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Foreword

The use of restitution as a dispusition for juvenile offendérs
i$ gaining.increased support from jurisdictions across the
United States. When properly desngncd and implemented,

.resumuonprog'amsprowdemejuvemle justice system with
-an effective mechanisin for holding youths accountable for

theif’ actions wlule responding to the needs of victims.

Throughout most of its existence; the Office of Juvenile

-Justice and Delmquency Prevention has fostered the deével-

opmentand growth of restitution through direct fundmg for
programs, intensive research; and the provision of training
andtechnical assistance. Since thelaunchmgof the National
Javenile Restitution Initiative in 1978 and-aided by the

‘Restitution Education, Specialized Training, and Technical-

Assistance Program (RESTTA) inaugurated-by this: Ad-
ministration, the number of restitution programs in- this
country has mcneased from a scaitered few to between 400

"to 500 today

This monograph -which traces the recent national trends in
Juvemle restitution progmmmmg, further. msutuuonahzes
restitution by providing policymakers with mfonnatwn and
gmdance onprogram operatmns ‘Whetheryou aredevelop-
ing anew program or seekmg to imiprove the oné you have,
weare certain you will find this document éxtremely useful
Additional copies may be obtained from the Mational Resti-
tution Resource Center, Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse.

Terrence S. Donahue, Acﬁng Administrator
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Pré’face

This monograph documents thc acceleraung growth of res-

tiition as an- institutionalized program in juvenile courts.

througﬁoutthecounuy Accordmgtostudxesrepoﬂcdm this
monograph; the nurber of formal restitution programs has
increased from approxnnalely 15in 19770 more than 400

today. -Moreover, many- ‘existing programs are mcrcasmg,

their sérvices, mstltuung, for.example, new components
such as paid work crews and supervised meetings between
victims and offenders. The Restitution Education, Special-
ized Tmmng, and Techmcal Assxstance (RES’ITA) has
contributed to this growth, provxdmg training and technical
assistancé to representauves of abodt 1,000 juvenile courts
‘since-1984,

‘The monograph also reports many of the research ﬁndmgs
that resulted: from the, nanonal evaluation of the major
‘initiative on juvenile resmuuon operated by the Office of
Juvenile Justiceand Dehnquency Prevention (OJJ DP) from
1978 through 1982. The findings demonstrate that restitu-
tionis effective not only asameans of compensating victims

use of restitution will coniinue to grow and, as courts move

steadily from a t.eaunent-based drientation to one focused
moreon offendcraccoumablhw, it will increasingly occupy

:a more central place in the dispositional process.

Descriptions of programs and progrim trends are based
mainly upon surveys of _]llVCl'llle restitution progmmsby the
Policy Scieficés Group, Oklihoma State Umvemty, con-
ducted under a RESTI‘A gram in 1986 Findings of these

‘surveysare also detmled inthe Natxonal Directory ofResn-
-tution Programs.

This monograph describes the recent evolution-of juven-
ile restitution programs and their operational components
and management characteristics; it examines.some of the
issues related to the effectiveness of restitution with an
eyetoward-a strategy for institutionalizing the restitution
reform movement.

Peter R. Schneider, Ph.D.
RESTTA National Coordinator
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INTRODUCTION

| unng the past 10 years, the’juyenile justice system
. ‘in the Umted States has expenenced aquiet revo-
‘lutionin bothiis phrlosophyand itspractices, Even

-asthe popularpress focused its attention on punishmeit and

harsher treatment of juvenile delinquents, the restitution

movement was gradually changing the characieristics of the-
juvenile justice system.

The restitution movement, parallels a shift toward an-ac-
countabrhty phrlosophy for juvenile justi ce—a phrlosophy
that is competing wnh the traditionas treatment approach as
well as with pumshment as the’ favored response-to delin-
quentbehavror During the last decade, _|uvemle courtshave
shifted. toward a phxlosophy of- Jusuoe based on-holding
Juvemlw accountablc to their crime victims through finan-

cial rest.mmon (payment) or. perfonnmg symbolic restitu-

tion (com,mumty service work).

Many dispositional alternatives in the juvenilé court reflect
anindividualized justice in which the s system either punishes

.or treats the offender. Restitution differs from other dispo-

sitions because its primary purpose is neither to punish nor
treat the offendér but to seek a fair and proportionate settle-
ment in which the offender can repay the victim. Many
believe—and research generally supports the contention—
that restitution has substanUal therapeutic value for both
offenders and victims. It permits the offender toregain self-
respect by doing thie “right” thing and provides 4 sense of
justice as well as reparation for the victim (Schneider and
Bazemore,il985° A. Schneider. 1986).
%

-One: expert “has argued that restitution-is the only-sanction- -

available o Juvemle courts that. snmultaneously seeks to
increase pubhc safety by reducing the likelihood of recidi-
vism, holding. juveniles accountable to victims, and in-

.creasing the capacity of the Juvemle offender to-outgrow

delinquency and live a law-abrdlng adult life-(Maloney
1987). Because restltutmn is different from dther sanctions
it has: affected all aspects of the:system, including the
structure of the court, the tasks-and responsibilities of
juvenile justice personnel, and the relationship between the
court and the community.

The purpose-of this monograph is to describe the recent
evolution of juvenile restitution programs and their ¢ opera-
tional components and management characteristics; i italso
examines some of. the issues related to the effect.weness of

_restitution with an eye toward a stratégy for msmuuonahz-
.ing the restitution reform movement.

Descriptions of programs :ind program trends are based
mainly upon surveys of _|uvemle restitution programs by the

_Policy Sciences Group, Oklahoma State Umversrty, con-

ducted under a RESTTA grant in 1986, although some
rnformat.mn is taken-from- program. inventory surveys of
1984 and 1985. An effort was made o reach all juvenile

restitution programs.in the United States, and completed’

surveys were received from 370 programs.

:Develo ment of juvenile court

restitution programs

Although restitution is an ancient concept, its reemergence
inthe United Statesinthe 1970’s wasagrassroots movement
occurring indépendently in several parts of the country. A
1977 survey of juvenilecourts identified 15 formal juvenile
restitution programs in Las Vegas; Seattle; Denver; Rapid
City, South Dakota; Oklahoma City and Tulsa, Oklahoma;
Santa Fe, New Mexico; Cincififati, Ohio; and Quincy and
Dorchester, Massachusetts (Schneiderand Schneider 1977).
A few of these programs evolved from federally funded
victim-witness programs of the 1970's, but most were lo-

cally conceived and developed, and all wére locally funded.

‘Thie Federal role

Eaasd

In late 1976 the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention of the U.S. Department of Justice began the
National Juvenile Restitution Program initially designedas
a small research and development initiative to fund restitu-
tion programs in six to eight local jurisdictions: The initia-
tive thereafter expanded to include 85 juvenile court juris-
dictions in 26 States, PuertoRico;2nd the District of Colum-
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bia. With eventual expenditures of more than $20 million;
the Federal initiative was a major uatalyst for the increased
role of restitetion in juvenile ccurts (Schneider, Schnieider,
Griffith, and Wilson 1982). ‘Restitution has continued to be
amajorOJJDPpnonty. undertheReagan admnmstratwn the
restitutiGn initiative became a comprehmswe training and
techmcal assistance program termed RESTTA—the Resti-
tution EducalIon. Specialized Training, and Technical As-
sistance project (A. Schneider, ed. 1985).

.

Type angi number of programs

programs is complicated because many occasionally order
restitution but have no formal program for developing rec-
ommendauons or unplementmg restitution orders. Other
courts huve cmcrgmg programs and are shifting from an ad
‘hoc use of restitution to a formal program, -For this mono-
graph a program: is consldcrcd formal if-it offers either
.financial or community service restitution, has. at least
one full-time staff person mwnsnble for coordinating the
program and has a restitution. manual or a set of policy
guidelines:

Datafroma 1985 survey of astratified random sample of 190
juvenile courtjurisdictions mdncatedtlatGS percentof those
with a population greater than 100,000 had formal restitu-
tion programs, and approximately 33 percent of those with
populations between 10,000 and 100,000 had formal pro-
grams, These estimates, however, are inflated because
jurisdictions with programs were undoubtedly more likely
torespond to the survey than jurisdictions withoutprograms.

Age of programs

Most restitution programs are of recent origin. Less than 1

percent of all programs ordering financial restitution began

before 1960 (see Table 1), and no community service pro-

Pos grams began before that date. The oldest program | located

¢ througli the surveys was in Bartow, Florida, where a court
has been ordeéring financial restitution since 1945, In addi-
tion, such programs began in Troy, New York, in 1952, and
in'Media, Pennsylvania, in 1960.

-

IR

Estimating.the. mimber of juvenile courts with restitution.

Table 1, Program Components by Date Established

Component Pre-1960 1960's '1970's 1980's Total
. % % % % %
_Financial/monetary 1 5 8 57 100
Community service 0 1 35 64 100
Victim-offender
mediation 0 0 22 78 100

Data are based on surveys from 363 programs.

The oldest éommumty service programs identified by the
surveys were in Piérre, South Dakota; and Salt Lake Cxty.
Utah, both of which began in1965. A community service
program was begun in Martinez, California, in.1969. More:
than half of all current program componénts were begun dur-
ing or after 1980 (Table 1).

Program goals

"The goals of restitution programs havé evolved over the
years, but it was not until the early 1980°s that accountabil-
ity was clearly recognized as the predominant philosophy.

Of the 15 formal programs identified'in the 1977 survey,
cnly 2 (the Seattle Cemmunity Accountability Boards and
the Oklahoma County Restitution Program) had clearly
articulated a program philosophy based on accountability.
Some of the early programs were developed. by juvenile

“court judges seeking a nonpunitive altemnative to the current

“medical” model of juvenile justice; others were developed
asan altemawetothcdwerslonapmoachesalso commonat’
that time. The federally funded programs, however, were
explicitly intended as an altemnative to incarceration for
chroni: property offenders and for those who had commit-
ted serious personal crimes including robbery and assault
(Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
1978).

By-1984, virtually all restitution programs acknowlcdged
that accounmbllny was their major goal, but most also
incorporated other attributes of restitutive justice-in their
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goals statements. Ina 1985 survey, programs wére asked to
rale fomgoalsonascaleofOto 10, with 0 indicating “not
important,” and 10 md:catmg “extremely important,™ Tne
résults are as follows:

* Holding juveniles accountable for their actions; 9.7

* Providing services to or treating juveniles, 7.9

* Providing services/reparations to victims, 7.6

* Punishing juveniles, 3.3

Of all program administrators responding tothe question, 81

percent scored accountability as a:10°on the importance
scale.

Program organization
Restitution programs were administered in many different

ways: some were private nonprofit organizations under
contract with a court; some were an integral part of proba-

‘tion; some formeda separate ¢ admmxstratwe unit within the-

court, Most programs. were a part of probation or were
admmxstmdduectlybythccoun(wnul staffreportingtothe
judge). Nonprofit organizations administered one-fifth of
‘the programs surveyed.

GENERAL PROGRAM
CHARACTERISTICS

Major components

Formal restitution programs involve far more than asimple
order for juveniles to make monetary payments to victims or
to do community service work (see Table 2). Even though
financial restitution and community service are sometimes
thought of as two distinct models of mutuuon. most juris-
dictions (75 percent) provided for both within the. same
program. Programs infrequently relied excluswely on one
type: 15 percent had community service programs but no
financial restitution, and 10 percent offered only financial
restitution.

Many programs also engaged in other activities related to
developmgonmplemcnung resuwuonordcrs(see'l‘ublc 2).
MoremanSOpemmtoﬂlwpmmmspmvndedvncumorjob

‘nformation services or sponsored work crews for juveniles-

who could not obtain other employment. Approximately

one-thirdused wcum-offendamedmuon(allhoughoftenm
onlyasmallpemcmageofcas&)andaboutmesame
percentage provided transportation to jobs and arranged for
jobslotsin the private sector. Twenty-five percent provided
subsidized employment for atIéast some juvemlesassngned
restitution. .

The job | mformabm services were intended to help youth
find and retain employmcnt. The training often included

identifying youth skills and ways to communicate that:

information effectively inaresume. Programsalsoincluded

’semmarsonevaluaungclassnﬂedemploymentadsandomer

ways to learn o7 job openings, how. to arrange for and have

asuccessful job interview, and developing the skills needed-

for keeping a job.

Table 2, Major Program Components

Program Numberof  Had Component in...
Component Programs 1985 1986
) % %
Financial restitution 353 90 7]
Community service 352 88 92
Victim-offender
mediation 342 26 37
Victim services 329 38 49
Job information
-services 339 44 56-
Work crews 337 4 47
Transportation 338 33 36
Job slots.
in private sector 340 24 32
Subsidics 341 21 25

Thenumberof| progmnsvmudcpmdmgupmmenumbau\umq)onded
1o each specific question.
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Anotherjob service 6f restitution programs was assistance
wnhtransporung offwderstothenrplacesof employmcmor
community service worksites. This sometimesentailed use
of a van or-agency automobile or arrangements for. bus
Atokens or other vouchers to help with transportation costs.

‘Many programs.developed work crews of juveniles who
weretooyoung orunskilledtoobtainmgularemploymemor
otherwise: needed consndemb.e supervxsnon to succeed in
their restitution efforts; The work crew tasksranged w:dely
and included painting and winterizing homes of elderly or
handicapped persons, filling orders at an area food bank,
cleaning up library grounds and parks, and washing sqad
cars at local police departments. In some instances this
constituted community service work; inothers the offendcrs
‘received payment.

Restitution programs also have developed arange of victim
services. Three-fourths of the programs advised victims
about restitution decisions, and 06 percent -advised the
victim of progress on the restitution order. Thirty:seven
percent provided closure with-the victim after the final
restitution requirement was completed This could entail a
face-to-face encounter between the victim and the offender;
other times it involved a letter or phone call from the
restitution staff notifying the victim that the offender had
completed the restitution order. .Some courts considered
victim contact to be particularly important in those cases in
which the juvenile was-ordered to perform:community
service that the victim may or may not have been aware had
been completed Nearly half the:programs (45 percent).
advised the victims of their rights. A smaller proportion of
programs (15 percent) provided victims with such services
as counseling, referrals, and uansportation Virtually all
programs provided-assistance in documenting damages,
losses, and injuries. .

During the 18-month time period covered by the survey
questions, many jurisdictionsexpanded their programstoin-
corporate new components (sec Table 2). The proportion of
programs with financial restitution components increased,
from 90 to 92 percent, and the percentage with community.
service increased from 88 to 92 percent. Rapid expansion
occurred in victim-offender mediation (from 26 percent to
37 percent of the programs) and in job-related services for
juveniles. Victim-offender mediation, however, was often

‘used in only & small proportion of the cases. The general' s
trend was toward the development of more complex, full-

service restitution programs offering a variety of services

relatcdtothe development, implementation,and monitoring

of restitution orders.

Staffing and budget

Not all jurisdictions that used restitution had staff specifi-
callyassigned to restitutionresponsibilities. Most programs
(61 percent), however, reported having full- orpart-time res-
titution program staff. Supervising restitution requirements
was the responsibility of probation officers in more than 60
percent of the programs; 25 percent hs:d restitution counsel-

‘ors who were responsitle for the réstitutive aspects of a

juvenile's sanction.

When restitution wéis ordered, probation officers supervised
the requirements in 80 percent of the programs; in only 10
percent of the progmmsdndammuuon cotinselorsupervise 9
probation requirements. '

Most:estitutiori programs did niot have a separate budget.
Only 21 percentof programs reported that they had abudget,
but of those that did, 70 percent had an increase in funds

-during the previous 18-month period.

Eligibility and target population

Most jurisdictions accepied all types of property offenders
into their programs (see Table 3), but fewer programs
accepied juveniles:who committed personal crimes. Never- -
theless, 43 _percent’accepied juveniles convictéd of armed F
robbery, and more than 60 peicent accepied youth convicted
of unarmed robbery orassault. Almost40 percentaccepted
status offcndc:s, and about half took driving-while-intoxi-
cated cases. During the period of time incorporated in the
survey questioning, these courts generally expanded the
types of cases accepted. Two percent of programs that had
notaccepied theft casesdid soin 1985,and 5 percent of those
thatcum:mly acccpwdthcsccascs(at thetime of the survey)
did notdo so in 1985. This is a net shift of 3 percent toward
an enlarged target population.
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Table 3. Types of Cases Accepted in Juvenile Restitution

-Programs, August 1986

Types of Do Net Accept... Do Accept...

Cases -Never ‘Didin '85, Didn'tin.  Always

Accepted did  don'tnow  Total 85,donow did Tetal
) % % % % % %

Theft. 10 2 12 5 83 88

Burglary 15 1 16 5 79 84

Other

ciimcs'y 13 1 14 5 80 85

Amed

robbery 55 2 57 3 40 43

Unarmed )

robbery 37 1 38 3 59 62

Aggravated

st 381 % 5 55 64

Other

assault 27 2 29 3 68 71

Status .

offenders 58 3 61 4 35 39

Rape 69 1 70 1 29 30

Driving

while. ’

intoxicated 47 3 55 5 45 50

Dalamlheleﬂtwoeolumns are for programs which, 1n 1986, did not take
of case; datainthe right-hand columns are for pmgxamswl'nd),
in 19 , did awept each type of case.

Table 4. Types of Offenders Accepted in Juvenile
Restitution Programs, August 1986

.Accepted into Programs in ...
Type of Offender 185 8/80
‘ % %
Diverted 63 70
Adjudicated first-time offender 76 81
Adjtdicated repeat offenders 72 7
(one prior)
Adjudicated chronic offenders 62 68
(two or more priors)
Thesedasashowthe ionof sthat accepted eachtype of case
in January 1985 and August 1986, e

More programs took adjudicated first-time offénders than
any other type of offender, but a substantial majority also
took diverted cases, adjudncaled repeat offenders, and even
those with two or more prior offenses (sce Table 4). These
data also shovd’a lre,gt' toward expandmg the eligible popu-
lauon _the. percentage of programs accepting each type of
offender increased by S to 7 percént over the survey period.

ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

The survey of restitution programs revealed that 48 percent
had a policy and procedures manual, and 74 percent had at
least some written program guldelmes (see Table 5). Most
(80 percem) had some kind of case tracking system, which

was a manual tracking system in many -jurisdictions; 34

percent used 3 zomputer for tracking cases. Slightly less
than half (49- percent) had- regular evaluation, a public
information program, ‘Staff' training, and volunteer help.
More- than-half (57-percent) used a matrix to:determine
community service hours,

Victim policies

Most j urisdictions developed a wide range of formal proce-
dures for tmnsmmmg restitution paymems to victims were
reported by 96 percent of the: programs, In cases involving
muluple victims, procedures addressed how the restitution
moneys paid by the offender were to be distributed among
victims of the same offense and in what order the victims
were to be reimbursed. For example, individual victims
might be paid before government entities (such as schools),
or the victim of a prior offense might be paid in full before
any money was paid to the victim of a later offensé.. A high
percentage of the programs (90 percent) had standard proce-
dures for monitoring payment progress, and 82 percent had

specific procedures in the event of noncompliance by the.

offender. ‘A majority of the programs (75 percent) devel-
oped a formal, written payment plan and schedule of pay-
ment for each juvenile offender.

Some programs did notorder restitution for victims who had
already been compensated for their losses by -insurance




“TableS. Management Practicesand Administrative Tools

Had Practicein ...

‘Pro No.
Prac%m& 1985 1986
and Procedures ’

%. %
Policy and ure
némfxyal proced 341 2 48
Policy.guidelines 344 61 74
Case tracking 341 70 80
-Mansgement
information system 332 42 52
Computerized data
system 338 24 24
Matrix gmdc for
community service
orders 337 47 57
Evaluation 335 38 49
Public information
materials 340 37 49
Staff training 341 40 49
Volunteers 337 4 49
Liability insurance 335 43 48

-and presented awards to the supervisor-of-the-month'and

The number of programs varies depending on the number that responded
to eachspeaﬁcqtmuon.

companies or victims® compensation funds but ordered the
juvenile to perform community service instead.

'Other programs, however, ordered the youth toeamn and pay

restitution even when victims were otherwise compensated,
and the moneys were depositedina fand rather than paid to
the victim. -Such a fund mxghtbe a victims® compensation
fund (for victims of crimes in which the perpetrator is never
identified), or it mlghtbe used to subsidize e juvenile offend-
ers working in nonpaying positions. Thnrty-two percent of
the programs had standard procedures.for transmitting
-payments to other funds if the victim- had already been
compenzited.

.Followup press releases covering improvements made by

Community service procedures

Programs also had standard procedures for managing com-
munity service restitution. Seventy-three percent had stan-
dard procedures for monitoring the progress.of juveniles-
ordered to work community service hours; and 67 percent
had procedures for noncompliance. Slightly more than half
the programs (57 percent) prepared a formal, written plan
and schedule for each youth ordered to perform community
service, and 57 percent also had written:-guidelines for
assigning houts by offense or offense history.

Commnnity liaison and system support

To help the-community detter understand restitution, 49
percent of the programs had prepared public mfomlauon
materials; Such maxenalsuwludedmformauonalbmchures,
posters, or brief speeches for presentation to local civic and
professional groups. Some programsalso sponsored recog-
nition luncheons for major employers of juvenile offenders

employer-of- -the-year. In some communities, a project-of-
the-month was seleted—a special high-profile community
project to which restitution work crews were assigned.

thecrewsattracted positive attention tothe programs. Many
restitution programs had appointed one staff person toserve
as official liaison to the local chamber of commerce, labor
unions, churches, associations, civic clubs, and citizen
advisory boards.

Many programs received support and assistance from indi-

viduals outside the court. Forty-nine percent of the pro-

grams used volunteers in some way. Volunteers assisted

with typing, filing,-and recordkeeping; prepared public

information matérials; found community service and pri- ,
vate-sector-job slots; and assisted work crew supervisors. :
They also transported juveniles to worksites, assisted with-

fundraising, and held appreciation events. Some programs

reported using professionally trained volunieers to serve as

mediators in victim-offender mediation programs.
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The support of juvenile court judges was especially impor-
tant to program success and received-a rating of 9.6 by
program administrators on a‘'scale of 0 to 10 rating impor-
tance. Supportof othersin thecommunity alsoreceived high
ratings:'

¢ Chicf probation officers, 9
* Parents of offenders, 8.2

* Victims, 8.1

* ‘District attorneys, 7.2

¢ Coirt administrators, 7.

Slightly lower in importance to program success-were the
supportoflocal businesses (6. 7). police (6.6), public defend-
ers (6.2), availability of outside funds (6.2), private defense

attorneys (6.1), State legislators (6.1), State agency officials-

(6), and county commissioners (5.5).

Recent changes in restitution
programming

Recentchanges in restitution programs are shown in Tables
6and7. ‘I‘lmeda:amdlcalemetypeofchangwtlmoco
curred for each kind of program component during the 18-
month period covered by the survey. During this period,
many . programs_improved their financial or community
service components (38 and 40 percent, respectively),and a
smallpercentage developed these components (see Table 6).
The most rapid change* was observed in.victim-offender
mediation: almost one-third of all victim-offender media-
tion components that currently exist began between 1985
and 1986. Rapid increasesalso occurredin the development
of jobs slots for juvenile offenders in the private sector, as 28
percent of ail programs-with this component initiated it
between1985 and 1986. Development or improvement of
progranicomponents was far morecommon than regression
or elimination of components. The only component with
any substantial retraction was job slots in the private sector,
as 10 percent of the programs indicated this aspect had
slipped or been eliminated.

Changes in program management practices are shown in
Table7. The most substantial shifts were in the development

of restitution mangals and computerized data systems, as
about one-third of these were initiated during the 18-month

period.
Table 6. Change in Program Components, 1985-1986

ProgramComponent  'New Improved Regressed No  Total
or Change

% % % % %
Financial restitution 2 38 1 59 100
Community service 5 40 3 52. 100
Victim-offender
mediation 31 2 1 47 100
services 20 30 1 49 100
Jobinformation
seminar program 19 25 5 51 100
Supervised work crew 14 29 4 53 100
Transportation 10 16 6 68 100
Job slots
in private sector 28 25 10 37 100

Subsidized employment 17 25 3 .55 100

Md&aﬂmlbepxqpcmmoﬁmsd:wauwmch%xgmm
g:maxlarymgmmcomporuusdunng -m
pmodcovaedby surv

Barriers to implementation

Fifteenof the juvenile justice jurisdictions surveyed in 1986
did not order any form of restitution; 4 had never used
restitution, and 11 had once used it but no longer did.

These programrespondents were asked to assess the barriers
tothe use of restitution, using a 10-point scale of imporiance
inwhich 10 represented a very important factorand O an un-
important factor. Factors rated most important were the
following:

» Lackof paid employment, 8.5
* Concem over liability, 7.1
* Lack of unpaid community-service slots, 6.7°
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Table 7.-Change in Program Management Practices,
1985-1986

Program New- Improved chm&sed No Total

Management Change

Practices Ended )

% % % % %

Restitutionmanual 34 26 2 38 100
" Policy guidelines 16 32 1 51 100

Matrix for

assessing amounts 15 20 1 64 100

data system 31 32 0 37 100

Management

mfgrmanoﬁ system 18 26 1 55 100

Case record and .

tracking system 12 32 1 55 100

Liability .

insurance 12 13 7 68 100

Staff training 19 41 4 70 100
" Program evaluation 22 28 3 47 100

,Pubbc mfo:maum

materials 25 20 4 51 100

Volunteers 10 28 2 60 100

’!Rsedaushowmepmpomonoﬁmsdlmwinchsmwd improved,

orng:mdlaﬂedpnuadupmym components during the 18-month
penodcovmdbytmsnrvey

Lack of staff time (5.2), concérn for legal authority to order

restitution (5), and lack of skills and expertise (4.8) were:

rated less important. The lkeast important barrier to imple-
mentation of a restitution program was disagreement with
thephilosophy (1.8). Although these results are interesting,
the number of progiams responding was too small to draw
any definitive conclusions as to predominant barriers to
implementation.

Courts that never used restitution rated every possible bar-
rier with a higher-than-average importance score than did

those that had used restitution and dropped it as a sanction.

Counsmmralamasratedlackof paid and unpaid jobs higher
onthe unponancesmle than did courts in urban areas.

ISSUES AFFECTING THE USE
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF
RESTITUTION

Although restitution programs have made substantial prog-
ress in the past decade, the movement has not been without
its critics. Some concemns have been largely resolved, but
others remain.

Ability to pay

Initially, juvenile justice professionals weze sieptical about
the willingness of juvenile court judges to order restitution
andabouttheability of juvenilestopay. “Youarejustsemng
them up for failure” was a common wmplamt of juvenile
justice profwsnonals whose vision of a réstitution program
consisted of coiirt-ordered restitutionin which the youth was
left entirely to his or her own devices to comply with the
order.

These issues have been largely laid to rest. The national
evaluation of juvenile restitution programs undertaken in
conjunction with the OJ3DP initiative showed that; on the
average, juvenile offenders mpaxd 75 percent of the dollar
amounts ordered by jiivenile courts, and more than 85
percentof, Juvemlw compl:edmfull withrestitution require-

ments. Nifiety percent of the restitution paid came from the
youth themselves; only 8 percent came from parents and 2
percentfrom othersources(Schneider etal. '1982; Schneider
and Warmer 1987).

The ability to complete restitution successfully was fairly
well distributed across social, racial, and economic groups:
Successful completion rates, for example, were not related
to age, race, sex, orparents’ educational status. Juveniles
from families with incomes over $20,000, however, had
completion rates of 92 percent, compared with completion
rates of 81 percent for children from familics with earnings
under $6,000 (Griffith, Schneider, and Schneider 1982).

Data from the national evaluation also revéaled that youth
with prior. offenses were slightly less likely to complete
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restitution requirements, buteven these youth hadrelatively
high completion rates: Youth with no prior offenses aver-
aged 90 percént completion rates; but those with six or more
prior offenses had a completion rate of 77 percent.

Restitution and recidivism

Another issue affecting the use of restitution is its effecton
recidivizm and whether itis effecuve for serious offenders.
Several studiesin the 1970’sand 1980’s found thatjuveniles-
in réstitution groups have done as well or better than com-
parison groups, which included Juvemles placed on proba-
tion or juveniles serving detention sanctions (Bonta-et al.
1982; Galaway-and Hudson 1978; Hemz, Galaway, and
Hudson 1976; Hudson and Chesney 1978; A. Schneider
1986).

The national-evaluation of juvenile restitution- programs

. provxded carefullycontrolled studies of lheeffects onrecidi-

vism involviny experimental dwlgns with random assign-

‘ment between restitution and-other conditions in juvenile

courts. Four direct comparisons were studied;

* In Washington, D.C., serious juveniic offenders, all of
whom were minority-youth, were randomly selected for a
restitution program featuring victim-offender medxauon or
a traditional probation program.

* In Oklahoma County, juveniles were randomly selected
for sole sanction restitution (involving no probationrequire-
ments), restitution as part of the probation program, and

* The Boise, Idako, court identified a group of juveniles
eligible for short-term (weekend) local detention sentences
and then randomly selecied juveniles from this group foran
alternative restitution program. :

* In Clayton County, Georgia, a group of eligible juveniles
were randomly divided into three groups: restitution, proba-
tion, and a restitution counseling combination,

In three of the four programs in which-restitution was
compared with a nonrestitution alternative, the youth ran-

domly selected for-restitution had lower recidivism rates
during the 3-year followup period than did juveniles in the
control group, and the differences were statistically sxgmfi-
«cant at .05 in two of the courts'and at .27 in the other (see
Table 8). Inall three of these couirts, the annual offense rates
of the youth decreased after their participation'in the pro-
grams, showing that restitution had a clear suppression
effect on delinquency.

Table 8. Effect of Restitution on Recidivism of Juvenile
Offenders!

No. Months  Prevalence Annual Incident

-Site Cases of _Rate per 100
Followup % Youths?
Pre- Post-
Boise, Idaho
Restitution 86 22 53 103 86
Detention 95 2 59 1377 100
Washington, D.C. 5
Restitutioz 143 32 53 .61. 54
Restitution ,
refused® 131 31 55 62 52
Pmbationl 137 31 63 61 65.
Clayton County,
Georgia
--Restitution 73 35 49 101 74
-Restri. & couns. 74 35 46 55- 47
Prob. & couns. 55 36 6) 64 84
Probation: 55 37 52 75 s
Oklahoma County
Sole sanction
restitution 14 23 49 66 72
Restn. & prob. 116 4 50 56 64
Probation 78 4 52 75 74

! More information about the findings and design s reported in “Restitu-

tion and Recidivism Rales of Juvenile Offenders: Results from Four Ex-

Studies.” Criminology24(3), A. Schneider, 1986, pp. 533-552.

all sites the information on prior and offenses wasbased on
an official records search of juvenile and adult court referrals.

2 Tests of signifi icance show statistically significant effects in the preva-

“lence rates in Boise and in all measures of recidivism for Washington,
D.C., and Clayton County. None of the differences in Oklahoma County
was sxgmﬁcant.

3 These youths were “crossovers” who should have been in the restitution

but who were permitted to refuse. “In the other su.:s, the “cross-
overs” were fewer than 5 percent and were placed in the group to which
they were assigned, even if they did not-receive that disposition for
purposes of statistical analysis.
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In Washington, D.C., for exampie, the juvenile restitution
program prevented an estimated seven crimes per year for

every '100. Juvemlw in the program,. wherws the comrol-

group (probation) was associated with an-estimated four
additional crimes per year for every 100 juveniles in the
program. ‘In this case, restitution comparauvely spared 11
crimes per year pet: 100 juveniles.

The results were even more dramatic in'Clayton County,

'Georgla. The regtitution program there showed a suppres-

sion-effect of 27 crimes per. year-for every 100 juveniles;
probation showed nochange atall, and probation combined
with memalhmlmcounselmg showedanaccelaauonof de-
lmquency -from 64 crimes to 84 crimes per| 100 youth per
year. Again, these findings are impressive. becauis¢ cases
were randomly- asgxgned to the expe_nmemal (restitution)
and control (probation) groups. This ensured againstresults
being contingent upon selection biases or “creaming.”

In the Oklahoma County experiment, no differences were
found among any of the groups, and none of the programs
had a suppression effect.

Ad hoc restitution programs, however, have not shown-

similarresults. Research companng formal restitution pro-

grams with the informal use of restitution suggests that
completion -rates are much lower -in the Iatter situation.
Some courts simply order restitution without establishing
any procedmw staff, or formal program toimplement the
orde:s.

A study in Dane County, Wisconsin, found that successful

completion rates in the ad hoc"approach were 45 percent,
compared with 91 percent for cases handled through a

formal program (Schneiderand Schneider 1984). Thissame

study demonstrated the importance of successful comple-
tion in reducing recidivism rates: those who successfully
completcd the program committed approximately 30 per-
cent fewer crimes per year than those who were unsuccess-

ful. This research implies that resmutmn may -have a
posmveunpactonrecxdmsmanddelmquency,buunfonnal
programs-are unhkcly to have such an effect, and-not all

formal programsreducé delinquency. Program designis the

critical variable. Strong programs-may have an impact;
weak or informal ones probably will not.

Additional research, however, is nééded to identify. pro-
grams that reduce recnd.vxsm and to better understand how
restitutionaffects ammdes and perceptionsof juveniles. For
-example, reducedrecndmsm mlghtbeag:hxeved because the
work involved in makmg the money to meet the restitution

payments occupies much of the juvenile’s time. Ttdisrupts-

relationships with delmquem peers,- alters old -behavior
-pattems, exposes the juvenile to nondelmquem adults, and
provides an opportunity for successin theworldof work. In
shon,gtmysavga_safonnof mtensxveprobaqon—onethg,

also offers opportunity for the youth to make restitution to-

the victim.

Resmuuon may be less stIgmauzmg than most other sanc-
tions andnmayenhanocthe juvenile’s understandmg ofthe
true consequences of crime, eliminate rationalization (an
attitnde of “the victim deserved it™), and deter delinquent
acts because juveniles perceive it as a more sévere penalty
than probation.

The power of restitution may be-in its message—one of-
aecoumabdny, fairness,and justice: By affirming the moral
basis of the iaw and emphasizing that persons who commit
crimesshould beheld accountable, restitution may increase
-commitment to amoral order, whichmay haveanm_pacton
recidivism. '

Strategies for successful restitution
programs

Although restitution has made an impressive beginning in

the Juvemlc justice systems of the United States, there are-

reasons to be concerned-about the future of ‘restitution
dispositions in juvenile courts.

A primary concern is thatjurisdictions will use restitution in
an ad hoc rather than in a_programmatic manner, which
certainly ‘will not have-the kind of impact-on the future
behavior of juvenile offenders that has been demonstrated
with forma! programs. Therc is no evidence that informal
programs or those that snmply transfer money from offend-
ers to victims (msurance models) have any effect on'delin-
quency, and thereis substantial reason tobelieve that failure
rates w:ll behigh. The study in Wisconsin suggests that the
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ability to complete restitution requirements successfully is-
an important factor in reducing delinquency..

Another coricern directed at restitution programs generally
w&atﬂmmaybearaceorclassblasbuiltmtothenam
of thisdisposition. Ifehgibmtyformnmuomsbasedonme
apparent ability of the youth (0 repay-the victim, and if
mmonmand;uvemlwﬁ'ompoorfamﬂnesarevxewedas

‘lwsabletopayrwumuon,menmxsd:sposmonmaybwome
fmesancuonofcho;ceforwluw,mxddle-clmsoffmdas The:
extenuowhxchthxsxsaptobkmnsnotknown ‘Inthenational

juvenile restitution initiative, approximately 20 percent of
the referrals were black, and, in communities with substan-

»ualmmontypopulatmns,theraclalandclasspropomonsre-

ferred“to the program reflected the- propomon of court
intakes.

A final concern revolves around legal liability issues and
work émployment for juveniles under the age of 16.

‘Many current restitution-programs have-addressed these

concems by careful program design. Although there are
many ways toorgamzeandadmmxsterresumuon itappears
tobeunpomnttodevelopafonna.stmcuneandtohaveat
least one individual responsible for coordinating the diffex-

ent aspects of the program.

Probation officers in many locales handle
caseworkandmpervxslon,butmeyneedtobeawareof
the differences betweenrestitutionand traditional social and
psychological.counseling approaches and undersiand the
philosophical basis of restitution: Such individuals must

-develop a sense of ownership in restitution programs and an

innovativeness in their own approaches, Flexibility and

-changeare the comerstones of restitution programming, and

approaches must continue evolving as conditions change.

The potential race and class biases have been overcome in

two ways.. First; many programs have broad entry criteria

that are based largely on the characteristics of tlwmserather
than onthe characteristics of the’ Juvcmle Inthese programs
the abxhty to_pay or likelihood of obtaining-a community
service position are not criteria for inclusion into the restitu-

tion program; nor does the court screen out cases solely on
thebasw of aperceived inability to pay or to obtain commu-
nity Wwork service positions. Instead, these courts-have
developedpmgmms thatmcmsctheprobabmty of success
for the high-risk groups, -including those who-might be
perceived as less likely to obtain paid-or unpaid employ-
‘ment.. Almost all restitution programs develcp commaunity
service components to ensure that juveniles unable to find
paying positions and who lack resources to pay restitution
can participate in the program. Most of the federally funded
programs; in fact; would prohibit parents from paying unless
arrangements were made for the offender to repay their
parents under court supervision.

Another strategy for making restiiition programs more
successful for high-risk groips is to subsidize the work of;
juveniles who otherwise would have trouble findmg em-
ployment. These childrén are placed in private nonproﬁt
organizations or- publ:c agencies ‘or on supervised work
crews, and. part (of all) of their wages are paid from the
restitution program. Data from the national évaluation of
-such programs showed that the probablhty of success in-
cmsedbyapproxunately?pacentforallmsesnf subsidies
‘were used and by approximately 28 percent for the highest
risk group: poor, nonwhite chronic offenders wuh large
orders (Griffith 1983)..

Although liability issues coniinue to arise, many programs
have liability insurance to protect juveniles, worksites, and
the programsagainst possible losses from lawsuits arising as
a result of court-ordered restitution. A few jurisdictions,
however, have not used restitution for fear of llabnhty for.
crimes committed by youth at worksites or for injuries to
youth. Most programs emphasize supervision and careful
placement to reduce risks.

Restitution programs cannot cure all the problems of juve-
nile justice systems, but thére are reasons to be cptimistic
Restitution, with its emphasis on accountability, responsi-
bility, and justice, may offer-an alternative for juvenile
courts that can forestall a shift toward pufiishment arid-
increase the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system.
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