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INTRODUCTION 
. ACQUltil tU')i\JQ

The National Assessment of Adult Rest~ttrt~~ Projects. The 
National Assessment of Adult Restitution Projects ~as funded as a 
phase one national evaluation project by the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. This research was intended 
to determine the state of the art and complete necessary groundwork 
for subsequent evaluations of restitution and community service 
projects. The study was undertaken by the School of Social Develop
ment, University of Minnesqta, Duluth, and ran from October; 1977 
to August, 1980. The central assumption of the research was that 
criminal justice planners, policy makers, and administrators do not 
have a common knowledge base from which to make decisions about 
the appropriateness of community service and financial restitution 
projects. Consequently, there is very limited basis for making 
modifications in such programs so as to more efficiently and 
effectively achieve stated objectives. New programs are imitiated 
without serious consideration given to building planfully on the 
experiences of earlier program attempts. Consequently, the National 
Assessment of Adult Restitution Programs was undertaken to provide 
information for use by criminal justice officials in making program 
and research decisions about the use of restitution and community 
service as sanctions for adult offenders. 

A more specific aim of the national assessment was to develop 
conceptual and operational models of restitution and community service 
projects. These models organize prosram inputs, activities, and 
outputs as well as specify the linka~lt;:'s among these sets of variables. 
The results are presented in both des~riptive and visual terms in the 
form of evaluable program models which are prerequisite for conducting 
outcome oriented evaluation research. In line with the assumption 
about the lack of program cla~ity, a major gap in the research 
literature has been the failure to adequately conceptualize and 
describ~ in evaluable terms the operations of restitution and community 
service projects. Without clear descriptions of program structure 
and operation, the understanding and replication of projects is 
impossible. The development of conceptual models is essential to 
criminal justice planners, policy makers, and administrators interested 
in systematically evaluating restitution and community service projects 
as well as in replicating such projects in other~ettings. 

Purpose of the report. This report is to describe an approach 
thought to be the most appropriate for planning and conducting 
evaluation research on community service and financial restitution 
projects. Two assumptions underlie this research approach. First, 
based on work completed in the National Assessment, the assumption 
is made that community service and financial restitution project 
managers have little conceptual clarity about structure and logic 
of program operations. The theoretical links between program inputs, 
activities, and outputs/outcomes have not been specified. Crucial 
questions in this connection have to do with the level and types of 
inputs required for the operation of these programs, the nature and 
type of activities engaged in by staff and others, the priority 
listing of anticipated outcomes, and the logic linking ~xPinditure 
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of resources, completion of activities, and the presumed achiev7m7nt 
of program objectives or effects. With~ut,carefully ~onceptual~z~~g 
the treatment and its planned effects, ~t ~s not poss~ble to expla~n 
the reasons for success or failure. 

A second assumption is that evaluation research should most 
appropriately be geared to the current stage of program,development. 
Different evaluation objectives and techniques are requ~red for 
different stages of program development. Following from this, the 
present stage of knowledge about community service and financial 
restitution projects requires that evaluation 7fforts be geare~ to 
monitoring program operations as compared to r~go:ously as~ess~ng, 
program outcomes. The remainder of this report w711 deal ~n deta~l 
with these two assumptions and suggest an evaluat~on approach to be 
used for community service and financial restitution projects. 

Overview of the report. The next section of ~his repor~ presents 
a brief description of the research approach used ~n the Nat~onal 
Assessment for collecting data regarding operations of the twenty 
financial restitution and community service projects included in the, 
study sample. Following this, a distinction is made between evaluat~on 
research conducted for summative and for formative purposes and the 
r~commendation made that the next evaluation efforts be,dir7cted t~ 
formative research. The rationale for this recommendat~on ~s prov~ded 
and the likely benefits suggested. The synthesized program models, 
generated out of the sample of twenty communit~ service a~d financ~al 
restitution projects are then presented and br~efly descr~bed. These 
models conceptually ~epict program inputs, activities, outputs, and 
outcomes. The preE'en'\: need is for researchers to use ~hese mod7ls 
as a basis for structuring and collecting data. The f~nal sect~on 
of this report presents the major kinds of questions and suggested 
measures needing to be considered in conducting formative research 
on community service and financial restitution programs. 

THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF ADULT RESTITUTION PROGRAMS RESEll,RCH APPROACH 

The first task in the National Assessment Project was to define 
the universe of community service and financial restitution projects 
serving adult offenders in this country. Se~ond',a,sample of ~wenty 
projects were purposively selected from t~e ~dent~f~ed p~pulat~on of 
such programs in the country. upon,reach~ng ag:e7ment w~th the 
individual project managers concern~ng the spec~f~c demands the , , 
research would place on them for information as well as the sP7c~f~c 
research procedures to be used, requests were made for all ava~lable 
documentation about project operations. The intention was to develop 
a documents model of the programs. This model was to depict the 
structure of each program as revealed by the documents with particular 
attention to specifying project inputs, activity components, out~uts 
and outcomes as well as the logic or rationale linking these var~ables. 
This model was to be used as a basis for discussion with projec~s so 
as to help identify additional types of data needed for the ref~nement 
of the model as it had been revealed by the documents. 
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. Because of the limited amount of documentation received from 
most of the programs prior to the scheduled site visits, no formal 
documents models were complated. Instead, on the basis of additional 
documenta~ion received during and after the site visit, as well as 
data obta~ned by personel and telephone interviews with persons
kno~ledgeable about the projects, a draft conceptual model of each 
proJect,was developed. This was submitted to the project managers
f~r rev~ew and comment. In addition, phone interviews were conducted 
w~th ~ey respondents, di~cussions held with project managers about 
quest~ons,and concerns w~th the draft model, and additional empirical 
data ~bta~ned about the actual operations of the project. This 
mater~al w~s then used to refine the conceptual model. Each of these 
twent~ ~roJect,mode~s amounted to conceptually specifying and 
org~n~z~ng ~r~Ject ~np~ts! activities, and outputs/outcomes and 
mak~ng expl~c~~ any ex~st~ng logic linking these sets of variables. 
The nex~ s~e~ ~n the :esearch was to integrate and synthesize the 
twenty ~nd7v.ldual proJect models into a summary composite model. 
Two compos~te models were developed--one for financial restitution 
and one fo: community service projects. The final task in the work 
of the Nat~onal Assessme~t was to suggest an evaluation approach 
seen,as the most appropr~ate way to proceed in planning and imple
men~~ng research,on financial restitution and community service 
proJects. That ~s the primary aim of this report. 

Formative and summative Evaluations. The literature on evaluation 
researc~ often reflects the distinction made by Michael Scriven between 
evalua~~ons condu~ted for surnrnative as compared to formative purposes. 
~ormat~ve evalu~t~on produces information about program process which 
~s fed,back dur~n~ program evaluations to improve operations while 
~urnrnat~v7 ev~luat~ons are done to assess program outcomes. Surnrnative 
~nformat~on ~s n~t fed back during ongoing program operations because 
~o do so would l~kely lead to program changes, thus altering the 
~ndependent or ~r~gram variable. Summative evaluations must meet 

! ,. 	
several precond~t~ons: clearly articulated program components
clear~y speci~ied goa~s or objectives, and clearly articulated' and 
pla~s7b~e ra~~onale l~nking program inputs with activities and 
act~v~~~es w~th outputs and outcomes. An evaluation conducted for 
surnrnat7ve purposes that cannot meet these preconditions is likely 
to be ~rrelevant and largely useless for drawing rigorous inferences 
ab~ut,program effects-aim set for such evaluations. The reason for 
th~s ~s that vaguely conceptualized programs make it difficult to 
know what was evaluated, vaguely stated goals or objectives make 
th7 developmen~ of appropriate indicators a guessing game, and 
fa~lure to art~culate program logic leaves open the implausibility

~) of the program activities producing planned results. 

, The aim of formative. evaluation is not to make rigorously
~udgmeut~ about program outcomes. It is, instead, to provide
~nformat~on to relevant decision makers to use in modifying the 
program. A collaborative relationship is necessary between the 
researcher and,the program management and staff so that the significant 
researc~ 9uest~ons can be identified and prioritized in relation to 
the dec~s~ons to be made, data needs and procedures determined and 
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the expected content and timing of reports to be generated scheduled. 
Information is to be collected on salient aspec~s of the ~rogram and 
fed back to program staff and managers on ~ cont1n~ous bas1s. Long
term follow-up studies on clients served 1S not l1kely to be a 
primary concern with this type of researc~. Ins~ead, the focus is 
on conceptualizing or, put differez:tly, d1s~:over1ng th~ progra~ as 
it operates over time and not, as 1n summat1ve evaluat10ns, uS1ng 
research to stand in judgment about the program. 

A variety of data collection procedures can be used in a formative 
evaluation according to the specific questions to be addressed., For 
reasons of economy major emphasis should be placed on the rout1ne 
collection of data' in the form of a management information system 
run by the program itself. This system would involve set~ of 
procedures to collect, process, and report,data on a cont1nuous 
basis. A data collection component would 1nvolve a ~et of pr?cedures 
and forms to be used in collecting data so as to m?n1tor ong01ng 
performance. The data processing component would 1z:volve a set of 
procedures to store and process data and the report1ng component 
would involve a set of procedures to retrieve stored data and generate 
reports for the presentation of information in usable form for program 

decisions. Ideally, the reports generated would be ~seful to both 

program staff and managers as well as to program mon1tors. 


Besides the routine collection of data and the rep?rting of 
information in the form of an information system, a va:1et~ of,researc~ 
procedures could be used so as to accumulate more qua11tat1ve 1nformat10n 
about specific aspects about program operat~ons. ,runong su7h procedures 
are the use of structured and unstructured 1nterv1ews, var10\lS types 
of observational methods-from unstructured observation to nllevantly 
more structured uses of data guides and rating schem~s-an~ t,he , 
ongoing assessment of program docu~ents and re70rds 1nclud1ng spec1al 
information program staff are requ1red to prov1de for prograrr; 
monitoring purposes. Such data can be collected from cl~ents, at 
different points in the program, interviews and observat10ns of 

program staff on the conduct of their work, and an assessment of 

case records designed to collect data about particular features of 


the program. 

There are several benefits associated with conducting formative 

evaluations at this stage of community service and financial 

restitution programming. First, this will per~it a c~eck ?n the 

accuracy and relevance of the community service and f1nanc1al 

restitution models developed out of the National Assessment. To 

what extent do these models accurately reflect th~ p:ogram to be 

evaluated and what modifications need to be made 1n 1t so as to , 

more accurately depict actual program operations? A second benef1t 

is the opportunity that formative research i~ lik~ly to a~ford to 

provide clarity about program structure and 1dent7fy poss1ble , 

unintended outcomes or effects of the program. F1nally, format1ve 

research provides for the ongoin~ aC7umu~atioz: of dat~ th~t can be 

used to rationalize decision mak~ng 1n f1nanc1al rest1tut10n and 

community service programs. 
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,In summ~ry, ~ttempts,to :igorously assess outcomes of community 
serV1ce or f1nanc1al rest1tut10n programs are inappropriate given 
the present stage of program development. On the basis of data 
col~ected on ~wenty community service and financial restitution 
proJects serv1ng adults at different points in the criminal justice 
system a~ well as more limited data collection on one hundred eight 
such proJects, we have concluded that prerequisites for outcome 
resea:ch c~nnot be,met,by the vast majority of community service 
and,f7n~nc1al rest1tut10n programs in this country. Program 
act1v1t1es have not been clearly articulated, goals or objectives 
have not been prioritized and stated in measureable terms and 
an explicit linking rationale does not exist. These problems are 
compounded in financial restitution programs that commonly cluster 
together both restitution and nonrestitution activities. 

,Conceptual program models. Diagram 1 presents a schematic 
verS10n of a f~nancial restitution project as this has been generated 
from the pract1ces of eleven projects included in the study sample. 
Inputs necessary for restitution programming include the resources 
of th7 criminal justice system necessary to bring about a referral 
of c~1ez:ts, a budget necessary to support staff, and some involvement 
of v1ct1ms. The presence of a budget and the referral of clients 
requ~res,a host sett~ng or milieu supportive of the concept of 
:est1tut70n. The pr1mary program activities depicted in Diagram 1 
1nclude 1ntake, loss assessment, plan formulation, monitoring and 
enforcement; ,acco~n~ing and disbursement, and recording and termination. 
Outputs 1dent1f1ed·for each of the program activities; one levelar7of output 1nvolves a straightforward tabulation and the second a 
value judgment. Outputs of intake activities, for example, in~lude 
both the number of persons admitted to the projects (population) as 
well as an assessment of the extent to which intake activities 
result in the eligible population being admitted (a judgment). 
Finally, restitution projects presumably lead to socially beneficial 
outcomes which may benefit victims, offenders, and/or the criminal 
justice system. Potential victim benefits include a reduction in 
unreimbursed l?sS and increased satisfaction with the criminal justice 
system: potent1al offender benefits include reduction in recidivism 
~nd ~ess criminal justice system intrusiveness; potential criminal 
Just1ce system benefits include increased public support and reduction 
of criminal justice system overload. 

,Diagram 2 ~resents the synthesized program model for community 
serV1ce. The l1nkages between inputs, activities, outputs and 
outcomes are depicted in this figure similarly to the financial 
restitution model presented in Diagram 1. Inputs include the 
resources of the criminal justice system resulting in the referral 
of cl~ent~! a ~udget,to support staff, and the resources of community 
agenc1es 1n wh1ch c11ents are placed to complete community service 
work. Primary program activities depicted in Diagram 1 include 
intake, the development of work placement sites, monitoring and 
supervision, and termination and reporting. Outputs are identified 
for each of the program activities and the presumed outcomes presented 
include benefits for clients, the work placement agency, and the 
criminal justice system. 
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND SUGGESTED MEASURES 

This section presents the major categories of questions to be 
addressed in the evaluation of financial restitution and community 
service programs. Questions relating to program inputs, activities, 
and outputs are raised and specific measures suggested for data . collecting. Finally, questions about program outcomes are raised• and 	measures presented. Clearly, however, the type of outcome 
questions asked and the measures used are contingent on the purpose 
of the program and cannot be specified independently of the purpose. 
What is the penal philosophy incorporated in the program purpose-
to rehabilitate, incapacitate, deter or provide just deserts--and 
what are the kinds of outcomes or objectives relative to these 
purposes? Given clarity and agreement on these sets of issues, 
appropriate measures can then be selected and used. A variety of 
such measures are presented in this section. 

Program Inputs 

Evaluative Question. What is the nature and amount of resources 
required for the operation of community service and financial 
restitution programs? 

Suggested Measures. The specific measures to be used in answering 
this central evaluative question with regard to program inputs will 
be similar for both community service and financial restitution 
projects. Both types of projects would require data collected on 
the 	following measures: 

1. 	 Amount and value of time required by criminal justice 
officials to make referrals to the community service or 
financial restitution project. 

2. 	 Number and qualifications of staff required for the 
restitution or community service activities. 

3. 	 Number of hours and value of volunteer time donated to 
restitution or community service activities. 

4. 	 Budget and expenditures necessary to supply staff and 
support services for the restitution and community service 
activities. 

5. 	 Number and characteristics of offenders referred to the 
project and number and characteristics of offenders admitted. 

Relevant background characteristics of clients are: 

a. 	 Present offense 
b. 	 Criminal history 
c. 	 Age 
d. 	 Sex 
e. 	 Race 
f. Employment status 

.. g • Income 
h. 	 Number of dependents 
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Besides the above measures required for both community service 
and financial rest~tution projects, specific measures could be applied 
relative to each type of program. For financial restit~tion projects, 
measurement information could be applied relative to each type of 
program. For financial restitution projects, measurement information 
could b~ collected on the amount and value of victim time required 
of a restitution project. For community service projects, additional 
measures are the number of hours and value of staff time provided by 
the work placement sites for the community service activities. 

Because financial restitution proj~cts characteristically 
involV'e both restitution and non-restitution activities, it is 
important that input data be broken out according to restitution 
and non-restitution types of activities. This is typically not a 
problem in community service ?rojects because usually these projects 
do not provide additional types of services. 

!:;:,ogram ActiY,i ties and outputs 

Evaluative question. What is the manner and extent to which 
outputs are produced by project activities? More specific evaluative 
questions relate to each of the major activity components identified 
in Diagrams 1 and 2. These include the following: 

1. 	 Intake activities. To what extent is the eligible population 
admitted to the c:ommunity service or financial restitution 
project?

2. 	 Loss assessment activities. To what extent do vi~tims and 
offenders 	agree on the accuracy of loss assessmen't:s? 
(Financial restitution only.)

3. 	 Recruitment of community agency work sites. To what extent 
are community service work sites consistent with project 
purpose provided for project placements? (Community 
service only.)

4. 	 Plan formulation activities. To what extent are the plan 
and payment schedules perceived as reasonable expectations 
for the offender and to what extent are victim losses to 
be reimbursed? (Financial restitution projects only.) 

5. 	 Placement in work sites. To what extent are clients 
placed in community service work sites? (Community service 
pro j ects only.)

6. 	 Monitoring/supervision/enforcement activities. To what 
extent are payment and work schedule;:;; followed and plans 
completed? (Both community service and financial restitution 
projects. )

7. 	 Accounting and disbursement activities. To what extent do 
victims receive reimbursement for losses? (Financial 
restitution projects only.)

8. 	 Reporting and termination activities. To what extent do 
offenders complete program requirements? (Both community 
service and financial restitution projects.) 
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Suggested measures. The following activity measures are 
suggested., 

1. 	 Intake activities. 
a. Number and characteristics of offenders screened for eligibility. 

. b. Number and characteristics of offenders admitted to projects • , (1) 	 preSent offense 
(2) 	 criminal history 
(3) 	 age 
(4) 	 sex 
(5) 	 race 
(6) 	 employment status 
(7) 	 income 
(8) 	 number of dependents 

c. 	 Number of referrals denied admission and reason for denial. 
d. 	 Referral source. 
e. 	 Amount and value of staff time required for !~creening. 
f. 	 Percent of total eligible population admitted to project. 

2. 	 Loss as:lessment activities. 
a. 	 Types of victims contacted (individual, business, public 

agency) • 
b. 	 Number and types of victims providing loss information. 
c. 	 Amount and type of losses. ," 

(1) 	 cost of repairing damageJ property 
(2) 	 value of lost property specifying the standard 

to use so as to arrive at value 
(a) 	 replacement value 
(b) 	 depreciated value 
(c) 	 original value 
(d) 	 other standard 

(3) Medical costs. 

,( 4) Lost wages or income resulting from offense. 

(5) 	 Lost wages or income resulting from need to participate ." 

in criminal justice processing of-offender. 
(6) 	 Increased insurance or security cost. 
(7) 	 Unliquidated cost. 

d. 	 Extent to which victims have received reimbursement from 
third parties. 

e. 	 Number of victim contacts required to complete cost assessm~nt. 
f. 	 Number of victim-offender meetings to negotiate loss assessment. 
g. 	 Number of estimates of total loss which offenders agree are 

accurate. 
h. 	 Number of estimates of total loss which victims agree are 

accurate. 
i. 	 Total number of loss assessments completed. 
j. 	 Reasons for noncompletion of loss assessments. 
k. 	 Amount and value of staff time required for loss assessments. 
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3 . 	 Recruitment of agency work si.tes. 
a. 	 Number of recruitment contacts made with community agenices. 
b. 	 Number and type of agenices recruited as work sites. 
c. 	 Amount and value,. of staff time required for recruiting 

work sites. 

4. 	 Plan formulation activities. 
a. 	 Number of plans formulated. 
b. 	 Reasons for failure to formulate plans. 
c. 	 Number and types of victims designated to receive restitution. 
d. 	 Total amount of restitut,ion designated to be paid. 

(1) 	 amount to be paid to direct victims 
(2) 	 amount to be paid to third parties who have reimbursed 

victims 
(3) 	 amount to be paid to non-victim community organizations 

e. 	 Percent of victim losses to be paid by restitution. 
f. 	 Percent of third party reimbursement to be paid by restitution. 
g. 	 Number of plans which involve direct victim-offender 

negotiations; number of negotiation sessions. 
h. 	 Number and characteristics of offenders obligated to pay 

restitution. 
i. 	 Number and characteristics of offenders declining to accept 

the restitution plan. 
j. 	 Number of plans accepted, modified, and denied by reviewing 

or approving authority. 
k. 	 Number of staff contacts with victim to develop plan. 
1. 	 Number of staff contacts with offender to develop plan. 
m. 	 Amount and value of staff time required to formulate plan. 
n. 	 Length of time permitted to complete restitution obligations. 
o. 	 Extent to which offenders perceive the plan and payment 

schedule as a reasonable obligation. 
p. 	 Extent to which project staff perceive the plan and payment 

schedule as a reasonable obligation for the offender. 

5. 	 Placement in work sites. 
a. 	 Amount and value of staff time required for placement 

activities. 
b. 	 Number and type of agencies used for placement. 
c. 	 Number of community service hours ordered. 
d. 	 Type of work assigned. 
e. 	 Number and characteristics of offenders placed. 
f. 	 Number and characteristics of offenders declining to accept 

placement. 
g. 	 Length of time permitted to complete community service 

obligation •. 
h. 	 Extent to which of.fender perceives the placement plan and 

schedule as a reasonable obligation. 
i. 	 Extent to which project staff perceive the placement plan 

and schedule as a reasonable obligation for the offender. 
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6. 	 Monitoring, supervision, and enforcement. 
a. 	 Number and type (phone, mail, personal) of monitoring 

contacts mad.e with offendars. 
b. 	 Number and type of inquiries received from victims or agency.

• 	 work sites • 
c. 	 Number of offender termination actions initiated and the 

results of these actions..
• 	 d. Amount and value of project staff and community service 


work site staff time spent in monitoring activities. 

e. 	 Amount and percent of restitution payments and work 

completed on schedule. 
f. 	 Amount of restitution collected or number of community 

service hours completed; percent of planned amount of 
restitution or community service work collected. 

g. 	 Characteristics of offenders who completed and did not 
complete restitution or community service obligations. 

7. 	 Accounting and disbursement activities. 
a. 	 Number and characteristics of direct victims who received 

restitution1 amount and percent of planned restitution 
received by direct victims. 

b. 	 Amount and percent of planned restitution received by 
third party victim. 

c. 	 Amount and percent of planned restitution received by 
non-victim community org~nizations. 

d. 	 Time lapse between payment of restitution by offender and 
disbursement to victims. 

e. 	 Amount and value of staff time required for accounting and 
disbursement activities. 

8. 	 Reporting and termination activities. 
a. 	 Number and type of reports made by staff. 
b. 	 Number of ot£enders completing program requirements. 
c. 	 Number and nature of in-program failures. 
d. 	 Amount and value of staff time required for reporting 

and termination activities. 

Rationale Linking Inputs to Activities. A clear rationale 
linking the expenditure of project inputs with the completion of 
project activities has not been formula\::ad for community service or 
financial restitution projects except the common sense position that 
a variety of res J',rces are necessary to engage in the rest.i tution 
or community service activities. There is no specific information 
as to how much staff time is necessary to accomplish the community 
service or restitution activities in these programs or a rationale 
to provide guidance as to the types and qualifications of staff 
needed for these activities. This is especially problematic in the 
case of financial restitution projects where a variety of non
restitution services are provided such as counselling, referral, 
community supervision, residential supervision and so on. In fact, 
within financial restitution projects, staff qualifications and the 
numbers of staff tend to correspond more to the performance of the 
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non-restitution services than to the restitution activities themselves. 
Furthermore, in a substantial number of financial restitution projects, 
the 	selection of offenders for participation in the program seems to 
relate 	more to non-restitution programming components than to .the 
restitution activities. This is not nearly so much the case with 
community service programs which tend to focus their efforts on the 

,. 	 community service activities and do not get involved in a variety 
of other services so common in financial restitution projects. In 
either type of project, however, a clear linking rationale between 
the expenditure of inputs and the completion of specified activities 
has not been articulated. Specific questions requiring further 
attention in this regard include the following: 

1. 	 How much staff time is necessary for the completion of 
restitution and community service activities? 

2. 	 What types of staff are bes't sui ted for performing 
restitution and community service activities? 

3. 	 What are appropriate salary levels for these staff? 
4. 	 What types of offenders are most appropriate for the 

restitution or community service program? 

PROGRAM OUTCOMES 

Evaluative guestions. Program outcomes constitute the socially 
justifying basis for the existe~ce of the program. They constitute 
the goals which, if accomplished at reasonable cost, provide an 

Iacceptable reason for a continuation of the project. Goals for I: 
financial restitution projects can be classed in terms of potential ~\ 
terms of program beneficiaries--offenders, victims, or criminal Ii 

justice system. Similarly, goals for community service projects ii 
I' 

,;commonly set as the intended beneficiaries either offenders, the !i 

IIcriminal justice system, and the community service work sites. n 
1\ 

1. 	 Financial restitution projects. H a. 	 Offender. H • (1) 	 To what extent does the financial restitution project Ii 
impact on the offender's rehabilitation? 

(2) 	 To what extent does the financial restitution project 
reduce the intrusiveness of the criminal justice system? II 

b. 	 Victims. U(l) To what extent does the financial restitution project 
result in compensation provided to crime victims? 

(2) 	 To what extent does the financial restitution project Ii 
involve victims in the program activities? 

c. 	 Criminal justice system. 
(1) 	 To what extent does the financial restitution project 

reduce costs for the operation of the criminal justice 
system? 

(2) 	 To what extent does the financial restitution project 
increase the confidence and satisfaction of the 
community with the operations of the justice system? 
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Criminal justice system benefits. Finally, project goals for 
both community service and financial restitution projects can relate2. Community service projects. 

a. Offender benefits. to prov'iding benefits to the criminal' justice system. These benefits 
(1) To what extent does the co~unity service project impact are commonly of two types-reduction of cost and increasing public 

on the rehabilitation of the offender? credibi Ii t.y • From another perspective, all the presumed benefits
(2) To what extent does the community service project reduce . to offenders, victims, placement agencies, and the criminal justice 

the intrusiveness of the criminal justice system over . system--can be viewed as providing benefits to the larger community. 
the offender? Rehabilitation programs may offer indirect benefits to the entire 

b. Criminal justice system benefits. community through the reduction of crime. Individual victims may 
(I) To what extent does the community service project be satisfied with financial restitution and involvement with the 

reduce the costs of operating the criminal justice justice system and their collective satisfaction may contribute to 
system? overall community benefits of confidence and satisfaction with the 

(2) To what extent does the community service project operations of the justice system. The reduction of costs might 
increase the satisfaction of the community with the benefit the community either in tax savings or the availability of 
criminal justice system? resources to meet other community needs. Finally, the work completed 

in community service projects could be viewed as benefitting the 
to the work site agency from the provision of work? 

c. Placement agency benefits. To what extent do benefits result 
larger community inasmuch as work is performed for tax supported or 
private, non-profit agencies at minimal cost. 

Offender Benefits. 'Two categories of presumed benefits for 
offenders can be identified for community service or finanoial Multiple goals held by community service or financial restitution 

\ projects as these involve offenders, victims, criminal justice system, 
because the restitution or community service activities are seen as 
restitution projects. First, offenders are presumed to benefit 

and placement agencies create the clear possibility of conflict. An 
contributing to rehabilitation. The second presumed offender offender rehabilitation goal within a financial restitution project" , .~ 

/. may be in direct conflict with a victim compensation goal. A similar 
This benefit is based on the assumption that the restitution or 
benefit is the reduction of criminal justice system intrusiveness. 

type of conflict is likely to exist ~ithin a community service project 
community service program serves offenders who might otherwise between the goals of rehabilitation and those having to do with 
receive a more severe sanction--incarceration or prosecution rather j • benefits with a community placement agency. Rehabilitation, for 
than, respectively, community based sanctions and pretrial diversion. example, might best be accomplished through training or educational 
Clearly, however, these presumed benefits may, in practice, be in activities rather than through the completion of community service 
conflict. The degree of system intrusiveness over the offender may work. Consequently, multiple goals need to be prioritized within 
be increased on the grounds that the purportive rehabilitation goal individual programs.
of the project requires that as broad a category of offenders as 
possible be defined as eligible and, consequently, program inter Suggested Measures. 
ventions maybe provided earlier than might appropriately be the 
case if the sole goal of reducing intrusiveness was maintained by the Financial restitution programs. Output measures have been 
program. identified in relation to the activities of a financial restitution 

program. Two output measures seem to be particularly important in 
Victim benefits. Financial restitution programs commonly ! linking the project activities to the anticipated outcomes: 

identify goals relating to victim benefits. For the most part, 
these relate to the provision of compensation or redress to the 1. The number and percent of offenders who successfully 
crime victim. Additionally, some projects specify the involvement complete program requirements. 
of victims in the restitution program and hold this as a program 2. The amount of restitution paid as a percentage of victim 
goal. An i.mplicit reason for involving victims is to increase their losses and as a percentage of the offender's initial 
satisfaction with the criminal justice system and this is commonly obligation. 
a second, presumed victim benfit. 

Specification of outcome measures is difficult because the 
Placement agency benefits. In community service programs, selection of an outcome measure relates first to the purpose of the 

program goals also relate to benefits to the community service work program which, in turn, is derived from ~he underlying penal philosophy. 
site or placement agency. Most commonly, the presumed benefits Thus, outcome measures cannot be identified independent of purpose 
have to do with the provision of work at minimal cost to the agency. and philosophy. Given this constraint, however, it is likely that 
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most financial restitution projects can identify acceptable measures 
of outcomes from the following: 

Measures of offender benefits.1. a. Number and nature of rearrests and,n~er and nature of 

.. reconvictions as indicators of rec~~~v~sm. , 
b. Offender perceptions that the sanct70n ,was fadLrcr'iminal 

tComparisons of background character~s 7cS ~n 
c. 	 histories of offenders completing rest~tut~on,programs as 

com ared to those receiving more severe sanct~~ns sO,as to 
mak~ inferences about the reduction of system ~ntrusJ:veness 
(the greater the similarity of the two groups, the more 
powerful the argument that the restitution program was 
reducing intrusiveness) . 

Measures of victim benefits. 	 ,2. 
a Extent to which victim losses were repa~d. , 

. Victim's perception that the offender was han~led fa7rly. 
~: Sense of victim satisfaction with their exper~ences ~n the 

justice system. 

Criminal justice system benefits. " 3. Cost per successful completion of rest~tut~on program., 
a. 	 Reduction in the number and proportion of offenders be~ng 
b. 	 processed through the criminal jus~ice system p~ases from 

which the restitution program was ~ntended,t~ d~vert. 
c. 	 Citizen perception of the fairness of requ~r~ng offenders 

to 	make restitution. 
forCommunity Service programs. Outputs have been identified appear

each of the program activities. Two output,measure~, ,h~wever, 
to be particularly important in linking proJect act~v~t~es to 
anticipated outcomes: 

The 	number of community service hours co~ple~ed as a1. percentage of the offender's initial obl~gat10n. , 

2. 	
The number and percent of offender~ successfully complet~ng 
the community service program requ~rements. 

Just as with financial restitution prog:ams, ,it,is diffi~~l;se 
to specify outcome measures without clearl~ ~dent~fy~ng t~e ~ p 
of the program and the underlying penal Ph~lOSOPhY'f In s or , d 
outcome measures cannot be identified independent 0 purpose,an 
philosophy. Given these considerations, however, the foll~~~ng 
would seem to be acceptable measures of outcome for commun~ Y 
service programs: 

Measures of offender benefits. 	 nature of1. Number and nature of rearrests and number and 
a. 	 reconvictions as indicators of recidivism. 

16 

...-,.---------.--:--:----:-----~.-.-..-" . 
,..';:'. 	 . . ,

<. 

, . 

, 


,1 

___•____ ,____'_I>';:n_"'=______• ________.--._____ 

b. 	 Offender perceptions that the sanction was fair. 
c. 	 Comparison of background characteristics and criminal 

histories of offenders completing community service programs 
as compared to those receiving more sanctions so as to make 
inferences about the reduction of system intrusiveness. 

" 2. 	 Criminal justice system benefits. 
a. 	 Cost per successful completion of community service program 

as compared to alternative programs. 
b. 	 Reduction in the number and proportion of offenders being 

processed through the criminal service program was intended 
to avert. 

c. 	 Citizen perception of the fairness of requiring offenders to 
complete community service work. 

3. 	 Placement agency benefits: number of days of work completed 

and value of work. 


~onale Linking Activities/Outputs and Program Outcomes. 

Financial restitution. The underlying rationale linking 
restitution activities to project goals has two aspects. First, 
since financial restitution activities are commonly clustered with 
other non-restitution program thrusts, it is necessary to clarify 
the presumed relationship between restitution activities, non
restitution activities and goals. Secondly, for projects in 
which restitution activi ties are presumed to make a direct contrj, 
bution to the accomplishment of project goals, the underlying rationale 
for believing that the project activities have a relationship with 
the stated project goals needs to be articulated. 

There are at least four different patterns of presumed relation
ships between restitution and non-restitution activities. The first 
suggests that the restitution activities are primarily to provide 
support for the non-restitution activities. This occurs, for example, " 

i!when restitution components are used to gain public support for more 
total programming thrusts. The fact that offenders are making 
restitution is seen, from this perspective, to contribute to the 
development of public support for the program. A second model is 
essentially the reverse of the first one and suggests that the non

restitution activities are necessary for the support of the 

restitution activities in the program. For example, financial 

counseling and budget management services could be seen as essential 
for helping the offender budget resources so as to meet restitution 
obligations. Other examples would be the use of employment assistance 
and counseling. directed at resolving problems, which if unresolved, 
might cause a lack of employment stability and therefore reduce the 
probability of the offender maintaining a job and, consequently, be 
unable to generate the resources for completing the restitution 
obligation. 
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, ~w~ further models can be suggested; in bothact~v7t~e~ and non-restitution activities make a the restitution
contr~but~on to accomplish'n' n independent
activities may contribute ~oga~roJec~ g~als. The two sets of 
or they may contribute to accom~~~~~~~~~~~f~he same p~oject goals
In a pretrial diversion ro'ec ~ erent proJect goals. 
advanced that both restiiutiont~ ~or exam~17' an argument might be 
goal of rehabilitating the off ~ superv~s~on contribute to the 
over~oad~ Alternatively, a pr~je~~ ~~dt~e ~O~l of reducing system
rest~tut~on might contribute to th ~ m~g t s~gges~ t~at 
that the supervision is necessa e g~a of repay~ng v~ct~ms but 
out of the system and reduces rytto ~nsure that the offender remains 
ship among restitution activit~~: :mdov~~load. The ~ssumed relation
has not been clearly articulated' n 0, er programm~ng activities 
between restitution and non-resti~n ~roJect~., ~he relationship 
clearly conceptualized so as to a,~t~onthact~v~t~es needs to be more 
evaluation. ~ ur er program development and 

With regard to restit t' , . ,to victim, offender or s ~t~~n act~~~t~es, the rationale linking these 
poorly developed. The li~ka~e ~~n~i~~~ a~so ~7nds,to be implicit and 
forward; payment of restitution c,~m 7ne,~ts ~s most straight
increased victim satisfaction isb~~ef~ts v~ct~m~. Th~ likelih~od of 
become aware of the fact that s7 ,on t~e v 7ew that when v~ctims 
about their losses and attempt~~e ~r~m~nal Just~ce system is concerned 
of victims will increase. g 0 secure redress, the satisfaction 

Programs that hypothesize that f" ,to the offender's rehabilitatio t d~nanc~al rest~tution will contribute 
engaging in restitution will le~d ~n t~fadvance the rationale that 
responsibility on the part of the o~ se -acc7ptan7e and a sense of 
in more responsible behavior A fen~er wh~ch, ,~n tur~, will result 
a specific deterrence ration~le ~~~~nat~v~~y, proJe7ts m~ght advance 
cost of their behavior and be det ~sfo enders,w~l~ recognize the 
criminal behavior. A second ar erre , rom,engag~ng ~n future 
for pretrial financial restituti~ent ~n th~s reg~rd,has relevance 
view that the sanction is im n p:ograms as th~s ~nvolves the 
between offense and sanctionP~~~dt~U~ck7r, r.educing the time lag 
sense that nothing happens whe u~ ~~ll redu7e the offender'sn a cr~m~nal act ~s committed. 

A rationale frequently ad d foffender benefit of reduced Sy~~nce, tor ~rograms,which postulate an 
restitution obligation b e~ ~n rus~veness ~s that the 
increas ubl' ' ecause Of attentiveness to victim needs
permitt~~gP the~~s:c~~p;a~~:sa~~tP",tb~iC credi~ility with the prog;am 
:estitution component of a progr~~s~ve ~anct~on. For example, the 
~ncrease public acceptance for the ~~~iO~ osefen ~s necessary to,
sanction. us~ng an alternat~ve 

The rationale linking r t't t'to that linking restitution ~~ ~hu ~o~ to,system,benef~ts are similar 
Financial restitution is tho ht e re uct~on of ~~trus~veness.ug t 0 generate publ~c support for the 
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use of a less costly sanction-pretrial diversion rather than 
processing the offender through the criminal justice system or a 
community corrections program instead of incarceration--thus 
reducing cost for the system. Further, public awareness that the 
criminal justice system is responding to the needs of crime victims 
is seen as increasing the level of public support for criminal 
justice activities • 

community service. The linking rationale between community 

service program activities and stated goals run parallel to those 

identified for financial restitution projects. In relation to 

criminal justice system benfits, this goal is seen as achieved in 

two ways. First, costs will be reduced for the criminal justice 

system because community service programs are less expensive than 

either incarceration or probation supervision. In turn, the 

reduced costs of operating probation services and custodial

instit~tions will be positively received by the citizenry. Second, 

as a network of agencies become involved with offenders and their 

problems, these placement sites will develop into a significant 

force in the community familiar with the needs of offenders and 

the problems of the justice system. Consequently, this will lead 

to greater support both for the individual and the offender as well 

as for the operations of the criminal justice system. 

The linking rationale for client benefits and particularly the 
reduction of recidivism runs as follows. The community service 

sanction is assumed to be a more constructive sanction than serving 

time in jail and, as a consequence, leads to less bitterness on the 

part of the offender. In turn, the offender will then be more 

motivated to remain out of ,legal difficulties in the future. In 

addition, the offender will have a better attitude toward himself 

and toward the community as a result of performing community service 
work rather than serving time in jail. These more positive attitudes 
will then affect future pro-social behaviors. 

T~le linking rationale between proj ect activities and the outcome 
of placement agency benefits is most obvious and essentially involves 
the completion of non-paid wor~ in tax supported and private non
profit agencies, with minimal expenditures for the supervision of the 
clients on the part of the agencies. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This report has presented a recommended research approach for 
the evaluation of community service and financial restitution programs. 
This recommended approach is based on the work completed in the 
National Assessment of Adult Restitution Programs, particularly 
the review of research conducted on community service and financial 
restitution programs and the development of conceptual program models 
for twenty projects. The recommended approach follows from a view 
of the present developmental state of restitution and community 
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service programming in this country. Th~re is little conceptual 
clarity about active program ingredients, program outputs, or 

... 	 outcomes. Program purposes have not been articulated, prioritized 
dr related. to penal philosophy 1 program goals are comm.:mly stated in 
vague terms and where multiple goals have been sp~ci£ied, these 
frequently conflict1 program activities and rela1.:ed outputs are 

~ " usually unstated: the linking rationale between inputs and 
activities and activities and outputs is rarely made explicit or, 
where explicit, is little more than common sense. Given this view 
of the program field, the recommended research approach has emphasized 
the use of formative research to collect data during the course of 
program operations so as to feed this information back to program 
managers and staff and aid in developing and refining a conceptual 
program model. Once some considerable degree of clarity about 
program operations is achieved and the program operates in a 
relatively stable manner, it would then be appropriate to implement 
more rigorous outcome designs. 

Among the major issues to be considered in design±ng and 
implementing a formative evaluation approach are those of specifying 
the research purpose, making available necessary resources, and 
determining the nature of constri'lints likely to affect the research. 

A wide variety of purposes could, potentially, be addressed by 
a single evaluation study of community service or financial restitution 
·projects. Different users of evaluation information are l~kely to 
need different types of information. Clarity, therefore, needs to 

'j 	
be established about the purpose and use of research findings in 

advance of designing and implementing data collection procedures. 

The view recommended here is that the primary users of information 

generated from an evaluation study should be program managers and 

staff. The primary purpose would be to develop greater clarity 

about how the program operates and the logical linkages between 

inputs and activities and activities/outputs and outcomes. 


A wide variety of alternative types of measures hav~ been 
listed in earlier sections of this report. Clearly, the nature and 
amount of resources available for the conduct of the research will 
limit the amount and variety of data that can be collected. 
Consequently, the preferred approach for structuring data collection 

,. : 	 would be the development of an information system. Such a system 

would collect and process data and report it in summary form to the 

key decision makers. If additional resources were available, a 

variety of supplementary studies could be conducted of the nature 

and type of program activities being pursued within the project. 


Related to the question about resources are the variety of 
administrative, legal and ethical factors likely to constrain the 
amount and t.ype of data to be collected. Such constraints are 

20 .. 

likely 	to affect the nature and t . 
within an evaluation and have impi~e ~~ quest~ons to be addressed 
that can be exercised over dat ~ca ~?ns for the degree of control.. and reliability of the data COfl~~!;~C~~O~.~ctivities. The validity
brought into some question CI 1 ~s 7 ely, therefore, to be 
desirable so as to trian u' ear y, mult~ple measures are 

" quest~on but limited res~u;~!: ~~et~~k~~rticul~r.p~enomena in 
to wh~ch 	such procedures can be t. 6 y to m~n~m~ze the extent pu ~nplace. 
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