=-
viewed (more than 95%) thought the police should be called in to investi-

gate. The assault on the woman and the burglary of the home were perceived
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FIGURE IV.1. ALL SITES: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL - SCENARIO 1*

s

A 16 Yeat cld boy steélé a tape deck worth $100 from a éar in a shopping center parking lot
and sells it for $10 to another juvenile he meets at a nearby drive-in. The manager of the
drive-in withesses both the theft and the subsequent sale of the tape deck.
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FIGURE IV.2. ALL SITES: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL - SCENARIO 2*

A 17 year old boy assaults a middle-aged woman in a parking lot and steals her purse. While
the woman's loss from the theft was only the value of her purse, about $15, she requires a
doctor's treatment for biruises and cuts suffered when she was knocked to the pavement,
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FIGURE IV.3. ALL SITES: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL - SCENARIO 3%

that a juvenile was responsible.

A family returns from a brief trip out of town and discovers that someone has burglarized
their home of about $500 worth of records. Because of the items stolen, the family suspects
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as equally deserving the attention of local law enforcement officials, with
99 percent in each case selecting this option, while 96 percent thought the
theft of the tape deck from a parked auto should be investigated.

At the next stage of questionning, additional information is provided
about the juvenile who committed each crime. Respondents are told that a
police check of juvenile court records shows that the youth who stole the
tape deck (Scenario 1) has never been arrested before. They find that the
juvenile involved in the purse snatching (Scenario 2) has been arrested on
several occasions for minor assault against other juveniles. The police
are able to identify the l5-year-old juvenile responsible for the burglary
(Scenario 3) and, in checking juvenile court records, find that he has had
no prior contact witg police.

This additional information about each youth's previous offense history
resulted in quite differenﬁ responses to questions about how each should be
handled after being apprehended by the police. Figure IV.l shows that 67
percent of the total sample thought the first youth should bLe arrested, and
12 percent of the total sample thought he should be brought to trial. Only
two percent favored the harshest penalty, incarceration. In contrast, com-
munity members thought that the juvenile involved in the purse Qnatchinq,
who had a previous record of assaults, should be dealt with far more severe-
ly. Ninety-eight percent (1228 of the original 1255 respondents) recom-
mended arrest, 65 percent favored a trial, and 25 percent thought the judge
should sentence this boy to an institution if found guilty (Figure Iv.2).

If the Uniform Crime Codes had beeb used to classify these three offen-

ses, the remaining incident, a burglary, would have been classified as less
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serious that the assault, but more serious than the theft.  Sample popula-
tions from all six of the local communities concurred. Seventy-six percent
of the total sample (958 of the original 1254 persons responding to this
scenario) thought this boy should be arrested. Also, community members
clearly took into account the fact that he had no prior record, since only
20 percent favored a trial, and four percent recommended confinement
(Figure IV.3).

Figqures IV.l1l through IV.3 show that at each decision point there was a
fairly clear consehsus among respondents about whether the juvenile invol-
ved should be han&led through formal, legalistic procedures or through more
informal, °*diversionary® processes. These data also suggest that community
preferences regarding the handling of law violating behavior are influenced
by the type and seriousness of the offense (e.g. property/personal, injury/

no injury) as well as the culpability of the juvenile.

Differences in Preferred Handling

There were slight differences of opinion, however, regarding how
hatsbly each youth shquld be treated, and’the type of formal or informal
options that should be exercised. The siﬁilazities, as well as the rela-
tively minor differences inﬁcammnnity ptefgsences,are illustrated in Table
Iv.l, which shows the percentage of respondents (by site, sex, and race)
who selected the most punitive option at each stage of case processing.

The overall ®punitiveness® of each person's responses wés measured by
counting the number of times that he or she responded °yes®" to each of the

following items: (1) should the police be called? (2) should the boy be
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TABLE 1IV.l. COMMUNITY PUNITIVENESS TOWARD JUVENILES WHO VIOLATE THE LAW

kaetimental Site Race
VEN D.C, CLAY OKC SBA DANE MALES FEMALES WHITE BLACK OTHER

Scenario 1

Call Police 96% 948 - 98% 97% 97% 97% 954 97% 97% 94% 9014

Arrest 71 66 69 ‘ 69 70 69 72 67 72 62 55

Trial 13 12 11 10 15 11 15 11 i2 14 11

Incarcerate 2 3 2 2 3 1 3 1 2 3 2

Avg. Punitive- -

ness Score 1.81 1.75 1.80 1.77 1.85 1.78 1.84 1.76 1.82 1.73 1.65
Scenario 2

Ccall Police 99% 98¢ 100% 99% 99% 1008 99% 99% 99% 98¢ 97%

Arrest 98 97 98 98 97 99 97 98 99 96 95

Trial 65 64 69 66 68 61 71 62 66 68 53

Incarcerate KX] 26 26 ;24 24 19 30 22 24 35 19

Avg. Punitjve-

ness Score 2.96  2.84 2,92 2,87 2.87 2.79 2.97 2.82 2.88 2.99 2.60
Scenario 3

call Police 99% 97% 99% 99%¢ 99% 99% 98% 99% 99% 96% 97¢

Arrest 76 76 81 80 72 74 78 75 79 67 6l

Trial 24 20 22 19 19 18 23 18 21 21 16

Incarcerate 6 . 4 4 4 3 3 6 3 4 6 S

Avg. Punitive- -

ness Score€ 2:05 1.97 42.05 2,01 - 1.93 1.94 2.05 1.96 2,03 1.89 1.79

(# of cases) (212) (222) (204) (204) (204) (210) (483) (772) (1,009) (169) (62)
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arrested? (3) should the case be brought to trial; and (4) ;f found gquilty,
should the judge sentence the boy to an institution? For each scene a re-
spondent's score could range from a low of zero to a high of four, with zero
representing the least punitive stance, and four representing the most puni-
tive response. The average punitiveness scores provide a convenient summary
measure for the purpose of exploring regional or demographic differences,
The distribution of responses were then examined to clarify the méaniqq of
any differences observed in average scores.

Discﬁssion of Differences. As indicated in the earlier discussion of
background characteristics, the ju;isdicticns represented in the Community
sﬁrVey differ on numerous dimensions. Given these regional, et?nic, and
other differences, one of the most interesting findings is that the samples

from these communities did not differ significantly from the average score

in degree of punitiveness in any of the three scenarios, nor were there any
significant differences associated with the age of the respondent, the
presence of teenagers in the houéehold, or whether the respondent had been
victimized in the past year. One trend that is apparent, however, when
regional (site) response distributions are compared is that Dane County
respondents vere consistently the least likely 'to recommend incarceration
for any of the three juveniles involved in these episodes, while Ventura -
County respondents were the most likely to favor a jail sentence. Dane
County also tended to favor alternatives to trial.

Quite minor but statistically significant differences were found be-
tween males and females, with females consistently favpzing less punitive

options at nearly every decision point..
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The effects of race were mixed; whites had the highest average puni-
tiveness score in response to the theft and the burglary, blacks the high-
est in response to the assault. 1In Scenario 1 (the theft) 72 percent of
the white sample as compared to 61 percent of all other racial groups fa-
vored arresting the youth. However, whites were no more likely than other
racial groups who had made this choice to recommend trial or incarceration.

Black respondents (35%) were the most likely to favor incarceration
for the youth who committed the purse snatch/assault (Scenario 2). Only 24
percent of the white sample and 19 percent of all other racial groups
thought the judge shonld sentence this youth to jail. Blacks and whites
were equally likely to favor sending this case to trial (68% and 66% re~
spectively), whereas half of all other minority groups represented pre-
ferred options other than trial.

The burglary (Scenario 3) again elicited a slightly more punitive
response from whites, who were the most likely to:feei the youth should be
arrested (79% compared to 67% of the blacks and 61% of ‘others®). Apprbxi-
mately 21 percent of both thtes and blacks thought this yoﬁth should be
taken to trial; only 113 of representatives from other racial groups heid
this opinien. |

Significant differences witﬁ respect to education ﬁnd incorie were ob-
served gnly in the responses ‘to Scenario 2 (the surQIary‘of the unnccupied
residence), fnte:estingly, high average punitivencsis score weye.asgociated
with low educational attainment, and with high incb@é. Persons who repo?-
ted the most education (more than 16 years) were*thé l=ast likély to recom-

mend incarceration (17%), and persons with the highest incomes (more than
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$32,000 per year) were the mosi: likely to recommend incarceration (30%) for

the youth who tock $508 worth of records from the private residence.

Restitution Recormendations

The target of the National Juvenile Restitution Initiative was the
serious,; adjudicated offender, and restitution was conceived primarily as
an alternative to incarceration. A major purpose of the community surveys
was to examine the extent téiwhich community sentiment toward the use of
restitution was congruent with the policies and goals of the federally
funded restitution programs being studied in each of the experimental
sites. The scenarios included in the survey were specifically désigned to
elicit attitudes regarding the types of offenses/offenders for whom resti-
tution should be required, and the conditions under which these require-
ments should be made. For exampie, restitution can be informally arranged
in lieu of calling the police or as an alternative to arrest, trial, or
incarceration; it also may bo required as a solevsanction or 'in combination
with other more traditional dispositions.

The tree diagrams in Pigures IV.l through IV.3 showed the percentage
of thevggsgi population that selected the alternative indicated at each

consecutive stage of processing, beginning with the decision o call the

1police (i.e., 658 of the total sample thought the youth in Scenario 2

Should be arrested). In examining differences in dispositional preferences

for adjudicated youth, however, we are ptimazi1y interested in comparing
the preferénces of the subgroup that actually recommended adjudication.
Figures IV.4 through IV.6, therefore, begin with the number of respondents

who answered the question, °Should the case be sent to trial?® and show the
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FIGURE IV.4. DISPOSITIONAL PREFERENCES - SCENARIO 1

A 16 year old boy steals a tape deck worth $100 from a car in a shepping center parking lot
and sells it for $10 to another juvenile he meets at a nearby drive-in. The manager of the
drive-in witnesses both the theft and the subsequent sale of the tape deck.

[ 2]
Percentage of "Yes®" Respondents Favoring:

ALL SITES v DC CLY OKC SBA

DANE
(153) Restitution (115) 75% 69% 694 744 76% 77% 87%
18% Probation (72) 47 52 46 65 33 52 . 30
Yes Institutionalize (25) 16 14 27 17 14 16 9
Warn & Release (10) 6 7 4 9 14 3 4
Other (9) 6 3 8 4 5 7 9
Site Totals 19% 18% 17% 152 22% 16%
Should case (29)  (26) (23) (21) (31) (23)
go to trial?
o (s62)*
Percentage of "Other Option®" Respondents Favoringj.. 1
ALL SITES \' DC CﬁY OKC SEA DANB
:::2;62°project (509) 724 . 65% 788 69 808 68y 718
02:?258 —~Restitution (13) 10 16 13 1 10 9 16
(709) Warn & Release (110) 16 . 17 18 14 8 14 22
824 Other (8) 8 | _10 0 _10 10 8 |
Site Totals | 818 828 83 85y 788 84\
L (122 (7)) (8) (1200 (111)  (121)

*Number of cases, excluding ®not applicable® and "don't know® responses are shown%in parentheses.
**Number of dispositions may exceed the number of cases because some respondents recommended a combination of dispositions.
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FIGURE IV.5. DISPOSITIONAL PREFERENCES - SCENARIO 2

S

A 17 year old boy assaults a middlé-aged woman in a parking lot and steals her purse. While
the woman's loss from the theft was only the value of her purse, about $15, she requires a
doctor's treatment for bruises and cuts suffered when she was knocked to tne pavement.

&R
Petcentage of "Yes®" Respondents Favoring:

ALL SITES \ DC CLY OKC SEA DANE

(620) Restitution (579) 718 63% 648 72% 75% 708  80%

67% Probation (314) 38 28 40 37 38 40 48

Yes = Institutionalize (321} 39 51 42 38 36 36 32

*‘--\~“‘~Harn & Release (14) 2 1 1 2 2 2 1

4 Other (108) 14 _8 15 12 16 15 12
b Site Totals 67¢ 668 708  67% 708  62%
% should case (138) (142) (141) (134) (138) (127)

go to trial?
(1,221)*
Percentage of °"Other Option® Respondents Favoring:..

ALL SITES v DC_ _CLY _OKC _SEA _DANE
::22:a§°;roject (373) 93 91s 968 983  89% 908  93%

Og:?:;s Restitution (30) 7 12 4 3 8 10 8

(401) « ™ Warn & Release (8) 2 | 3 3 0 0 5 2

K[ Other o (31) 8 6 4 7 11 _10 9
Site Totals ‘ 334 341 30% 339 308 38%

(68) (74) (59) (66) (58) (76)

b

*Number of cases, excluding “not QPplicable' and "don't know" responses are shown in parentheses.

**Number of dispositions may exceed the number of cases because some respondents recommended a combination of dispositfons. )
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IGURE 1V.6. DISPOSITIONAL PREFERENCES - SCENARIO 3

A family returns from a brief trip out of town and discovers that someone has burglarized

their home of about $500 worth of records.
that a juvenile was responsible.

Because of the items stolen, the family suspects

L 2
Percentage of "Yes" Respondents Favoring:

ALL SITES v DC CLY OKC SEA DANE

(253) Restitution (185)  73% 76% 67% 708 71% 71% 84%

27% /pzobauon‘ (129) sl sl 49 57 50 50 ‘49

Yes o Institutionalize (55) 22 25 22 20 21 24 16

Warn & Release (19) 8 4 11 2 3 8 3

Other (28) 12 6 11 16 19 11 5

Site Totals 32% 27% 27% 23% 26% 24%

Should case (51) (45) (41) (38) {38) (37)

go to trial?
(953)*
Percentage of "Other Option®" Respondents Favoring:..

ALL SITES v DC . CLY OKC SEA DANE

g::‘c’:a§°pmject (549) 783 708  78%  8ls 868  73%  B8O%

Og:;‘;“s Restitution (65) 9 17 2 8 8 9 9

(700) Warn & Release (103) 15 17 20 14 9 15 15

73% Other {65) 9 15 8 11 8 10 9

Site Totals 68% 73% 73% 778 74% 76%

(109) (120) (121) (125) (108) (117)

*Number of cases, excluding *not ébplicable' and “"don't knoq“ responses are shown in parentheses,
**Number of dispositions may exceed the number of cases becayse some respondents recommended a combination of dispositions.
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: dents thought this case should go to trial, and 39 percent of these (N=321)
p icular alternative g v
dents at each step who favored a particu :
e o7 T ht th th : recommended the most severe sanction, incarceration. Of those favoring
: hought e you ‘
i ts or 46 percent of the total sample t :
et BT aps i 579 ‘ adjudication, 71. percent recommended restitution. Of these, 18 percent
equi i i his same
i i be required to pay restitution, but t
in Scerario 2 should thought that the youth should also received a jail sentence. The remaining
i hich favored ajudication). ‘
persons is 71% of the subgroup w

d 33 percent favored restitution either as a sole sanction or in combination
i that community members do tend to
The data from the scenarios suggest

B T

32 percent in Dane,

compared to 51 percent in Ventura thought the youth
tution.

s

Probation recommendations were somewhat more mixed. In some sites
trongest support for restitution (87%, 80%, 84% in Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 ‘ ‘ ,
stro | ‘ |
the majority of respondents recommended pProbation as a sanction for the
tively).) 1In the first two scenarios, Ventura County (69%, 63%)) and b|
respecti .

theft of the tape deck (Scenario 1).

among Clayton respondents (65%),

but far less so ‘among those from Dane
restitution than respondents from other locales. : However, Ventura was

County (30%).

S

(Scenario 2). Here,

TR A L S L

Dane respondents represented the largest percentage of
in the third scenario, with Washington again being somewhat less supportive

st

] those recommending Probation (48%), preferring this dispesition to incar-
than other communities sampled (67%). 2 o
certion. Approximately half of all community respondents recommended pro-

The guestion of whether restitution should be required as an alterna- 3 e Y Y e P

| bation as a disposition for the first-time offender who committed the burg-
tive to incarceration was addressed specifically in another part of the .p ‘ J
- T lary (Scenario 1), and this finding was consistent across sites.
survey. The scenarios explored more inferentially community preferences Y o

regarding the use of restitution as a sole sanction or as a requirement in

Options Other Than Trial

The majority of community respondents who favored options other than a

combination with other sanctions.

The situation depicted in Scenario 2 apparently was viewed as the most trial cecommended referral o' Fpécial peosech for covmeitnet dnee
serious. Figure IV.5 shows that sixty-five percent (N=820) of all respon-

disposition was preferred by 72 percent, 93 percent and 77 percent of those

R
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choosing other options for Scenarios 1, 2, and 3. The relative ihftEquency
of restitution recommendations by this subgroup may be somewhat biased due
to the fact that restitution was not included among the fixed response
alternatives as it was for those in the trial group. Only seven to ten
percent of these respondents recammended restitution in the open-ended
response category ("other® in Figures) for éhis question. On the other
hand, the large number of people who recommended that juvenile offenders
receive help in solving social or psychological problems probably also
reflects the treatment/rehabilitation orientation that has characterized
both the adult and juvenile justice systems for many years. It is clear
from both the respongses to the scenazibs and in response to later, more
specifié questions that many community members favored ﬁhe rehabilitatjion

rather than the punishment of juvenile offenders.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY SURVEY FINDINGS

Introduction

The results of the Community Survey indicate that communities with
quite different background characteristics have quite similar attitudes
about how juveniles who violate the law should be handled. On the other
hand, community respondents in the six intensive sites did differ in re-
sponse to issues related to the use of restitution in their local juvenile
courts. In most cases, variations between communities were differences of
degree rather than kind; some jurisdictions egpressed somewhat more support
or opposition than others toward a particular policy or practice, but the
preferences were generally in the same direction. What distinguishes these
communities from each other are the differences in the ovetafl‘patte:n of
responses obtained in each, rather than strongly conflicting views on any
one issue.

This chapter summarizes the findings of the Community Survey, begin-
.hing with an overview of the prevailing attitudeslcommon to all communi-

ties. This overview is followed by site summaries which highlight the

differences among the communities represented.

Community Response to Juvenile Offenders

Data frum the scenarios suggest that conmunity preferences regarding
the handling of law violatihg'behaviot.are:influenced by the type and seri-
ousness of the offense, and by the‘culpabiiity of the offender.

Restitution was the ptefe:red disposition for tﬁe serious, adjudicated
offender and was viewed as a viable alternative to traditional court sanc-

tions. Community respondents generally favored handling minor to moderate,
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first-time offenders outside the courtroom, preferably in a special project
which provides counseling.

Overall, variations in preferences regarding the handling of juveniles
offenders were quite minor, and data from the scenarios suggest that these
discrepancies are related as much to demographic as to to regional differ-
ences. Slight, but consistent variations were found between men and women,
with women tending to be less punitive in their recommendations. The
effect of race varied, depending upon the severity of the offense, with
blacks more punitive in response to the most serious offense/offender and
whites more punitive in responsge to the less serious offenses.

Persons in the highest income category were the most ‘likely to recom-
mend incarceration for the most serious offender (30%) while persons with
the highest level of educational attainment (more than 16 years) were the

least likely to favor a jail sentence for the serious offender (17%).

Restitution Programming and Communifz Preferences
Program goals and policies - In every community surveyed, the vast

majority of respondents (79% overall) indicated that rehabilitation of the
offender was the most important reason to order restitution, and punishment
least important. Consistent with th%s attitude was the perception that
participation in a restitution program would strengthen the juvenile's
sense of responsibility for the consequences of the offense (average level
of agreement was 86). Most respondents felt that responsibility for resti-
tution should rest with the juvenile, thqugh some communities were more

willing than others to allow the court some flexibility in this regard.
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Only a third were opposed to the court providing information to aid the
victim in recovering loss through civil proceedings against the youth and
his or her family.

Sixty~five percent viewed a combination of the juvenile's ability to
pay and the amount of victim loss as the most important criteria in deter-
mining the amount of the restitution crder. Only two percent felt that the
ability of the offender to pay should be the sole basis for this decision.
Enforcing restitution by imposing sanctions on juveniles who fail to pay
the restitution ordered by the court received moderate to strong support,
with jail sentences favofed slightly over the extension of probation.

Types of restitution, and restitution program services - Community

respondants lent greatest support to a restitution program which benefits
the actual victim of the crime, either through a cash payment or the per-
formance of a direct service to the victim, and they opposed the payment of
monetary restitution to a substitute victim, such as a community organiza-
tion or a school.

ConsiderableVSupport was exhibited by all respondents for both job
assistance (favored by 86%) and community service in addition to monetary

restitution (favored by 87%). The provision of employment services that

might appear to favor the offender cver the nonoffender, such as job devel-

opment services or subsidized employment received considerably less support

(favored by 45% and 52% respectively).
Opinions regarding whether the court should praﬁide employment ser-

vices of any kind to help juveniles meet the requirements of restitution
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varied by region and by other charcteristics, including sex, race, income,
and education. Whites, males, persons with incomes of $25,000 a year or
more, and those who had 13 to 15 years of schooling were the least likely
to indicate support for employment services. Women, minorities, and per-
sons with lower incomes or educational levels were more likely to favor
such services. Further analysis is needed to determine the extent to which
differences found among regional samples can be explained by these demo-
graphic variables.

Perceptions of the benefits of restitution, the causes of juvenile

crime, and the officials who deal with juveniles - Participation in a res-

titution program was seen as having a positive impact on young offenders,
both by stzéhgthening their sense of tesponsibility for the consequences of
crime, and by allowing tpem to make amends for their wrongdoing. Respon-
dents agreed only slightly less that a restitution order would be viewed by
the juvenile as a fair disposition. There was also strong agreement that
the payment of restitution would increase victim ;atisfaction, but communi-
ties seemed to doubt that it would improve the victim's opinion of the
offender.

Uncertainty of legal sanctions for criminal conduct and the deteriora-
tion of pazental‘authozity received the most support as potential causes of
juvgpile crime, while the breakdown of religion and lack of control on the
patg'of'teachers received relatively less support.

Although none of the officials who deal with juveniles received a

negative rating (the lowest rating in any community was S51), none received

" an overvhelmingly positive rating either (the highest rating in any site

e

-50-

was 76). Police officers and juvenile probation officers were perceived
more favorably than juvenile court judges, high school teachers, and prose-
cuting or defense attorneys. In most communities welfare case workers were

viewed the least favorably.

Site Summaries

Ventura County, California

The Community Survey sample in Ventura County had a higher average
income, more respondents of Spanish origin, and the highest proportion of
male respondents.

While there were relatively few differences between the Ventura sample
and other communities surveyed, these differences were consistent. Commu6~
ity sentiment in Ventura tended to be predominantly victim-oriented and
somewhat more punitive than other jurisdictions studied. Ventura respon-
dents exhibited fairly strong support for restitution as a disposition, but
they were slightly more inclined to view :estituéion as an adjunct--rather
than as an alternative--to incarceration.

The prevailing attitude with regard to restitution programming that
emerged was that juveniles should be held responsible for their actions,
with little or no assistance from the court. Most respondents were opposed
to providing youth with either 3job development or job subsidies and only 78
percent-~-compared to 86 percent of the total sample--favored job assistance.

Ventura respondents generally felt that parents should not be permit-
ted to pay restitution ordered by the court, and the majority (69%) thought
the court should provide ihformation to the vietim if needed to recover

loss through civil action.

!
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In Ventura there was fairly strong agreement that participation in a
restitution program would strengthen a juvenile's sense of responsibility
for the consequences of his of her offense, and that it would increase the
victim's feeling that the juvenile justice system is capable of responding
to his ot’her needs. However, this sample was even less inclined than most
to agree that payment of restitution would improve the victim's opinion of
the offender, or that it would increase the offender's sense of being dealt
with fairly by the juvenile justice system.

Levels of agreement with possible explanations for the causes of
juvenile crime, and levels of satigfantion with officials who deal with
juveniles generally approximated the average for all sites or were slightly
lower. Only the perception of police officers was unambiguously favorable.

Pourteen percent of the Ventura sample was non-white; 8.6 percent were
of Spanish origin. The Community Survey data indicate that persons of
Spanish ancestry generally prefer more informal types of handling, rarely
favor incarceration, and are‘supportive of employment services. Thus, the
Ventura community may have a minority population whose attitudes and pref-
erences are not well-represented in this predominantly white, male, high

income sample.

Washington, D.C.

There were some strong differences between the background characteris-
tics of the Washington, D.C. community sample and the other jurisdictions
represented. The Washington sample had a much higher proportion of blacks
(40 percent), a much higher educational level, and far fewer families with

teenage children.
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Data from the scenarios suggest that there may be somewhat less
support in Washington for restitution as a disposition for adjudicated
offenders, with comparatively more respondents preferring the traditional
sanctions of probation, incarceration, and "lecture and release." Although
a significant majority (71%) of Washington respondents thought that
offender rehabilitation was the most important reason t¢ order restitution,
the punishment of offenders received slightly more support (21%) in Wash-
ington than in other jurisdictions.

The most consistent pattern of differences observed ir the Washington,
D.C. survey data, especially when contrasted with the findings from Ven-
tura, was that this community favored giving juveniles ordered restitution
all the help possible. This preference, and the seemingly lower level of
support for restitution, may reflect community awareness of the difficulty
that voung offenders in Washington would have in finding legitimate means
of securing money to pay monetary restitution.

Otgér data from Washington are consistent wiLh this origntation.
Washington respondents were less likely than any others to feel that the
amount of restitution ordered shohld be based on the amount of victim
loss. Only 26 percent favored this as a sole criterion, compared to 39
percent of the Ventura sample, and 33 percent overall. Instead they
strongly favored using a combination of victim loss and the offender's
ability to pay to determine the amount of the restitution order.

In addition, the use of monetary restitution received less support
than either unpaid community service or direct victim service, and there
was only slight support for imposing a jail sentence on youths for failing

to pay the restitution ordered by the court (average support score 63),
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Washington respondents were also the least likely to be opposed to parents
paying a youth's restitution (44 percent said they should not be permitted
to pay, compared to a high ¢£/69 percent in Clayton County and an overall
average of 54 percent), and were less concerned with youths repaying
parents.

Levels of agreement with the causes of juvenile crime were similar to
the averages for all sites, with the exception of, "young people wanting
things they cannot afford." Washington respondents expressed the strongest
agreement with this statement.

The present report is limited to comparisons across sites, and across
demographic groups. Since the racial énd educaticnal composition of Wash-
ington, D.C. was significantly different than that found in other communi-
ties, and both :acefahd/edUCation were significantly correlated with sever-
al issues addtes;;d by the community survey, additional analysis of within
site differences associated with these variables is indicated. It should
also be noted that the proportionxof blacks in the Washington community
sample is lower than the ptopo:ti§¥jof blacks in. the actual Washington pop-

ulation. Therefore, differences qésociated with race could be mcre pro-

nounced than those observed.

‘Clayton County, Georgia

T@mxclaytan County sample was younget, less educated, included fewer
non-wbit;s, and far more families‘had teenage children. Respondents from
Clayton County g;nerally preferred that juvenile offenders be handled
through formal court procedures, and preferred restitution, prob;tion, or a

combination of these two dispositions. Those who felt other options should
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be used almost unanimously chose referral to a special project for coun-
seling.

The popularity of probation or counseling in this community was also
reflected in Clayton's attitudes toward restitution goals. Eighty-four
percent (the highest percentage in any of the sites) thought that cffender
rehabilitation was the most important reason to order restitution. The
percentage of respondents favoring incarceration as a disposition was simi-
lar to the average for all sites, and Clayton respondents expressed imore
support that most communities (average score, 77) for the use of incarcera-
tion as a sanction for youth who failed to pay restitution., On the other
hand, support for restitution as an alternative to incarceration was par-
ticularly high in Clayton County (average support score, 84).

Respondents in this jurisdiction were especially.opposed to allowiang
parents to pay a juvenile's restitution (opposed by 69 percent compared to
S4 percent overall), and were ﬁLe most likely to feel the court should re-
quire a juvenile to repay parents, if this optio; were allowed (favored by
78 percent in Clayton, but only 64 percent of all persons interviewed).

In Clayton, opinions about issues related to restitution programming
often differed significantly from ot;gr jJurisdictions. The payment of moen-
etary restitution to the victim wasﬂ;spééially favored; though persons in
this community tended to support all types of restitution. The overwhelm-
ing majority thought the court should provide job assistance (90%) and com-
munity service in addition to monetary restitution i 52%), but job develop-
ment was opposed by 359 percent, and only 53 percent thought subsidized em-

ployment should be provided.
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Attitudes toward the potential benefits of restitution wern »ipecially : : Dane in rejecting punishment as a rationale for requiring juveniles to pay

positive in Clayton County. Persons in this community also tended to aqree restitution.

morc strongly with all of the suggested causes of juvenile crime, including Oklahoma exhibited more supporf than other communities for the use of

the perception on the part of youth that there will be no legal response to restitution as an alternative to incarceration, probation, and lecture and

their misconduct. It is therefore interesting that Clayton respundents release, and it was the least in favor of ertending probation for youth who

exhibited the most satisfaction with local police and probation officers,
juvenile court judges, welfare case workers, and prosecuting attorneys. 1In
light of other findings in this community, this suggests that Clayton
County has confidence in its officials and strongly supports their inter-

vention in the lives of youths who violate the law.

fail to pay restitution.

The lowest level of support for unpaid community service was observed
in Oklahoma County (average score, 57 compared to 62 overall), and while
support for (or opposition to) most court services was similar to the aver-
age in all sites, there was slightly less support, comparatively, for com-

munity service. Like other communities sampled, job assistance received a

y Oklahoma Count Oklahoma
/ l L — definitive "yes® response (favored by 87 percent), while more than half of

The background characteristics of respondents in this community

those interviewed said "no" to job development and subsidized employment.

approximated the average for all sites. With a few notzble exceptions, L ) ~ o
Oklahoma matched Clavton in its high level of agreement that partici-

attitudes and preferences toward the handling of Jjuvenile offenders, resti- . . . . .
pation in a restitution program would strengthen the juvenile's sense of

tution programming issues, the benefits of restitution, the causes of juve- o .
responsibility for the consequences of his or her offense (the average

nile crime, and the officials who deal witih juveniles also were similar to )
score for both counties was 90, compared to 86 overall), and was second

overall averages. . ; . . s
only toc Clayton in agreeing with the other potential benefits of restitu-

Ok lahoma County tended to be less punitive in its response to juvenile iy
ion.

crime than average, but not the least so. Persons in this community were ) . )
. Oklahoma respondents agreed with other persons interviewed that lack

somewiiat more likely to favor informal handling than other respondents, and . ) ] . .
of parental authority and the uncertainty of punishment contribute to juve-

those who chose formal court handling were slightly less likely than others

nile crime. However, respondents in this community were just as likely to

to favor traditional court sanctions (incarceration and probation). . _ .
feel that youths get into trouble because they have nothing constructive to

Eighty-three percvent of the Oklahoma sample (compared to 79 percent )
do with their free time.

overall) thouyght that offender rehabilitation was the most inmportant reason

TR

to crder restitution, and respondents in this community were second only to

TR



Seattle, Washington

The Seattle sample was older, somewhat less educated, had a slightly
lower average income, and was more racially mixed than other jurisdictions
represented. Although sentiment in Seattle toward the handling of juvenile
of fenders generally was not more punitive than that found in other communi-
ties, réspondents in Seattle were slightly more likely to favor a formal
response to the theft depicted in Scenario I, and they exhibted stronger
than average support for imposing jail sentences on you;as who fail Lo meeh
their restitution obligations.

Offender rehabilitation was viewed as the moet important reason to
order restitution with monetary restitution; direct victim service, and
unpaid community service receiving nearly eqi... support. Monetary restitu-
tion to a substitute victim (the least papular type of restitution in all
communities) received slightly more suppert in Seattle (average score, 49
compared to an overall average of 43).

The majority of Seattle respondents also fav;ted all types of restitu-
tion program services intended to aid youths in meeting the requirements of
restitution. Eighty-nine percent favored job assistance and 87 percent
favored community service in addition to monetary restitution; however, job
development, subsidized employment, and community service instead of mone-
tary restitution were favored by very narrow margins.

Although Seattle respondents exhibited less agreement than other
jurisdictions with the sta;ement: *The ordering of restitution will

strengthen juveniles' sense of responsibilty for the consequences of the
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offense, " they, too, seemed to view this as the most plausible benefit of a
restitution order. Levels of agreement with the suggested causes of juve-

nile crime were average or higher for all but the suggestion that teachers

do not have enough control over students. Interestingly, high school

teachers received the second least favorable support score (57), preceded

only by welfare case workers (51).

Dane County, Wisconsin

The community survey sample in Dane County, Wisconsin was younger,
somewhat more educated, and included proportionately fewer families with
teenage children. The preferences and attitudes of this population were
significantly different from other communities with respect to nearly evéry
topic covered in the community survey.

Dane's respondents were the least ‘likely to recommend incarceration as
a sentence and, alternatively, the most likely to feei that the judge
should require juveniles to pay restitution to the victims of their
crimes. Attitudes toward restitution goals zeflécted these preferences.
Persons in this community were less likely than others to view punishment
as an important reason for ordering restitution, &nd more likely to see
victim compensation as important: offender rehabilitation, however, was
considered most important. = Dane County also showed more support for direct
victim service (average score 73) and less support for the payment of mone-
tary restitution to a substitute victim.

Restitution was viewed as an appropriate alternative for both incar-

ceration (support score, 83) and to "lecture and release” (support score,
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80). However, there was only mild support for the use of restitution as an
alternative to probation (average score, 67)band, at the same time, greater
support for extending probation if a juvenile did not meet his or her res-
titution obligations.

Given the positive disposition toward restitution, it might be antici-
pated that respondents in this jurisdiction would also be more inclined to
feel that the court should offer services that would help young offenders
meet their restitution obligations. This was only partly the case. Al-
though persons in this community (and in Washington, D.C.) were somewhat
more likely to favor the provision of job subsidies, job develcpment re-~
Cceived very little support (favored by only 41 percent), and even the pro-
vision of job assistance (the most popular employment service in all sites)
fared less well in Dane County than in any community except Ventura.
Additicnal analysis is needed to determine the extent to which this result
is asscciated with demographic variables. The Dane County sample included
proportionately fewer women, minorities, and pergﬁns with low educational
attainment, and persons with these characteristics were found to be more
supportive of employment services.

Dane respondents tended to agree ‘that participation in a restitution

program would be beneficvial to the young offender, and alsoc to the victin,

but the level of agreement did not correlate with the level of support

shown for restitution as a preferred disposition. Along with Ventura, Dane
County's scores were actually lower than other communities on every single

statement regarding potential benefits.

SRR
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With respect to attitudes toward the causes of juvenile crime, average

scores in Dane were again lower and significantly different from those ob-

‘tained elsewhere. Persons in this community were less likely to agree with

any of the explanations offered. They particularly disagreed with the no-
tion that juvenile crime is related to a lack of %eachers' control over
students (the average score on this item was 46 compared to an overall
average of 64), and they barely agreed that young people being less reli-
gious than they once were is a possible cause for delinquency (average

score 52).

Conclusion

Preliminary results from the Community Survey indicate that community
respondents in all six intensive sites are favorably disposed toward the
concept of restitution. It was the preferred disposition for the serious,
adjudicated offender, it was viewad as a viable alternative to both incar-
ceration and to other traditional court sanctions, and was seen as having a
beneficial effect on bcih juvenile offenders and their victims.

Perhaps the most éignificant finding is that there appear to be only
minor differences in the attitudes and perceptions of persons representing
difforent regions of the country. fhe only strong differences found were
associated with income and the types of juvenile offender services favored.
Descriptive data also revealed minor differences related to sex, race, and
education. What these variations seem to suggest is that disadvantaged
youth may require different restitution program strategies than those whose

families or communities are economically better off.
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Additional analysis is needed to examine within-site differences asso-
ciated with tgese demographic variables and to analyze the community survey
data in conjunction with other data from the intensivé sites, including the
characteristics of offenders served, the experiences and attitudes of their

victims, and the programmatic approaches that have been implémented.

APPENDIX 1

COMMUNITY SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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June 14, 1979

COMMUNITY SURVEY

INTERVIEWER: Choose a 3x5 card bearing the name of :a community survey
respondent. Note the name of the respondent and his/her
telephone number. Also note the time zhe interview was
begun and ended. Any call-back information should also
be noted on the front page.

RESPONDENT NAME

TELEPHONE NUMBER

INTERVIEW SBEGUN

INTERVIEW ENDED

CALL BACK INFORMATION

INTERVIEWER NAME

DATE

Hello Mr./Mrs. , my name is ) . You are one
of approximately 1200 people from across the United States who is being asked
to respond to some questions dealing witn juvenile crime in America. This
survey is being conducted by the Institute of Policy Analysis in Eugene, Oregon.
The Institute is a private non-profit, research center and I am not trying to
sell you anything. I am simply interested in hearing of your opinions about
juvenile crime.

Answers to the questions I ask will be held in confidence and the interview will
take approximately 30 minutes.

Could we begin now with the gquestions?

S T o

TR T

e




COMMUNITY SURVEY SCENARIOS

The first set of questions asks your opinion of what should be done with
juveniles who commit offenses. I am going to read you a description of an
offense that juveniles in your. community sometimes commit. Then I will ask
you about possible alternative things that could be done if the youth is
caught committing the offense.

1. This is the first one: A sixteen-year-old boy steals a tape deck worth $100
from a car in a shopping c¢enter parking lot and sells it for $10 to another

juvenile he meets at a nearby drive=-in.

both the theft and the subsequent sale of the tape deck.

a.

Now, do you think that the manager of the drive-in should call the police

about the incident?

1. YES [ASK QUESTION b]
2. NO

[IF NO] what do you think should be done?

[30 TO SCENARIO 2]

[IF YES TO PART 'a] Let's assume that the police are called and are able
to apprehend the juvenile who stole the tape deck, although the one who
later bought it for $10 manages to get away. As the police are inter-
viewing the juvenile, a check of juvenile court records is made and it
is found that he has never been arrested before. Do you think that the
police should now arrest him? ’

1. YES [ASK QUESTION cl
2. NO

[IF NO} wWhat do you think the police officers should do?

{GO TO SCENARIO :Z]

{IF YES TO PART b] When a youth is arrested, it does not necessarily
mean that there will be a trial. Instead of having a trial, the court
could decide to warn the youth and relsase him (or her), or it could
refer the juvenile to a special project to help solve social or
psychological problems. Now, when the police bring this boy to court,
should the case go to trial or should one of the other options be used?

1. CASE SHOULD GO TO TRIAL (ASK QUESTIOL .d}
2. OTHER OPTIONS SHOULD BE USED .

The manager of the drive-in witnesses

RECT N

1.

(CONTINUED]

d.

[IF OTHER OPTIONS] What do you think should be done with the
boy? Should they warn and release the youth or should they
refer him to a special project for social and psychological
counseling?

l. WARN AND RELEASE
2. REFER TO SPECIAL PROJECT
3. OTHER [DESCRIBE]

(GO TO SCENARIO 2)

(IF CASE SHOULD GO TO TRIAL] If the boy is found guilty in a hearing
before a judge, there are several alternatives that the judge can
choose from. First, the judge can warn the boy and release him

without further penalty. Second, the boy could be placed on probation.

Third, the judge could order the youth to pay his victim to make up
for the offense. Or, fourth, the judge could sentence the koy to a
local or state institution such as [STATE SPECIFIC NAME]. For the boy
who stole the tape deck worth $100, do you think that the judge should
wgrn and release him, place him on probation, require him to pay the
victim for the loss suffered, sentence the boy to an institution, or
should the judge use some combination of these?

l. WARN AND RELEXLSE

2. PLACE ON PROBATION

3. PAY THE VICTIM (RESTITUTION)
4. SENTENCE TO AN INSTITUTION
5. COMBINATION

gere is tpe second case: a l7-year-old boy assaults a middle-aged woman
in a parking lot and steals her purse. While the woman's loss from the
theft was only the value of the purse--about $15--she requires a doctor's

treatment for bruises and cuts suffered when she was knocked to the
pavement.

a.

Do you think that the police should be called about this incident?

l. YES [ASK QUESTION b]
2. NO

[IF NO] What do you think should be done?

[GO TO SCENARIO 3]

(IF YES TO PAKT a] The police are able %o locate the juvenile a few
days after the crime occurred and, when doing a check of the juvenile
court records, find that he has been arrested on several occasions for

minor assault against other juveniles. Do you think that the police
should now arrest him? .

N
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2.
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a.

(CONTINUED]

[IF OTHER OPTIONS]

before a judge,’ thete are several alternatives that the judge can .
First, the judge can warn the boy and release: him
Second, the boy could be placed on probation.

‘checose from.
without further penalty.

o

What do you think should be done w1th the

boy? =~ Should they warn and release the youth or should they
refer: hlm to a speczal pro:ect for social and psycholog1ca1 o
e ‘counsel;ng? ; B 5 o
1. WARN AND RELEASE .
2. REFER TO SPECIAL Paouzcr N , Lot
3. OTHER [DESCRIBE] :
. - (GO TO SCENARIO 2) = .
d. [IF CASE SHOULD GO TO TRIAL] If the boy is found guilty in a hearing

53

Third, the judge could order the youth to pay his victim to make up
Or, fourth, the Judge could sentence the hoy to a

for the offense.
local or state institution such as ISTATQ -SPECIFIC NAME]).

For the boy

who stole the tape deck worthfﬁloo. do you think that the judge should
warn and release him, place “him on probation, reqnlre him to pay the
. victim for the loss suffered, séntence the boy to an lnstxtutzon, or
* should the judge use some combinat1on of these?zﬁy »

WARN AND RELEASE S
PLACE ON PROBATION

A
.

3.  PAY THE VICTIM (RESTITUTION)

T 4.

‘5. - COMBINATION

SENTENCE T0 aN INSTITUTION :

o

5 -

pavemnnt.

= i

Do you th;nk t&

H

. 2 [« ‘

Here is the second case:
in a parking lot and steals her purse.
theft was only the~value of the purse-«about»sls—-shl :eqnlxes a doctor s

R

T,

a l7-year-old boy assaults a~m1ddleiaged’woman e
While the woman's loss from the

N\

»

1. YES [ASK QUESTION b
22 NO N ; Bers
[1F NO] What do you v:nmk
iﬂ}¢ .

days éftez the crinm
eourt: records' ‘ﬁg:pd'f that

e QecurYs

oo

4

q
o

<«

K




,,§

o

[SHORT]

o

2. [covrxuusn]

b
W

R e

o

<. [IF YES TO" PART b] As 1 mentloned in the last questlon, when a youth is ~
- arrested, it does not necessarily mean there will be a trial. The

youth could be warned and released or he or she could be referred to

a special project for counséling. Now, -in this- offense do you think

tned;ase,should .go. 6 trial or should one of the’ ‘other optlons be
use : ,

Woo

c. (IF YES TO PART b] When a outh is
- mean that there will be a zrial ;i:i:::d;fl;agiﬁ; :o:rZZEessarlly ;
the court could decide to ‘warn the youth and release him or her, or 1t
could refer the Juvenile to a special project to help solve gocial or
: paychologlcal problems. Now, when the police arrest this boy,
‘;,Should the case go to trial or should one of the other optlons be used? /

o

(N T CASE SHOULD Go TO TRIAL [ASK QUESTION d]

e 2. OTHER OPTIONS SHOULD BE UsED R L

[LONG]

;Q - [IF OTHER OPTIONS] What do you think should be done thh ‘the boy?
: Should they warn and release the youth or should they refer h;m to
a special proJect for soczal and psycholog;cal counsellng? s e
1. WARN AND RELEASE = o
2. REFER TO SPECIAL PROJECT FOR COUNSELING

| 3. OTHER [DESCRIEE]__ R R e by

e __l,_;a ,.megg;n 1% 7O, scsnanio 3l'j:}¥ﬂ:1n,f} /,

;g. (IF CASE SHOULD GO. To TRIAL] 1f the hoy lS found.gullty ina hearzng
- before a Judge, what do you thlnk the Judge ‘should do? = should the youth.

o ;h: :arned and released. placed on probation, required to pay back the -
hrie m,

da h[IF CASE SHOULD GO"TO TRIAL] IE the boy Ls.found guilty in a hearxng
*~before ‘a judge, theze iare several alternatives that .the ‘Judge. JrFan choose

~ from. First, the judge can warn the boy and release him w;thégt further
_ Penalty. Second, the boy could be placed on: probation. Third, the judge
‘- could order the. youth to pay: his*victxm “to make up for thesoffense. Or,-

fourth, the Judge could sentence the boy to a local or state institution

such as ISITE-SPECIFIC NAME]. For the boy”: who as.: found guilty, of assault‘
do you think that ‘the Judge should varn and re lease ‘him, place him on pro~'
batlon,xrequl e h1m to pay back thelﬁfman forlthe cost of her purse and

se“te"CEG to an lnstltutzon. or some combzndtion of these? R RN

[SHORT]

[Loéil

Here is the third case: .

f]c. [P Yﬁsﬁio PART b] When a youth is  arrested,

I/ o
\/A I
§ T e

A family returns from a brief trip olt of town
and discovers that someone has burglarized their home of about $500 worth
of records. Because of the items stolen, the family suspects that a
juvenile was responsible.

a. Do you- think that the police should be called about,this incident?
1. YES [ASK QUESTION b]
2. NQ
[IF NO] What do you think should be done?

[

PR

6o 10 scsnARIo a ' S &

b.. The polxce are able to identify the 15-year-old juvenile responsible for
the burglary and, in checking Juvenlle court records, find that he has never
Been arrested before. Do you:‘think that the’ police should now arrest: hum?

@ R - . o
1. YES [ASK QUESTION c] ,
2. NO ‘ v

[IF NO] What do you think the police officers should do?

“{GO TO sczuanzo a T ; 7

c. [IF YES TO PART b] As we have discussed before, when a youth is .
arrested it does not necessarily mean there will be a trial.
" The youth could be warned and released or he (or she) could be referred
' to a special project for counseling. Now, in this offense do you think
the case should go to trial or should one of the other options be used?

it does not ,
.necessarlly mean that there wxll be a trial. Instead of having a trlal,
the court could decide to warn the youth and release him or her, or it
could refer- the juvenile to a special project to help solve social or
psycholog;cal problems. Now, when the police bring this boy to court,
should the case go to trial or should one of the other optxons be used?,

= »

| 1. CASE SHOULD GO TO. TRIAL [ASK QUESTION d]
2. OTHER,OPTIONS SHOULD BE USE!

vtIFfOTHER OPTIONS] What do you thlnk should be done thh the -boy?
thev warn and release the ‘youth or should they refer him to
pe él project for social and psychologmcal counsellng?,

<
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| [SHORT] |

(LONG]

- 3. [CONTINUEDJ ..
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d. [IF CASE SHOULD GO, TO TRIAL] If the boy is found guilty in a Hearing

‘before a judge, what do you think the judge should do? Should the youth

be warned and released, placed on probation, required to pay back the
L=v;ct1m, sentenced to an institution,‘o; some combination of these?

EoRn) o

d. [IF CASE §HOULD GO TO TRIAL]. If the boy is fquhd-gﬁilty in a hearing
before a.Judgei there are several alternatives that the judge can choose
from. First, thegjudge can warn the boy and release him without further

penalty.  Second, the boy could be placed on probation. ' Third, the judge

could orxder the youth to pay his victim to make up for the offense. Or,
fourth, the judge could sentence the boy to a local or state institution
such-as - [SITE-SPECIFIC NAME]. .For the boy who was caught for burglaring
a home, do you think that the judge should warn and release him, place
him on probation, require him to pay back the family for the things he

- took, sentence the boy to an institution, or should the judge use some
combination of these? ¢ G e

o) -

1. WARN AND RELEASE - ’ , L g
2. PLACE ON PROBATION S e -

3. PAY THE VICTIM (RESTITUTION) ° =
4. SENTENCE TO. AN INSTITUTION =L
5. COMBINATION . .., ) .. »

ey Ly e g *
COMMUNITY SURVEY: PART II , B
N . :

As you may be, aware, juvenile courts around the country are experimenting
with having juvenile offenders pay back the victims in the community for their
crimes; this is called restitution. It can take various forms: Restitution
can be a direct payment off@@ney by the juvenile offender to the victim of a
crime; it can be an agre&qgnt~by which the juvenile offender works a specified
period of time for the- victim of a crime; or it can be some form of community
service in which the juvenile offender works for socme government or non-profit
agency (such as a church). ' . '

i i ) ]
o .

1. Now.I would like to ask about how you feel the amount of restitution to gz?paid'
~~ for a particular crime should be decided.. Do you feel that the amount of re-
- stitution to be paid should:be based on the amount of loss suffered by the
victim, should be based on the ability of the cffender to pay restitution, or

~ should be based on some combination of both? ‘
: del.namount‘gf“victim,loss o }
.2+ -ability of the offender to pay
3. some combination of both r

2. What do you think is the most important reason for a court to order a juvenile
' to pay restitution to a victim of a ¢rime?" Do you think ‘the most important
reason for a court.to order restitution is to compensate victims of crime, to
. rehabilitate jnvenilg;gffepders, or to.punish juvenile offenders? [NOTE
'RESPONSE] . .. = .+ . . : T T Ve '

Whé% do you think is the least “important reason fbr'a«cbﬁft to order a juvenile

 to pay restitution? [NOTE 'RESPONSE] ' O
e Ty B A MOST ° | LEAST
REASON o e IMPORTANT = - IMPORTANT
,a. the compensation of victims_Gf crime L
e rehabilit: 19n o£u9fféndér§' L A

- the 'punishment of offerders

3. A number of different types of restitution programs are possible. I am goisd
: ¥ u*desggiptions of four different types of restitution programs which
ted by a juvenile court. - I would jlike you to‘%pdicate the extent

Score

o

P

R o .
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3. [CONTINUED] : T .
4]
Type of Restitutionv“ : ; score .
4 c. restitution Ans which the offender performs a useful serVice‘?.k‘”
for the. actual v1ctim (rather than paying the vzctim money),
d. restitution tin which the offénder performs: some useful -
.« service for some substitute- Victim, usually a community
serVice organization e h t‘r»b A : <A
‘4. Juvenile courts can offer a range of services to juvenile offenders. Some of

o

these services could be offered in order to aid the juvenile offender in
‘meeting- his/her restitution obligation. Which of“ the following serVices do 2
you feel should be offered by your Juvenile court? : _-',/o

- a. Job ASSistancc in which one or more persons on the staff of the Juvenile
court are responsible for. locating job, openings, generally in local
busrnesses, and notifying offenders of ‘these openings. Offenders ordered

. to pay restitution would compete for the positions along with other po-
tential applicants. Should this service: becoffered by the juvenile court?

l. YES . o T
3. no opinion

Job Developmént in which Jobs, generally in local: buSinesses, are
"reserved":for youths ordered to pay restitution. No other young
people would bef permitted to compete for these pos1tions. Ashouldgthis
service be offered by the juvenile court? -

&

1. ¥Es | R ‘AL]‘ B
SR 2. NO . . ; ,
s 3. no opinion L

9

c. Subszdized Employment in which Jobs are created for youthful offenders .
. ordered to pay restitution, but the youth is paid for his/her work by
the juvenile court. Should this servnce be offered by the Juvenile court?
53. no opinion

Community Serv1ce in which a youthful offender works ‘a’ specified number
of hours forxa government agency (such,as aaschool) inraddition to

3. no opinion
ome speci=

@, Substitute cdmmunity Serv;ce i =y
' restitution_-‘* ’

fied amount of ‘Gonenun
to 3 (
l,\
2,0

3. no opinion -
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"5a. Should the parents of a juvenile offender ever be permitted to pay ‘the
restitution that is ordered by a court?
1. YES
2. NO v ,
3% “Under some condition e
. 4. No opintion ' K
Sb. [IF YES TO 5a] ¢Should the court require that the juvenile pay his/her parent
baCk? ' [ : pet
1. YES ‘ , o '
2. NO

~3+.-N0 opinion

6.  Should the juvenile court provide information to the victim--such as the name
of the juvenile offender and his/her parents--which would aid the victim in
pursuing civil action: (filing a law suit) _to recover losses suffered as a
result of a crime? g

l - YES ) . L
2. NO k ? ‘
3. no opinion ‘ y
P S R

[conr:uuzn ON NEXT PAGE] i SR L T ey _ )

TR

7. I am now going to read.you a number of statements with whiéh you may either

agree or disagree. If you totally agree with the statement, give me a score
~of 100. If you totally disagrse with the statement, give me a score“of zero.
If you neither agree nor disagree with the statement, .assign a score of 50.
Those statements with which you most agree should be given: the highest scores;
those statements with which you most disagree should be given the lowest
scores. As in the earlier ‘questions, Qhere are no right or wrong answers.

e . Y
O o

100=tota11y agree
. O=totally disagree ' ’ .
. ‘
a. Here is the first one: Offenders who are otrdered to make
restitution will view themselves as taking an active step to- - .
“ward making amends for wrong doing. To what extent do you
agree or disagree with that statement? )

Statement Score

" 'b. Restitution should be used by the juvenile court as an alter-
native to incarcerating (Jailing) Juvenile offenders.

Ce The otdering of: restitution will strengthen Juveniles' sense
of responsibility for the consequences of the offense.

d. Participation in a restitution program Will increase the‘
victim's sense of efficacy in the juvenile justice system.
~That.is, the victim will come.to feel that the juvenile

justice system is capable of responding‘to his/her needs.

-1 Restitution should be used by ‘the juvenile
; native to probation for. juvenile offenders.

e‘

court as an alter-

£

" £. Participation in a restitution program will, increase offen-
. ders' sense of fairness of. the juvenile justice system.;

g. Restitution programs favor the child from a, middle-class
: background and discriminate against the child from a LB i
RTINS lower-class background ' T ERENS ¢

Bt

by




; i . R s H ) T T
. @ ’ : \\ \\ s
= - s et ot g S e s R \\Q‘“ -
5 : . ! o ¢
i , ‘ ; e v KON | ‘% , ' .. 1o e , §,
(jCONTINUED] L el L f e ‘ [ o ‘ o . : ; | o ‘ \
= g S e E } S } ‘ ) . @& < > . - . . l\{‘ :
 Statement: - S . . . score ' ?F 9.  [CONTINUED] \
h. Restitution should be used by the juvenile court as an " R 5y ’ ' °3. high school teachers ' * ' : i «KX“
alternative to lecture and release-of juvenile offenders. R N o N : o — \ .
) - ' i. The payment of restitution will improve the’ v1ctxm s ‘ \=§Q§§§§§\K\ o s 4. Jjuvenile probation officers , | - _—
( . opinion ,of the offender. , L o . ~dl Lo . , S ST 3 -
! o ”( R N T ‘welfare case workers s ¢ ' ’ P
@ o j. Jail sentences should be ordered for those who. fa;l to meet ® § e e S B T UL > ) : ' I S :
i » ; their restitution obligatlons. il e | A A‘gkpzdseeuting'attotneys'(DAkS office) } :
_ : k. Probation should be extended for those who fail to meet S . : , L o S * ' ;
l : their restitution obligations. : s on 7. defense‘attorneys : —_— L
. : B ‘ o ; . 5 o A -,A‘:“ i v > . . : \\\
: SRS ; : S , o T ‘ \
: 8. We would now like to ask you about what you percelve to be the causes of | . Ll ﬁl&on the same scale, of zerp to 100, ‘how would you characterxze your attitude h\w“\
° . %% juvenile-c¥ime in this area. I am'going to read you some possible explanations R ; toward juvenile delinquents--that is, juveniles who are found to be guilty - \1
- of why Juvenlles commit crimes. "Using the same zero to one-hundred scale, please LA : o ofr committznq crime in this community’ e e Y N
" tell me the extent to which you agree or. dlsagree that these are causes of R 10 _ ‘ _ . , RPN ' — , Kf\
juvenile erime. : ) n SR : — W e : . T S RN T B ; \\ \
\ . | 100=totally agree - | L | J R . el T e ' e
0=totally disagree ‘ . oEp T - a2 ST p \\'
. : RO _ . A
: ~ ; , ) = . : ' }
e I - . ‘Statement , S R DR ~., . . Score . - , ; : . ; ,
o ' School teachers not having enough control over: students. o ' , T o . RREE T LR
‘ % B PO . ' e ‘ v ‘
< b Young people havlng nothing to do w;th thexr spare time. R pe I [ . n | :
o 7 s . : . M o 0 i
: c. oYoung people belng less relzgious than they once were. O ]
“~d. Young people: wantlng to buy thingS<that they can‘t afford.“f Gy
e. Parents not havzng enough authority over thezr ch;ldren. o ; BT 5
T £, Young people feellng that they do not have to work for
. the thxngs they get. R R .
g. That there are so many peoplefgett ng«away thh breaking
the law that young people feel tha is not so bad to .
bteak it. ﬂ B
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(IF APPROPRIATE] Do you know or have regson to believe that toe cr

N o “ E & . . ] '3 R
fI?ﬁave one final set of questions I would lzke to ask you, about youxself. 2 ‘ R , committed bYda juvenile? o o

[INTERVIEWER NOTE SEX M, F -} SR el | | )
' T (o AR R T : : - 2, NO, committed by an adult

‘ ' Y o - L 3. NO, uncertaln as to who commltted crime \ P ele :

i . e Cd

\ 1. Pirst, would you mind telling ﬁéiyoof age?

\\ ‘ s e ' °f N
i \ R ‘ J_/’ i : i R

i v 7. i LI ' 2. NO -
S 2. Second, would you: m;nd telling me how many years of formal educatxon you have SN | B =
: is ¢rime? 4 o °
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