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IntrodUCi:1on 
. l) 

During the decade of the 1970' s, ,interest ih the use of 
x:estitution within the juvenile and adult j'U.~~tice systems has 
flowered. Since 1971 when the Minnesota Restitution Center was 
established as probably the first formal restitution program in 
this country, literally hundreds of pro'jeo't;s have been established 
at different points in the adult and juvenile justice systems. ' 
Legislation dealing with restitution has been introduced in 
approximately half of the states, a variety of standard-settinq 
bodies have emphasized the role of either financial or community 
service restitution, two restitution symposia have been held and 

,several books and dozens of articles dealing with restitution 
have been,published. The popularity of the concept cannot be 
doubted. Questions arise, however, about how the concept of 
restitution is'being used in the variety of program applications, 
the effects of its use, and the way it is perceived by signifi­
cant decision-makers. The purpose of this report is bJ describe' 
and assess resear,ch dealing with the::se concerns. 

As compared to the public attention given to the potential 
benefits likely to be associated with restitution programming, 
only a few writers have attempted to deal wi~ either research 
issues 'or the state of empirical knowledge about the practice'. 
~ong ~e few have been papers presented at the two restitution 
symposia by Galaway, Geis, Hudson and Chesney, amongst others. 

At the first restitution symposium held in 1976, Burt Galaway 
called for the increased use of controlled ~eriments to test' 
the effects of a restitution sanction and uzged practitioners to 

'develop descriptive accounts about the way in which significant 
program issues' are handled. At the same meeting, Gilbert Geis 

, re-emphasized the need for descriptive accounts of restitution 
program applications and cautioned against the use of controllea 
experiments because of the difficulty involved in attributing 
cause'-effect relationships in real world programs. Several 
published papers from the second symposium on restitution dealt 
directly with research. The paper by Marguerite Warren described 
the research approach, current status" and problems with the 
national evaluation being conducted on seven adult restitution , 
projects. John Gandy reviewed several studies dealing with 
atti,tudes toward the use of restitut:ion, and Joe ~udson and Steve" 
Chesney reviewed and assessed nine research studies on restitution 

'This report builds upon the work of these commentators. We 
consider many of the arguments raised by these writers and include 
them in this review. 

I 
; 

/ 

A total of 29 research studies are covered in this report. 
Table I presents information on these according to title, author, J 
year and type of publication: 
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.aLE I: RES!!!,CB SnmIES ON RESTITOTtON 

Author Title Publisher 

Gary Gonnigam' "Deferred Prosecution!' Tazewell Coun ty 
State's Attorney's 
Office 

R. Steggerda 
and S. Dolphill 

''Hitmesota Restitution Center" MN Dept. of 'Corrections 

"An Assessment of the Restit- Polk County Dept. of 
ution in Probation Experiment" Prcg~am Evaluation 

Jean C1alella "A Management Study of Alte rna"; , Jefferson Assoc1atea 
tive Assignment Project 20" 

J. ~..:-,inz, 

B. Guaway, 
J •• dson 

Mitchell Wax 

·ald Flowers 

David Lowen­
berg 

Joan Swanton 

Ms". D. negg, 
\ a.al. 

~e Koegel 

vi. Gerrard, 
R. Knight 

4. Broomfield 

'4-es 
Paul Softl~y 

farling, 
Softley 

"Restitution or Parole: A 
Foll~up Study' of Adult 
Offenders" 

Social Serv1~e Review 

"The Effects of Symbolic. Resti- Unpubl~.shed Ph.D. 
tution. and Presence of' Victim" Dissertation ' 

"The Georgia Restitution 
Shelter Program" 

, "Pima. CoUnty Attorney's Adult 
Diversion Project, Second 
Annual Report" 

"Final Report: The Pilot 
Alberta Restitution Center" 

"Nottinghamshire Probation and 
After-Care Service" 

. "Sacramento County Probation 
Alternative Sentencing Pro­
cedures" 

"An Evaluation of the Community 
Restitution In-Service Program" 

"Evaluation Report: Court 
Referral I-rogram" 

"Compensation Orders in 
Mag~strate' s Courts~' 

"Compensation Orde-zos in the 
Crown .Court"·, 

GA Dept. ,of Offender 
Rehabilitation 

Pima Coun,ty 

Sacramento Area 
Criminal' Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 
Planning District 

Voluntary Action Center 
of Orange County 

Her Majesty's Stationery 
Office 

Th<e Criminal Law Review 

It. Pease, et a!. "Community Service Orders" He'r Maj es ty' s Statione ry 
Office 

.'. -

Year of 
Publicatioll 

Undated 

May, 1976 

1975 

Undated 

March, 1976 

1977 

1977 

1975 

Undated 

Undated 

1978 

1977 
< • 

1977 

1977 

1976" 

1975 

.• -_!-=-:~:!l~~~~?-:.'l:t~~-'; .. ,-;.;;{.:~;=:~~ .-=:~:.~ 
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TABLE I: RESEARCH STUDIES ON RESTITUTION (Continued) 

.. 
Author 

) J. Duffy and 
J. Welch 

) 

) S.· Chesney 

) s&..rne 

P. Softley, 
i.. Tarllng 

Title 

"Restitution Report" 

"The Community Service 
Order Program: The British 
Columbia Expe:r.ience" 

Publisher 

Delaware Criminal Justice 
Planning Commission 

Ministry of the Attorney 
General . 

"The A&sessment of Restitution MN Dept. of Corrections 
in the Minnesota Probation 
Services" 

"Saturday .Work: A Real 
Alternative?" 

"Compensation Orders and 
Custodial Sentences" 

Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology 

1C~ Pease, et ale "Colllllunity Service Assf!Ssed 
'in 1976" '. 

Her Majesty's Stationery 
Office 

i.. Bluestein, 
at ale 

B. Galaway, 
w. Marcella 

J. Hudson, 
et ale 

J. Hudson, 
et ale 

J. Gandy 

I P. Schneider, 
at ale 

"Attitudes of the Legal Unpublished Master's Thesis 
Community Toward Creative 
Restitution ••• " 

"An Exploratory Study of the Unpublis~ed 
Perceived Fairness of Resti-
tution ••• It ,,-

" "The Need For and Acceptance of VA Dept. of Corrections 
Community Restitution Centers 
in Virginia" 

"Restitution as Perceived by 
State Legislators and· 
COrrectional Administrators" 

Unpublished 

"Parole and Probation Staff Per- MN Dept. of Corrections 
ceptions of Restitution" 

"Community At.titudes Toward 
Creative Restitution and 
Punishment" .. 

"Rest1tution Requirements for 
Juvenile Offenders ••• ,i 

Unpublished Doctoral 
Dissertation, U. of Denver 

Institute of Policy Analysis 

• 

Year of 
Publication 

1978 

1977 

1976 

1976 

1977 

1977 

1977 

1976 

1978 

1977 

D 

~) 

.. 
1977 

1975 

1977 .J 

,. - '0 '. ~.. • .'. ,,' "1 
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As is evident from Table I, these '2'9 ~t~a.ies are quite new 
'arid all of them have been completed and report"ed on wi thin the 
past four years. Most, within the past two ,years. Six were 
completed in Great Britain, one in New Zealand, ~nd two in Canada. 
The r~maining studies have all been cpmpleted in this country. 
Four were published in academic pr pro,fessional journals, three 
as dissertations or theses, and the rest as ag~ncy reports. 
These studies can be distinguished as evaluative or non-evaluative. 
Twenty-two are evaluations of restitution projects or programs 
and seven aim, at least in part, at assessing opinions or attitudes 
held about a restitution s~ction. 

Evaluation Research 

The first 22 studies listed in Table I aim at evaluating the 
manner or extent to which a restitution project or program has 
achieved at least some of its ~raried objectives. They differ, 
however, in relation to whether the focus is on a single projec~ 
operating within a relatively small geographic area, such as a 
city or county, or a more extensive restitution program cont':lining 
a diversity of restitution projects'. ' Program-level evaluat~ions 
deal with jurisdictions the size of, ,a state, a provinct:!, or a 
country, and the nature of the restitution effort going on often 
includes a number of relatively separate project locations. The 
British Community Service, program is an example. The two major 
pieces of evaluation research completed on this program have dealt 
with the original six experimental projects established in differ­
ent locations around the country, as is also the case with the 
British Columbia studies. Studies numbered from 14 to 22 in 
Table I are program-level evaluations are those fram 1 to 21 are 
what we define as project-level evaluations. 

Project-Level Evaluation Descriptions: 

Stud , 
Office, Tazewell 

The deferred prosecution project operatedat the pre-trial 
level as an alternative to formal court proceedings. A 
primary aim of the project was to help reduce the volume of 
court cases by diverting selected types of fi~st offenders 
into community supervision, including both financial and 
community serJice restitution, as an alternative to court 
processing. Procedures followed included screening cases 
for eligibility according to age, residency, chargeable 
offense and prior arrest record. Eligible defendents were 
then offered an opportunity to'establish a formal written 
agreement with project staff as this might include periodic 
reporting requirements, referral to, community treatment 
services, financial and community service restitution and 
the payment of a "voluntary service fee". 

.- . -.-~-;;. -, . ! ~ 
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The evaluation research reported in ~his document involved 
collecting information on all cases screened and admitted 
to the project along with follow up inform~tion on defendents 
who successfully comple'i:ed it. The -specific data collection 

,methods used are never specified but they seem to have included 
both project specific data. forms and information extracted 
from criminal justice agency records. No comparison group is 
used. 

Findings reveal ~~at during four'years of project operation, 
a 'total of 950 cases were referred to the project and of 
these, 510 (54%) were screened out as being ineligible. Of 
the 440 cases actually admitted. to the project, 45 (10%) were 
terminated as in-project failures on the grounds of committing 
subsequent offenses or for failing to comply with the project 
agreement. Over 62% of admissions were misdemeanants followed 
by felons (27%) and juveniles (10%). The most common charges 
were for property offenses. Three-hundred and five cases 
were reported having successfully completed the project and 
of these, 5% were subsequently re-arrested and approximately 
3% subsequently convicted. Because the author defines 
recidivism as covering only project graduates who have subse­
quently been reconvicted, it is concluded that the projec';': 
recidivism rates approxunates 3 percent. 

2., Interim Evaluation Resul'cs: Minnesota Restitution Center, 
Minnesota Department of Corrections, May, 1976. 

The Minnesota Restitution Center was a community-based correct.-· 
ions project established by the state Department of Corrections 
in 1972 and operated until the end of 1976. The project 
involved a contract negotiation phase at the state prison and 
a restitution implementation phase which occurred upon the 
offender's release to the Center. The major criteria to be 
met by all inmates considered for the project we=e: new 
~ourt commitment to the state prison for offenses against 
property; commitment from one of the seven metropolitan counties 
in Minneapolis and St. ~aul; no felony convictions for a crime 
against persons during the preceding five years of commc~lity 
living1 no detainers filed. Inmates meeting these project 
criteria formed the population pool. From this pool, offenders 
were randomly assiqned to experimeptal and control groups. 
Upon random assigr.ment to the experimental gl:'':>up, offenders 
had the option ot directly participating with their crime 
victims in the development of a restitution agreement. The 
completed agreement was then reviewed by the paroling authority 
and, if in agreement, the offender was released on parole to 
the Center four months following prison admission. In short, 
the research design ,,in effect during the first two years of 
project operations was 'an after-only field experiment involvi )' 
random assignment from within a specified population of ~ 
prison admissions. 

Major findings from this report were that offenders in both 
the experimental and control groups were found to be similar 

'''. '0·· .:,-: : •••• 
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with the largest proportion composed of white offenders under 
30 years of age admitted for bur9l~ry and with an extensive 
prior felony record. A total of 221 victims were identified 
for the 62 experimentals actually released to the project. 
The largest proportion of the'se. victims were. private indivi­
duals (36%) followed by retail sales establishments (19%), 
large sales organizations (15%), service establishments (14%), 
entertainment facilities (13%), and human service organizatior's 
(4%). The amount and type of restitution obligations assumed 
by the 62 experimentals involved relatively small amounts of 
mon~y~ 33 (53%) of the offenders ha.d restitution obligations 
o~ $200 or less, and 44 (72%) totaled less than $500. In 
addition, nine (14%) of the experimentals had strictly service 
re~titution obligations averaging app;oximately 120 hours 
pe~ person. . 

Foll~",,; up information is presented on the experimental and 
control ~ases for a 24 month period following prison release 
to either the Restitution Center or conventional parole. 
Approximately the same proportion of experimentals (27%) as 
compared to controls (25%), remained under parole supervision 
24 months following release. A significantly larger number 
of. controls (24%) as compared to experimentals (6%) had been 
returned to prison on the basis of new court commitments. At 
the same time, however, a significantly larger proportion of 
experimentals (40%) .as compared to ~ontrols (10%) had been 
returned to prison on the basis of technical violations of 
paJ;'ole. Grouping together. offenders in the experimental and 
control groups who had received either a new· court commitment 
or a technical parole violation 24 months following prison 
release, a larger proportion of experimentals (46%) as 
compared to controls (34%) had been returned to prison. 

3. Steg-gerda, Roger, and Susan Dolphin, "An Assessment of the 
Restituti9n In Probation Experiment", Polk County Department 
of Program Evaluation, Decembe::, 1975·. 

1974 Iowa legislation required restitution as a condition of. 
either deferred prosecution or probation. Consequently, the 
Restitution In Probation' experiment was established in the 
Polk County Depar~~ent of Court Services and modeled after 
the Minnesota Resti tution Center. EmphCl,sis was placed on 
direct victim-offender involvement in the development of 
restitution plans. In contrast to the Restitution Center, 
however, this project was non-residential and operated with 
offenders on probation or deferred sentence. Regular probation 
officers carried both restitution and non-restitution case 
loads and comprised the project staff. 

Because of difficul·ties involved in implementing the project 
and the research, the limited time available for project 
operations, and the statut()ry'requirement that restitution 
be ordered in all cases that qualified,' the original evaluation 
plan was changed. No attempt was made to assess the outcome 
effect.of restitution on the offender group. Instead, the 
research wa~ primarily aimed at describing the nature of the 

•• I 1 
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effort expended in the' project. Major findings of the study I) 
include the following: I", 

Monthly amounts of restitution increased considerably 
as a result of the experimental project; 

- As opposed to original ~roject intentions, less than 
half of the 102 restitution cases involved direct 
victim-offender negotiations.' In such cases, however, 
staff 'received a greater degree of cooperation from 
offenders:' ' 

- Considerable staff time was x"equired for the development 
and supervision of restitution agreements and this 
increased proportionately with the degree of victim 

. involvement. The time needed to establish the restitu­
tion plan was much greater with vict~ involvement and 
the time needed to monitor and administer the plans 
generally less; 

, .. The vast majority of victims were business firms and 
the offender had been predominantly convicted of crimes 
against property. 

Cial'lella, Jean, "A Management Study of Alternative Assignmer. 
Project 20", Jefferson Associates, Incorporated, San Francisco, 
California, undated. 

Completed by a prj,vate consulting firm, this study aims at 
~v~lu~rting the rela·tive extent to which the Project 20 Court 
Referral Project achieved some of its objectives. The project 
was::iesigned to serve as an alternative to a fine for low 
income traffic offenders. Referrals were made to conununity 
service and government agencies in San Francisco County and 
involved completing a stipulated n~ber of service hours. 
Research data was obtained from offender case files and 
'interviews completed with offenders, officials in the county 
criminal justice system, and staff of referral agencies. Some 
of the results of this study were that there was an increase in 
the number of cou~t referrals to the project over the three 
year period, 1975-1977, and that during fiscal year 1977, there 
was a project failure' rate of approximately 27 percent • 

.... 

'\ 
• , 

5. Heinz, Joe,. Btg't Galaway, Joe Hudson, "Restitution or Parole: 
A Follow Up Study of Adult Offenders", Social Service Review, 
March, 1976. 

This study dealt with the first 18 men admitted to the 
Minnesota Restitution Center between September 1972 and March 
1973, and 18 individually matched offenders released from 
prison to conventional parole supervision during the same 
tim~. I~dividuals in the two groups were matched on the 
variables age of first offense, numbe~ of previous felony 

• 
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convictions, age at prison rele~se, offense type, and race. 
In addition, the matched comparison cases all met the five 
criteria for admission to the Restitution Center. 

Department of Corrections records were used "to collect 
. outcome data on fOlAr measures ·of parole success : number of 
parole violation repo~:ts ~ number .. of· convictions ·foz:'new 
offenses; percentage of time employed; and an overall parole-' 
success index. 

, 
The restitution and matched groups experienced different 
correctionsl projects. Mean average sentence for the rest.i tutj (l)J 

group W~~ 5.1 yeRrs with a median sentence of five years. 
Howev"~r, each member of this group had served only four monti,s 
of the sentence in prison when released to the Restitution 
Center. Members of t:his group lived at the Center for 5.1 
months, on the average, and spent the remainder of the l6-month 
follow up period in the conununity.under $up'ervision of staff 
members J.~rom the project. The m~tched' group had a mean averaqE". 
prison sentence of 6' 1/2 years,·.a .median sentence of five 
years, and served an average of 23.9 months in prison prior 
to being placed on conventional parole. Throughout the 16-­
month follow up period, members of this group received conven­
tional parole supervision. In short, analysis of the follow 
up data permits outcome comparisons of one group of men 
'(restitution group) who served a limited time in prison before 
being diverted to a community based project stressing payment 
of restitution to the victim, with a;.atcbed group of men who 
served an average of six times as long' in prison before conven­
tional parole release. 

Major findings reported in this study were that the Restitution 
.Center group had fewer convictions, were employed for a larger 
amount of time, and achieved higher ratings'on the Glaser 
scale of parole success. 

6. Wax, Mitchell, "The Effect.s of Symbolic Restitution and P;esen£~ 
of Victim on De1inguent Shoplifters", Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Washington State University, 1977. 

This study attempted to answer two general questions: First, 
what is the effect of a restitution sanction; secondly, what 
is the effect of victim-offender i~volvement on a target group. 
of offenders. More specifically, this study was designed to 
determine whether juveniles who had committed minor thefts 

. of pr.operty (shoplifting) of between $1.00 and $50.00, and 
who had made 20 hours of community service restitution would 
be less delinquent than a control group of offenders who did 
not make restitution. The study also compared juvenile 
offenders who were assigned 20 hours of community service 
restitution in the presence of their victims with offenders 
who did not meet with their victims so as to determine whether 
victim-offender meetings had an effect on subsequent delinquenc:/ . 

• ' _. I 
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An after-only experimental design'was ~s~d with random 1~ 
assignment of project eligibles to one of th.ree treatments-- i' 
community service restitution, community service restitution 
with victim present, no community service and no victim 
present. Ten youth were assigned to each treatment condition 
with a six month follow up. Five dependent variables were 
used to assess outcomes--police contact, court contact, school 
attendance, number of school behavior'problems, Jesness self 
report inventory. 

No statistically significant differences were found between 
the three treatments on court contact, police contact, school 
attendance, or social behavior problems. ·Differences signi­
ficant at the .05 level were found on the Asocial Index 
sub-scale of the Jesness Inventory between pre and post treat­
ment scores for youth in both the community service only group 
and the community service and victim present at sentencing 
gro.up as compared to the group of youth who had no community 
service and no victim pre~~nt. 

Flo":H~rs, Gerald, "The Georgia Restitution Shelter Program", 
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, September 30, 
1977. 

With t.he aim of helping'to.alleviate prison overcrowding, 
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation established 
restitution shelters in late 1974 and early 1975. These 
projects received direct probation referrals from courts as 
well as parolees from state prisons. Eligibility criteria 
were quite loose and essentially involved any offender the 
judiciary or parole board referred tothe project. Both 
financial and comrnunity service restitution were used. No 
emphasis was placed on structurin~ victim-offender involvement. 

The evaluation conducted on the four shelters was an assess­
ment of program inputs and outputs with only limited attention 
-placed on assessing project outcomes. Official records wer~ 
the sole data sources used. Missing information was a serious 
problem with a large proportion (32%) of the population of 
400 offenders admitted to the shelters not followed over time. 
The major findings of the study were as follows: 

Of the 400 offenders admi.tted to the four shelters, 
80 percent were probationers referred by the courts and 
20 percent parolees; 57 percent were white and 43 percent 
black; 78 percent were bet.ween 17 and 27 years of age; 
87 percent had been convicted of a felony, and 13 percent 
were misdemeanors; most of these offenses were! against 
property. 

1 ' 
') -.For a one year period (April 1, 1975 to March 31, 1976), 

32 perce~t of .the offenders had no reported income and. 
of those with income, 61 percent had less than $5,000 •. 
qnly approximately 1/4 of res.titution obligations were 
repaid. 

\./' .... ," '. 
"",\11 ~ \ ~ .. 
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One-third of the offenders placed in the projects were 
in-program failures who either absconded, had technical 
parole or probation violations, or were reconvicted prior 
to project discharge. 

- Of the 274 offenders for whom data was available, 31 per­
cent had been rearrested wi thin six months following 
project release, 59 percent within 12 months, and 87 
percent within 18 months. 

- Conviction data was available on only 40 offenders and 
of these, 45 percent were reconvicted within six months 
of project release and 75 percent within 12 months. The 
dispositions received in 22 percent of these cases was 
probation, in 28 percent of the cases it was incar~eration, 
and in 15 percent of the cases it was a split sentence 
of jail and probation. The majority of offenders convicted 
of new offenses were not committed to prison. This, 
along with the fact that the vast majority (87%) of the 
offenders admitted to the project were on probation status, 
strongly indicates that the project acted as a supplement 
to probation rather than a diversion from incarceration. 

Lowenberg, David, "Pima County Attorney's Adult Diversion 
Project, Second Annual Report", Tucson, Arizona, 1975. 

Stillwell, Jack, "victim Defendant Relationships in an Adult 
Diversion Program", unpublished paper: February 4, 1977. 

While the adult diversion program operated by the Pima County 
attorney's office is not explicitly a restitution project, 
most o~ the defendants do make financial restitution and, in 
additic)O, are required to perform 40 hours of community service 
restitntion. 'l'he proj ect operates at the pre-trial, post­
arraigru~ent level and involves primarily property offenders. 
Direct victim-defendant meetings are stl:uctured for the purpose .. 
of negotiating the amounts of restitution. Upon the successful 
completion of the project, charges are dismissed. 

Two studies report on evaluation research-:onducted on this 
project. The study reported by Lowenberg presents a description 
of pr.oject inputs over time. Major findings of this study 
are that the vast majority of defendants had no prior record 
and were largely composed of white property offenders, obligated 
to make a mean average of $385 in restitution. Victims were 
largely business firms and direct victim-offender negotiations 
occurred in approximately 30 percent of the cases. 

The study reported on by Stillwell deals primarily with the 
victim-defendant meetings structured in this project. On the 
basis of a questionnaire administered to 140 victims before 
and after taking part in meetings with defendants, information 

• 



is presented to show that victims willing to meet with ~~ 
defendants are more frequently businesses that suffered a I .' 
property offense as compared to individual victims of violent 
crimes. Furthermore, victims defined meeting with defendants 
as valuable both because the meeting provided them with a 

. better understanding of t.\l~ defendant I s motivation in commi tt­
ing the crime and also bel:ause victims believed the meetings 
gave defendants a hetterunderstanding of the effect the 
crime had on them. Finally, the results of the qUestionnaire 
administered to victims before and after the meeting reflected 
changes towards less punitive sets of beliefs. 

9. Swanton, Joan, "Final Report: The Pilot Alberta Restitution 
Center (September 1, 1975 - October 31, 1977)", undated. 

This study presents information on.the operation of the Pilot 
Alberta Restitution Center during the ~o year period, 
September 1975 to October, 1977. The Center was originally 
established to demonstrate the non-residential use of restit­
ution as a diversion from imprisonment for non-violent property 
offenders. In fact, however, the original aim changed several 
times and the project reportedly ended up by placing emphasis 
on facilitating the payment of restitution in all phases of 
the criminal justice system, from p.re-charge through to post ,.J 
release from incarceration. A~ost any property offender 
from pre-charge to post incarceration who agreed to enter 
into a restitution con~ract became a project client •. Consequen-· 
tly, referrals to the project came from a wide variety of 
sources--police, defense counsel, probation officer, correctional 
institution, victims, offenders. . 

A total of 286 offenders comprising 246 separate cases were 
referred over the two year life of the project, with approximatly 
70 percent of these coming from a pre-sentence stage. The 
largest proportion of offenders had been charged with m~ltiple 
offenses against property. In those cases where the amount 
of loss or damage could be determined, approximately 60 percent 
of the cases involved less than $500. Approximately 70 percent 
of the victims were businesses, 20 percent were private citizens, 
and the remainder either unknown or a public agen,cy. Offenden ... 
referred to the project w~re typically young, single males witl! 
only 3 percent of referrals made up of Indians. 

In contrast to the 246 separate case referrals' to the project, 
only 72 restitution agreements were actually signed by 70 

< • 

. offenders and 155 victims. The reasons, that restitution agree­
ments were not completed for most project referrals had to do 
with either the offender deciding against proceeding with the 
development or a restituti~n agreement, becoming incarcerated, 
or making a private arrangement for restitution with the )' 
victim. Of the restitution agreements actually signed, appro~ , 
mately half of the offenders entered into them prior to 
receiving a court disposition. While victim-offender contact 
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was emphasized in the project, only 22 offenders and 23 
victims covering 20 restitution agteements were involved in 
meetings. Of the 72 restitutio~ agreements signed, 2/3 
involved less than $500 and approximately 80 percent were 
obligated to be repaid within 18 months. 

As of July 31, 1977, 40 percent of the restitution agreements 
had been paid in full, 15 percent were continuing to make 
payments, 11 percent were in arrears by up to two months, 
and 33 percent were in default. Sixty percent of the victims 
had not received the restitution owing to'them according to 
the agreement. Restitution in excess of $300 was found to be 
related to default. Those cases in which victims and offenders 
had met to develop restitution agreem~nt were more frequently 
in default of payment as compared to those cases in which no 
meetings were held. 

10. Flegg, Mrs. D., et al., "Nottinghamshire Probation and After­
Care Service: Community Service Consumer Survey--1973-1976", 
unpublished. 

. . 
Aimed at assessing offender perception of community service 
orders, this study involved the first 100 offenders completing 
the Nottinghamshire Community Service project. Nottinghamshirc 
was, one of six experimental areas selected to participate in 
the Community Service legislation passed in England in 1972. 
The scheme was introduced in 1973 and allowed the courts to 
impose a community service order on offenders, aged 17 or 
over, who otherwise would have been in prison. The number of 
hours ordered to work is to be not less than 40 or more than 
240 and must normally be completed within one year. Arrange­
ments for community service have been a responsibility of 
probation and after-care departments. Probation officers 
assign offenders to community service tasks and exercise 
general oversight of the offender'S completion of the order. 

The first 100 offenders completing a community ~ervice order 
in Nottinghamshire were interviewed and asked f0r their views 
about the scheme. The results were' highly positive towards 
the project. Most offenders expressed the view that community 
service was better th~n being fined, had not caused any 
practical or family problems, had been a worthwhile experience 
that helped them remain out of legal difficulties. Only four 
of the 100 respondents expressed negative vie~"s about the ,. 
scheme. 

11. Koegel, Joanne, "Sacramento County Probation Alternative 
SentencIng Procedures", Final First Year Evaluation Report, 
Sacramento Area Criminal Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Elanning District, Juhe, 1978. 

The Alternative Sentencing Procedures project is operated by 
the Volunteer Bureau of Sacramento County. Sta·ff in the 
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project are responsible for screening and Placing,courtf) 
referrals in volunteer conununity service.agencies. Clients I 

are received from the judiciary who make a determination that 
an alternative sentence is appropriate for bhe offender who 
is then offered such a sentence as an alternative to a more 
traditional sanction. Placements are arranged in community 
service agencies, monitored by the project, and reports 
provided back to the courts. . 

The design for this study amounted to a one shot, case study. 
Major findings were that during the first year of operation, 
832 offenders were sentenced to community se;vice work. 
Approximately 18 percent of the referrals did not successfully 
complete the assigned conununityserv.ice work and these failures 
were more likely to be male~, have less than a high school 
education, be between the ages of 26 to 30 years of age. 
Approximately 43 percent of referrals had been convicted of 
driving charges, approximately 37 percent of theft, and the 
remainder of miscellaneous charges. 

12 .. Gerrard, J.,' and R. Knight, "An Evaluation "of the Community 
Restitution In-Service Program", May 5. 1977, unpublished. 

13. 

The Community Restitution In-Service Program was established J 
in 1975 by the Pima C9unty Probation Department. This projec, .­
was designed to provide defendants and probationers an opportun­
ity to perform restitution to the communi~y as a condition of 
probation. The probationer was provided the opportunity to do 
volunteer work for a public or private community government 
or social agency. Selection and placement for the project' 
occurred during the pre-sentence investigation as well as a 
condi~ion of probation. 

The study design a~ounted to a one shot case study. No 
comparison group was used. Findings indicate that most of the 
agencies receiving. services from offenders were highly positive 
towa,rds the work completed and that approximately 1/3 of the 
total hours of community service assigned to offenders had 
been completed at the te'rmination date of the study. 

Broomfield, TerrYL "Evaluation Report: Court Referral Program, 
Voluntary Action Center of South Orange Count"", Newport 
Beach~ California, April 20, 1977. 

This court referral project provides the courts of Orange County 
California with an alternative disposition for sentenced 
offenders who might otherwise have received a fine or incarcer­
ation. The project handles misdemeanants with a few juveniles 
and felons. \) 

The design used in this research was a one shot case study 
covering a 16 month period. Findings indicate that during the 
16 month period, the courts referred a total of 1,097 offenders 
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to the project with the largest percentage of these coming 
from municipal and traffic courts for the commission of 
traffic violations. Approximately 10' percent of the, referrals 
were on probation status. The largest percentage of offenders 
were male, under 25 years of age, employed, and sentenced for 
a traffic violation. The range of hours to be completed ran 
'from 5 to 212 wi th approximately 50 percent under 36 hours. 
Sixteen percent of the offenders referred by the court did 
not appear at the prc)ject. Of those offenders who were, 
actually assigned to a placement, approximately 71 percent 
completed the assignment. . 

14. Softley, Paul, "Compf!nsation Orders in Magistrates' Courts", 
Home Office Research Study Number 43, London, Her Majesty's 
Stationary Office, October, 1977. 

The Criminal Justice Act of 1972 in Great Britain provided 
Magistrates' Courts and Crown Courts a ,general power to order 
an offender to make compensation for personal injury, loss, or 
damage resulting fro:m a criminal offense. Up to 400 pounds 
compensation could be ordered for each offense for which the 
offender was convicted by a court. The purpose of this researc.h 
was to assess the ex.tent to which the courts order f'\ffenders 
to make compensation, investigate how the statute lAi_.S being 
applied, and assess the effects of the compensation order as 
a method,of redress. 

" , 

. The study des'ign in"ol ved following a population of cases for 
],J] months. The population included all cases of burglary f 
theft, obtaining prclperty by decep~ion, crimir.al damage, wound:i r~~] 

'or assault causing bodily harm that resulted .~.n a sununary 
conviction during the week of September 29, 1974. This amounted 
to a total of 3,604 charges made. Information was provided by 
clerks of court on 3,552 convictions and of these, information 
was available on 3,337 cases. Excluding 97 cases that went 
to the Crown Court, a total of 3,240 ~ffenders were sentenced 
and amounted to the: population of off ,'vlders on which informa­
tion is presented in this report. ~hree data collection forms 
were used to obtain information on each case over the 18 month 
period. One was cc)mpleted by police in late September, 1974, 
another form complf:ted by clerks of magistrates' courts in 
April, 1975, and a third form completed by clerks of court in 
April, 1976. ' 

":;> 
< • 

It is difficult tOI summarize the major findings of this extremely 
detailed and thou9htful piece of research. Among the more 
'interesting findings, however, are the following: 

- For each type of property offense, it was found that the 
majority of vic~ims were corporate entities: 

- SO percent ()f offende:rs convicted for property offenses 
had caused damages or losses of less than 25 pence: 

• 
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- Excluding property offenses ~hich resulted in damage or ~ 
loss of less than 25 pence, 90 percent of those convicte~ I i 

of criminal damage to property were ordered to pay compen­
sation, but only 9 percent· convicted. OL wounding or 
assault were ordered· to do so; , 

- Partial, as compared .. -'" full restitution was more conunonly 
used as the value of -w,le loss or 'damage increased~ 

- The decision to impose a non-custodial, rather than a 
custodial sentence, was the most important factor related 
to ordering restitution while the second most important 
factor was the ability of the of;ender to pay; 

- 3/4 of the offenders had completed paying restitution 
within 18 months of being sentenced and the remaining 1/4 
had not completed payments; 

- 1/3 of the offen~ers who had not completed payments were 
committed to prison in default; 

- The most significant factor related to non payment was 
the amount of compensation ordered, the criminal record 
and age of -the offender. The longer the record and the 
older the offender, the less likely to have completed ' 
restitution. ' .. ) 

Tarling, Roger, and Paul Softley, "Compensation Orders in 
the. Crown Court", The Criminal Law Review, July, 1976. 

The purpose of this study was to test whether the Criminal Justice 
Act of 1972 in Great Britain resulted in more compensation 
(resti.tution) being ordered for pr9perty loss by the Crown Court 
in London, as well as to whether judges' decisions to award 
compensation for loss were in ~ccord with recommendations made 
by the Advisory Council on the Penal S.ystem. 

Two samples of offenders were drawn' from police files. One 
consisted of offenders sentenced before the implementation 
of the Act on January 1, 1973, and the other of offenders 
sentenced after the Act. The samples were restricted to 
off~nders sentenced in the Crown Court in London for major 
property offenses. The aim was to limit the samples'to 
offenses for which compensation could have been ordered. The 
"before" sample included 277 persons and the "after" sample 
included 521 persons. 

Major findings of the study were: 

- The proportion of compensation orders nearly doubled aft J" 

the Act, from 14 percent to 26 percent; 

- Offenders given custodial sentences were less likely to 
be ordered to pay compensation than were other offenders; 

, . 
• ...... . - r ____ ._' £ .... ~ • 



.~ 

16 

- No evidence was found to support the idea that the 
greater the value of unrecovered property, the more 
likely the offender was to be ordered to pay compensa­
tion. 

16. Pease, K., et al., "Community Service Orders", Home Office 
Research Studies, London, Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 197~. 

Section 15 of the Criminal Justice Act of 1972 in Britain 
empowered courts to order offenders to perform unpaid work as 
a service to the community. A community service order was to 
be made in the case of an offender convicted of a~ offense 
which would otherwise have been punished with imprisonment, 
provided that the offender consented and was aged 17 or over. 
The number of hours to be worked was not to be less than 40 
or more than 240, and these were to be completed within one 
yea~ of the date of the order. 

This report provides information on the program for the first 
18 months of operation In six probation and after-care areas of 
the country (Durham, Inner London, Kent, Nottingham, Southwest 
Lancashire v Shropshire). More specifically, information is 
provided on the criteria used by probation officers in recommeri(­
ing community service to the courts, the characteristics of 
offenders ordered to perform community service, the conduct 
of the program as this included the type of work completed by 
offenders (location, duration, completion rates), and the 
attitudes and opinions expressed about the scheme by offenders, 
probation officers, the press, and community service agencies. 

Among the major findings presented in this report are: 

- Most commonly, a community service order followed upon 
the recommendation of a probation officer~ 

- It is not possible to estimate the extent to which 
community service orders were made as an alternative to 
a custodial sentence: 

- Courts differed on the number of hours of community 
service required; 

Offenders on community service were drawn primarily from '. 
the 17 to 24 age group~ ~ 

- Between 38 percent and 50 percent of offenders on community 
service had previously experienced a custodial sentence: 

- Offenders with longer criminal records and those who had 
served a custodial sentence were less likely to success­
~ully complete the c.ommunity service order~ 

- P~obation 'officers, offenders, and the press generally 
held positive attitudes towards the scheme. 

• I 
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17. Duffy, J., and J. Welch, "Restitution Report", Delaw~ 
Criminal Justice Planning Commission, September, 1978. 

The purpose of this study was to assess the extent to which 
restitution was being used by the Superior Courts of Delaware 
and to determine the adequacy of the collection mechanisms 
existing in that state. The study design involved taking a 
six ~onth sample of criminal charges disposed of by the 
Superior Courts during January to June, 1976. In additior., 
a sample of 32 probationers ordered to make restitution during 
this time period were followed in order to obtain information 
on actual payments. . 

Of the 1,700 charges disposed of during the six month period, 
81 involved an order to make restit.uti.on.. . J:·n. short, restitu­
tion was ordered in slightly over 4 percent of the total charges 
disposed of during the six lQOnth sample period. Using a 
minimum time period of 19 months elapsed between an order of 
restitution and data qollection, 32 probationers were followed 
in order to determine the amount of restitution that was 
actually paid. It was 'found that approximately 9 percent of 
the ordered ~estitution had been paid. In 2/3 of the cases, 
the entire amount was still outstanding and restitution had 
been fully paid in only six cases. The overall average payment· 
per month of restitution was slightly over $3.00 per offender. 

18. "The Community Service Order Program: The British Columbia 
Experience", Volume 1, Ministry of the Attorney General, 
Province of British Columbia, Victoria, July, 1977. 

This report provides information on approximately 1,500 cases 
admitted to the British Columbia Community Service Program 
between February, 1975, and May, 1976. The program was modeled 
after the British Community Service. The major differences 
between the two programs is that in British Columbia, both 
adults and juveniles are eligible, offender services for the 
crime victim are occasionally required, and the maximum number 
of hours assigned to adults is 200 hours to be completed 
within a.six month period. 

Information was routinely collected. on persons admitted to the 
program throughout the province, tabulated, and reported in 
this volume. Among the major findings presented are that ove~. 
4/5 of the participants were bet¥een the ages of 14 and 21, 
almost 90 percent were male, and approximately 50 percent of 
all cases were placed in the program on the basis of theft 
Under $200 and breaking and entering. Offender work for the 
victim was used in only 5 percent of cases. The mean average 
work order was for approximately 32 hours and over 1/2 of the 
orders involved working in a community or service agency. 

• 
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19. Chesney, Steven', "The Assessment of Restitution in the 
Minnesota Probation Services", Minnesota Department of 
Corrections, January, 1976. 

The major aim of this study was to identify and describe the 
.manner and extent of restitution use in the Minnesota probation 
system. In addition, data were gathered on attitudes held 
toward restitution by probation officers, judges, victims and 
offenders. The primary research method involved drawing a 
stratified random sample of probation·dispositions during 
four months of 1973 and 1974. Counties in the state were 
stratified on population and 17 counties randomly selected 
from within each of the three strata. In turn, proportionate 
numbers of probation cases were 'randomly selected from each of 
the three levels of courts within each of the sample counties. 
A total of 525 cases comprised the final sample. The data 
sources relied upon were official files and structured inter­
views. Because of the sample selec'tion procedures, the result.s 
of this study were held to be generalizable to the population 
of probation cases in the state during the twelve months of 
.July, 1973, through June 30, 1974. 

Major study findings were that restitution was ordered in 
approximately 20 percent of all probation dispositions in adu.1L 
and juvenile courts of the state. Overwhelmingly, restitution 
was ordered in cases of property crime and involved mainly full 
financial restitution as compared to community service or 

, victim service. The most important factor determining whether 
restitution was ordered was the predicted ability of the 
offender to pay. Apparently, as a result, probationers It':-<::lst 

,commonly ordered to pay restitution were white and from the 
middle class. Direct involvement between victims and'offenders 
was not found to be a common practice. OUt of 525 restitution 
cases studied, the direct involvement of victims and offenders 
in negotiating a formal restitution agreement occurred in only 
six cases. Although only a minority of victims were satisfied 
with the way restitution had been made at the time of data 
collection, most victims thought that the restitut,ion ordered 
by the court had been fair. In addition, most victims believed 
that restitution by offender to the victim is the proper method 
of victim compensation. Victims who were dissatisfied tended 
to be those who felt they had not been involved in the process 
of ordering restitution and those victims who were the most 
bitter were those who had never even been notified that they', 
were to receive restitution. 

20. ,Barne, Sheila, "Saturday Work: A Real Alternative?", 
Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, June, 1976. 

Introduced in 1972, the Saturday Work Order Act of 1971 in 
Tasmania stipulated that, a w.ork order was to be given to an 
offender only as an alternative to a prison sentence. This 
legislation was similar to the British work order legislation 
passed around the same time and emphasized the use of community 
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service as an alternative to a custodial sentence'. The aim 1" 
of this study is to assess the extent to which the program ! " 
has, in fact, lived up to the legislative intent and operated 
as an alternative to imprisonme~t. ' 

The research design was a quasi-experimental ~ime series 
design. Comparing the number of work orders given by year 
with the total number' of prison admis'sions and short term 
prison sentences, the researcher concludes that work orders 
are given to offenders who would not, prior to the legislation, 
have received a prison sentence. A random sample of offenders 
who had received a work order were matched with 30 offenders 
on whom a pre-sentence investigation had been completed'in the 
year prior to the introduction of the-legislation. On the 
basis of comparing sentences received by the 30 matched pairs, 
the author concludes that only in approximately 1/6 of the 
cases was the work order given as an alternative to imprison­
ment. 

21. Softley, Paul, and Roger Tarling, "Coll,lpensation Orders and 
Custodial Sentences", Criminal Law Review, Volume 12, 1977. 

This study deals with the use of compensation (restitution) in 
the British Crown Courts. The specific aim is to assess whetr 
compensation is paid when it is ordered in conjunction with ) 
a custodial sentence or whether, a term of imprisonment is 
served in default of paying. A single group, after-only type 
of design, was used. The study sample was composed of 34 
offenders sentenced by the Crown Court in London in 1973 
to imprisonment, Borstal training, or detention in a detention 
center, for property offenses resulting in loss or damage. 
All of the 34 offenders had been ordered to make compensation. 
Five successfully appealed the compensation order and were 
removed from the sample and no information was available on two 
of the cases. The final sample, therefore, totaled 27 cases. 
Information on these cases was obtained from prosecutor and 
court files. 

Major findings are th.at ,three years after the court order, only 
4 of 27 persons had paid in full, less than 1/5 of the total 
amount ordered had been paid, and in 2/3 of the delinquent 
cases, the courts had taken no action. The reason that the 
court failed to resolve these cases was because the offender 
either could not be found or was unable or unwilling to pay. 

22. Pease, K., S.' Billingham, and I. Earnshaw" "Community Service 
Assessed in 1976", Horne Office Research Study No. 39, London, 
Her Majesty's stationary Office, 1977. 

~~- ----------

The Home Office Research Unit examined the operation of '\ 
community service s~hemes in six experimental areas during the ) 
period January'1973, to July 1974. This is a second report 
dealing with the original six experimental community service 
projects. This study attempts to asse~s the extent to which 
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a communi ty service order was used as _1 al ternaLi ve to a 
. custodial sentence, and the effects of c:ommun.ity service 
orders on reconviction rates. 

With regard to the assessment of sentence sUbstitution, four 
different approaches are used so as to ,3.rrive at an estimate 
of the exten.t to which communi ty s.ervic;e has been used in the 
place of custodial sentences. First, in one of the six 
experimental areas, probation officers completing social 
inquiry reports on offenders who subsequently received a 
community service order were asked before sentence was passed 
what their estimate was of the likelihood of a custodial 
sentence being imposed if community service was not ordered. 
Of the 39 cases in which information is available, the officers 
said a custodial sentence was probable in '19 cases, possible 
in 13, and unlikely in 7. 

A second approach used was to examine those persons placed on 
community service orders and who subsequently breached them 
(exclusive of those committing new offenses). The new sentence 
imposed for the violation was then seen as providing indirect 
evidence on the extent to which the original sentence imposed 
was in place of imprisonment. The logic is that if the 
ccmnluni~y service order had been an alternative to custody, 
then the early breach of it would be expected to lead to 
a custodial sentence. The evidence presented suggests that 
approximately 50 percent of the offenders receiving .a community 
service order did so instead of a custodial sentence. 

A third research approach used to assess th~ extent to which 
community service orders have been used in place of a 
custodial sentence was to examine' those cases in which the 
probation officer recommended community service but who did not. 
receive such an order. The evidence presented suggests that 
approximately 45 percent of the cases received a non-custodial 
sentence. In summary, it is tentatively concluded that 
approximately 50 percent of off~nders given community service 
orders were displaced from custody. 

The second purpose of this study was. to assess the effect of a 
community service order on reconviction. One year reconviction 
rates were calculated for those offenders given a' community 
service order during the first operational year of the scheme 
in each of the six experimental areas. A comparison group .. 
was used and composed of offenders who had be~n recommended 
for, but not sentenced to, ~ommunity service. Data was 
collected from police and probation department files. Appro,x­
imately 44 percent of those persons sentenced to community 
service during the first year of the program were reconvicted 
within a year of the sentence. The authors conclude that 
there was no evidence of a reduction in reconviction rates 
following community service. Furthermore, an assessment of 
offense seriousnass leads the authors to conclude that' there 
was no systematic change in the level of seriousness of offenses 
committed after a ~entence of comm~nity service. 

--.-----------------'----~ • ,- .... ,_._ ... ., ... ~ .. 
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Discussion 

F.Jlly appreciating the fact that it is easier to criticize 
a piece of evaluation research than it is to plan, implement, 
and carry it off I we offer some cr,i tical conunents about this 
body of work. 

A. Research Purpose: 

Most of the project level evaluations either failed to deliver 
on what they promised, or else never promised anything at all. In 
the latter case, the purpose of the,study is never explicitly 
stated and in the former, the purpose is overly ambitious relative 
to what is provided in the text. When the research purpose is 
never made explicit, the reader is left guessing. Several of 
the studies claim to test project effectiveness or cost effective­
ness. In fact, with the exception of only. five studies, none 
of the 23 project or program evaluations use a comparison or control 
group. Not being able to reasonably document project or program 
outcomes makes it impossible to assess cost effectiveness. 
Instead, what is presented in the promised cost effectiveness 
material is an assessment of project costs relative to such outputs 
as dollar value of restitution completed. 

B. Project/program Specification: 

None of the studies give a clear' description of how the project 
or program operated and what the logical assumptions were that 
linked expenditure of inputs with expected outputs or outcomes. 
Dozens of pages are given over to a description of project outputs 
while the components and interventive activities engaged in by 
project staff are dealt with in either a few·~entences or omitted 
completely. For example, the Minnesota Restitution Center 
evaluation report gives a brief description of project components 
but no descriptive information on h~w these components were 
actually implemented in the day to day.life of the project. We 
get the skeleton without the flesh and blood so necessary for 
understanding the reality of' this interesting project. The 
evaluator is well aware of this problem and notes in the report: 

"---because the program of the Restitution Center is not a 
unitary phenomenon, it is extremely difficult to determine 
which - if any - of the presumed active ingredients of the 
program have a relative impact upon the various measures of 

. the dependent variables. For evaluation research purposes, 
the Restitution Center program is a "black box" which mayor 
may not significantly impact upon the various indicies of 
program success.'" 

What is needed in these studies is the collection of informa­
tion on client interaction with project activities and interven­
tions. For example, information is required on the nature, type, 
and amount of interaction between staff and offenders, the 
nature, type, and amou.nt of interaction between victims and 
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offenders, the specific types and amo~nt of interventive 
activities engaged in by staff, the role 'of external intervening 
variables in the everyday life of the project, and so on~ This 
kind of information could be of potential use t~ program planners, 
managers, and lir.~ level staff in their effor~s at delivering 
particular types of services as well as to researchers attempting 
to explain project outputs and outcomes. 

The importance of collecting information on project processes 
is underscored in the case of newly implemented projects or 
programs. The project conception as contained in a grant appli­
cation, for example, is not likely to bear much correspondence 
to what the project looks like during its implementation. There 
is a growing body of literature dealing with the problems and 
issues associated with the implementation of social policy and 
programs and it seems unlikely that restitution projects or 
programs are immune to implementation issues. Yet, with only a 
few exceptions, these studies fail to provide information about 
the type of implementation problems that arose, how they were 
addressed, and with what implications. The picture we get is 
that of a vaguely conceptualized project or program being 
implemented exactly as planned. 

There are exceptions to the above comments. Most notably, the 
Restitution in Probation Experiment and' the .Pilot Alberta Restit­
ution Center. In both reports, the evaluator provides a clear 
des.cription of the many problems encountered in attempting to 
implement the project along with the. implications of these 
problems for project operations and the evaluation. What emerges 
fro~ these studies is a picture of a project that was always in 
the process of being redirected and redefined so that no reasonably 
specific and stable structure ever emerged. While these two 
projects may represent extremities on a continuum of implementation 
problems, it is probably safe to assume that all of the projects 
encountered difficulties in becoming operational and these, in 
turn, resulted in substantive alterations in the content and form 
of pr~ject activities. 

c. Data Collection Methods: 

The procedures used for the collection of data is probably 
going to be determined by the nature of the t~rget population, 
accessibility and availability of desired information, and 
resour~es for doing the research. The type of data collection 
proc;:edures used will have implications for the reliabili tv and 
validity of the information obtained. To at le'ast partly deal 

with validity and reliability problems, multiple data collection 
method~ to obtain both. qual'itative and quantitative information 
are usually preferred to single methods. The aim is to augment 
the amount of valid and reliable information obtained from each 
data collection method. . 

Table II presents information on the data collection methods 
used in each of the evaluation stUdies: 
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TABLE II: DATA COLLECTION METHODS USED--EVALUATION'STUDIES I) 

PROJECT/PROGRAM 

Tazewell County 

Minnesota Restitutio'L'i Center 

Iowa Restitution In Probation 

Project 20 

Restitution or Parole 

Effects of Symbolic Restitution 

~Georgia Shelters 

Pima County 

Pilot Alberta 

.Nottinghamshi~e 

Sacramento County 

Restitution In Service 

South Orange County 

Compensation-Magestrate's Court 

4iltompensation-crown Court 

Community Service Orders 

Restitution Report 

British Columbia 

Minnesota Probation 

Saturday to1ork 

Compensation and Custodial 

Community Service-1976 

OFFICIAL \ PROJECT 
RECORDS FORMS 

lNTF:A- QUESTION1 MEDIA 
VIEWS NAIRE DESCRIPTION. 

---------not specified----------------

x x x I x 

x x 

x x 

x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x 

x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x 

x x x x 

x 

x .. 
x x x 

x 

x 

x x 
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Several features of Table II are evident. Fir.st, almost 
all of the studies relied upon information collected from 
official records, project or program forms, or both. Most 
commonly, official records were used in these studies to obtain 
information about offender characteristics and criminal reco.rds 
whi~e project forms provided information about. restitution 
payments • 

There are a number of problems with relying on official 
criminal justice records as an information source. First, 
officially collected information used as measures of program out­
comes are, by their very nature, indirect measures of behavior. 
For example, there is no practical ·W().:l of directly measuring the 
actual extent to which offenders who complete a restitution project. 
commit new crimes. Secondly, the measurements used are commonly 
open to serious problems. For example, the number of crimes known 
to authorities in most situations is only a fraction of the 
number of crimes committed, although that fraction varies from 
crime to crime. This problem is compounded by t.h.e fact that the 
relationship between reported and unreported crime is not constant 
but variable over time. Thus, changes in policy and public 
attitudes can result in changes in the proportion of reported 
crime between different geographical jurisdictions, different timeE:, 
and different types of reported crime. 

D~ Measures: 

Table III summarizes the various measures used in the evalua­
tion studies according to input, process or activity, and output/ 
ou~come measures. What is defined as an input measure in any 
particular study may well be used as an output or outcome 
measure in another study and the converse is also likely to have 
been the case. To deal.with this, we have simply listed measures 
according to the way in which they were actually used in the 
particular research. 

TABLE III: INPUT, PROCESS, OtrrPUT I OUT COME MEASURES USED. 

Input Measures 

A. Offender 

1. Social-Psycho logical-Demographic 
Age 
Sex 
Race' 
Employment status 
Educational level 
MIlitary experience 
Number of dependents 
Living arrangements 
County of residence 
·lncome level 
Occupation 
Referral Source 
Type of dependents 

MMPI scores 
IQ scores 
Sense of self esteem 
Sense of alienation 
Attitude to criminal justice system 
Attitude to imprisonment 
Attitude. to victim of offense 
Name of offender/defendent 
Date of birth 

• ~-----. ---- -
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2. Offense History 
Offense type 
Number of current offenses 
Sentence length assigned 
Age at first arrest 
Number of prior arrests 
Number of juvenile commi tments 

2S 

Number of prior adult adult c01llllitments 
Number of prior adult prison sentences 
Number of prior adult j aU sentences 

.. 

j) • < 

Place where crime committed 
Use of drugs/alcohol at time of offense 

.Offender's estimate of losses sustained 
(amoutl.t) 

Offender's relationship to victim 
Individual/group crime 
Total time served in all institutions 
Date of conviction 
Whether offender was legally represented 

B. Restitution 
- Amount of restitution ordered 
- Form of restitution 
- Time allowed for completion of restitution 
- Full or partial restitution 

c. Victim 
- Type of v.ictim (individual/business) 
- Victim losses claimed of a direct type 
- Victim losses claimed as resulting indirectly from the offense 
- Age 
-Sex 
'- Race 

- Criminal history 
- Marital status 

) 
- Prior relationship ·to offender 
- Amount of loss covered by insurance 
- Victim's knowledge of outcome of criminal justice proceedings 
- Victim's sense of satisfaction with the outcom.e of the criminal justice 

,proceedings 
- Number of prior vic1:imizadons 
- Size of business 
- Position in business 
- Attitude to criminal justice system 
- Attitude to law violators 
- Sense of alienation 
- Nature of any injuries sustained as a result of the offense 
- Whether the victim attended a hospital as a result of the offense 
- Number of work days lost as a result of any injuries resulting from the 

offense 
- Name of victim 

D. ,!!!ferral Agency 
.. 

- Number of referred 
- Number of agencies involved 

E. Project 
- Number of offenders admitted 
- Probation officer perceptions of the offender I s su.itability for the 

restitution program 
- Probation of~icer's reco~endation to the court for restitution 

. ~ 
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Project Processes or Act:1,vities 

A. Offender 
- Involvement in education or training programs 
- Reason restitution contract not agreed to by the offender 
- Extensions given to the offender to complete restitutioa 
- Reason for the extension given to the offender for restitution 

B. Project 
- Amount of staff time spent in the development of the restitution plan 
- Number of changes in the restitution plan 
- Types of changes in the restitution plan 
- N~~er of hours spent by staff monitoring restitution plaR 
- Number of staff/offender contacts in the development of the restitution plan 
- Types ~f services provided by project . 
- Number of support services used by staff in dealing with offenders 
- De.gree of difficulty in developing restitution plan 

c. Victim 
- Victim degree of cooperation in developing restitution plan 
- Degree of victim involvement in development of restitution plan e -Number of staffh'ictim contacts ili development of res.titution plan 

D. Referral Agency , 
- Types of services offered to assigrled offenders 

,- Who supervised the offender's work 

Outputs/Outcomes 

A. Offenders 
- Degree of offender cooperation in making restitution . 
- Number of job interviews held while in restitution program 
- Number of kinds terminated from jobs while in restitution program 
- !:!umber of weeks' in longest held job while in restitution program 
- Number of weeks employed while in restitution program 
- Number of program rule infractions 

A - Number of times place in jail 
.., - Offender use of public assistance 

- Whether returned to court while in program 
-,Number of times imprisoned 
- Ale of off ender when returned to coUrt 
- Whether offender was in prison for more than seven days but less than six 

months following restitution program 
- Amount of restitution completed 

Number of times rearrested 
- Number of times reconvicted 
- Type of s.entence imposed upon reconviction 
- Offender's satisfaction with restitution plan 
- Number of payments made on restitution plan 
- Number of payments late 
- Number of payments missed altogether 
- Whether absconded from restitution program 
- Parole/probation revocation 

Percentage of time employed while in restitution program 
- ·Adjustment in restitution program 
- Adjustment in prison program 

• 
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Offenders (Continued) 
Number and types of programs involved while in priSon 

- Offender attitude to restitution program 

)) 
- Offender attitude to victim 
- Number of days spent in prison on present conviction 
- Number of days spent in restituti~n program on present commitment 
- Number of days spent in other programs on present commicment 
- Number of days spent under community supervision on present' commitment 
- Changes in marital status 
- Civil suits/judgements resulting from offense 
- Whether, and to what extent, support was provided to dependents 
- Change in educational status 
- Job training received 
- Job stability 

Victims 
- Victim satisfacti.on with restitution 
- Numper of offender/victim contacts 
- Extent of victim/offender contacts following program release 
- Amount of restitution received 
- Satisfaction with the way the offender was handled 
- Knowledge of offender's status 
- Whether civil suits were filed or considered 
- Attitude to crfminai justice system . 
- Sense of alienation 
- Attitude to law violators 

Referral Agency 
- Staff attitudes to restitution project 

Other . 
Cost of restitution program services 

- Criminal justice official's attitude to restitution project 
- Reason for termination of restitution plan 
- Cost of prison program 
- Cost of other programs 
- Cost of community supervision 

-
A number of' characteristics of these various measures can be 

noted. First, most of the emphasis has been placed upon input 
and output/outcome measures and relatively few measures h~ve been 
used to deal with program processes or· activities. This reinforces 
our earlier point about the lack of program/project descriptive 
information. The project or program is treated as a black box. 

Another characteristic of these measures is the emphasis 
placed upon the offender. Offender related measures f'ar out­
number measures used in relation to victims. This seems to reflect. 
the focus of these projects:"upon offender rehabilita.tion as ) 
compared to victim compensation. Very little information is . 
provided about how victims 'are:contacted or involved in the project; 
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their attitudes about the project or the offender, attitudes about 
the concept of restitution, etc. 

FurthertT.tore, while a number of measures were identified in 
the original study design, bec;:ause of data collection problems 
only partial data was collected on a number of them. Therefore, 
the population or sample varies within many of the study reports 
from one measure to another. This has obv.ious implications for 
biased results. In this respect, the chronic problem confronting 
evaluators is the frequency with which significant measures must 
be abandoned--either because they do not lend themselves to 
convincing verification or because the information necessary to 
apply then is simply not available. Consequently, the researcher 
often has to choose between what is likely to be significant and 
what is likely to be feasible for collection purposes. In 
practical terms, the measures that are incorporated in an evalua-, 
tion will to a large extent determine what is likely to be 
available. 

A number of criteria are used' in these studies to measure 
project outcomes, most obviously offender recidivism. The variety 
of criteria, used to measure recidivism include arrest, conviction, 
probation or parole revocation, incarceration. Each of these 
measu,res has well kn~wn problems. The use of arrest, for example, 
goes against the idea that an individual is presumed innocent 
until proven guilty. Recidivism rates based on arrest do not tell 
us whether those arrested have., in fact, returned to criminal 
behavior but only that they are presumed to have done so. Further~ 
more, the discretion of the police to control both the number and 
type of arrests raises serious validity problems in evaluations 
using this measure. 

The conviction of the offender for a new offense is another 
commonly used measure of program outcome in these studies. The 
major problem of using conviction rates is that they are open to 
the confounding effect of plea bargaining which may result in a 
conviction offense having little relationship to the offense 
actually committed. While a number of the studies use reconvic­
tion as a criterion mea,sure or program/proj ect failure, only one 
study made distinctions between types of offenses as measured 
on an offense serious~less scale. Finally, given inefficiencies 
of criminal justice officials, the use of reconviction as a 
measure of project or program success will inevitably inflate 
outcomes. 

E. De!.ign: 

The central problem to be addressed in the formal design of 
an evaluation is to demonstrate that observed changes have been 
caused by the treatment. This process of attempting to establish 
a causal ~elation between observed changes and the means employed 
to produce them iS,an extremely difficult one. A classic device 
for demonstrating that observed changes have been caused by 
treatment ~s to compare two equivalent ,groups. If the two groups 

- -- . 

. . 



, 
, 

',' ..... ':.)-' .. . ... . '- ........ 

are identical with the sole exception of exposure to the project 
or program under observation, then any differences displayed by 
the two may reasonably be attributed t~ the presence or absence 
of the project or program. As revealf.!d in Table' IV, only two of 
the evaluation studies used an experimental design. Two addition­
al studies used precision matching procedures to generate a 
comparison group, while two other studies used before-after single 
group designs to make comparisons over, time. None of the other . 
studies used· any comparison group. These one shot case study 
types of design have well known, and largely fatal, internal 
validity problems. 

'tABLE IV: RESEARCH DESIGN USED-EVALUATION STUDIES 

e. 
A. Experimental Design: 

1) Minnesota Restitution Center 
2) The Effects of Symbolic Restitution 

B. Precision 'Matching Design: 
1) Restitution or Parole 
2) ~ommun1ty Service Assessed in 1976 

C. Interrupted Time Series DeSign: 
1) Saturday Work 

D. Before-After, tton-Experimental Design: 
1) Compensation Orders in the Crown Courts 

E. ~On;:.e~S;:h:;:o;.:t:....;;;Ca;.:s;.;e~S;.:t:.:u;:;.d Y",--=D:.;:e:,:s;,::i:=zgn.::.:.: 
A 1) Tazewell County 
~ 2) Restitution in Probation Experiment 

3) Project 20 
4) Georgia Shelters 
5) Pima County 
6) PUot Alberta 
7) . Nottingbamshire 
8) Sac ramen to County 
9) Restitution in Service 

10) South Orange County 
11) . Compensation--Magistrates' Courts 
12) Restitution Report 
13) British ColUmbia 
14) Minnesota Probation 
15) Compensation and Custodial Sentences 

) 



F. Findings and Implications: 

The extent to which one can safely generalize fro~ the 
results of any of these studies is close to absolute zero. They 
all deal with specific projects or programs operating in particu­
lar jurisdictions at different times. Beyond this, the research 
designs employed in most of these studies have serious internal 
validity problems. At best, we can offer some tentative opinions 
arrived from our reading of these reports. 

First, the studies on court ref~rral projects show that a 
large number of persons can be handled at relatively low cost, 
with relatively few in-project failures, and result in large 
amounts of work performed for commupity agencies. The indirect 
cost of such project is, however, open to legitimate question. 
We will return to this issue of expanding social control later. 

The studies on the Minnesota Restitution Center tend to show 
that selected property offenders can be diverted from prison after 
only a few months to a residential community correction center and 
do about as well as a comparable group of offenders who did 
significantly more time in prison. Furthermore, the Restitution 
'Center project, along with several others, gives evidence that 
victim-offender involvement is generally practical and can be 
worthwhile. At the same time, however, several of the studies 
illustrate many of the problems associated with attemtping to 
structure victim-offender involvement. The Iowa Restitution in 
Pr9bation Experiment along with the Pilot Alberta Center give 
perhaps the best picture of the dif~iculties encountered. 

, The studies consistently document ~he rather well known fact 
that most property offenses result in relatively small losses, 
the amount of restitution to be made is also relatively small, 
and the largest proportion of victims are likely to be business 
firms. Several of the studies also show, however, that minority 
group persons are disproportionately under-represented. For 
example, of the studies reporting on race of admission, the Pima 
County, British Columbia, and Minnesota Restitution Center reports 
all indicate a disproportionately small number of minority persons 
admit.ted. This is probably caused by the screening criteria con­
cerning offense types eligible for project admission. In those 
projects where the eligibility criteria are relatively soft, 
however, this 'bias may result, at least in part, from the discre­
tion exercised by criminal justice decision makers. . . 

Several of the studies s'how, somewhat surprisingly, that 
restitution is most frequently ordered in conjunction with a 
fine. The studies by' Chesney in Minnesota and Softley in England 
both make this point. These studies also found that approximately 
1/4 of those ordered to pay restitution failed to satisfy the 
order and that the larger, the amount ordered, the less frequently 
it was completed. There are several practical implications of 
these findings. First, the wide use of £inancial restitution is 
not impractical. In most cases, the order will be fulfilled. 
At the same time, however, if courts are going to order large 
amounts of restitution, they need to take into account that the 
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difficulties of getting the payments will be increased and the 
time lengthened. 

One of the most consistently reported' findings in this body 
of work is that restitution projects and pro~ams established 
for, the purpose of diverting offenders from custodial confinement 
generally do not fulfill this mission. The study done in Tasmania 
by Barnes, the most recent evaluation of the British Community 
Service Progr~, the Georgia Restitution She1ter study, the 
studies done on the projects in Alberta and British Columbia, 
all present information to show that only a relatively small 
proportion of persons admitted to these projects would have been 
incarcerated in the absence, of it. This apparent inability of 
diversion projects to substantially.divert f~ more severe 
penalties and to actually increase the degree of social control 
exercised over offenders, raises disturbing questions. What 
about the case of an offender who, in the absence of the progr~ 
would not have been imprisoned, fails to complete the restitution 
order and is subsequently imprisoned?, Instead of helping reduce 
rates of imprisonment as intended, the project is likely to 
increase, the n~er in custody. 

Descriptive Studies: 

We have identified a total of seven descriptive studies 
dealing with restitution. 

23. Bluestein, Robin, et al., "Attitudes of the Legal Community 
Toward Creative Restitution, Victim COmpensation, and 
Related Social Work Involvement", unpublished Master's 
thesis, University of South Carolina. 

This study set out to describe the attitudes of the legal 
community in the state of South Carolina toward creative 
restitution and victim compensation. In addition, an 

. attempt was made to describe the differences in the atti­
tudes held by three sub-samples of the legal population in 
the state (judges, lawyers in private practice, prosecuting 
attorneys) toward the use of creative restitution and victim 
compensation. --

A mailed questionnaire was sent to the population of 250 
members of the legal community in'the state, including 57 
judges, 51 prosecutors, and 142 practicing lawyers. One 
hundred data collection instruments were returned and ten of 
these were unuseable. Therefore, an overall response rate of 
38 percent was achieved. Response ra~es by the three sub­
samples were 57 percent from practicing lawyers, 22 percent 
from prosecuting' attor~eys, and 21 percent from judges. 

" 

Major findings of this study were that the total sample of 
respondents showed strong support for the idea of ,restitution. 
Eighty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that there 
was potential value in using restitution as a sanction with 
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the criminal offender. Only 4 percent of the sample of 
respondents felt that offenses. against property, auto 
theft', shoplifting, drunk driving, and income tax evasion 

'were appropriate for use with restitution while offenses 
against t.he person were S!een as generally inappropriate. 
Furthermore, approximately 90 percent of the respondents 
viewed either juveniles or first offenders as most 
appropriate targets for a restitu·cion· program. 

Galaway, Burt, and William Marsella, "An Exploratory Study 
of the Perceived Fairness of Restitution as a Sanction for 
Juvenile Offenders", paper presented at the Second National 
Symposium on Victimology, Boston, September, 1976. 

This research aims at assessing the extent to which resti- . 
tution is perceived as a fair sanction for juvenile offenders. 
Juvenile court dispositions involving restitution as a 
condition of probation in st. Louis County (Duluth, Minnesota) 
over a four week period constituted the study sample. A. 
small sample of seventeen juvenile offenders was identified 
and information obtained from official records and personal 
intervlews with offenders, vict~~, police, and probation 
staff. 

Most generally, it was found that study youth tended to 
under-estimate the amount of loss sustained by victims as 
compared to the estimates made by parents, victims, probation 
officers, or police officers. While the majority of the 
youth included in this -study either did not know or did not 
believe that the victims suffered any losses in addition to 
financial· damages, 80 percent of the victims reported suffer­
ing in other ways and most frequently mentioned emotional 
trauma as a result of the victimization. At the time of 
data collection, ap~roximately 90'percent of the victims had 
no knowledge of. the court disposition that had been received 
by the youth and were unaward that they were to receive 
.restitution. All groups of subjects perceived the restitution 
that had been ordered as fair to the youth but the victims,' 
parents, probation officers, and police officers were in 
stronger agreement than the youth themselves. When the 
subjects were asked to select a single disposition which they 
considered most appropriate for the youth, the youth and his 
parents were most likely to select a restitution sanction, 
while the victim was least likely to select ~his sanction. 
Victims, probation officers and police officers tended to 
select supervised probation as a sanction if only one could be 
selected. Given an opportunity to select more ·than one of 
the five sanctions for the youth, probation officers were 
unanimous in recommending a combination of probation and 
financial restitution • 

• 
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25. "The Need For and Acceptance Of 'Community Restitution 
Centers in Virginia", Virginia Department of Corrections, 
Richmond, Virginia, Septem.ber, 1978. 

h 

This study aimed at assessing the need for; and acceptance 
of, community restitution centers in the state of Virginia. 
The me~od us'ed involved screening the adult felon popula­
tion admitted to the state prison during 1976 according 
to criteria used in the Minnesota Restitution Center and 
the criteria used in the Georgia Restitution Shelter programs. 
By combining these two sets of program criteria, the investi­
gator attempted to determine what percentage of offenders 
committed to prison in the state on a property offense 
during 1976 aould have been diverted to a community restitu­
tion project. In addition, a mailed questionnaire was sent 
to a sample of key decision. makers in the state so as to 
assess their attitudes about the use of restitution. 

It was found that according to the "ldmission criteria used 

i 

in the Minnesota and Georgia programs, a total of 56 offenders 
out of a population of· over 1,.300 would have been eligible 
for a community restit~tion program in Virginia. A 60 percent 
response rate was achieved with the mailed questionnaire. 
Overwhelming support was indicated by respondents for a 
community restitution center. 

26. Hudson, Joe, Steven Chesney, John McLagan, "Restitution As 
Perceived by State Legislators and Correctional Administra­
tors", Minnesota Department of Corrections, 1977. 

) 

This study was completed by the Minnesota Department of 
Corrections with the aim of assessing the way in which resti­
tution is perceived by state legislators and state corrections, 
administrators. Mailed questionnaires were sent to every 
aldministrator of state adult or juvenile corrections agencies 
in the country as well as corrections administrators in 
major trust territories and in the cities of Chicago and 
New York. In addition, a random sample of 25 states was 
selected involv'ing the. chairperson ,of' the corrections commi t­
tees in the state legislatures as well as three randomly 
selected committee members. Seventy-three responses were 
received from the population of 82 corrections administrators 
(89%), alld 105 of the population of 211 legislators (39%). 

Overwhelming support for the concept of restitution was 
reported by the respondents. The reasons for supporting 
restitution were, first, it was seen as a way to at least 
partially compensate victims for crime losses and, secondly, 
it was seen as a way to achi~ve offender rehabilitation. Most 
respondents saw restitution as particularly appropriate in )' 
property loss vr damage cases. Slightly over half of the 
correctional administrators approved of victim-offender 
involvement ill a restitution program. while approximately 

, 
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only 41 percent of the legislative respondents approve 
of this practice. 

27. Hudson, Joe, Steven Chesney, John McLagan, "Parole and 
Probation Staff Perceptions of Restitution", Minnesota 
Department of Corrections, September, 1977. 

The purpose of this study was to assess the extent to which 
parole and probation officers in the state of Minnesota 
defined different aspects of restitution as problematic. 
Questionnaires were mailed to all 263 probation and parole 
officers and supervisors in the stat::c:!, exclusive of county 
probation officers in Hennepin (Minneapolis) and Ramsey 
(St. Paul) counties. One-hundred and ninety seven question­
naires (75%) were completed and returned. 

There was overwhelming support indicated for the use of 
restitution as a criminal or juvenile justice sanction. 
Restitution was seen as an appropriate sanction for property 
offenders and in cases of crimes against Eersons" both 
financial and service restitution were supported. Approxima­
tely 1/2 of the respondents supported the notion of victim­
offender involvement in the development of a restitution 
plan. The major problem identified with the use of restitution 
by these proba'tion and parole officers were difficulties 
caused when the court did not specify the amount of restitution 
to be made, the time-consuming nature of developing restitution 
plans and supervising their completion, the lack of suitable 
tasks for community service work orders, the low earning 
ability of offenders, and the over-estimation of losses by 
victims •. 

28. Gandy, John T., "'Community Attitudes Toward Creative 
Restit'.ltion and Punishment", unpublished Doctoral dissertatio.!l.,. 
University of Denver, 1975. 

This study has three major objectives. First, to determine 
community attitudes toward creative'restitution as compared 
to attitudes about the use of punishment. Secondly, to 
explore the relationship between the notions of creative 
restitution and punishment, and fina~~y, to identify the 
extent to which the attitudes held toward re=titution by 
members of several samples would support or impede the develop­
ment of formal restitution programs. Mailed questionnaires 
were sent to six sub-samples--police officers in a Colorado 
community, second year social work graduate students at 
the University of Denver, the members of a wome.n's community 
service organization in the state, juvenile and adult 
probation and parole officers in Colorado, and parole officers 
in Minnesota. A total of 705 mail~d questionnaires were 
distributed and, of this total population, 427 responses 
were obtained for an overall response rate of approximately 
60 percent. This response rate va'ried, ho~ever, according 
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to the sub-population being studied. ,or example, police 
had a 34 percent response rate, soci~l work students I~ 
responded at a 76 percent rate, the members of the community 
service organization responded at a 75 percent rate, and the 
probation and parole officers responded at.an approximate 
66 percent rate. 

Strong acceptance was demonstrated in all of the sub-groups 
for the notion of restitution. A punishment orientation 
was negatively correlated with the idea of restitution 
while a rehabilitative orientation was positively correlated 
with restitution. Those respondents who supported the 
traditional ideas of punishment, responded positively toward 
restitution but less positively than people holding favorable 
attitudes toward rehabilitatioh. Increased education on the 
respondents tended to be reflected in generally greater 
support for rehabilitation and decreased support for the 
concept of punishment. Restitutic;>n was seen as most appro~ __ 
priate with property offenses and gen~rally inappropriate 
for offenses against persons. Financial restitution and 
community service work orders were considered to have greater 
potential use than personal service restitution ordered to 
the victim. 

29. Schneider, Peter, Anne Schneider, Paul Reiter, Colleen Clear 
"Restitution Reguirements for Juvenile Offenders: A Survey' 
of the Practices in American Juvenile Courts", Institute 
of Policy Analysis, Eugene, Oregon, June, 1977. ~ 

This is a survey of juvenile court restitution practices as 
reflected in the response to a mailed questionnaire. A 
random sample of juvenile courts in the country was identified 
and mailed questionnaires used to obtain information on the 
manner and extent to which restitution was ordered as well 
as the attitudes held toward the practice by court officials. 
Of the total identified population of 3,544 juvenile courts 
in the country, a random sample of 191 received questionnaires. 

-One-hundred and thirty-three (133) responses were received 
for a 68 percen't:. return rate. 

The use of restitution was reported in approximately 86 
percent of the responding courts. Most commonly, it.is used 
in cases of property crimes and involves financial restitu­
tion. The most important factor in determining the amount 
of restitution to be ordered is the amount of loss suffered 
by the victim. Restitution was seen as achieving the goals 
of recidivism and assisting the victims of crime. Belief in 
the effectiveness of restitution by the respondents was 
greatest in those courts characterized by direct payments to 
the victim rather than through an inter.mediary, the availa-
bility of work restItution. in addition to the use of ) 
financial restitution, enforcement of the restitution by th~ ~. 
court as compared to individual probation officers. 
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Discussion: 

All seven of these studies were aimed, at l~ast in part, 
at assessing attitudes or opinions about the use of restitution 
by such groups as probation and parole officers, police~ judges, 
correctional administrators, prosecuting attorneys, defense 
·counsels, legislators, graduate social work students, members of 
community groups, etc. Six of the seven used mailed questionnaires 
to collect information and one used personal interviews. Overall 
response rates on the mailed questionnaires varied from a low 
of 38 percent to a high of 89 percent and generally averaged 
around 60 percent. 

There are a number of problems with these studies. First, 
what people say in response to a mailed questionnaire is likely 
to differ from what they do in practice. Secondly, even if 
accurate responses were given in these 'studies, the generally 
low response rate is likely to have biased'the results. Further­
more, several studies failed to define what the population was 
that was being sampled and therefore, we have no basis for 
generalizing to any larger grouping. 

At most, these studies give evidence that the idea of 
offender restitution to crime victims is strongly endorsed as a 
sanction by a wide diversity of criminal justice officials and 
law citizens. This is especially so with juveniles and adults 
convicted of p~operty crimes. 

. 
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ABSTRACT i 1 

Gonnigam,' Ga·ry E., :"Deferred Pro~ecut:ion", Comprehensivta 
Study, 1974-78, Tazewell County State's Attorney's Office, 
Tazewell County, Illinois, Undated. . 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative--descriptive: Project Evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

C. 

This is a fourth year report on this p~ogram and aims at 
providing: some of the philosophy behind the conception 
of the deferred prosecution program; summary of the program 
results over four years. 

Description of the Program: 

The primary purpose of this program is to provide an altern­
ative to for.mal criminal proceedings for selected first 
offenders and to divert them into an organized community 
supervision program that offers intensive individualized 
supervision, the use of restitution, so as to allow the court 
to more adequately deal with the serious and repeat offenders. 
The major goals of the program are: 

. 1. to provide a cost savings relative to traditional 
prosecution and court process; 

2. to reduce the burden on the traditional system by 
early diversion; 

3. to reduce the anticipated rate of recidivism for 
those cases handled by diversion; 

4. to provide effective service delivery for those 
clients handled and to extend the use ~f community 
resources. (p. 2). 

D. Study. Design: 

'The design for this study essentially involved collecting 
information on all cases which are screened and investigated 
for the program as well as those cases that are admitted 
to the program and follow up infor.mation then was collected 
on offenders at ter.mination from the program. 

E. Dependent Variables/Measures: 

The major measures identified in this study are: 
1. The amount of money collected through the use of a 

"voluntary service fee" ($50 for juveniles accepted 
into the program; $100 for misdemeanants; and $200 
for felons); 

2. The amount of restitution collected in both financial 
and number of hours; 
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3~ Social and demographic information (age, sex, employment 
status, education); 

4. T.he number of offenders screened and actually accepted 
into the program; 

5. Types of offenses f'or those offenders admitted to the 
program; 

6. Follow up status of offenders completing the program 
by re-arrest and re-conviction; 

7. Cost data on handling offenders in the program. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

No infor.mation is provided on the specific data collection 
procedures used in this study, however~ it would seem ~hat 
infor.mation is collected on each case beinq screened for 
possible admission to the project as well as infor.mation 
collected during the offender's actual time within the 
project. It is not at all clear the nature of the infor­
mation o~ the time period used for the collection of 
follow up infor.mation on offenders camplet~ing the program. 

G. Data Analysis: 

The data that is provided is presented in frequency dis­
tribution. 

H. Findings: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

950 cases referred to the program were screened and, 
of these, 510 cases (53.6%) were returned to the 
prosecutors office for prosecution after deter.mining 
the individual was not elligible for the deferred 
prosecution project; the reasons that the 510 cases 
were not eligible was largely found to be a function 
of having a prior criminal or "antisocial behavior 
pattern." 
440 cases (46.4% of the 950 cases referred) were 
accepted into the deferred prosecution program. 
45 (10.2%) of the 440 cases had been revoked from 
the program and returned for prosecution; these cases 
involved the defendant violating the program contract 
with 18 of these cases involving the commission of a 
subsequent offense and the other 27 returned for 
prosecution on various other contract violations. 
Approximately $11,000 in "voluntary servic,~ fees" 
were collected during "this fiscal year" 
During the four years of the program's operation, 
$46,623.39, was collected and returned as restitution 
to crime victims; in addition, an unspecified number 
of hours of community service was perfor.med 
1be largest proportion of offenders participating in 
the program were aged 17 to 20 years (52%) were male 
(67.5%) were employed full time or were students; had 
an education of from 9 to 12 years of for.mal schooling. 
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7. The largest proportion of cases handled·by the program 
involved misdemeanors (62.5%) as compared'to felony 
offenses (27.3%) and juvenile offenses ·(10.2%) 

8. Of those offenders admitted to ~he program on the basis 
of juvenile offenses, the largest percentages were for 
burglary (38%) and theft (29%). 

9. Of those offenders admitted to the program for mis­
demeanors, the largest percentage were for retail theft 
(67%) and theft other than retail theft (10.2%) 

10.. The largest proportion of offenders admitted for felony 
offenses were for theft (35%) and burqlary (23%) 

11. 305 persons successfully comple~ed the program and of 
these successful graduates, 16 or 5% have been re-arrested 
for a subsequent offense and only 8 (3%) have been convicted 
of a subsequent offense. "97.4% of the program graduates 
have not been convicted of an offense after leaving the 
program, producing a recidivism rate of 2.6%." (p. 17) 

12. It is estimated that a net savings to the county as 
a result of this program. was ai·proximately $206,000. 

I, Problems and Shortcomings: 

1. NO comparison group is provided; 
2. NO information" (other than the total amount of restitution 

collected and paid" back to victims of $46,000) is provided 
on how this restitution was obligated by types of offenders 
and victims; " 

'3. No information is provided on the community service; 
restitution work orders that are apparently used in this 
project; 

4. No specific time frame is give for the follow up data 
and one suspects that what is really being referred to 
is in-program success or failure. However, this is 
debatable because the text talks about re-conviction 
and re-arrests after successful completion of the 
program but then procedes to talk about in-program success 
or failure. As a consequence, the reader is never clear 
exactly what is being referred to in terms of follow 
up data. The information provided' on those 305 indivi­
duals who successfully completed the program is very 
misleading because no specific time points are provided 
in order to assess when they were re-arrested or re­
convicted. One tends to speculate that a "r.-hifting" time 
frame is being used which would involve offenders recently 
completed from the project being lumped together with 
offenders who had completed the project some considerable 
time prior to data collection. 

5. 1be cost data which is presented to ~how the savings 
to the county as a result of, this project is seriously 
open to question and mainly on the grounds of insufficient 
evidence presented for the careful assessment of these 
figures. 
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6. Most. gCJnerally, this report., 'can be seen as involving ~I\ 
the use of evaluation for program·justification or ) 
public relations reasons. ·The author editorializes 
a great deal throughout the report and is constantly 
pointing out all··~of the posit:i:ve or beneficial aspects 
of the program with insufficient evidence presented to 
adequately support such statements. 
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ABSTRACT i 2 

• 

"Interim Evaluation Results: Minnesota Restitution Center," 
Minnesota Department or Corrections, May, 1976. 

A. Type of Study: 

Experimental: Field Experiment. This study was an after­
only field experiment involving random assignment from 
within a specified' population. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The objectives of the study were to provide information 
on the inputs (especially offenders), outputs (in terms 
of number of days within the project and te~ination 
during the in-program phase), and outcomes of the 
program~ 

e C. Description of the Program: 
The Minnesota Restitution Center was a community based 
residential corrections program established by the 
Minnesota Departmetn of Corrections in 1972.and operated 
until the end of calendar year 1976 •. Program involved 
a contract negotiation phase at the state prison and 
a r~stitution implementation phase upon the offender's 
release to the Center. The major components of the 
program were: 

1) Offenders selected for the program reside in 
a community correction center while working and 
making restitution to their victims: 

2) The restitution program is an alternative to the 
regular prison program and offenders are selected 
for the program from recent admissions to the 
prison; 

3) The payment of restitution by. the offender to the 
victim is one, of ,a number, of "treatment" inter-
ventions used at the center;' . 

4) The contracting process is basic to the program. 
Offenders selected for the Center are expected to 
develop a clearly stated written restitution agree­
ment with the victims of their ,offenses. The 
contracting process between victims and offenders 
takes place at the state prison. Upon the formulation 
of a restitution agreement, the offender is brought 
before the parole board and if the contract is 
regarded favorably, the offender is released on 
parole to the Center four months following admission 
to the prison. 

• " . 
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Study Design: . 
The research design used for the first two years of program 
operation was an after-only field experiement as this 
involved random assignment of inmates from within a specified 
population of prison admissions. 

• 

E. Dependent Variables/Measures: 
A series of measures were to be applied before admission to 
the experimental or control group, during treatment inter­
vention, and following the discharge of the of~enders from 
the program. The following measures were to be applied at 
the designated time points: 

A. Offender measurement one-all groups at time of 
. present admission: 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 

. 7) 
8) 
9) 

10) 
II} 
12) 

l3} 

l4} 
15) 

16) 
17) 
l8} 
19) 
20) 
2l} 
22) 
23) 
i4) 
25) 
26) 

27) 
28) 
29} 

30) 
31) 

Age 
Race 
Sex 
SES 
Marital status: legal 
Marital status: actual 
Number and type of dependents 
Support for dependents prior to admission: legal 
Supoort for dependents prior to admission: actual 
Committment of offenses: number 
Committment of offenses: nature 
Committment of. offenses:' in-mates estimate of 
damage done 
Location of committment offenses in relation to 
offender's domicile 
Relation of offender and victim 
Committment offenses: alone or part of group 
activity 
Criminal history: length including age of on-set 
Criminal history: frequency of offenses 
ICriminal history: types of offenses 
.Incarceration history: number of incarcer?tions 
Incarceration history: age of first incarceration 
:Cncarceration history: amount of time ser-1ed 
Educational background 
Work and earnings background 
Extent of alccho~ and/or drug use 
Psychiatric history . . 
Psychometric: date measures would be collected 
from any routinely administered psychometric 
measures such as the MMPI, Xntelli~ence tests, 
achievrnent tests, and so on. ~ 
Offenders self-esteem 
Offenders s'ense of alienation 
Offender attitude toward cximinal justice system: 
police, courts, prison. 
Offender attitude toward his own inprisonment 
Offender attitude toward tne victim of his offenses 
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Offender measurement two to be administered one 
year after measurement one to all members of the 
experim'~ntal and control group. 
Experimental group one' (those who declined to 

participate in the project): 
1) . reason for declining 

Experimental group two (those offenders who did 
not complete a contract to be presented to the 
parole board only): 
2) reason contract not completed 
3) number of offerider contacts with victim 
4) number of staff contacts with victim 
5) number of staff contacts with offender 

Experiemental group three (those offenders who 
failed in the program) and experimental group 
four only: 
6) amount of restitution contract 
7) form of restitution 
8) time allowed for completion of plan 
9) number of staff contacts with offenders to 

develop plan 
10) number of victim-offender contacts during 

contract phase 
11) number of staff-victim contacts during 

contract phase 
12) partial or total restitution plan 
13) reason for termination of restitution plan 

14) 
15) 
16) 

Control 
17) 
18) 
19) 

(if terminated) 
amount of restitution made to date 
adjustment in restitution center 
how close is offender to completeing plan 
group (those who remained in prison) only: 
adjustment in prison 
prison programs experience 
if offender has left prison, what is the 
program? 

20) contacts with victims 
All groups: 

21) offenders attitude toward program he is 
experiencing 

22) offenders' self-esteem 
23) offenders sense of·alienation 
24) offenders attitude toward criminal justice 

system: police, courts, prison 
25) offender attitude toward correc~ions programs 

he has experienced 
26) offender attitude toward victim of his offenses 

C. Offender measurement three, administered to all groups 18 
months following release from program. The data is 
to be collected from records obtained at the time of 
the offender'S release .. 
1) number of days in prison 
2) cost of prison program 
3) number of days in restitution center (if applicable) 
4) cost of restitution house program 
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5) number of days in other facilities 
6) cost of other facilities services 
7) number of days in the community 
8l. number of days. under' community supervision 

program . 
9) cost of community supervision program 

10) prison adjustment 
11) restitution house adjustment 
12) changes in marital status 
l3l presence of civil suits or judgements resulting 

from offense 
14) was restitution made informally (i.e., not as 

a part of the restitution center program) 
lS} support of d~pendents whi.le in program 
16) changes in educational status 
17) was job training received 
18) nature of treatment programs other than restitution 
19) number of days in the community 
20) number of days under supervision, parole, and so on 
21) cost of supervision 
22) jobs stability 
·23) extent of support of the dependents 
24) extent of criminal offense 
25) utilization of community services 
26) status of time of follo~-up 
27) extent of contact with victim prior to release 

from program 
·28) extent of contact with victim since release from 

program 
29) offender self-esteem 
30) offender self of alienation 
31)' offender attitude toward criminal, justice 

system 
32) offender attitude toward programs he has experienced 
33) offender attitude toward victims of his offense 
34) amount of restitution made 
35) was restitution completed according to schedule 
36) reason for termination of restitution program 
37) status of offender at termination from restitution 

program . 
38) extent of illegal behavior while at restitution 

center 
o. Victim measurement one (all. groups administered at 

time of·the offender's prison admission): 
1) nature of victim--individual, smalJ .. business, 

large owner operated business, corpOration, 
public agency '.: .. 

2) victims estimate of loss directly from offense 
3} victim's extimate of loss indirectly'from offense-­

time to testify, in.creased insur'ance, costs, and 
so on. 

4) amount~ of loss covered by' insurance 

• 
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5) relation of victi~ to offender 
6) location of victimization 
7) time lapse between vict~ization and 

interview 
8) victim's.knowledge of outcome of the 

criminal justice system proceedings 
against the offender 

9) victim's satisfaction 'of the outcome of 
the criminal justice systems proceedings 
'against the offender· 

10) extent of prior victimizations 
11} extent of subsequent victimizations 
12) other than individual, nature of business 

or activity 
13) if other than individual, size of business 
14) if other' than individual, respondent's position 

in business or agency 
15) respondant's race 
16) respondant's age 
17) respondant's SES 
18) respondant's sex 
19) respondant:s marital status 
20) victim's involvement and experience with the 

criminal justice system because of this 
. victimization 

.21) respondant's attitude toward the criminal 
justice system 

22) respondant's attitude toward law violators 
23) respondant's sense of alienation 

E. Victim measurement two administered to all groups 
one year after measurement one: 
1) amount of restitution received 
2) extent of involvement with offender 
3} extent of involvement with the criminal justi~e 

system 
4) satisfaction with restitution 
5) satisfaction with the way the offender was 

handled 
6) knowledge of offender's status 
7) were civil suites considered? filed? action 

taken? 
8) attitude toward the criminal justice system 
9) sense of alienation 

10) attitude toward law violators 

Data Collection Procedures: 
Data were to be collected using a structured interview and 
official records. Standardized instruments were to be used 
to measure alienation and self-esteem and it was anticipated 
that existing instruments would be used to measure attitudes 
toward the criminal justice system, offender attitudes toward 
victim, and victim attitudes toward offender.. Official ' 
records would be relied upon to secure social and demographic 
da,ta on offenders as well as information concerning prison 
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CC)sts and length of time within the prison program as 
well as on parole supervision. Official records would 
also be used to obtain data dealing follow-up of members 
of the experimental and control groups. 

.. 

G. Data Analysis: ' 

R. 

Data presented in the Department of'Corrections report as 
well as up-dated data presented by ~udson and Chesney (in 
Galaway and Hudson), involved percentages, simple frequency 
distributions an,d the use of means and medians. 

Findings: 
1) Offender characteristics of both the experiemental and 

the control groups were similar'with thelarges proporti~n 
composed of white offenders under. 30 years of age committed 
for burglary and with extensive prior felony records. 

2) A total of 22~ victims were identified for the 62 experimentals 
actually released to the Center; the largest proportion 
of these victims were private individuals (36%) followed 
by retail sales establishments (19%), large sales organizations 
(15%), service establishments (14%), entertainment facilities 
(13%), and human servic:e organizations (4%). 

3) The amount and type of restitution obligations assumed 
by the 62 experimentals admitted to the Center involved 
relatively small amounts of money: 33 (53%) of the . 
offenders had restitution obligations of $200 or less 
and 44 (72%) totaled less than $500: in addition, 9 (14%) 
of the experimentals had strictly service restitution 
obligations averaging appropimately l~O hours per man. 

4) The interim report by the Department of Corrections 
summarizes information on the restitution obligations' 
and payment by 62 residents admitted to the program 
as of August 1, 1975: the total financial obligation 
of the residents totaled ap?roximately $17,000 and 
of this total amount, Approximately $9,500 (56%) 
was paid, leaving a balance of approximately $7,500. 
Of ~~his balance of $7,500, approximately $4,900 (29%) 
would not be paid due to residents being returned to 
prison-or having died while in the program. 

5) A total of 1,084 hours of service restitution was obli­
gated bY·l:esidentsiri the program' (62) and of this 
total 'amount, it is reported in the corrections report 
that approximately 373 hours had been completed, 
leaving an obligation balance of approximately 712 
hours; approximately 635 of these hours wer~ forfeited 
by residents returning to prison., 

,6), Follow up information is available for the 24 months 
~' since members of the experimental group were released 

" . from prison to the center and similar information for 
a 24 month period is available for the control group 
with the exception of three,members who had only been 

,out of prison for a period of 12,17,21 months 
respectively; therefore, the community at risk period 
1s slightly shorter for the control group as compared 
to the experimental and needs to be consid'ered in 
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reviewing the following information:' 
a) approximately the same proportion of experi­

mentals (27%) as compared to controlled (25%) 
...... ;" remained under parole supervision, 24 months 

following release , 
b) a larger proportion of experimentals (23%) as 

compared to controlled q6%) had received parole 
discharge 24 months following prison release 

c) eight (12%) of the control group members had 
received flat discharge"'from prison as compared 
to none of the. ex.perimentals and including this 

'group of flat discharges wi'th those either 
discharged from parole or remaining on parole 
supervision meant that a larger proportion of 
controls (54%) as compared toexperimentals 
(50%) remained free of any legal sanction 24, 
months af~r release: 

d) a significantly larger proport;on of controls 
(24%) as compared to experimentals (6%) had 
been returned to prison on the basis'of 'new 
court committments 

e) a significantly larger proportion of experimentals 
(40%) as compared to controls (10%) had been returned 
to prison on the basis of technical violations of 
parole. This substantial differ~ce between groups 
is suggested by the researchers (Chesney and Hudson) 
to have been the function of the -relatively more 
intensive parole supervision provided to the members 
of the experimental group released to the restitution 
center. n (p. 139). 

f) grouping together offenders, in the experimental and 
,control groups who had received either a new court 
committment or a technical parole violation 24 
months following prison release, a larger proportion 
of experimentals (46%) as compared to controls (34%) 
had been retur~ed to prison: including together 
with such prison returns those offenders convicted 
of new crimes and placed on probation or who 
absconded or who had court ,cases pending, the 
differences between the groups are narrowed but 
still tend to favor the controls (40%) as compared 
to the experimentals (46%). 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 
1) The use oi an ,experimental design in this n~w social 

program was inappropriate on the following grounds: 
a} the' program did not remain stable and tended to 

change over time, especially during the early 
implemen,tation of it 

b) the program was never clearly defined in any kind 
of a cQnsistently articulated manner with the 
result that the independent variable was vague and 
unclear . 

c) a'n~er of differ'ent types of intervention activities 
were implemented during this project and ,tended to 
ta~eaway from the importance placed upon restitution 

...... 
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(ie., individual and group counselling as this 
also· began to become family counselling) 

d) the length of the follow.up time involved in the 
research was impractical in relation to the 
quickly changing pol£tical climate of corrections 
programing in this state. Administr~tors could 
wait for approximately four to· five years in order 
to begin to receive information on the purported 
effectiveness of the project as measured by 
research . . 

e) whil~ the goals and/or effects of the project were 
fairly clearly defined, these did not always have 
a great deal of relevance to outcomes and, in this 
respect, an'even more serious problem was the lack 
of a linking' rationale between the program intervention~ 
and the goals and objectives of the program. The 
rationale 'that did exist in terms of the purported 
effects of the restitution sanction was debatable 
on two grounds: first, the restitution sanction 
played a yery marginal role in the actual operation 
of the program in relation to other types of 

·interventions; sec~ndly, the logical relationship 
linking the use of restitution in this project 
with the .expected outcomes was really not too 
practical. That is, while a.linking rationale 
could be a articulated, it is probably not the 
kind of' relationship that would hold a gr.eat deal 
of power. In other words, while there was a linking 
rationale, this linking rationale was really rather 
obsurd when one considers the changing behavior on 
the basis of paying a rather insignificant amount 
of money back to a crime victim. 

The random assignment procedures were contaminated in 
this experiment because of the unwillingness of the 
parole board to release nine of 'the randomly selected 
72 experimentals. In addition, a further contaminating 
factor of the random selection procedures was the 
fact that four experimentals declined the opportunity 
to participate in the program. 
A major conflict deve~oped in this project between 
research and program and, as a result, the original 
research plan was never completed. In particular 
all of the measures relating to the use of the structured 
·interview were never followed up and no information has 
been made available on the first years caseb in which 
interviews were completed. In particular, during the 
sixteenth month of the program, a notorious thief who 
had been recently been admitted to the prison was randomly 
selected for the experimental group of this project. 
The established selection procedures then required that 
the restitution center staff must develop a restitution 
agreement between the offender and his victims. The 
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written agreement would thehbe presented t~ the' parole 
board at the fourth mon'th foll.owing the admission o.f 
the offender to the institution and the parole board 
would exerci:~e its discretion as to whether to release 
the offender to the Cente~ or retain him in prison. 
In fact, howr~ver, administrators of the department of 
corrections' upon being informed· of the selection of 
this notorious theif, directed the Center staff to not 
proceed in developing a resti~ution agreement between 
this offender ,and his victims. In other words, the 
administrators of the department did not want this 
particular offender to have an opportunity to be rel­
eased to the Center. As a consequence of this directive, 
the Director of the Center was eventually terntir.',ated. 
The director believed that it was ,appropriate for the 
program to proceed in developing a restitution agreement 
and it was the'decision of the parole board as to 
whether to release him or not. Soon after the Director 
was terminated from the Center, the offender in question 
appealed to the federal district courts, won the case 
and was given the opportunity to be heard by the parole 
board. The board, in burn, subsequently.denied parole, 
release to the offender. 

4) A second way in which research conflicted with the 
program is that the population of program elligibles 
was expanded during the second year of ~peration ~o 
include selected o~fenders from State Reformatory. 
The reason ,for this was to have a greater base for 
prison admissions because of the low number of offenders 
in residence at the Center. This practice of adding 
additional inmates into the program could have had 
the potential effect of altering the program in some 
undetermined way and further raising problems wit~ 
attributing cause and effect relationships. 

" . 
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ABSTRACT i 3 

, 

Steggerda, Roger o. and Susan Dolphin, "An 'Assessment of 
the Restitution In Probation Experiment Ope~ated by the 
Fifth Judicial Department of Court Services--Polk County, 
Iowa", Polk Coun:ty Department of Program Evalua~ion, 
unpublished, December, 1975. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive; project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The primary aim of the research was to describe the nature of 
the effort expended in this program. No attempt wa$ made to 
assess the outcome effects of restitution on the offenders 
exposed to the program. 

C. . Description of the Program: 

1974 Iowa legislation required restitution as a condition of 
either deferred prosecution or probation. The Restitution in 
Probation Experiment was established in the Polk county (Des 
Moines) department of court s.ervices. The program was partially 
modelled after the Minnesota Restitution Center program and 
included an emphasis on direct victim~offender involvement in 
the development of restitution plans. In contrast to the 
Minnesota program, however, this program was non residenti~l and 
'operated with offenders on probation or deferred sentence. 
Regular probation officers carrying both restitution and non 
restitution case loads comprised the program staff. 

D. Study Design: 

The design for this study essentially involved an assessment of 
program effort with no comparison group. 

4It E. Dependent Variables: 

Amount of restitution specified in dollars; amOl1nt of loss 
claimed by victim; amount pf loss admitted by offender; actual 
amount of loss as estimated by staff; date of court approval 
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of restitution plan; total amount of restitution specified in 
restitution plan; expected date of first restitution payment; 
planned date of completion of restit~tion payment; payment 
interval (weekly, every two weeks, etc.); paymen::s made to who?; 
degree of difficulty encountered in developing the restitution 
plan; time spent by staff in developing restitution plan; 
satisfaction of victim with restitution plan as perceived by 
staff; satisfaction of offender with restitution plan as perceived 
by staff; type of victims; primary contact person. for formulation 
of restitution pl.an· (victim, attorney, other representatives, 
insurance company); degr~e of victim involvement in development )' 
of restitution plan; age, sex, race of victim; employment status 
of offender; criminal history of victim. 



F. 

Upon completion of· the restitution plan by the offender, the 
following data was collected: Alterations in original restitution 
plan (describe)~ total number of scheduled payments~ number of 
incomplete payments; number,of l.ate payments~ number of payments 
missed; degree of cooperation of offender in making restitution~ 
cooperation of victim; approximate number of hours taken to 
adJninist\l:r. restitution plan upon implementation. 

Client characteristics data was collected for those offenders 
in a post conviction (probation) program and included: 
Sentence offense; length of sentence; age of first arrest: 
nwnber of prior arrests~ number of juvenile commitments; , 
nwnber of prior adult convictions; number of prior adult prison 
sentences; number of prior jail terms; number of client descrip­
tive information (age, sex, race); military experience~ marital 
status; number of dependents; living arrangements; county of 
residence; county in which crime was committed: use of drugs 
or alcohol in relation to the offense~ employment status; 
income level; occupational level; education. 

'Program data collected included the following: Number of staff­
offender ,contacts; number of new job assignments within the 
program; number of job interviews held; number of times terrctinated 
from job during the program; number of weeks on longest held 
job; number of weeks employed: total taxable 'income: number of 
rule 'infractions while in the program: number of times place in 
jail; number of days spent in jail; involvement in education or 
vocational training; types of services provided to client by 
program •. 

Data Collection Procedures: 

Data was collected for all Department of Court Services clients 
for whom a restitution plan was developed and implemented from 
July 1, 1974--November 1, 1975. Data'collection activities were 
begun in April, 1975, and were accomplished by the use of several 
data collection instruments. Two of these instruments are part 
of the regular data collection system for the adult correction 
system in Iowa and provide information concerning client charact­
eristics and correctional program outcome. Two data collection 
instruments were deve1oped'specifical1y for use in evaluation 
of this project. The first of these ,was completed when the 
restitution plan had been developed and provides information 
about the restitution plan, the victim, and the process followed 
in plan development. The other instr.ument was c~mp1eted when 
the restitution plan was fulfilled or otherwise terminated and 
provides information on client performance and other data. 

Data collection'procedures were developed and coordinated with 
program st.aff wi thin the Department of Court Services. The 
completion of the data collection instruments was, in other words, 
the primary responsibility of program staff with evaluators 
providi~g support and consultation. 

__ e __ 
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G. Data Analysis: 

Frequency distributions and' cross tabulations. 

H. Findings: 

1. During the period July 1, 1974 to November 1, 1975, a 
total of 102 clients had made restitution or 'were fulfilling 
an approved restit,ution plan to a total of 374 victims. 

2. For cases currently in progress at the time of the 
evaluation writeup, there was an average of slightly' more 
than four victims for each client, while there was an 
average of approximately three victims per client for those 
cases that had been completed at the time of the evaluation 
writeup. 

3. There were substantial increases in the amount of 
restitution paid from 1972 through October 1975 and 
a substantial amount of this increased use of restitution 
is attributed to the Restitution in Probation Experiment 
program. 

.... 
4. 34% of victims had no involvement' in ~he development of a ) 

restitution plan and approximately 29% had only a telephone 
'contact with the corrections staff in the development of the 
·plan. Approximately 21% of. all victims were involved 
(either through representatives or personally) in face to 
face meetings with the offender in the development of the 
~estitution plan. 

5. The development and administration of the restitution plans 
involved substantial time: an average of approximately 10.5 
hours were spent in restitution plan development and 
approximately 8.25 hours in the administration,. of the plan 
following its developm~nt. Those cases in which victims 
and offenders met for the development of the plan took 
substantially more time to develop than those in which 
victims and offenders were not directly involved but, at 
the same time, direct victim involvement reduced the time 
needed for the administration of the plan. 

6. The average restitution plan involved $681: completed cases 
avaraged $485 while the average cu~rent plan in effect at the 
time of evaluation writeup was $812. 

7. Property offenses accounted for less than half of the 
convicting offenses amongst the probationed offenders; but 
property offenses represent approximately 75% of the offenses 
for which restitution plans were developed. 

8. The largest proportion 'of victims were business firms rather 
th~ individuals. Approximately 75% of victims were business 
firms. . 

) 
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9. Victim-offender meetings were held in approximate~y 35% of 
all cases in which individual victims were involved as 
compared to 46% of all cases in which businesses were 
involved as victims. 

10. Of the 708 restitution payments which were scheduled 
to be completed before the end of the data collection period, 
a total of 381 completed paymen~s had been made on the due 
time (54%). 

11. The authors note: "For those cases which involved face to 
face meetings of cliel,ts and victims or victim representatives, 
restitution payments were slightly more regular than both 
clients and victims were perceived to be somewhat more 
cooperative than for cases which did not include victim-
client meetings." (p. 48) 

I. ' Problems and Shortcomings: 

A number of problems were encountered in the planning and 
implementation of the evaluation of this project. Difficulties 
were associated with implementing the progr~ and the research, 
there was limited time available for program operation, and the 
statuto;}' requirement that resti,tl.lt·ion be ordered in all cases 
that qualified required that the original evaluation plan be 
changed. No attempt. was made to assess the outcome effects of 
restitution on the offender group. Instead L the ~esearch 
primar.ily aimed at describing the nature of the effort expended. 
Major problems were encountered in'obtaining the cooperation of 
~ro9'ram staff to complete the data cO,llection activities. 



S4 

ABSTRACT #4 
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. Ciallella, Jean A., "A Management 'Study of Utel!'native 
Assignment Project 20", Jefferson Associates" Inc., 
San Francisco, California, undated. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantatitive-descriptive; project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

This study was completed by Jefferson Associates as a management· 
study to assess the impact and operations of Project 20 in 
San Francisco. More specifically, this .study aimed at examining 
the cost effectiveness of the program, the benefits to the 
criminal justice system derived through the work of the project, 
and whether the objectives of the project are being achieved. 

C. Description of the Program:. 

Alternative Assignment Project 20 is aimed at low income persons 
who, being unable to pay fines, had warrants issued and were 
commonly. placed in jail as a result of not paying their fines6 
The project is designed to provide an alternative to the courts 
for such cases. T.he project refers cases to community service 
and local government agencies within ~anFrancis~o city and j 
county. The project began in June, 1973 on the basis of a / 
private foundation grant and subsequently received federal 
(LEM) funding in July, 1975. The project was originally under 
the co-sponsorship of the San Francisco police department until 
April, 1977, and since that time has been affiliated with the 
Adult Probation Department of the county. 

D. Study Design: 

The approach used in this study was to review the files, forms, 
and record keeping procedures within the project and to interview 
a sample of persons having had ccntact and knowledge about the 
project. These persons included probation officers, judges, 
clerks of court, as well as clients assigned to the project, 
staff in the project, and representatives from community agencies 
being used by the project as referral placements. 

. E. Dependent Variables: 

Number of referrals from courts by year 'and quar~er; number of 
cases completing project; number of cas,es returned to court; 
number of community service agencies used: number of supportive 
services used for clients; staff knowledge and attitude about 
the project: ty'pes of services offered by referral agencies; 
perception of referral agencies about the project; degree of 
familiarity by officials within the justice system about the 
project; perception of thes'e officials about the project; ), 
attitudes and per~~ptions of offenders toward the project • 

• 
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F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Official files of the project were utilized for abstracting 
~nfor.mation and interviews were completed with a sample of 
offenders who had been processed through the project: project 
staff; representatives of community referral agencies; and 
officials within the justice system. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Data is presented in simple frequency dis~ributions. 

. H. Findings: 

1. Referrals to the project from the, courts for the three 
month period, October-December 1975, .totaled 249: 
referrals for the three month period April-June 1977, 
were 474 (an 'increase in court referrals of 90%). 

2. The project achieved a success rate of 73'% for the period, 
July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977. Included in the ~7% 
failures are those offenders who failed to appear at 
Project 20 once assigned by the courts. Included in the 
73% success rate are persons who decided to pay the 
balance of their fines rather than complete their work 
assignm~nt .. 

3. For the period April-June, 1977, a total of 15% of the 
offenders had completed their work assignment: 14% had 
completed part of the work assignment and paid the balance 
of the fine: 29% were returned to court on a bench warrant. 

4. The largest proportion of offenders assigned to the 
project during the period April-June, 1977, were referred 
on the basis of traffic infractions followed by traffic 
misdemeanors, followed by criminal misdemeanors, followed 
by felonies. 

5. In conclusion, the author makes the following sa~ary: 
"Project 20 has been found to be a viable, necessary 
alternative to the payment of fines and/or incarceration 
for both the municipal and superior courts. The costs 
involved in incarcerated a person' are signif~,cantly greater 
than those for processing that same person through Project 20. 
---Project 20 was strongly endorsed and praised by all persons 
interviewed, whether they were assignees, judges, probation 
officers, or community agency personnel." (p. 19) 

I. Problems and Shortc0mings: 

1. The lack of an adequate comparison group. 

2. Lack of data presented from interview~ completed with 
offenders, project staff, referral agencies, anQ criminal 
justice officials. The data that is presented is in 
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summary form with no breakdown by category of person. 

3. No explanation is provided about the sample selection 
procedures for the conduct of the interviews. In other 
words, we do not know on what basis the sample of assignees, 
project staff, official~ or referral agency persons were 
selected. 

4. The data that is presented on "success· rates covers 
(at the most) fiscal year 1976; furthermore, there is no 
breakdown on "success" rate of offenders by offense for 
more than the quarter, April-June 1977, which shows a 
29 p.!rcent failure rate. 

S. Little information is provided on the results of the 
interviews complete4 except in impressionistic terms. 

6. No information is provided on referral placements, types 
of work assigned, or number of hours of work completed. 

.. 
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ABSTRACT *S 

Heinz, Joe, Burt Galaway, Joe Hudson, "Restitution or 
Parole: A Follow Up Study of Adult Offenders", Social 
Service Review, ·March, 1976, pp. 148-156. 

A. Type of Stud~: 
Quantitative-descriptive~ Project evaluation. 

s. Objectives of Study: 

C. 

D. 

To present the findings of a sixteen month follow up study 
carried out on the first eighteen men released to the Min­
nesota Center program. 

Description of the Program: 
The Minnesota Res~itution Center was a residential community 
corrections facility established to divert men out of the 
Minnesota State Prisons four months after admission to the 
prison. Staff at the center assisted potential admissions 
in developing' a restitution contract with the victim of his 
crime. This contract stipulated the amount of restitution 
to be paid and schedule of payments. While at the center, 

.men were on parole status and resided in the facility and 
,engaged in the process of implementing the restitution 
contract. Center staff were to assist the residents in 
obtaining work, maintaining work, and dealing with other 
problems as well as the completion of the restitution 
agreement. 

Study Design: 
This study compared eighteen male property offenders release1 
on parole to the Restitution Center to a group of matched 
offenders who were released to conventional parole 
supervision. The two groups were individually matched on 
the variables of age of first offense, previous felony 
convictions, age at release,. type of offense, and race. 
Furthermore, the matched group of comparison cases all 
met the five criteria for admission to the Restitution . ' 

Center. 

£. Dependent VariableslMeasures: 
The dependent variables used in this study were: new 
offenses committed1 number of parqle violation reports~ 
percent of time employed; and overall· parole success as 
measured by a scale develope~'by Daniel Glaser. 

F. Da·ta eollection Procedures: 
Follow up occurred at sixteen months after the offenders 
release from the prison program 'ot the Center: official 
records were used to determine information on the dependent 
measures. 

• 
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.G.· Data Ar~alvsis: 
Means: mef..l:.ns: t-test to determine the probability that 
the observed mean difference varied from zero by chance 
(l-tailed test used) • . .. 

H. Findings: 
The Restitution Center group had fewer convictions: were 
employed for a higher percentage of time: and were rated 
higher on the Glaser scale of parole success • 

. . 
I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

1) This st~dy does not provide any indication of how the 
composite of influences operating within the Restitution 
Center or the prison influenced the differences between 
the restitution and matched groups 

2) There is a very small sample (n=18) used in this study 
3) Non-random assignment was used which could lead to 

possible influences of variables 'on which the restitution 
and control groups were not matched:· 

4) The possibility of uncontrolled Hawthorne effects, 'which are 
likely to be present in new programs such as the 
Restitution Center, could have occurred. 

. :: 
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ABSTRACT i6 

Wax, Mitchell, "The Effects of Symbolic Restitution and 
Presence of Victim on Delinquent ,Shoplifters". Ph.D. 
Disserta~ion, Washington State University, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive: Project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The major aim of this study was to determine whether 20 
hours of community service had fan effect on reducing further 
delinquency in juvenile shoplifters, and to determine what 
effect having the victim present at the time of sentencing 
had on juvenile offenders. 

C. DescriPtion of the Proqr!!!!: 

Three treatment conditions were used in this study: 20 
hours of community service restitution without the victim 
present 'at the time of sentencing; 20 hours of community 
service with the vic-tim present at the time of sentencing; 
no community service and no victim present. 

D. Study Design: 
. 

After-only experimental design. Thirty subjects were 
randomly assigned to one of three treatment'conditions; 20 
hours of community service without the victim present at 
the time of sentencing; 20 hours of community service with 
the victim present at the time of sentencing; no community 
service and no victim present. Two diagnostic counselors 
from the court were randomly assigned to five subjects in 
each condition so that a total of 15' subjects were assigned 
to each diagnostic counselor. Data collection procedures 
were implemented for the first two treatment conditions 
following the second interview by a diagnostic counselor 
at the juvenile court and following completion. of the 
subjects community service restitution. Data collection 
was initiated for the. third treatment group two weeks 
after the first interview. A six month follow-up was used 
for each subject. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Five different measurement criteria were used: police 
contacts; court contacts; school attendance: number of 
school behavior problems; Jesness Inventory. 

Police contacts consisted of the number of times each subject 
made contact with any police authority for the six month 
follow-up period. 
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court contact consisted of the number of times a subject had j) 
contact with the juvenile courts within a six month period. 

School attendance was measured for ,all subjecus. The number 
of days absent from school for 60 days after subjects had 
been assigned to the treatment conditions. School behavior 
were defined as any referral to the' principle, vice-principle, 
or school counselor for a disturbance or behavior problem 
that an adult in the school thought was a problem. All 
subjects had 60 days of recorded measuremen~ • . . ' . . ' 
The Jesness Inventory was used. This consits of lSS t~ue­
false items completed by the youth. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

In this study, all of the youth were handled informally 
by the court with none of them having to go before a 
judge. Subjects were referred to the court by the police. 
They were then seen by ~ court in-take worker who decided 
where cases were to be referred. All cases involving shop­
lifting were referred to one diagnostic counselor. Upon , 
receipt of all cases of shoplifting, the diagnostic counselor 
assigned cases according to a pre-arranqed randomly stratified 
list. Subjects assigned to community service were informed 
that they had to complete 20 hours of work within a two 
week period. Upon the. completion of the assigned work, the 
subjects met with their counselor for an interview. After 
six months following completion of the work, the counselor 
completed a follow-up interview with the youth. 

Subje'cts in treatment group two were exposed to the same 
procedures except that the victim the subject stole from 
was present during the first interview with the counselor. 

The subjects in control group three met with the diagnostic 
. counselo~ at the juvenile court for an interview which 

was structured the same as for group one, except that no 
mention of restitution was made. There was also no other 
contact with the subject by the counselor for six months. 
The counselor then called,the subject back to the court for 
a follow-up interview. 

At the completion of the six month follow-up period, a data 
collector obtained relevant information from the records. 
Checks were made with the juvenile courts, police departments, 
and schools in order to obtain the necessary information. 
The Jesness Inventory was administered to each ~ubject 
before the first interview with the counselor and upon 
the subject's first visit to the juvenile court. The post­
test was adrr.inistered to each's~bject upon returning to 
the juvenile court and just before a final discharge 
interview with the counselor. 

• 
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G. Data Analysis: 

The Fisher Exact Test was used. 

B. ,Findings: 

Statistical analysis of differences between groups on the 
four behavior dependent variables (police contact, court 
contact, school attendance, and school behavior problems) 
showed no significant differences. The Asocial Index 
subscale· ·of the Jesness Inventory showed a significant 
shift between pre-test and post-test treatment scores at 
the .06 level for both independen~ variables (community 
service restitution; victim present at sentencing). 

I. Problems",.and Shortcomings: 

1. The community service work assigned to the subjects 
differed and consequently the people with wham they 
interacted and the kind of work they were expected 
to complete were confounding variables. 

2. Second interviews for control group three were not 
obtained due to time limitations on court personnel. 
Both of the other treatment conditions did obtain a 
second interview and therefore this may have confounded 
the result (the other groups obtai~ed extra attention 
and exposure to the court). 

'3. Because, of the small number of subjects available, it 
was not possible to assess the'effect of having the 
victims present at sentencing without having the subjects 
do community service. The inclusion of this treatment 
condition would have completed a 2 x 2 research design. 

4. The small sample (30) of subjects meant that the result 
must be considered very cautionsly. 

5. Only 23 of the 30 subjects were administered the Jesness 
Inventory which meant that there was a total of 8 
subj acts in group one, 8 subj ects in gro'lp two, and 7 
subjects in group three who were administered the 
Jesness. 

" . ~. 
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ABSTRACT i 7 

Flowers, Gerald T., "The Georgia Rest:itution Shelter Program", . i) 
Evaluation Report No. 1-150, Georgia Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation, September 30, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 
Quantitative Descriptive: Project Evaluation. The 
research conducted on this project is an evaluation 
which aims at assessing the relative ~xtent to which 
the project has achieved its formulated goals and 

.objectives. This research assess the nature of the 
program inputs, outputs and to a lesser exten~, program 
outcomes. 

B. Objectives of the study: 
The stated objectives of this evaluation were: 

l~ Test tIle effectiveness of intensive supervision 
on clients of the Restitution Center programJ 

2~ Develop a cost/benefits analysis: 
3. Determine if this program was used as an alternative 

to incarceration: 
4. Determine to what extent restitution of victims 

occurr: 
a) Actually: 
b) Partially: 
c) Symbolically: and, 

5. Determine what effect volunteers have on offenders 
in reducing revocations while at the same time 
increasing employment among program participants. 
(p. n). 

c. Cescription of the program: 
The programs evaluated in thiD research were four restitution 
centers located in the state of Georgia in the cities of 
Albany, Macon, Rome, and Atlanta. These centers were 
scheduled to be opened in September 1, 1974. In fact, 
the opening of the Albany, Macon, and Rome centers were 
delayed for between 30 and 75 days. The Atlanta center 
opened on April 30, 1975. The centers were residential 
in nature with a capacity of from 20 to 25 offend~rs in 
each. A primary purpose for the Centers was to provide 
the courts with an alternative to incareceration. Because 
of the serious overcrowding in the state of Georaia, the 
restitution centers were established to help ele~iate this 
problem. Programs received offenders directly trom the co~rts 
as well as from the parole board. . 

A primary focus of these Centers was to involve offenders 
in completing financial and service restitution orders. 
Victim involvment was not a major focus of these programs. 
Only male offenders were eligible for admission to these 
Centers. The major goals of the centers were stated as· 
follows (p. 9). 
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l~ Open three residential restitution shelters with 
a capacity of 20 to 40 clients in September 1974; 
Open one restitution center with a capacity of 
between 20 to 40 clients in April 1975; 

2. Provide an alterna~ive to incarceration for both 
the courts and the board ~f pardons and paroles: 

3. Divert '275 offenders from incarceration during 
the 22 months grant., thereby saving $592,900; 

4. Assure victim reparation through the payment of 
restitution (either actual, Q partial cash, or 
symbolic restitution); 

S. To test the effectiveness of intensive supervision 
and restitution payment effect on offender's success/ 
failure rate (recidivism); . 

6. To measure citizen participation in the program: 
a) Sponsorship roles 
b) Job placment 
c) VISTA. 

D. Study Design: 
The original research design for this project involved the 
following: , I • 

1. The definition of the population of eligible offenders 
for the project was originally defined as "marginal 
risk, second offense felons. n Because of problems 
associated with the vagueness of this population 
definition, the eligibility population was re­
defined in August, 197,5 (in the middle of the 
projects) to "marginal risk" offenders (p. 13). 

2~ Random selection was initially planned to be used 
in this evaluation once the centers had reached 
90 percent of capacity. Until 30 percent of capacity' 
had been reached at a particular Center, the judiciary 
or the parole board could place an offender in the 
program without any random procedures being followed. 
Furthermore, it was originally planned that following 
the interim program evaluation report, all placements 
were to be made by random selection processes. In 
fact, random selection was neve.r followed in the study 
because the projects never reached 90 percent of 
capacity. . 

3. Consequently, what the evaluati.on amounted to was 
assessing the inputs, outputs and to, a lesser 
extent the outcomes of the offenders who were 
admitted to the four Centers. In other terms, the 
evaluation amo~ted an af,ter-only type of study. 

" 

E. Dependent Variables/Measures Used: 
1. Referral by source (judiciary; parole board) 
2. Age of offenders· at ~ime of admission to program 
3. Race and sex of offenders at time of admission to program 
4. .. Mari tal status at time of admission 
5. Number of dependents 
6. Socio-economl.c status (the use ot' a poverty g"ideline) 
7. Education at time o~ admission 
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10. 
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13 " 
14 • 

15 • 
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Current ·offense type (misdemean9r; felony; property 
crime by type (burglary, theft, forgery); offense 
against person (assult, murder, rape); drug offenses). 
Earned income while in·the project (not clear if only 
dealing within. the residential phase or also includes 
post release supervision time) 
Type and amount of restitution ordered/paid 
Successful program termination (defined as "one or a 
combination of the following characterj.stics: 
a) sentence expired; , 
b) paid awarded restitution in full; 
c) completed symbolic restitution; and, 
d) sentence amended because of positive behavioral 

adjustment, satisfactory 'employment, and payment 
of restitution." (p. 24». 

Failure terminations (defined as those cases in which 
supervision ended because the offender: 
a) absconded; o~ , 
b) was revoked for technical violat10n of the probation 

order or parole agreement or a new crime conviction 
and sentence (p. 25». 

Rearrests convictions . 
Type of disposition received for those convicted (jail, 
jail and probation, and so on). 
Simple cost efficiency (the dollars spent in the restitu­
tion centers and the clients $erved in these centers as 
compared to alternative programs (prison». 
Relative cost effectiveness {takes the average daily 
cost of the restitution cente~ along wi~ the average 
number of program days plus the number of days under 
additional supervision (regular probation or parole) 
and computes the relative cost effici~ncy) as compared, 
to incarceration. 
Offender's use of public assistance (food stamps; social 
security; veteran's benefits). 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 
The sources of the data for this study were: 

1. a descriptive offender profile developed by computer 
analysis from data previously, collected on all 
program participants files: 

2. The case record, a chronologically organized narative 
document which outlined problems and methods of possible 
soJ.utions and other pertinent da:ta useful in a "treat-
ment" process; ."' 

3. Additional statistical data; 
4. Routine probation/parole supervisor's monthly reports 

providing statistics on case loads; 
5. Determination report which ·subjectively records the 

probation/parole officers reasons for the success or 
failure of ,the client. (p. 15): 
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In otherwords, data was collected from the projects them­
selves, from base files of the Department of Corrections 
as well as from follow up information from probation/parole 
officers. '. 

It is not clear from the discussion which data was collected 
from which specific sources. 

G. Data Analysis: 
The major types of data analysis performed in this study is 
descriptive statistics, including means, medians (often it is 
not clear which is being referred to by the term "average"). 

H. Findings: 
1. It is doubtfull whether the programs served RS an alterna­

tive to prison for many of the offenders. The author 
notes that "in some of the cases where offender~ ,\fere 
not accepted into the program, paroles were not with­
held~ also restitution as a condition of parole was not 
deemed appropriate." (p. i). 

2. The Centers were slow to accept referrals: during fiscal 
year 1975, 36 percent Gf the available beds were used; 
77 percent of capacity was used in fiscal year 1976, 
and 85 percent of capacity was reached in fiscal year 
1977. 

3 •. ' The cost of the program was more' expensive' than the use 
of the prison: in fiscal year 1975, fiscal year 1976, fiscal 
year 1977, average daily program costs were $24.68, $11.99, 
and $12.90 respectively: institutional.average daily costs 
for the same period of time were $8.99, $8.77, and $10.57, 
respectively. 

4. Of the 400 offenders ~o[ho participated in the Centers, 
approximately 80 percent were received ,from the court 
and 20 percent from the parole board. 

5. Of the $270,567 awarded to victims, only $54,828 was 
repaid. 

6. A 157 offenders were required to make community service 
restitution and "reportedly" 2,556 hours of public 
service was completed. This is very soft data. 

7. Only 23 percent of the offenders served were paired 
with a citizen volunteer at program entry: 22 percent 
of all offenders were paired with a volunteer at their 
release from the program. 

8.The mean age of offenders admitted to the programs was 
24 years. . 

9. Fifty-seven percent of the placements were white males 
and 43 percent were black males and 2 were hispanic males. 

10. Fifty-fou~ percent of the offenders were not married. 
11. Sixty-three percent of the offanders reported no children 

dependent upon their support. 
12. Forty-two percent of offenders were reported at the 

minimum standard of living level while 26 percent were 
reported to be middle·class • 
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13. The average educational level of the referrals was 
almost ten years of education. 

14. Thirteen percent of offenders were placed as a result 
of a misdemeanor conviction and the remaihing 87 percent 
steemed from a felony conviction; crimes against property 
(burglary, .theft, and' forgery) comprised the largest 
category, while offenses against persons accounted for 
18 percent of offender placements and drug offenses 
accounted f.or 5 percent. . 

15. Thirty-two i'ercent of the offenders had no reported 
income during the four quarters in which data was 
supplied beginning with the fourth quarter of 1975. 

16. Fifty-nine percent (241) offenders were defined as 
"successful terminations" (either the sentence expired, 
they paid their restitution in full, completed the 
service restitution, or the sentence was amended). 
Thirty-five percent of offenders (138) were in-program 
'failures with 62 or forty-five percent of all failures 
abscounding and 55 percent (76) of all failures as 
having new crime convictions ~r revocations • 

. 17. Of the 274 offenders on Wllich data was collected, 31 
percent were re-arrested within six months of program . 
release: 59 percent had been re-arrested within one 
year; 87 percent had been re-arrested within 18 months. 

18. Of the 40 cases where both arrest and conviction data 
was present, 45 percent were success and 55 percent 
were failures within'six months: the one year rate 
for failure was 75 percent. 

I. Problems and Shortcomi~gs: 
1. Official records were sole data sources relyed upon. 
2. Data was unavailable for a large percentage pf the 

400 offenders received in the C~nters and the size 
of the group on which data is p~esented varies from 
one table to another. 

3. Missing data was a serious problem with 32 percent of 
the population admitted to the shelters not followed 
over time. 

"4. Eligibility criteria for admissions to the program 
t;.1l~t'I! very loose and essentialy involved any offender 
the judiciary ur parole board referred to the program. 

5. No adequate comparison group was utilized. 
6. No clear inf9rmation is provided on the amount of 

restitution obligated and paid by offender.s in the 
program. (The only information we are pro~'ided is 
that "of the 5207,567 awarded to victims (obli~ated), 
only $54,828 was repaid." . (p. iv». It is not. clear 
during whi.ch period of time this money was paid or 
is there any information provided on the victims. 

7. Very little information is provided on program processes 
so that the reader has no clear understanding of how 
the program actually operated in each of the four centers. 
Definitions u$ed for ~recidism", successful and unsuccessf~ 
terminations, are not clearly defined so that the 
reader does not clearly understand what the pe~centages 
c~ ~~0!~ cases really means. . . 
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8. The author makes very faulty conclusions: "the concept 
of restitution payments as a means of deterring offenders 
from the reconunission of crimes seems fallacious." (p.v). 

9. The author makes conclusions that are not· justified by 
the data pres~nted (n key factor in the relative 
high program re-arrest. rate apparently has been lack of 
an emphasis on the.rapy.") (p. 49" and note all other 
recommendations contained on pages 49-51). 

• 
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ABSTRACT #8 

Lowenberg, David, "Pima County Attorney's Adult Diversion 
Project, Second Annual Report", Tucson, Arizona, 1975. 

Stillwell, Jack, "Victim Defendant Relationships in an 
Adult Diversion Program", unpublished paperJ February 4, 
1977. 

Both of these papers present infor.mation on the same project 
and therefore both are included in this abstract. 

A. Type of Studies: 

Quantitative-descriptive: program evaluation. 
Both of these studies provide evaluative information on 
this project. 

B. Objectives of the Studies: 

Both st~dies aim at providing infor.mation on the operation 
of this project. The paper by Stillwell deals more directly 
with victim-defendant involvement in the project. 

C. Description of the Program: 

The adult diversion project operated by the Pima County 
Attorney's Office is not explicitly a restitution program 
but most of the defendants do make financial ~estitution 
and, in addition, are required to perfor.m 40 hours of 
community services restitution. The program operates at 
the pre-trial, post-arraignment level and involves primarily 
property offenders. Direct victim-defendant meetings are 
structured for the purpose of negotiating the amounts of 
restitution to be made. Upon the Ruccessful completion of 
the project, charges are dismissed. 

D. Study Design: 

The design essentially involves the collection of infor.mation 
on program·inputs, program processes, ~~d program outputs. 
No comparison group is used. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Defendant characteristics such as prior record, charge, 
race, amount of restitution ordered; types of victim; 
amount of victim-defendant involvement; characteristics 
of victims participating .in victim-defendant. meetings. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Data is collected as.a routine part of the operation of 
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this project. In addition, the Stillwell paper refers to 
a brief mailed questionnaire administered to victims 
before and after meeting with defendants in order to 
determine their perception ,of these meetings.' 

G. Data Analysis: 

Frequency distributions. 

B. Findings: 

1. Meetings between victims and defendants are held in 
about 30 percent of all cases acce~ted by the progr~. 

2. About 15 percent of all felony cases are referred to the 
diversion program and nearly half of thes cases are 
accepted into the program; during 1976, 157 of 331 
cases or 47 percent were aocepted. 

3. Nearly 86 percent of all defendants admitted to the 
program successfully complete their contract. 

4. About 2 percent (n=5l4) of all referred defendants 
are rejected because of a lack of victim approval and 
nearly 6 percent have been rejected because of a 
lack of law enforcement officer approval for the 
defendant to participate during 1975 and 1976. 

5. Non-violent, non-drug offenses constituted approximately 
72 percent (n=5l4) of pending offenses and 19 percent 
of the offenses were misdemeanor possession of marijuana 

. cases; the other 9 percent of the cases were violent 
offenses or a sexual offense. 

6~ Eighty-nine percent of the defendants admitted to the 
proqram had no adult record~ 4 percent had prior 
misdemeanors; 6 percent were presently on probation 
or parole1 1 percent had offenses committed after their 
initial arrest. 

7. Because of the screening cri teri'a, most minority group 
members are eliminated from participation in the 
programr while 17 percent of all persons arrested in 
the county were Black, only 5 percent were referred 
for admission to the program. 

S. Characteristics of victims were: 60 percent businesses; 
25 percent private citizen victims; 7 percent public 
agency victims; 8 percent victimless types of offenses 
(possession of marijuana). 

9. Since 1973, defendants have agreed to pay victims nearly 
$125,000 in restitution; the mean 'restituticn payment 
in felony cases is $385. 

10. About 150 victim-defendant meetings have been held 
since 1974,and question~aires have been completed since 
January, 1976: those victims that are willing to par­
ticipate in meetings with the de,fendant differ from 
the total population of victims on the basis that; 
victims of violent crimes tend to meet with defendants 
less frequently than victims of prope~y or economic 
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crimes; business victims tend to meet slightly more 
often than non-business victims; slightly more of the 
defendants who were willing to participate in meetings 
with the victim were White as compared to slightly 
less Hispanics and Blacks; defendants involved in 
meetings with victims tended to'have a higher level 
of formal education. 

11. Nearly two-thirds of the victims who participated in 
the victim-defendant meetings (n=38) did so as the 
representative of businesses which had been victimized; 
these representatives were 80 percent male; 85 percent 
White; mean age=42. 

12. On the basis of the questionnaire it was found that: 
only 50 percent of the victims felt that they had been 
given a meaningful say in the acceptance/rejection 
decision; none of the victims actua1.1y witnessed or 
were physically injured during the crime; only 20 
percent had any prior relationship with the defendant; 
70 percent of the victims stated that the crime centered 
around property belonging to a business; all victims 
stated that the defendant owed them, or their businesses 
money as a consequence of the crime in relation to the 
purpose that victims saw for the victim-defendant 
meetings, four patterns were indicated: 40 percent 
felt,that the purpose was to help prevent crime 'by the 
defendants; 30 percent felt that the purpose was to 
let the victims express their feelings about the' 
crime to the defendants; 20 percent felt that the 
purpose was to help them get an understanding of why 
the crime was committ'ed; 20 percent felt that the 
purpose was to finalize the arrangements for restitution. 

13. All victims involved in victim-defendant meetings felt 
that the meetings were valuable and 90 percent said 
that they believed that they had a better understanding 
of what had motivated the defendant to cammitt the 
crima; 90 percent also stated that they believed that 
they had given the defendant a better understanding of 
the consequences of the offenses for them and believed 
that they had had a positive ~mpact on the defend?~t. 

14. As a result of the victim-defendant me~~tings, there was 
some change noted in victim's perceptions of what should 
happen to the defendant; the net change was in the 
direction of believing that less punishment and more 
counselling and social services were desire able for the 
defendant. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

Three different populations are essentially involved in 

) 

this study. First, the population o'f defendants and their 
victims who participated in the diversion program. Secondly, 
the population of victims and the defendants who were involved ~) 
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in victim-defendant meetings. Third, the proportion of 
victims who were involved in victim-defendant meetings who 
completed the questionnaires. Only 45 percent of v.ictims 
involved in meetings during 197~ completed forms. 

No pre-existing or base line victim attitudes are available 
for comparison. other than the questionnaire which was 
administered before the victim-defendant meetings. This 
is a rather global and diffuse type of measure. No comparison 
data is provided on victims who do not meet with their 
defendants in the program. 

No information is provided on the impact of victim-defendant 
meetings on the defendants themselves. 
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ABSTRACT #,9 

Swanton, Joan, "Final Report:: The Pilot Alberta Restitution 
Center (September 1, 1975-0ctober 31, 1977)," undated. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quanti tative-descriptivfH project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The primary aim of this study is to present information 'on 
the two years of operation (September 1, 1975 - October 31, 
1977) of this project. Considerable attention in the report 
is placed upon the implementation problems associated with 
operating this program during its first two years. 

C. Description of the Program: 

The Pilot Alberta Restitution Center was an exploratory pro­
ject addressed to two specific issues: diversion and 
restitution. 

Referrals to the program came from a 'number of different 
sources with different expectations at eve~ stage of the , 
criminal proceedings, from pre-charge to post-incarceration. 
Largely as a consequence of the different referral ,sourcea 
and the changing nature of the program, no coherent or stable 
program seems to have developed. The original aim of the 
project was to act as a pilot program for deomonstration pur­
poses to determine the efficacy of the diversion process in 
comparison to current practices for ~on-violent, personal 
property offenses under $500. More ~pecifically, the aims 
of the project were: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

To establish if offenders will carry out a contract of 
,restitution. 

To establish if the victims of a crime are in agreement 
with the notion of restitution • 

. To determine if a contract of restitution is as successful 
pre as post institutionalization. 

4. To determine if any reduction between periods of recidivism 
occurs wit~ regard to second or more times of conviction. 

5. To assess the contract of restitution as a rehabilitation 
instrument. 

6. To provide a basis for, further research. 

. . 
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D.' St~dy Design: 

The design used in this study was a single group, after-only 
non-experimental type. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Referral source1 offender characteristics~ victim charac­
teristics1 amount of restitution ordered; type of restitution 
ordered; extent of victim-offender contact; amount and type 

of restitution paid; point in the criminal justice system at 
which ordered. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Records were maintained in the project files concerning the 
offenders and victims and restitution agreements obligated 
in this program. 

4It G. Data Analysis: 

Simple descriptive statistics are presented. 

H. Findings: 

1. Referrals to the p~ogram came from a variety of sources, 
from pre-charge to post-incarceration. 

2. While some offenders agreed to pay restitution because 
they felt it was the appropriate thing to do, most 
offenders expected some benefit to accrue to them as a 
,result of the promise to paY1 in situations where no 
charges had been laid, offenders hoped that the payment 
of restitution would preclude the laying of charges; where 
offenders considered re~~itution at a, time when a guilty 
plea had been or was about to be entered, the hope was 
that the promise to pay would mitigate the Court's dispo­
sition; expectations in situations where the offender 
was being held in custody prior to trial or sentencing 
centered not only arou'nd mi tigatiori of sentence but also 
around release from custody (incarcerated offenders hoped 
that the agreement to pay restitution would facilitate 
their early release from prison). 

3. The majority of referrals to the project involved situa­
tions where a business was the vict~ and a substantial 
amount of money was lost; over 50 percent of the criminal 
charges were related to offenses of break and enter, 
theft over $200, false pretenses, and fraud; in many of 
these cases, there were mult~ple counts of the charge; 
also, one-third of the offenders referred reported having 
been convicted of a previous criminal offense • 

• 



74 

4. One-third of the cases were originally referred by the 
staff at the Intake Unit Probation Division at 'the time 
when a pre-sentence report was being prepared; an addi­
tional 20 percent of the referrals Ccille from a probation 
division at the post-sentence stage and were composed 
o~ individuals who had entered a probation order with ·a 
condition to pay restitution. 

5. A substantial proportion of the proJect mediator's time 
was spent on cases that did not subsequently result in 
the signing of a restitution agreement. 

6. Seventy of the offenders referred to the program signed 
72 restitution agreements with 155 victims. 

7. Offenders and victims signed either a civil contract or a 
schedule of payments persuant to a probation order; 
slightly less than half of the agreements were signed 
prior to sentencing t, In more than 50 percent of these 
cases where t~le rE~stitution was signed prior to sentencing, 
the judge chose not to make restitution a part of the 
sentence but rather required the contract to stand on its 
own; the majority of agreements signed after sentencing 
were signed by offenders ordered to pay restitution; all 
of the. agreements, with the excep'tion of two, related to 
property offenses, most of which occurred in combination 
with ot~er offenses or were accompanied by multiple counts; 
sixty five percent of the contracts were a result of 
charges of break and enter, theft over $200, false pre­
tenses, and fraud; one third of the agreements involved 
more than $500; although only 25 percent of the contracts 
extended over a period longer than a year and approximately 
twenty five percent of the offenders were obligated u"1der 
the contract for more than a year, 60 percent of the vic­
tims were involved in these longer contracts; one-third 
of the offenders who signed agreements met with the 
victims. 

8. Thirty eight percent of the offenders were in urrears or 
default of their obligation at the time when the project 
transferred cases, forty four percent of the contracts 
were in arrears or default and sixty percent of the vic­
tims had not received money owing to them according to 
the contract. ~ 
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9. Offenders tended not to honor the terms of the 
restitution agreement when they were over the age of 
26 and had previous convictions, where the' offense was 
fraud, false pretenses or theft over $200, where the 
amount of money owed exceeded $300, and where the con­
tract extended over a relatively long period of time. 
In combination, these factors tend to suggest that it 
is the "minor" offender as opposed to the more 
sophisticated criminal who is more likely to fulfill 
the terms of a restitution agreement. The author con­
cludes that more attention needs t.O be directed toward 
the enforceability of restitution i!lqreements. 

10. Although those offenders who signed a restitution agree­
ment after sentencing were slightly more likely to fulfill 
the terms of the agreement than those who signed prior 
to sentencing, there is no significant difference in terms 
of fulfilling the agreement between those ordered by the 
court to make restitution and those not so ordered. Those 
offenders placed on probation without a restitution condi­
tion are slightly more likely to maintain payment than 
those whose order includes a restitution condition (this 
may be due in,part to the fact that in the opinion of th~se 
responsible for returning defaulted restitution orders to 
the court.) There were, in many cases, no procedures 
within the court for enforcing the payment of restitution. 

11. One of the hopes associated with the program was that 
meetings between victims and offenders would facilitate 

12. 

a neutral Qnderstanding between the two parties and 
impress upon the offender the harm he had caused tha 
victim. Such was not the case. In fact, the data indi­
cate that exactly the reverse was true. This is possibly 
explained by the fact that most offenders came to the 
project at a time when they were deeply involved in the 
criminal justice system. Therefore, it is likely that at 
the time of the referral, the offender had already taken 
an adversarial stance with respect to the victim and a 
meeting did nothing to alter this stance. 

Large business, banks and insurance companies faired 
slightly better than small businesses and private 
citizens in terms of receiving restitution for their 
loss. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

The major benefit of this study is that it provides a graphic 
picture of the kinds of implementation problems associated 
with this particular program. On the other hand, there are 
problems with the report in terms of never providing a clear 
description of how this program changed over time. The 

. , 

reader is left guessing as to what the program actually looked 
like at different points in its implementation history. No 
comparison groups are used so that t~e reader can make inferences 
about the effects of the project on vict~s and offenders or 
the system of justice. 
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ABSTRACT ·'10 

Flagg, Mrs. 0. , Ms. B. Coleman, Ms. J. Ellis, R. J. Hig­
ginson, P. J. L~wis, A. C. Raban, "Nottinqhamshire Consumer 
Survey - 1'973-1976," unpublished. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative - descriptive: project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

c. 

D. 

The major aims of this study were: 

1- To obtain the offender's perception of his community 
service task. 

2. To assess the offender's perception of any practical 
or family pr~blems which arose as a resul.t of a communi t.y 
service order. 

3. To assess the offender's perception of the community 
service order relative to his perception of other sen­
tences (probation/fines). 

4. To assess what difference (if any) the community service 
order has made to the offender's outlook and particularly 
in terms of whether the offender intended to carryon with 
the work on a voluntary basis aft:er canpleting ,the ' 
required hours. 

Description of the Program: 

·Nottingharnshire was one of the experimental areas for the 
community service Scheme as originally implemented in England 
in 1972. Extensive descriptions of this program have been 
included in other abstracts and will not be repeated here. 

Study Design,: 

A brief questionnaire was developed and rel~tively unstruc­
tured interviews completed with the first one hu~dred offenders 
completing the conununity service scheme in the target area. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

The major types of dependent variables used in this study 
~ere: type of community service work; alternative types of 

}) 

) 

community service work which the' offender would have pre- ,) 
ferred to do; ext~nt to which the offender saw the community r 

service work as benefitting the community; practical problems 
for the offender in doing the community service' work; 
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offender~~:perception of ·an alternative sentence that would 
have been given in the absence of ccmm~nity service, offender's 

"'perception of eommunity service as compared to. prob~tion; 
of·fender' s pe~ception of community service as compared to a 
fine; extent to which the offender communica'ted wi tn his 
family about the community service work; extent to which 
communii:y service cc'l.usec1 difficulties at· home for the 
offender; extent to which the offender plans on continuing 
with the voluntary work after the completion of the order; 
extent to which the offender perceives that co~~unity service 
has made a difference"in his chances of getting into trouble 
agail)J extent to which the offender perceives the cOllllUuni,ty 
service work as a worthwhile experience; ways in which the 
offender believes that community service might be improved: 
extent to which the offender sees the community service work 
as an alternative to prison. 

F., Data Collection Procedures: 

G. 

A brief list of 26 questions w~s developed. Unstructured 
interviews were completed with one hundred offenders who had 
completed their-communityservice work order~' No attemp'f:. 
is made to generalize the findings from this study to any 
other population or grouping. 

Data Analysis: 

'Infor.mation,is presented in narrative form on the basis of the 
impressions generated from the interviews. 

H. 'Findings: 

Among the major findings of this study are the following: 

1. A large proportion of the respondents expressed surprise 
at the range of tasks available and very faw offered 
additional ideas of possible tasks. 

2. The majority of offenders appreciated the attempt that 
:lias made to match what was available with their own 
preferences and other considerations. 

3. The vast majority of the offenders believed that they 
would have received a custodial sentence, in the absence 
of the communi ty service scheme. '., 

~. The vast majority of the offenders felt that community 
service was better than being fined. 

S. The vast majority believed that c~mmuhity service was 
superior to probation. 

6. The vast majority of offenders believed that community 
service had caused no difficulties of a practical or 
family type. 
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i'. Most of the respondents had no difficulty explaining 
what they were doing ·to family members or friends and 
felt no sense of s·tiqma. from doing community serVice 
work. 

8. Very few negative experiences were reported. by the 
respondents in relation to the type of work completed. 

9. Most of., the respondents were very enthusiastic about 
the work that they had been involved in. 

10. Out of the 100 interviews, only 4 respondents said ~hat 
the community service work had not been a worthwhile 
experience. 

11. A majority of the respondents believed that community 
service work had helped them in remaining out of . 
difficulties with the law. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

No random sampling procedures were used and therefore the 
findings are representative only of the 100 offenders in the 
fina.l sample. The possibilities of bias are obvious. No 
information is'available on offenders who did not success­
ful~y complete their orders, they may well have-i different 
perception.' A large proportion of the cases were from urban 
areas and .mcrarural types of settings may result in sub­
stantially different findings. Because a number of different 
interviewers were used in this study, the reliability of the 
items is open to question. Furthermore, probation officers 
did the interviewing of offenders and this may have affected 
the validity of the answ~rs given. 
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ABSTRACT 4f 11 

Koegel, Joanne, "Sacramento County' Probation Alternative 
Sentencing Procedures," :e'inal First Year Evaluation Report, 
Sacramento Area Criminal Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion Planning District, June 19, 1918. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative - descriptive, project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The primary aim of this study is "to provide an asseasment 
of ASP's effectiveness and' efficiency in serving the courts, 
community, and project participants." (p.v.) 

4It C. Description of the Program: 

The Alternative Sentencing Procedures (ASP) project is opera­
ted on a sub-contract award by the Sacramento County Probation 
Department to the Volunteer Bureau of Sacramento. Staff in 

. this proj ect are responsible for scr'eening and placing court 
.referrals in voluntee~ community service agencies. Clients 
are received from the judiciary who make a determination 
that an alternative sentence is appropriate for a particular 
offender and it is then offered as a voluntary alternative 
to a more traditional sentence. Referrals to the project 
are screened at an initial interview. Placements are then 
arranged and the offender is informed about the placement, 
the starting date for the work and the scheduled completion 
date. Monitoring contacts are made with the referral super­
visor at the placement agency on a weekly or bi-weekly basis. 
At the completion of the ordered community servj~e the 
offender is referred back to court and discharged from the 
court order. 

D. Study Design: 

The essential design for this study is an after-only, non­
experimental design focusing upon an assessment of program 
efforts. 

. E. Dependent Variables: 

Number of referrals to project by courts by months: reasons 
that participants are referred back to court for unsuccess­
ful project completion: prior a~rests by participants; prior 
convictions by participants: prior'drug arrests and convic­
tions by partici?ants; hours of community servi'ce obligated 

, . and completed: types of community agency placements, offender 
race, educational level, marital status, ,employment·status, 
number of dependents, current age,' a~nual income, employment 

• 
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status 7 specific courts making refer.rals to projects7 
number of hours of community service obligated (sen­
tenced)7 annual project costs (personnel, travel, opera­
tional, equipment; indirect costs). 

F. ~a Collection Procedures: 

Data were collected from three sources: projecl: staff were 
responsible for completing information about the offender 
and p!acement upon the admission of the offender to the 
project. Secondly, information was collected'from the 
courts about the offender'S record and present offense. 
A t~ird source of data was financial information obtained 
from monthly expenditure reports submitted by the projec1: 
to the Sacramento County Auditor. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Frequency distributions. and cross tabulation.lJ .. 

H. Findings: 

1. During the fi~st year of funding, 832 offenders were 
sentenced, to ~ommunity service work as an alternative 
to a traditional sentence by the' Sacramento Municipal 
and Superior Courts. 

2. Two specific municipal courts accounted for approxi­
mately 70 percent of all referrals to the project during 
the first year. (There appears to be approximately 
four municipal court departments and additional 
numbers of superior courts.) 

3. Approximately 18 percent of the participants referred 
to the project did not "successful~yft complete the 
camreunity se~~ice work. (These either failed to appear 
at the project (two percent.) or ['ii1ed to complete the 
assigned houl. s of work (16,.5 percent). 

4. Those participants with no prior arrests and no prior 
convictions have a greater tendency to successfully 
complete the pr:'ogram. 

5. A totaiJ. of l7, 793 hours of communi ty servic~ was performed 
by participants and it is est~ated that a total of 
60,000 communi,ty service hours will. be completed by the 
participants wI,,,) were admitted to the project during the 
first year. 

6. Offenders who failed to complete the project were more 
likely to be male, have less than a high school degree, 
between the ages of 26 to 30 years, not married, and on 
welfare. 

) 
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7. There is a slight tendency for unsuccessful clients 
to have been sentenced between 51 and 200 hours: there 
is a tendency for offenders sentenced for 50 hours or 
less of community service to complete their assigned 
work more often. 

8. Approximately 43 percent of referrals have been con­
victed·of driving charges: approximately 37 percent 
of theft:· approximately 2 percent of burglary, and 
the rest were miscellaneous. 

9. It is estimated that it cost. approximately $77 to refer, 
screen, and replace each participant during the first 
year of the program operation. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

This evaluation covers only 12 months of project operation 
(October, 1976 - October, 1977). Only limited information 
is provided about the project so that the reader has o~lv 
a tentative understanding of the projec t specifications. 
The numbers contained in the tables do npt always coincide. 
For ex~ple, we are told that 154 persons did not success­
fully complete community service wo~k sentences and then we 
are only pr~vided information on 116 of these cases in 
relation to the reason~ for being retur:rh~d to court for 
unsuccessful completion~ No explanation is provided about 
the missing cases. In other tables, we are provided infor­
ma:tion on different groups. For example, prior arrest 
and conviction information is provided on 757 program par­
ticipants. But in another place we are told that 832 
offenders were referred to the project. Very limited 
characteristics information is provided on the client group. 
For example, no information is provided in tables on race, 
sex, and so on. No comparison groups are used • 

r 
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ABSTRACT i, '12 

Gerrard, John M. and Robert W. Knight, "An Evaluation of the 
Community Restitution In-Service Program (CRISP",.May 5, 1977, 
unpublished. 

A. !lpe of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive: project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The explicit purpose of this study was to determine "whether or 
not the inno~ation was adequately meeti~g its original goal of 
providing service to the community". 

D 

. C. Description of the Program:, 

• 

The CRISP project was established in 1975 by the Pima County 
Adult Probation Department. The program is designed to provide 
defendants and probationers.an opportunity to perform restitution 
to the community as a condition of probation for the losses suffered 
by the community 'as a result of criminal actions·. The probati9ner 
is provided the opportunity to do volunteer work for a public or 
private community government or social agency. Selection and 
placement for the project occurred during the pre-sentence invest-
igation as well as a c~ndition of a probation order. In other ) 
words, clients on the project are all convicted but some are on 
a pre-sentence basis and some have been sentenced to probation. 
Placements are made by the program supervisor to appropriate 
community agencies, placements are then monitored and reports 
made to the department of probation and the court. The goal of the 
project is "to provide service to the community". In addition, i't 
is noted that the project attempts to meet three objectives: 
"placing a de~and on the probationer to be responsible by ordering 
him into the work program: ••• by performing designated service 
work in the community it is hoped probationers will develop or 
improve on uxisting work habits: ••. to teach probationers work 
skil~s in many projects". (p. 3). 

D~ Study Design: . . 
This study amounts to a one shot case study. No com.parison group 
is used. The authors note that this evaluation is aimed at 
answering two questions: "Is the present program effective?" 
This, in turn, is broken out into two further questions: "Did it 
provide the agencies and clients a us~ful service ~d did it 
satisfy probationer needs?" The second question is: "How well 
is the program being administered--are the work assignments proper 
and are probationer's skills being utilized?" (p. 5). 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Three categories of dependent variables were used: agency inform-
ation, client information, probationer information. Information ) 
collected from agencies involved the types of clientele being 
served in terms of racial origin, number of people in the agency, 
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the age group of the clientele served, how the agencies learned 
about the communi ty service proj ect, 'numbe'r of times the agency 
requested services from the project, number of persons assigned 
to the agency to do service, type of person providing super-
vis ion to off enders, whether the of,fenders are taught any skills 
or work habits, whether offenders performed the tasks assigned. 
The kind of information collected on clients (this refers to 
'l'he specific clientele of the agency receiving the offender 
community service) included ethnic origins of clients, age of 
clients, how the clients learned about the'community service 
project. Information collected on offenders involved sex, age, 
marital status, ethnic origin, educational background, employment 
status, whether the offender learned any skills in the project, 
whether any training was received in'the project. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 
Three questionnaires or interview schedules were used: one was 
aimed at collecting information from agencies that used community 
service offenders~ one towards the individual clients being 
provided with service at these agencies: a third questionnaire was 
aimed at the probationers or offenders themselves. A population 
'listing was obtained of the agencies that have been provided 
with community services; the individual clients that have received 
services from offenders; the probationers that were assigned to 
do the work. A random sample was then chosen from each of the 
three population listings. Interview schedules were then completed 
with each of the samples., In fact, 'however, it was difficult to 
obtain a comprehensive listing of clients who had received servic,es 
at the agencies and it was also difficult to contact probationer~s 
who spoke Spanish or did not show up for the assigned service. 
Consequently, a little more than half of the agencies were 
actually lnterviewed and approximately 20 percent of the clients 
and offenders were contacted. In other words, there was consider­
able ~ttrition in data collection. 

B,!.ta Analysis: 
No data is present.ed in the evaluation but simply a discussion of 
the findings. 

H. Findings: 
The clients of the agencies that received services from the 
offenders were highly positive to/ward the kind of work that was 
completed for them. <. 

None of the probationers interviewed felt that they had been 
tauqht a skill. 

A substantial number of the offenders have indicated that trans­
portation was a great problem to completing community service. 

A significant number of probationers stated that they had skills 
that were not being' used. ' 

T 1 
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Approximately only 1/3 of the total hours of community service 
assigned to offenders had been completed as of April 15, 1977. 

.. "+~ 
" 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: . 
No comparison group is used in this study. 

Approximately 80% of the clients who purportedly had received 
offender services were not available for data collection and 
approximately the same proportion of offenders were not able to 
be contacted. 

This kind of an evaluation design is open to a wide variety of 
internal validity problems. 

The project goals were stated in extremely ambiguous terms. 

The difference in between what people say on a mailed questionnaire 
or personal interview and what they actually do or think may be 
quite different. 

No data tables ar~ provided in this evaluation and the reader is 
"consequently left with having to accept the interpretation of 
the data as presented by the researchers. . 

No clear description is provided about the" social or demographic 
characteristics of offenders, even though this information was 
appareRtly collected. 

..... 
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AqSTRACT #13 

Broomfield, Terry, "Evaluation Report: Court Referral 
Program, Voluntary Action Center of South Orange County", 
Newport Beach, California, April ~O, 1977. 

AQ Type of Study: 

Quantitativ~ description; project evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the relative extent 
to which the project met the stated objective: All clients 
shall exhibit a positive shift in attitudes and acceptable 
behavior as measured by; completion of assigned work; willing­
ness to perform additional work beyond that which was assigned; 
reduction in recidivism (50% of all clients who participate 
in the program shall not be rearrested for a six month period 
following release from the program). (p. 47). 
evaluation report deals with the period from September 1, 1975 
through December 31, 1976 (a 16 month period). This time 
period covers the time period of the first funding grant. 

COl Description of the Pr,ogram: 

This Court Referral Program provides the courts of Orange 
County with an alternative disposition for sentenced offenders 
in t..lle form of requiring th,e offender to complete a nUltlQer of 
hours of work in a community agency. The program is seen as 
an alternative to the use of a fine or incarceration. The 
program handles misdemeanants, with a few juveniles and felons. 
There are three steps in the program. First, the court assigns 
the sentenced offender to work a number of hours within a 
specified time period in a community agency and makes a referral 
to the Court Referral Program. Second, the Court Referral 
Program interviews the offender and arranges placement in a 
community agency for the stipulated number of hours. Finally, 
the offender reports to the desi'3'nated agency and completes 
the number of hours of work and the program then notifies the 
c'ourt about the offender's completion, of the sentence. 

D. Study Design: 
The essential design for this study was a one-shot case study 
providing an assessment of the nature of the effort and outputs 
during the 16 month study period. 

E. Dependent Variables: 
Information is provided on: number of referlt:"als by courts; 
offender conviction offense; probation officer assigned/not 
assigned; hours of community service assigned; number of times 
offender was referred to the program; sex, age, race, occupa­
tional status of offenders referred; number of community 

I' 
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service hours completed: types of agencies receiving referrals: ' 
'1
1
-) program costs. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 
Among the major procedures 'used in this study were: 
unstructured interviews with program staff members: official 
statistics collected by the criminal just~ce planning agency in 
the county and dealing primarily with offender characteristics: 
interviews with members of the judiciary: interviews with 
some of the community agencies receiving referrals from the 
program. 

G. Data Analysis: 
Data is presented in simple frequency distributions, percentages, 
and graphs. 

H. Findings: 
1. During the 16 month period, the courts referred a total of 

1,097 offenders to the program. The largest percentage of 
these were from the municipal and traffic courts for 
traffic violations. Approximately 10% of the referrals 
were on probation status. 

2. The largest p'ercentage of offenders referred were male" 
-18 - 25 years of age, employed, and sentenced for traffic ) 
violations. The range of hours to be completed ran from 

. 5 - 212, with approximately 50% under 36 hours. A total 
of 30,000 'hours of service was obligated during the 16 
month period. 

3. 16% of offenders referred by the court did not appear at 
the program. Of those offenders who were actually assigned 
to a placement, approximately 71% completed the assignment. 

4. The average cost per offender in the program was $42. 

e I. Problems and Shortcomillgs: 

1. There is no comparison group used in this study and therefore 
it is open to a wide yariety of internal validity problems. 

2. Because the study only covers a 16 month period, and because 
offenders were being referred to the program during this 
-time period, there is only limited data available on out-

3. 

come. ,. 

Because the project shifted from a manual data recording 
system to ,an automated system during the course of the first 
grant year, there is alot of missing data. For example, 
while 1,097 offender~ were assigned during the 16 month 
period, the different tables will provide information on 
different numbers of offenders--l084, 1012, 832, etc • 

• 
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4. The report is poorly organized. For example, a discussion 
of data collection methods comes approximately 3/4ths of 
the way through this study. oAt the same ~ime, however, 
this report does provide a relatively clear description 
of the organization and operation of the program. 

• 

. . 
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ABSTRACT Ii. ':", ' 
" 

Softley, Paul, "Compensation Orders in Magistrates' Courts," 
Home Office Research Study Number 43, Her Majesty's Stationary 
Office, London, October, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 
This is essentially a program evaluation of, the legislative 
provision in Great Britain to allow magistrates' courts to 

, require compensation (restitution) from offenders. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

C. 

D. 

The specific purpose of this study was,to assess the extent 
to which courts in Great Britain are ordering offenders to 
pay compensation; to investigate how the relevant statutory 
provisions are being applied; to consider the effectiveness 
of the criminal compensation order as a method of redress. 

Description of the Pr09ram~ 
Section One of the Criminal Justice Act of 1972 in'Great 
Britain provided Magistrates' Courts and Crown ,Courts a 
general power to order an offender to pay ~ompensation for 
personal injury, loss or damage resulting from a crimina! 
offense. It dispensed with the need for application for 
compensation to be made by or on behalf of the victim and 
it provided the Magistrates' Courts with the authority to 
impose the amount of compensation up to' 400 pounds in relation 
to each offense for which the offender was convicted. There 
was no limit put on the amount of compensation in which the 
Crown Court could order though the provision of the Act made 
it clear that a court should take into account the offender'S 
ability to pay when deciding shether or not to make a 
compensation order and how much should be paid under such an 
order. 

Study Design: 
During the week beginning September 29 of 1974, all chief 
constables in the country provided details on each charge 
which resulted during that week in the summary conviction 
of a defendant, aged 17 or over, for the offenses of burglarly, 
theft, obtaining property by deception; criminal damage, 
wounding, or assault occasioning actual bodily harm. These 
offenses were selected for the research because they were seen 
as the most common crimes reSUlting, in loss, dama~e, or injury. 

In April, 1975, clerks of court were asked to provide informa­
tion on the results of proceedings concerning the charges on 
the study population and, in those cases where a conviction 
had resulted, to record payments received within six months 
of sentence and any action in that period to enforce payment. 

A year ,later, in April, 1976, a further req'llest was made to 
clerks of courts for deta~ls of subsequent payment and action 
taken to enforce payment so that the record of the outcome of 
each case extended up to 18 months from the date of sentence. 

, . ' 
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In other words, the population or sample for this study 
was a week of cases (beginning September' 29, 1974) and this 
amounted to a total of 3,604 charges made. Of these, clerks 
of court provided information on 3,552 convictiQns. Of 
these 3,552 convictions, information was obtained on 94% 
(3,337) and of these, 97 went to Crown Courts and were 
excluded from the study so that 3,240 offenders were 
actual~y sentenced. Of these 3,240 offenders sentenced, 
it was not possible to collect information dealing with 
restitution payments on 20 of them and therefore, some of 
the tables deal with 3,220 sentenced offenders (those tables 
dealing with restitution payments). 

E. Dependant Variables/Measures: 

The data collection form completed by police provided in­
formation on: 
1. Offense type; 
2. description of property stolen, damaged, or obtained by 

~ deception; 
3. value of property; 
4. value of unrecovered property or outstanding damage 

at time of conviction; 
5. nature of allY injuries; 
6. whether the victim attended a hospital; 
7. number of 1II1orking days the victim, had (at the timet of 

the conviction) lost as a result of the injury;-
8. full name of'victim; 

'9. whether 'the victim applied to the courts for compen-
sation; 

10. full name of defendant: 
11. date of birth of defendant; 
12. date of conviction: 
13. income of defendant. (by week/month); 
14. whether defendant was legally represented: 

Information collected from clerks of court on b/o differen~ 
occasions covered the following: 
1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

nature of each offense for which the defendant was 
sentenced; 
value or general description of any property involved; 
name of victim; 
sentence or order; 
any order for cost or compensation; , 
grounds for fixing an alternative, to imprisonment; •. 
time allowed for payment and installments or~ered at 
the sentence; 
total sum to be paid; 
recording of each date of .each payment made to the 
court; , 
any actions taken to enforce, payment; 
any extensions provided to the o,ffender to make pa~ent 
and the reasons for these extensions. 

1 
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, 1' .. ' Data Collection orocedures: 
Pclice departments througnout the country completed 
information requested for each "sununary conviction" 
of a defendant, .age, 17 or over, for burglary,. theft, 
obtaining property by decepti~n, criminal damage, 
wounding, or assault occasioning actual bodily harm, 
during the week beginning September 29, 1974. A second 
data collection form was then completed'by clerks of 
court in April, 1975. This form provided information 
on the results of proceedings (cc1nvictions) concerning 
those offenders on which the police had completed in­
formation. In aadition, clerks of court were asked 
to record payments received within six months of the 
sentence and any action in that period-to enforce 
payment. 

A third data collection form was then used a year later 
in ,April, 1976 and completed by clerks of court to 
provide additional information on subsequent payments 
and action taken to enf~rce payment. 

In short, three data colle~tion forms were used to 
record ~he outcome of each case extending up to 18 

.. months from the data of sentence. 

G. Da~ Analys is : 
Simple frequency'distributions, percentages, means and 

'mediaps as well as the use of tests,of signifcance-and 
tests of association (correlation). 

H. Findings: 
1,., Of the 3,240. defendants sentenced by the C'~urts, 

315 (9.7%) were convicted of burglary; 1,900 
(61.1%) were convicted of theft; 175 (5.4%) were 
convicted of obtaining property.by deception; 
402 (12.4%) were convicted of criminal damage: 
368 (11.4%) were convicted of wounding or assault. 

2. For each type of property offense (burglary, theft, 
obtaining property by deception and criminal damage) 
it was found that the majority of victims were corp­
orate entities: of the 2,872 defendants convicted of 
property offenses, 886 (31%) committed offenses against 
individual persons: 1,487 (52%) committed offenses 

. against commercial enterprises: 397 (14%) committed 
'offenses against public bodies: most of the remaining 

102 offenders stole, obtained by deception, or damaged 
'property belonging to voluntary associations. , 

3~ Thoseoffenders convicted of property offenses, i~< 
50% of the cases, the value of unrecovered property 
or the outstanding damage was less than 25 pence; 
in almost all of these cases the actual value was 
zero: only one percent of the offenses resulted in 
loss or damage greater than 400 pounds (which is the 
maximum amount of compensation which the courts 
could order an offender to pay for a single offense). 

j) 
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4.· . Excluding property offenses which resulted in10ss 
or damage amounting to !!!! than 25 pence, 90% of the 
defendants convicted of criminal damage were ordered 
to pay compensation for the damage they h~d caused; 
but only 9% of persons convicted of ,.,ounding or 
assault were ordered to pay compensation (the main 
reason why 'judges seldom ordered compensation in 
the cases of wounding or assault is suggested by 
the author to be the difficulty of assessing the 
amount of damages for various injUries). 

S. The amounts of compensation which offenders were 
ordered to pay according to different offenses, 
varied; the amount of compensation offenders were 
ordered to pay for criminal dam~ge covered approximately 
69% of the value of the damage~ compensation· for 
theft amounted to 59% of the total loss; for the 
offense of obtaining property by deception and 
burglary, compensation covered respectively 50% and 
45% of the loss; excluding from analysis those cases 
where two or more defendants were jOintly convicted 
as well as those cases where the value of the loss 
or damage resulting from the offense was either less 
than 25 pence or greater than 400 pounds', it was 
found that among the remaining 621 persons convicted 
of property offenses and ordered to ~y compensa­
tio~546 (87.9%~ were ordered to. pay full compensation 
and only 75 (12.1%) were ordered to pay partial 
compensation. In 'short, there was a tendancy of 
the courts to be concerned with the means of the 
offenders by making more use of partial compensation 
as the value of the loss or damage increased. 

6. The ordering of compensation was related to the income 
of the offender;' 

7. There was found to be a correlation between employment 
and use of compensation~ however, a high proportion 
(59%) of unemployed offenders were ordered to pay 
compensation and a substantial minority (24%) of 
employed persons were not required to pay any comp­
ensation. 

8~ In considering the relationship between the sentence 
of the court l~nd the ,ordering of compensation,- it 
was found that the most common sentence was a fine 
and proportionately more compensation orders were 
made against offenders who were fined than other 
offenders; , 

9. The decision to impose a non-custodial, ratiler than 
a custodial, penaL~y was the most ~ortant factor 
related to the ordering of compensation; second in 
importance was the ability of the offenders to pay, 
as measured by -whether he was employed. 

10. The amou~ts of compensation which were ordered by 
the courts were quite small; the average amount was 
51 pounds but half of those against whom an order 
was made had 16 pounds or less to pay and only a 
fifth had to ~ay mo!e than 50 pu~ds ~n compensation~ 

", ... 
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lL Sixty percent of those ordered to pay compensation 
were required to par by installments and half the 
remaining offenders were allowed less than 21 days 
to pay the compensation. . 

12. Approximately one-third (34.7%) of those ordered to 
pay compensation had paid within one month; almost 
a half (47.9%) had paid within 3 months; and 3/4 
had paid within' lS months; approximately 241 offenders 
(a quarter of those ordered tQ pay ~ompensation) had 
not completed the payment within lS'months and 95 
of these (a tenth of those ordered to pay) had paid 
nothing. 

13. 78 (a th1~d) of the 241 offenders who had not completed 
payment were committed to prison in default; in 34 of 
these cases warrants of committment were lodged in 
respect of those who were already serving a term of 
imprisonment (50%). . 

. 14. Analyzing factors related to non-p~yment of compen­
sation, the most significant factor found was the 
amount of c~mpensation ordered by the courts; 11 percent 
of offenders ordered to pay up to ten pounds compensation 
had not compaeted payment within 18 months as compared 
to 63% of those ordered to pay more than 100 pounds. 

15. The criminal record of the offender was also related to 
non-payment of compensation; the proportion of offenders 
who had not paid within lS months rose from 14% of 
those with no previous convictions to 45% of those with 
7 or mO.re previous convictions. , 

16. While it was found that unemployment was related to 
non-payment of comp~ansation, 63% of unemployed persons 
ordered to pay compensation had pa'id within lS months 
of sentence. 

17. Offenders age 21 or over were less likely to have had 
paid the compensation ordered than offenders under 21. 

'. 
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ABSTRACT #15 
,~ ...... . . 

Tar1ing, Roger and Paul Soft1ey; "Compensation Orders in 
the Crown Court," The Criminal Law Review, July, 1976, 
pp. 422-428. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantative - descr:ptive; program evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

Two main objectives of the study are: 

1.. To test whether legislative provisions for imposing 
restitution (compensation) obligations on offenders 
as contained in the 1973 Powers of Criminal Courts 
Act in Great Britain resulted in ._",re compensation 
for loss of property'being ordered by the Crown Court 
in London. 

2. To test whether judge's decisions to award compensation 
for loss are in accordance with the principles recommended 
by the Advisory Counsel on the P~nal System. 

C. Des~ription of the Program: 

Recommendation~ of the Advisory Counsel on the Penal System 
were contained in the 1972 Criminal Justice Act and sub­
sequently reenacted in the Powers of Criminal Courts Act 
of 1973. Recommendations of the Ccunsel that were contained 
in these pieces of legislation essen~ial1y involved simplifying 
the law concerI',ing ~.ne use of compen~ation orders and pro­
viding guidanc~~ to the courts concerning the circumstances 
in which compensation awards should b1a used. The aim of these 
recommendations was to simplify and expand the use of'compen­
sation orders by the Crown Court. 

D. Study Design.: 

Before~after, non-exper~enta1 design. Information was 
collected on a sample of o~fenders sentenced the year before 
the Act went into effec't and a sample of offtmders who were , , 
sentenced the year after the act went into effect. The two 
time periods during which samp1ee. were 'selected were: July 
to September, 1972 and July to September, 1973. In each 
year, the samples were restricted tu offenders sentenced by 
the Crown Court in London for the offenses of burglary, 
fraud, theft. The final samples of offenders included 277 
persons sentenced before January, 1973 and 521 persons 
senten~ed after J~nuary 1, ,1973. 

• 
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E. Dependent Variables: 

Offense types; court sentence; value of un~ecovered property 
and amount of compensation ordered: weekly income of offenders; 
employment s'Catus of offenders. 

F. Data Collection Procedures~ 

Police files were used to abstract information for the city 
of Londone 

G. Data Analysis: 

Frequency distributions and cross tabulations. 

H. !!~dings: 

1. The proportion of offenders ordered to pay compensation 
by the Crown Cou~t in London before and after the implemen­
tation of the Criminal Justice Act nearly doubled (from 
14 p~rcent in 1972 to 26 percent in 1973). 

2. After the Act, the same factors were associated with the 
Court's decision to award compensation. 

3. Offenders given custodia!" sentence~ were less lik,ely to be 
'ordered to pay compensation than other offenders. 

4.. Judges were less likely to compensate losses less than five 
pounds, than losses involving"more substantial amounts. 

5. Offenders coavi~ted of theft or fraud were more likely to 
be ordered to pay compensation than those convited of 
buralarlv. 

6. Level of income and whether or not the offender was 
emcloved were associated with the use of comcensation 
order!?; however, the fact that the offender was unemploy.::J 
or had low income did not entirely preclude the ordering 
of compensation. 

7. Age, marital status and number of dependent children were 
~ot found to be significantly related to tb~ ordering of 
compensation. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

Major problem is the total reliance on official criminal jus­
tice (police) data. Another is the fact that there was some 
problems associated with developing the sample particularly in 
terms of the fact that some cases were started in 1972 but not 
senten~ed until 1973 and therefore many of the intended 1972 
sample became part of, the 1973 sample. The study only deals 
with a two year 'period for the Crown court in metropolitan 
London and included relatively small 'samples • 

• 
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ABSTRACT t 16 

Pease, K., P. Durkin, I. Earnshaw, B. Payne, J. Thorpe, 
"Community Service Orders", Home Office ~esearch Studies, 
Her Majesty's Stationary Office, London, 1975. 

A. Type of Study: 

e 

Quantitative descriptive: Program evaluation. This study aims 
at describing the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of 
a population of offenders admitted to the community service scheme 
in Britain during the first 18 months of its operation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

C. 

The major aims of this study are to describe: 

1. The background and rationale of the British community service 
scheme. 

2. The criteria that probation officers use .in making 
judgements about offender's suitability for community service. 

3. The offenders ordered to perform community service. 

4. The conduct. of the community service scheme, including'the 
relationship between recommendations for a community service 
order and eventual disposal by the courts: the type of work 
done b~f offenders, where it was done, for how long it was 
done, and how long it took to termination: what was the out-

. come of orders in terms of success. ' 

5. The attitudes and op1n1ons expressed about community service 
by relevant groups or individ"lals. 

Description of the Program: 

Section 15 of the Criminal Justice Act of 1972 in Britain empowered 
courts to order offenders to perform unpaid work as a service to 
the community. A community service order can be made for an 
offender convicted of an offense which would be punishable with 
imprisonment, provided the offender is age 17 or over, and consents. 
The number of hours to be worked is to be not less than 40 or more 
than 240 and these are to be specified in the actual order and 
are normally to be completed within one year of the date of the 
order. It is expected that community service work arrangements 
should not conflict with the offender's work, educational or 
religious committments. A court cannot make an order unless: 

1. Arrangements for community service have been made in the 
area where the-offender will reside: 

2. The court is satisfied, after considering a probation 
officer's report about the offender, that 'the offender is 
a suitable person to perform work under such an order: 

_L ________ _ 
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3. ~~e court is satisfied that the pro~isionscan be made for f) 
the offender to do the appropriate or ordered amount of work. 

Al:rangements foz' communi ty se~ice are a function 'of probation and 
after-care committees. Probation officers allocate offenders to 
tasks provided by lo~al voluntary agencies dnd exercise super­
vision over the offender's compliance with the order. In 1973, 
the community service scheme was intrcduced experimentally in 
six areas (Durham, Inner London, Kent, Nottinghamshire, Shropshire, 
and Southwest Lancashire). 

E. Study Design: 

F. 

No overall research design was used. Instead, a number of sub­
studies, each with their own research design, are included in this 
final report. 

Dependent Variables: 

Among the major dependent variables used in this study were: 

,..- Probation officer perceptions about the suitability of 
community s~rvice work orders 

-', 
Criminal record information on persons subject to community ) 
service orders (arrests and convicti0l?-s) .. 

--
Pri!,~.oation officer recommendations for community service orders 
and the eventual disposition by the court 

Work done by offenders 

Where the work was completed 

Who supervised the offender's work 

When and for how long was this work done 

How long it took to termination of the work 

Outcome of the community service order in terms of success 

Attitud.es and opinions about community service work by 
relevant groups or individuals 

G. Data Collection Procedures: 

A number of data collection p:.:'ocedures were used, inc1udlng: 

1. Formal, published criteria of each of the six community 
service projects concerning the suitability of offenders 

2. A content analysis of 519 pre-sentence reports made in the 
six experimental areas 

.. 
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A sentencing exercise carried out by 55 probation officers 
concerning the factors which influence a recommendation for 
community service. 

A data collection form completed by probation officers when 
preparing pre-sentence reports on offenders considered for 
community service. The six project"area reports concerning 
the number of orders and types of offenders place in community 
service 

Interviews with community service supervisors, probation 
officers, offenders, judges, work-providing agencies, trade 
union representativest and published views expressed in the 
media. 

G. Data Analysis: 

The data analysis involves frequency distribution, 
cross tabulation, as well as statistical tests of significance. 

~. Findings: 

. e 

Among tJ.:.e major findings of the study are the following: 

1. The results of the sentencing exercise conducted with 
probation officers in three of the six experimental service 
restitution areas showed that: 

a. Of the 55 officers interviewed, 69% recommended that the 
offender who was actually chosen for community service 
should be given community service. 

b. There was general agreement between probation officers 
as to what was important for them to know about offenders 
when reaching a decision about recommending a suitable 
sentence (offense; previous convictions; age; family 
situation; personality) • 

2. Most typically a community service order followed a probation 
officer I s recommendation for that type of sentence. 

" " 

3. Not all community service orders were made in cases where a 
custodial sentence would otherwise have been imposed but it is 
not felt to be possible by the researchers to make any c~reful 
estimates about the number of offenders placed in 
community service who otherwise would have been put in prison. 

4. Offenders on community service were primarily between the 
ages of 17 and 34 years. 

5. In most cases, community serviCe work was done on weekends 
rather than during the week. 

6. The average time taken to complete an orde= of 240 hours 
was very close to the year allowed • 

• 

.. 
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7. The median numQer of previous convictions of those ordered 
to undertake community service was between three and four. 

8. BetWeen 38% and 50% of offenders on community service had had 
·experience with a custodial sentence previously. 

9. Most typically, the offender and community service had 
committed a property offense: his most frequent previous 
offense was also a property offense: but there were a number 
of. ,offenders doing community service who had typically 
committed offenses against the person, motoring offenses, 
or other types. 

10. Those offenders with longer criminal records and those who 
had serVed a custodial sentence were less likely to terminate 
their order by completing it. 

11.. The type of committing offense was not found to be predictive 
of the likelihood of an offender successfully completing an 
order. . 

12. The majority of probation officers in five of the experimental 
areas saw a number of adva,ntages in l~he scheme. 

13. Many offenders on community service had positive attitudes 
towards the scheme. 

14 •. The scheme ·has met with little published opposition and has 
usually been described in the press as an alternative to 
custody. 

15. There has been no general, and little local, difficulty in 
relationship with trade unions. 

16. ~The community service experience shows that the scheme is 
viable; orders are being made and completed, sometimes 
evidentally to the benefit of the offenders concerned. 
However, the effect on the offenders as a whole is as yet 
unknown: ---- it has not as yet made' much impact on the 
prison population because. of the manner of its use by the 
courts; in practice a few supervisors may be able to subvert 
some orders of the court unless good contact at the work site 
is maintained by the probation and aftercare service; and 
neither the type of offender for whom it is suitable, nor the 
most desirable placement for different individu~ls on community 
service are a~ yet known." (p. 70) 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

This study is purely descriptive. No comparison groups are used. 
Only the first 18 months of the operation of the program in six 
experimental areas is described. 

• 
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ABSTRACT '17 

, 

Duffy, Joe, and Jeff Welch, "Restitution Report", Delaware 
Criminal Justice Planning Commission, September, 1978. 

A.. !ype of Study: 
Quantitative-descriptive; program evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

C. 

0'. 

The purpose of this study was to assess the extent to which 
restitution is being used by the Supe~ior Courts in Delaware 
and to determine the adequacy of the collection mechani~ims 
which exist in that state. 

Description of the Program: 

Legislative provis'ions in the state of Delaware provide for 
the use of restitution in conjunction with a sentence. In 
addition, a Master plan for Corrections in that state has 
recommended the increased use of restitution., 

Study Design: 

The design used in this study was to take a six month sample 
of 'criminal charges disposed of by tQe Superior Courts during 
January to J~e, 1976., In -addition, 
a sample of 32 probationers who were ordered to make restitution 
durlng this six month period were followed in order to obtain 
information on actual payments. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Total number of charg~s: '~otal number of individuals charged; 
types of chal:'ges; frequency and amount of restitution ordered; 
amount of restitution paid; amount of restitution outstanding; 
average monthly payment. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Official court and probation department files were used. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Frequency distributions. 

H. Findings: ,~.' , 
1. During the first si)c months of 1976, a total of approximate],y 

1,700 charges were "disposed of in the state involving 
approximat~ly 1,100" individuals. Out of the total number 
of approximately 1,700 charges, approximately 600 were 
property o:fenses. 

• 
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2. Of the total number of charges, 81 involved an . order, D 
to make restitution and this involved a total of 76 offenders. 
Therefore, restitution was ordered in sli9htly over 4% 

3. 

of the total charges disposed of during the six month sample 
period. Considering only property offenses, approximately 
10% of the 'charges received a disposition involving 
restitution~ 

Using a minimum time period of 19. months e1a'psed between 
an order of restitution and data collection, 32 probationers 
were followed in order to determine Ul~ 4mount of restitution 
completed. :t was found that approximately 9% of the 
ordered restitution had been pa~d. In 2/3 of these cases, 
the entire amount was still outstanding and restitution had 
been fully paid in only six cases. (A mill immn of 19 months 
since the order of restitution was made.) 

4. The overall average payment per month of restitution was 
slightly over $3.00 per offender. This compares· with the 
average payment necessary to fulfill the restitution obliga-
tion of slightly over 1$70.00 per month. . 

S. A number' of problems are identified in relation to 
restitution useage: First, an inadequate mechanism used 
by probation officers for col1ectin. Second, unemployment ) 
is a problem for many offenders ordered to make financial t 

resti"tution. Finall,l', in most cases where the offender 
was incarcerated for a probation violation, the order to 
make restit?tion became particularly problematic. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 
No data is provided on perceived problems in securing restitution 
payments. The information that is provided seems to be 
impressionistic and it is not clear on what it is based. The 
recommendations that flow from the study have similar problems 
in many cases inasmuch as it is not clear on what data these 
recommendations are based. 

• f .... 
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ABSTRACT i18 

" 

"The Community Service Order Program: The British Columbia 
Exp'erience ll

, Volume I, Ministry of the Attorney General., 
Province of British Columbia, Victoria, ~uly, 1977. 

A. Type 0; Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive: program evaluation. 

B. 9bjectives of the Study: 

C. 

The primary purpose of this study is to provide a description of 
the first l, 459 admissions to th(~ British Columbia Community 
S~rvice Order program. These adndssions include all completed 
cases "r to the end of May, 1976. 

Description of the Program: 

This program is based on the British Co~aunity Services Program. 
Volunteer community organizations provide tasks for the work 
service and the probation officer: reports to the. court on the . 
suitability of the offender for the program and on the availability 
of tasks. The court then issues either a standard probation order 
with a clause for community service, or a special community work 
service order. A major difference in the British Columbia program 
with the British program is that this program involves both adult 
and juvenile offen.dars. ,Juvenile admissions to the program may be 
made by t~e court formally issuing one of the two kinds of 
probation orders 6:1:' informally by a probation officer 
inquiry procedure. Also, in ·this program service to the victim 
of the offense occurs in some cases. The length of the service 
order is a maximum of 200 hours within a 6 month period for adults 
and a maximum of 100 hours within a 3 month period for juveniles. 
This program is currently being operated throughout the province. 

Study Design: 

The design for this study essentially involved an analysis of 
statistical information collected routinely by the Program Evaluation 
Data System section of the Corrections Branch of the Province. 
It involves all admissions up to the end of May, 1976. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Among t.he major dependent variables in this study were: 

Characteristics of the offenders 
Characteristics of the offense 
Admission procedures 
Types of work assigned 
Completion of the work order 

< • 
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F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Data was routinely collected Ol< all cases admitted and terminated 
from the program through standard collection procedures. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Simple frequency distributions, means, medians, percentages. 

H. Findings: 
. 

Among the major findings of this study were the following: 

Juveniles' account for approximately 56% of the participants in 
the project; adults account for the remaining 44% percent. 

Participants in the age group of 14- 21 years account for 83% 
of participants. 

88.5% of the participants are male while 11.5% are female 

Native Indians account for 9% of all participants. 

Approximateiy. 50% of all cases were placed in the program on the 
basis cf two offen~es: "theft· under $200"; "break and enter". 

Only 12% of prcgr~~ participants had multiple offenses or multiple 
counts of offenses 

36% of the admissions to the program are by probation officer 
.inquiry; most of these are via a verbal agreement rather than a 
written agreement; the other 64% are admitted by the court on the' 
basis of a standard probation order, rather than a special community~ 
service probation order. 

Almost all (95%) of the participants are assigned to work for the 
community rather than for the victim. 

Supervision of approximately 66% of the work orders is done by 
community volunteer groups; 22% is by the community service 
supervisor or probation officer. 

Approximately half (52%) of the work drders are assigned to work 
. in a community or service agency; 36% of the orders are for work 

on community re\.':r.'eation facilities and parks. 

Mos~ of the participants (84%) are assigned orders of 50 hours 
or less; the average (mean) order i~ for 31.7 hours. 

D 

93% of the work orders are completed; of the 7% that are not ~) 
completed, half of these are incomplete thro.uqh no fault of the 
offender. 

• } 
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I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

No comparison groups are used to more adequately assess the 
effects of this project relative to. an alternative sanction. 
The'report covers tt.';e period only up to May, 1976, and it is 
not clear whether these cases are admissions to the program 
or whether they cover only those who successfully completed 
the prc.'gram. We are informed, for example, that: "This 
report includes a statistical description of the first 1,459 
admissions to the ---- program." And then told: "These. 
admissions ~\clude all completed cases up to the end of May, 
1976;." (~. "iii) . 

• 
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ABSTRACT #19 

Chesney, Steven L., "The Assessment of Restitution in the 
Minnesota Probation Services," Minnesota Department of 
Corrections, January 31, 1976. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive - program evaluation. 

B. Objectives of the StudX: 

The major objective of this study was to identify and des­
cribe the manner and exteat of restitution use in th~ 
Minnesota Probation Services. More specific objectives of 
the study were: 

1. To determine the manner to which restitution was used 
as a condition of probation in the district, county and 
juvenile courts of the State of Minnesota. 

2. Todetermine the circumstances of the offense, the ways 

D 

~n which the courts structured r~stitution, the amounts ) 
of restitution ordered, an~ the amount of restitution 

,subsequently collec~ed relative to reported lossesJ 
finally, to determine those factors associated with th~ 
successful completion of restitution. 

3. To determine the victim's attitude toward restitution. 

Most generally, this study is an examination of the way 
restitution is used in one state probations services and 
the attitudes and opinions of those victims of crime who 
experience restitution. 

C. Description of the Program: 

The Minnesota probation services were the program focused 
upon in the research. More specifically, this is a series 
of county-operated probation departments in all of the 
counties of the state. 

D. Study Design: . -

The design for this research involved drawing a stratified 
random sample 9f probation dispositions during four months 
of 1973 and 1974. Counties in the state were stratified on 
population and 17 counties were randomly selected from with­
in each of the 3 strata. In turn, proportionate nlunbers of 
probation cases were randomly selected from each of the J;' 
three -levels of courts (district court fo~ Adult gross 

• 
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misdemeanors and felonies; county court for adultmisdemean­
ants; juvenile courts) within each of the sample counties. 
A total of 525 cases comprised the final s~ple~ The data 
sources relied upon were official files and structured inter­
views. Because of the sample selection procedures that were 
used, the result's of this study were, held to be generalizeable 
to the population of probation cases in Minnesota during the 
12 months of July, 1973 through June ·30, 197~. 

Dependent Variables: 

Extent of restitution being ordered1 type of restitution 
ordered; ~mount of restitution ordered and collected1 offender 
characteristics (race, sex, prior reco~d, current offense); 
additional sanctions ordered in conjunction with the use of 
restitution; attitudes of judges and probation officers toward 
the use of restitution 1 perceived purpose of restitution as 
held by probation officers and judges; victim perception of 
satisfaction with the use of restitution: offender perception 
of the fairne.ss of the restitution sanction. 

Data Collection Procedures: 

Descriptive statistics with the use of inferential statistics 
to determine significant differences., 

H. Findings: 

l~ Restitution was used as a condition of probation in nearly 
one-fifth of all prob~tion cases. 

2. Restitution was used primarily in the form of full cash 
restitution (9 out of 10 cases) 1 adjustments in the 
amount of restitution because of the offender's limited 
ability to pay was relatively rare; in-kind or service 
restitution to the victim or community was ordered in 
only a few cases~ 

3. The most important factor determining whether an offender 
wa.s ordered to pay res,titution was his or her predicted 
ability to pay; therefore, those probationers ordered 
to make restitution were generally white, middle class 
persons. 

4. White, middle class persons also had the bes~ record for 
completing the restitution that had been ordered1 the 
characteristic of an offender most strongly associated 
with the failure to make restitution was the existence 
of a prio~ criminal record. 

s. The completion of restitution was aided by criminal 
justice serVices (such as regularly notifying the pro­
bationer of his progress in completing restitution) 
and hindered by sanctions added on to the probation 
o~der, such as a jail term. 

• 
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6. Most judges and probation officers favored the use of 
restitution; similarly, most judges and probation 
officers expressed a belief that restitution had a 
rehabilitative effect; however, many probation officers 
thought that the neens of the victims and ths offenders 
would be best served if the supervision of restitution 
was sepax'ate from gey.leral probation supervision. 

7. Although only a minority of victims·were satisfied with 
the way restitution had been made at the time of data 
collection, most victims thought that the restitution 
ordered by the court had been fair1 in addition, most 
victims believe that restitution by the offend.er to the 
victim is the proper method of vic~ compensation; 
victims who were dissatisfied tended to be those who 
felt they had not been involved in the process of 
ordering or aiding in the complet'iOD of restitution; the 
victims who were the most bitter were the 19 percent 
who had not. 

8. Most offenders thought that the restitution as ordered 
was fair. 

I. Problems and Shortcomi~gs: 

This study was generalizable to the population of probation 
cases in the state of Minnesota during one specific period 

.'of time and'would need to be replicated in order to deter­
mine changes from that particular period of time up to some 
other period. 

... 
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ABSTRACT # 20 

Barne, Sheila, "Saturday Work: A Real Alternative?", 
Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, Volume 9, 
No.2, June, 1976, pp. 95-108. 

A. Type of Study: 
Quantative-Descriptive; program evaluation. 

B.. ~jectives of Study: 

The primary objective of this study is to assess the relative 
extent to which this program has operated as an alterf.l.ative to 
a prison sanction. 

C. Description of the Program: 

The Saturday Work Order scheme was introduced in Tasmania in 1972. 
The Saturday Work Order Act 'of 1971 stipulated that the Work 
Order was to be offered to an offender only in place of a prison 
sentence (only after the judge had decided that he· had no other 
choice but to sentence the offender to imprisonment for the 
particular offense). Only at that point could the judge then 
inform the accused that he had considered all the other measures 
available and had decided that his only course was to send the 
'offender to prison: then he could.offer the offender the alter­
native of the Work Order and the choice is left up to the offender. 
The offender himself is left to choose whether he prefers a prison 
sentence of unknown length or a Work Order which he·knows cannot 
exceed 25 Saturdays on anyone charge. 

D. Study Design: 

Quasi-experimental, interrupted time series design and matched 
pairs. The researcher compares prison admissions before and after 
the introduction of the owrk order legislation in order to detect 
effects. She also draws a random sample of work o.",der cases and 
matches them with 30 offenders who had pre-sentence reports 
completed before the legislation was introduced • 

. E. Dependent Variable.!,: 

Number of cases brought before the courts: number of people 
imprisoned by year; age of offenders brought before the courts 
by year; number and percentage of offenders impri)oned for more 
th~n 7 days but less than 6 months by year; number of offenders 
placed on a Work Order scheme; types of offense by placement on 
a Work Order scheme by year: age of offenders place on a Work 
Order scheme by year. 

F. Data Colleation Procedures: 

All data was collected from official files of the relevant 
corrections or law enforcement agencies • 

• 
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G. Data Analysis: 

Simple frequency distributions, graphs. 
II 

H. Findings: 

1. In the first year of the Work Order scheme (July 1972-June 1973) 
339 work orders were given; in the second year of the scheme, 
350 work or6ers were assigned. . 

2. Prison intake has been decreasing since 1911, the most 
substantial reduction occurred between 1971 and 1972, the 
year prior to the introduction or the Work Order scheme. 
Because work orders were only to be given in place of a prison 
sentence, and considering the trend in the number of prison 
admissions by year, it is concluded py the author that "Work 
Orders must also be ijiven to offenders ~ho would not, prior 
to the legislation, have received a prison sentence." (p. 101) 

3. The author raises the question: "Is the Work Order functioning 
as an alternative, or in fact, an additional punishment to 
the usual measures? The limited 
data indicates the Work Order is given as an alternative 

D 

in the ma-J" ority of cases, but as an additional sentence in 20% 
of the cases. In only 5 cases out of 30 was it given as ) 
an alternative to imprisonment, representing ~ess than 17% of 
the total". (p. 102) 

4. Between the years 1973 and 1974, there was an increase in the 
use of Work Orders in t...~e age ranges 25-30 and 31-40; so tha.t 
overall there seems to be a trend to g1.ve more Work Order!" ·t-.O 
the older aqe levels. 

5. The author concludes by noting the following: "FrC';';.1t the 
evidence presented above, one is led to suspect t.:iI.<;i·'; the 
Work Order legislation is not fulfilling the f'(i~l~::tion for 
which it was intended. Work Orders are being offered to 
offenders in the courts as an alternative to a prison sentence 
--when in fact, a prison sentence wou11:~i :iot be appropriate. 
This then is not a real a'lternative at all, and the' offender 
is given no real choice. If, more ~aalistically, the person 
was offered a work order instead. nf a bond. which was found to 
be the most common alternativE'~' Ln practice, then perhaps; more 
work orders would be refused. --- More serious is the s~. tuation . 
that may arise when an offender is offered a Work Order and 
refuses. The sentencer, who has stated that he has no choice 

. but to send the of.f~nder to prison, is then in a position where 
he is forced to can:":! out the initial sentence if the Work 
Order is refused. In a case, of which it bas been shown there 
are many, where the sentencer did not really intend to imprison 
the offender, a grave' miscarriage of justice could occur in ). 
the offei1~er' s refusal of Work Order.· (p. 105) ~ 

"An ~i(:~~lally serious situation which gives rise for concern 
i~t where, since early this year, ~ Work Order 

I , 
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recipient may be imprisoned for failing to comply with 
tr.e order.';:' is true that offenders who break bonds and' 
fail to tq~ up for probation could find themselveR in the 

-same posi,Lion, but because probation is much more flexible 
and le~~: demanding for certain types of offenders, this is 
not a~; likely to happen. And because these probationers 
have ',.ot been judged as potential prison material in the 
sam~ way as those who receive Work Orders, sentencers 
"i;lynd to give them another chance. Imprisoning those who 
~ail to comply with Work Orders is perfectly justifiable 
in cases where they would normally have been imprisoned, 
but as it has been shown, the majority of Work Order 
recipients probably would not have been, then it appears 
excessive to place these people in a situation where a 
breakdown of a work order is becoming almost automatically 
imprisonable." (p. lOS) 

6. "---Work Order recipients have, on the whole, because of 
a lack of immigration concerning projects, participated in 
little more than hard labor exercises such as cleaning 
graveyards, council areas, and cutting bush tracks". (p. lOS) 

7. A recommendation made b~' the researcher is that "_i ther 
the Act should be changed to allow sentencers to offer Work 
Orders as an alternative to a bond, probation or a fine as 
well as imprisonment, enabling the offender to make a rea.l 
choice; or-perhaps an effort should be made, through more 
contact between the various agencies involved in sentencing 
with more informative assessment of such schemes, to insure 

- that the spirit of the legislation is adher(~d to." (p. lOS) 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

A lack of a meaningful comparison group to more adequately 
answer the question as to the extent to which this pr~ject is 
being operated as an alternative to im} -,-'isonment. The author 
has generated "comparison groups" in terms of volume of 
prison admissions by year and volume of cases admitted to court 
but the evidence is only indi.rect in terms of answering the 
central question about the extent to which this project is 
operating true to its original intentions. A further problem 
with this study is that very limited information is provided 
on what the program is and very limited ,information is provided 
on the characteristics of the work orders that are ~equired and 
the kinds of offenders who are admitted to this project and/or 
te~inated at some point. In conjunction with other research 
dealing with the "spreading of the net of social control", this 
study raises disturbing policy questions • 

• 
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ABSTRACT '21 

Softley, Paul, and Roger Tarling, "Compensation Orders and 
Custodial Sentences", Criminal Law Review, Volume 12, 1977, 
pp. 720-722. 

A. !lpe of Study: 

Quantitative-Descriptive: program evaluation. This study can more 
accurately be defined as an evaluation of a specific question in 
relation to the use of compensation (restitution) orders in the 
Crown Courts in England 0 

B •. Objectives of the Study: 

C. 

The specific objective of the study is to assess whether compensation 
(re~titution) is paid when it is ordered:iriconjunction with a custo­
dial sentence, or whether a term of imprisonment is served in default 
of paying the restitution. 

Description of the Program: 

D 

The Criminal Justice Act in England of 1972 incorporated the \ 
recommendations of the Advisory Council on the Penal System with ) 
regard to the use of compensation or restitution. Amendments to 
the Criminal Justice Act in the form of the Powers of Criminal 
Courts Act of 19·73 made specific refer~nce to the courts using 
compensation in relation to the perceived means of the offender. 
ObviQusly, placing the offender under cus~ody would affect the 
ability of offenders to pay. Therefore, the specific aim of this 
research is to assess the extent to which compensation is ordered 
in conjun9tion with custodial sentences. 

_. Study Design: 

After-·only, no comparison group type of design. The aim of this 
research is essentially to describe the characteristics of a 
specific sample particularly in relation to the central question 
addressed. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Among the major dependent variables in this study are: 
-amoUnt of compensation (restitution) ordered 
-amount of compensation paid 
-sanctions imposed as a result of not paying restitution 
-reconviction of the offen~er 
-sentence imposed for .,reconviction 
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r. Data 'Collection Procedures: 

The sample selected for this research amounted" to 34 offenders 
who had been sentenced by the Crown Court in London to tmprisonment, 
borstal training, or detention in a detention center for property 
offenses resulting in loss or damage. Most of the.offenders were 
sent~nced in 1973. In conjunction with the custodial sentence, 
all of tte offenders had been ordered to make restitution. Because 
5 of the offenders had appealed the compensation order and had it 
quashed, they were removed from the sample. 'No information was 
available on two of the cases; thus, the final sample was 27. Oata 
was obtained from official files contained in prosecutor's offices 
and the court. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Simple frequency distributions. 

H. Findings: 

1. Approximately three years. after the initial order (Oecember, 1976), 
four (4) of the 27 offenders on which data was available had 
made restitution in full; 8 had paid part of the restitution; 
15 had made no payment. 

2. Of 17 offenders ordered to pay amount~ whtch did not exceed. 
100 pounds, only 3 had paid in fulla 

3. The total restitution ordered 'against the sample of 27 offenders 
was approximately 9,500 pounds, of which· only 1,700 pounds (less 
that 1/5) had been paid. 

4. In 20 of the 27 cases that were studied, courts had attempted 
to enforce payment; enforcement r~sul ted in 5 of the o.ffenders 
being committed to prison in default of payment; in 2/3 (18) 
of all cases, the ultimate choice between full payment or 
imprisonment remained unresolved (the courts had done nothing). 

5. The reason for nothing having been done in these cases of 
default is noted by the authors as "appearing that some offenders 
could not be traced and that others were either unable or un­
willing to pay". (p. 722)' 

6. Of the 27 cases on which information was available, it was 
found that almost 2/3 (16) had been reconvicted and 

approximately 1/3 (11) had not been reconvicted. , 

1. The authors conclude that there is some risk that such orders 
(restitution) will result in an additiona1 term of imprisonment 
in default, and that, unless they are for very small amounts 
(up to 10 pounds) such orders will genera1ly be difficult to 
enforce. (p. 722) , . 

Essentially the same finding was presented in the other study 
conducted by Softley. 

. ,. 
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I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

1. An extremely small sample was involved. 23 cas~s were followed 
for information and, of these, only 27 of the cases had inform­
ation. 

2. No clE~ar statement as to ~7hat the follow up time was for this 
sample in terms of reconviction or payments. All that we a~e 
told by the authors is that "most of the ·offenders were sentenced 
in 1973", aDd that all but three of th.e offenders had been 
released from custody two or three years prior to this study." 

The interesting point made by the authors is that the way 
.a question is asked will determine the answer. For example, 
these authors note that in their previous study of 521 offenders 
sentenced in London for property offenses,' it was found that 
appr.oximately 12% of these had been given custodial sentences, as 
well as compensation. The authors then note that when the focus 
is on restitution or compensation orders, it was found that 25% 
of these orders were made in conjunction with a custodial sentence. 
In·other words, there is a different population base and this will 
affect the kind of answer • 

.. , .... : .... .".. ", 

• 
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ABSTRACT #22 

K. Pease, S. Billingham;> I. Earrlshaw, "Community Service 
Assessed in 1976", Home Offica Research Study No •. 39, 
Her Majesty's Stationary Office, London, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive: Program evaluation. 

B,. Objectives,of the Study: 

C. e 

D. 

There are two questions assessed in this study: First, what 
happened in terms of subsequent reconviction, to the sample of 
offenders who were the subject of an earlier study on community 
service work orders in six experimental areas? Secondly, if 
community service had not been available to the courts which dealt 
with these offenders, what other sentences would they have received? 

Description of the Program: 

The Community Service Order scheme was introduced in 1973 in six 
areas--Durham, Inner London, Kent, Nottinghamshire, Shropshire, 
and Southwest Lancashire. The first report on ~~is scheme described 
its background and operation in the six experimental areas. 

Study Design: 
. . 

In order to arrive at an estimation of the number of those given 
community service orders who would otherwise have been given a 
custodial sentence, an examination is made of four groups of 
offenders: 

1. Those for whom an assessment existed of the sentence thought 
likely if a community service order were not made; 

2. Those who violated the requirements of a community cervice order; 

3. Those for whom the courts asked for an assessment of suitability 
for community service; 

4. Those recommended by probation officers as suitable for community 
service, but who did not receive a community service order. 

In order to assess the effect of those receiving community service ,. 
orders, one year reconviction rates were calculated. A comparison 
group was generated and composed of offenders who had been 
recommended for, but not subsequently sentenced to, community service. 
The period under study was one year from sentence in the case of 
non-custodial sentence, and one year from release in the case of 
custodial sentences. The aim was to obtain reconviction data on 
the first year at risk after sentence. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

The major types of measures used in order to answer the question 
about reconviction rates, were the following: 

-"". " t'·· .. 
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- the offense for which community service was given (index 
offense) as well as the date1 

- the conviction immediately preceding the inde?t offense, 

- the first conviction after the 'index offense, plus the date, 
and the sentence received for this conviction; 

- the number of previous convictions; 

- age at the time of the index offense; 

the number of hours specified in the community service order; 
. 

- the manner of termination of community service order. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

In.order to answer the question about the displacement of custodial 
sentences, information was collected from court files, police files, 
and probation department records. In order to answer the second 
question concerning the reconviction rates, information was obtained 
from police records and local probation and after-care agencies. 

G. Data Analysis: 

The data is analyzed in frequency distribution and chi square tests 
of significance. 

B. findings: 

1.' .Three of the four methods used to estimate the displacement of 
custodial sentences produced estimates of from 45% to 50%. In 
other words, approximately half of t~lose given community se~,ice 
orders would have otherwise received a custodial sentence in 
the absence of community service schemes. 

2. Approximately 44% of all those sentenced to community service 
d~ring the first year of the scheme ~n the six experimental 
areas were reconvicted within a year of the sentence. 

3. There is no evidence of any reduction in reconviction 
rates following community service. 

4. There was a linear relationship found between age and rate of 
reconviction as well as between number of previo~s convictions 
and rate of reconviction., 

s. No systematic change was found in the level of seriousness of 
offenses committed after a sentence of community service. 

, j') 

I •. 

:~Ob~ ~:: ::::t::m:::S:nalYSiS of custodial sentence displacement, :) 
is indirect and based upon small numbers of cases • 

• 
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2. No 
of 
is 
in 

satisfactory comparison group is used it, the analisis 
reconviction rates. The comparison group that is generated 
small in number and was found to be systematically older 
age than the treatment group. 

3. Data collection on the comparison group differed from that 
completed on the treatment group. More refined data could 
not be obtained for members of the comparison group, as it 
was for the treatment group members. 

4. The experimental nature of the six pilot community service 
projects meant that the offenders would have been aware 
that they were involved in an innovative experiment and this 
may have affected the findings. (Hawthorne effect). 

--- ~-- --------- -

. -
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ABSTRACT i 2 3 

Bluestein, Robin Solomon, et al., "Attitudes of the Legal 
Community Toward Creative Restitution, Victim Compensation, 
and Related Social Work Involvement," unpublished Master's 
Thesis, University of South Carolina, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive; population description. 

B. Objectives of the Study: 

1. To describe the attitudes of the legal community in 
the State of South Carolina toward creative restitution 
and victim compensation. 

2. To describe the differences in the attitudes as held by 
three sub-samples of the legal population (judges, 
lawyersin-:'private' pra'ctice;' prosecuting 'attorneys) 
toward the use of creative restitution and victim 
compensation. ' 

c. Description of the Program: 

D. Study Design: 

Mailed questionnaires were sent to 250 members of the legal 
'community, including 57 judges, 51 prosecutors, and 142 
practicing attorneys. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Support/non-support for restitution1 age of respondents1 
whether respondent was a judge, attorney in private practice, 
prosecuting attorney: perceived potential value for the use 
of ' restitution in a program form1 degree of interest/non­
interest in the idea of restitution1 degree of support for 
helping to implement a restitution program in the state of 
South Carolina1 extent to which respondents believed that 
the state should be obligated to provide compenEation to 
crime victims1 d~gree of interest/disintere~t in the concept 
of victim campensation1 types of offenders for which restitu­
tion/victim compensation was felt to be appropriate (crimes 
against property/cr~es against the person); whether juveniles 
or adults would "be most appropriate for restitution programs1 
whether first offender,S or repeat offenders would be most 
appropriate for restitution programs1 whether financial 
restitution or community service would be most appropriate. 

. -' ----------
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F. Data Collection Procedures: 

A mailed questionnaire was sent to the population of 250 
members of the legal community in the State of' SouthCaro­
lina (57 judges 7 51 prosecutors1 142 practicing lawyers). 
One hundred data collection instruments were returned, 
10 of these were unuseable. Therefore, an overall response 
rate of 38 percent was achieved. Re~ponse rates by the three 
sub-samples were: 57 percent for practicing lawyers: 22 
percent from prosecuting attorneys; 21 percent from judges. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Stmple descriptive statistics including means, medians, and 
percentages. 

H. Findings: 

1. The total sample as well as all three of the sub~samples 
showed strong support for restitution; lawyers in private 
practice were highly supportive of restitution with 
judges ranking closely behind. 

2. Age was found to be significantly associated with 
restitution scores; respondents hetween the ages of 
36 and 50 had a more positive attitude toward restitution 
than either younger or older respondents. 

3. The perceived potential value of restitution programs was 
found to be very high; 89 percent of the respondents 
indicated that there was potential value for the use of 
creative restitution programs with the criminal offender; 
only 4 percent of the sample responded negatively. 

4. Eighty two percent of the total sample responded favor­
ably to restitution as a rehabilitative approach in 
criminal justice. 

5~ Eighty five percent of the respondents indicated that 
they were interested or very inter~sted in the concept 
of restitution. 

6. Seventy four percent of the respondents did not think 
that the state should be obligated to compensate vic-
tims of cr ime • N., 

7. Forty four percent were "disinterested" or "very'dis­
interested" in the concept of victim ,canpensation. 

• 
, 
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8. The majority of respond~nts felt that offenses against 
property, auto theft, shop lifting, drunk driving, and 
income tax evasion were appropriate for use with crea­
tive restitution1 the sample was undecided about burqlarY7 
offenses against the person, such as rape and armed 
robbery were felt to be inappropriate xor use with 
restitution. 

9. Eighty seven percent of the respondents indicated that 
juveniles were most appropriate for restitution programs1 
90 percent viewed restitution programming as applicable 
to first offenders. 

10. Forty seven percent of the respondents indicat~d that 
monetary payment of restitution to be the most appropriate 
form, 14% felt service to the victim was most suitable1 
23% indicated service to the community was most appro­
priate1 42% were of the opinion that any of these types 
of restitution might be appropx'iate. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

A very low response rate of 38% was achieved on the use of 
the mailed questionnaire. The response rate varied from 57% 
of the practicing attorneys to 21% of.the judges. It is not 
clear to what population the results of this study CO~lld be 
generalized because no random s~plihJ was performed and, 
. instead , it·seems that a total population of practicing attor­
neys, prosec~ting attorneys, and judges in the state of South 
Carolina were used. We are not given specific information on 
whether the total population of these sub-groups were, in fact, 
used. Were there, for example, more practicing 'attorneys than 
were involved in this study in the state at this particular 
time? Similarly, for judges and prosecuting attorneys, there­
fore, one would speculate that sub-populations were used but 
the extent to which these varied from the.total population is 
never answered. This is exploratory research at its most 
"exploratory" level. 

• 

) 

. . 



' .. 

118 
, 

ABSTRACT • 24 

Galaway, Burt and William Marsella, "An Exploratory Study of 
the Perceived ~airness of Restitution as a Sanction for 
Juvenile Offenders", paper presented at the Second National 
Symposium on Victimology, Boston, September, 1976, unpublished • 

. B. Type of Study: 

Exploratory descriptive study aimed at describing a phenomena 
and developing ideas and tentatively testing theoretical propo­
sitions. 

C~ Objectives of the Study: 

The purpose of this study was to assess ,the extent to which 
r~stitution, imposed as a probation conditiqn on juvenile property 
offenders, was perceived as a fair and just requirement by the 
youth placed on probation, the parents of the youth, the police 
officer who investigated the case, the juvenile probation officer 
assigned to the youth, and the victim of the offense. 

D. Description of the Program: 

The program of. relevance to the study was the juvenile court 
in St. Louis County, Minnesota, during.a four week time period. 

E. Study Design: 
. 

Juv~nile court disposition were reviewed for a four week period 
of time to determine those in which restitution was ordered as 
a probation condition. Seventeen dispositions were identified as 
involving a restitution requirement and seven were not. For 16 of 
the 17 youth for whom restitution had been ordered, follow up 
inte~views were scheduled with the youth, the parent, the victim, 
the probation officer and the police officer. Interviews wer~ 
conducted using a structured interview schedule which contained 
a number of open-ended questions. Interyiews were conducted an 
average of 40 days following the court disposition. 

F. Dependent Variables: 

Offende~-victim relationships; victim losses; knowledge of outcome 
of juvenile court actions; perception of' fairness of sanctions 
imposed; perception of fairness of restitution requirement. 

G. Data Collection Procedures: 

.. 

Structured interview schedules in addition to the use of information' 
contained in official court records. 

___ e __ _ 
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H. Data Analysis: 

Frequency in percentaqes alonq with chi square tests of siqni­
ficance. 

I. Findings: 

1. Restitution was used more frequently wi~h older youth. 

2. No siqnific.ant difference was fo~d between youth who had 
been ordered to pay restitution and those who had not in 
relation to parents beinq divorced or deceased. 

3. No relationship found between the social economic status of 
the youth's family and the orderinq of restitution. 

4. Restitution was used more frequently with first time offenders 
as compared to repeat offenders. 

s. Restitution was most likely to be ordered for burqlarlies or 
automobile theft and least likely to be ordered for theft 
(usually involving shop lifting) or status offenses. 

6. Approximately 70% of the victims were private individuals. 

7. There was a greater tendency to order restitution when the 
youth's case was continued on informal supervision (SS%) as ) 
compared to when the youth was placed on formal 'probation (65%).' 

8. Probation officers more commonly specified the amount of 
damages to be paid by the youth as .compared to the court making 
this determination. This determination was more comnonly made 
by. probation officers after court disposition. 

9. Partial restitution was ordered more commonly by probation 
officers than full restitution. 

10. The court generally concurs with the disposition recommenda­
tion of the probation officer (in 94\ of the cases they were 
in agreement). 

11. Youth reported an average'estimated loss to victims of $66.00; 
the average estimated loss reported by the other groups (parents, 
victims, probation officers, police officers) was between 
$200 and $300. 

12. The majority of the youth, their paren~s, an·:! probation officers 
either did not know or did not feel that the victims suffered 
any losses in addition to monetary damages: SO% of the victims, 
however, reported suffering in other ways and most frequently 
mentioned emotional trauma resulting from the victimization. 

13. At the time of the interview, 90% of the victims had no knowledr 
of th~,court disposition and were unaware that they were to 
receive restitution. 

:;,. .. 
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14. The majority of all subjects thought the court had handled 
··the youth fairly; probation officers had this perception more 

frequently than. the other subjects. 

15. All groups of subjects perceived the restitution as fair to 
the youth but the victims, parents, probation officers, police 
officers, were in stronger agreement than the youth themselves. 

16. Parents and youth bothpe~eived restitution as a sanction as 
fair less often than vi·ctims, probation officers or police. 

17. Parents and youth tended to perceive restitution alone as a 
sufficient penalty whereas victims, probation officers, and 
police officers were more likely to consider restitution alone 
as an insufficient penalty. 

18. When subjects were asked to select a single disposition'which 
they considered most appropriate for the youth (full monetary 
restitution, partial monetary restitution, nop-paid work on a 
community project, supervised probation, or commitment to a' 
state institution) the youth and parents were most likely, and 
the victim least likely, to select the restitution sanction 
(full or partial monetary or community service). Victims; 
probation office~s and .police officers tended to select super­
vised.probation as a sanction if only one could be used. . 

19. Given the opportunity to select more than one of the five 
sanctions for the youth, probation officers were unanimous in 
recommending a combination of probation. and monetary restitution. 

J. Problems and Shortcomings: 

1 •. A very small sample used in this study. 

2. Restricted to a single geographical area at a single point in 
time. 

3. Methodological problems as a result of l~ited resources meant 
that interviews were conducted with only one victim in cases 
of multiple victims and a single parent rather than both parents. 

4. Most of the parents and police off·icers who were interviewed 
learned of the court disposition from the researcher and at the 
'same time during the interview were asked to react to its 
perceived fairness. 
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ABSTRACT #25 

"The Need For and Acceptance Of Community Restitution 
Centers in Virginia", Virginia Department of CQrrections, 
Richmond, Virginia, September, 1978. " . -.~ 

A. Type of Study: 
Quantitative--Descriptive; Popula'lion descr;;ption. The 
primary aim of this study is to describe the quantitative 
characteristics of a selected population. 

B. Objectives of the'Study: 
The primary aim of this study wa~ to assess the need for, 
and acceptance of, community restitution centers in the 
state of Virginia. 

c. Description of the Program: 

D. Study Design: 
The entire adult felon population of the state who had 
been committed on a property offense during 1976 was 
screaned for potential eligibility for a community 
restitution center. The screening criteria used were 
those of the Minnesota Restitution 'Program and the . 
screening criteria used by the state of Georgia for 
'their restitution shelter program. The prim~ry aim of 
using these screening procedures wa~ to ,determine what 
percentage of the offenders who had been committed on 
,a property off~ns~ in 1976 in the state could have been 
diverted to a community restitution program if one had 
been available. 

E. ~pendent Variables/Measures: 
A variety of measures were used to assess the population: 

1. committed to the Department of Corrections to 
, serve a sentence in an institution; 

2~ convicted of a property offense: 
3. 17 years of age or older; 
4. have the ability to obtain employment as measured 

by intelligence level; 
S. use of drugs or alcohol; 
6. number of prior felony committments: 
7. sentence length; 
8. detainers pending; 

.' "t'" .~"." .. ; • 
',' I ~ 

9. propation/parole status at the time of committment; 
10. psychiatric problems; 
11. no possession of a gUn, knife, or other dangerous 

weapon at the time of the committing offense; " 
12. previous employment record; 
13. escape history from correctional institutions •. 

. ..""., ~ 
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Datl:t" Collection Procedures: 
Data was collect:ed by applying the 'synthesized admission 
criteria used by the Minnesota and Georgia restitution 
programs to the population of adult felons committed on 
a property offense in 1976 in-the State of Virginia. 
In addition, in order to collect information on the 
second aim of the study (to assess the attitudes of 
relevant decision-maker~ in the state about restitution) a 
~ailed questionnaire was sent to a sample of decision-
makers in the state. '-

Data Analysis: 
Data is presented in terms of simple frequency distributions 
and percentages. 

Findings: . 
1. a total of 1,3.04 offenders were committed on a property 

offense to the Department of Corrections in the state 
for institutional confinement during fiscal year 1976. 
Applying these synthesized admission criteria it was 
found that of this population, a total of 56 offenders 
{49 male; 77 female) wquld have been eligible for a 
community restitution center program. These elligible 
offenders were either first time offenders or had 
been on prob~tion/parole but had been successfully 
discharged prior to the present committment. In 

'addition, they were found to have a good work history 
and were consi.dered to be "emotionaly healthy" ~nd 

. were not seen as escape or community risks. These 
offenders met all 12 admission criteria. 

2 • a total of 131 mailed questionnaires were returned 
out of a total 217 mailed (60.3% response rate). 

l. the response 'rate varied by category of decision­
makers with the greatest response received from 
correctional administrators (8S%); circuit court 
judges (65%) and prosecu~ing attorney's (61%) 
followed by legislators (4%). 

4. the majority (84%) of the parsons surrveyed were 
familiar with the concept of restitution and great 
suppcrt was found (93%) for a community restitution 
center; circuit court judges indicated the greatest 
support (100%) and correctional administrators were 
also very supportive (97.8%). 

s. the offenders considered by the decision makers to be 
elli~ible for a restitution center were, in order, 
adult misdemeanants, juvenile offenders, adult felons, 
and so. 

Problems and Shortcominas: 
1'. some faulty assumptlorls are indicated; Le., referring 

to the Minnesota and Georgia criteria as having "proven 
to be indicators of success. II (p. 6). 

2. because all of the admission criteria employed by the 
Minnesota and Georgia programs were not available on 
computer t~pe for the Virginia population, a "representative 
sample" was drawn. No informat~on is provided on this 
sal!'ple in ter~s of the characteristics or- size,. 
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3. no information is provided on the sampling procedures 
used ~n selecting prosecutors, legislat~rs, judges 
and corrections officials in the state to receive the 
mail questionnaire. 

• 
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ABSTRACT i 26 

Hudson, Joe, Steven Chesney, John McLagan, -Restitution 
As Perceived by State Legislators and Correctional 
Administrators", Minnesota Department of Corrections, 
St. Paul, Minnesota, September, 1977, unpublished. 

A. Type of Study: 
. 

Quantatitive-descriptive (population description). The primary 
aim of this study was to describe the quantatitive character­
istics of the selected population using survey procedures with 
sampling methods to claim represe~tativeness. 

. . B. Objectives of Study: 

The major aim of this study was to assess the way in which 
restitution is perceived by state legislators and state 
corrections administrators in this country. 

4It C. Description of the. Program: 

.' 

o. Study Design: 

The design of this study essentially involved a survey of 
a population of state correctional administrators and a sample 
of the population of state legislators in this country. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

The major dependent variables in the study were: awareness of 
the concept of restitution; general support/non-support of the 
concept of restitution; opinions about specific restitution 
issues; opinions about the desirability of new legislation 
to encourage or legitimize'the use of restitution within their. 
jurisdictions. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

Mailed questionnaires to every director, admdnistrator, or 
~ommissioner of statewide adult and/or juvenile correction 
agencies as well as similar officials in the major U.S. terri­
tories and trust possessions. Because Chicago and New York 
City operate correctional agencies distinct from the state 
agency, they were also included. The sample of state legis­
lators was identified through ·the use of the following 
procedures: A random selection of 25 states was made: for 
each selected state, th~ chairman of each relevant corrections 

• 
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or juvenile justice committee w~s selected and a random 
selection of three legislators' from the remaining 
juvenile justice or corrections committee in that state 
legislat~re were also selected. A total of 82 mailed 
questionnaires were sent to state correctional administra­
torsJ 73 were returned for a responses rate of 89%. 
271 questionnaires were mailed to state legislators and 
105 (39%) were returned. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Simple frequency distributions only. 

H. Findings: 

The major findings from this study were as follows: 

1. All of the state corrections administrators were familiar 
with the concept of restitution and 99% of the legislators 
also indicated that they were familiar with this concept. 

2. There was overwhelming support for the idea that offenders 
should be held responsible to compensate their victims for 
damages or losses caused by the offense: only one state 
legislature (1%) and three agency administrators (4%) )0, 
answered in the negative • 

. 
3. ~he reasons'for supporting the concept of restitution were: 

Most administrators and legislators (60% and 72% respectively) 
saw restitution as at least partially a way to compensate 
victims for crime losses: the second major reason for 
support of the' concept of restitution was offender rehabili­
tation as mentioned by 33% of the correction administrators 
and 25% of the legislators; the third major reason noted 
in support of the concept was to 'change public attitude 
towards offenders in the criminal justice. system, as 
mentioned by 22% of the adminIstrators and 21% of the 
legislators. 

4. In relation to questions about issues pertinent to the use 
of restitution, the following findings were obtained. 

a) 58% of the administrators and 72% of the legislators 
expressed the belief that restitution should be mandatory, 
rather than voluntary on the par.t of the offender. '. 

b) Approximately 87% of both groups approved of the use 
of rest~tution for juvenile offenders: approximately 
90% approved of the use of restitution for adult 
misdemeanants: apprOXimately 80% of both groups approved 
of the use of restitution for adult felons and approx­
imately 30% of both groups approved of the use of 
restitution for first time offenders only. 

c) .Approximately 95% of both gro~ps believed that 
~estitution is appropriate fo~ property offense cases 

, 
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and approximately 71% of both groups favored the use 
of restitution in at least some person offenses such 
as robbery and only approximately 40% of both groups 
favQred the use of reGtitution for viceimless types of 
crimes (such as drug use). 

5. Substantial differences were found between the state 
correctional administrators and state 'legislators in the 
types of dispositions they believed restitution to be 
appropriate for: Administrators were more likely to 
recommend restitution for the full range of dispositions 
(from diversion programming to parole): most legislators 
saw restitution as appropriate only ~s a condition of 
probation, an institutional program, or a condition of 
parole. 

6. Almost all state correctional administrators and legis­
lators (95%) favor restitution to be made to private 
citizens and small businesses~ restitution to large 
corporations was favored by most administrators (78%) as 
well as legislators (84%); and approximately 70% of both 
groups favored the use of restitution for making compensa­
tion payments to insurance companies. 

7. Approximately 59% of administrators approved of victim­
offender interaction in a restitution program while' 
approximately only 41% of state legislators approved of 
'this practice. 

8. 88% of state correctional administrators and 91% of state 
legislators ex?ressed the belief that there was a need for 
new legislation within their jurisdiction to encourage the 
use of restitution. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

1. The use of a mailed questionnaire and the limitations this 
placed upon respondent choices. 

2. Response rate of legislators was relatively low (39%). 

3. The problem that what people say and what people do may 
diverge. 

• 
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ABSTRACT #27 J) 
Hudson, Joe, Steven Chesney, JCihn McLagan, "Parole 
and Probation Staff Perceptions of Resti tution'~, 
Minnesota Department of Corrections, St. Paul, 
Minnesota, September, 1977, unpublished. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantatitive-descriptive (population description). 
The primary aim of this study was to assess the extent to which 
parole and probation officer within the State of Minnesota 
defined different aspects of restitution as problematic. 

B. Objectives o~ the Study: 

To better understand the attitudes of state-supervised probation 
and parole agents in Minnesota toward restitution as a condition 
of probation or parole as well as to identify problems and 
concerns such officials e.xperience with the use of restitution. 

c. Descript~on of the Program~ 

D. Study Design: 

This study involved the use of a mailed questionnaire administered 
to the population of parole and probation officers and supervisors 
in the state of Minnesota, exclusive of county probation 
officers in Hennepin and Ramsey counties. The population of 
identified parole and probation offi~ers/supervisors was 263. 

E. Dependent Variables: 

Attitudes toward restitution: problems associated with the use . 
of restitution. 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

A mailed questionnaire was sent to the population .of 263 parol,~ 
and probation officers/supervisors in ~e state of Minnesota. 
A total of 197 questionnai'res were returned for a response rate 
of 75%. Of the population of respondents, 101 (51%) identified 
themselves as probat.:Lon officers; 11 (6%) identified themselves 
as parole officers: 85 (43%) identified themselves as having 
both probation and parole responsibilities. In addition, there 
were 73 agents (37%) who described their case loads as being 
primarily juvenile clients; 67 (34%) had mostly adult cases; 
57 (29~) handled both juvenile and adult clients. ) 

G~ Data Analysis: 

Simple frequency distributions. 

• ~ __ l_~J 
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H. Finding!: 

1. Despite the variety in case loads (whether by age of client 
or probation/parole) there was little difference among the 
different groups of agents. In ~hort, probation and parole 
agents in the state of Minnesota at this point in time seemed 
to form a relatively homogenous population in regard to 
their attitudes and experiences about restitution. 

2. Approximately 91% of the respondents indicated a belief 
that restitution should be extensively used within the 
c'riminal justice system. 

3. Only 19% of the respondents noted that restitution should 
be. limited to only property offenders: only 10% would 
limit it to cash restitution. 

4. Approximately 46% of the respondents agreed that it is 
often desirable to involve the victim with the offender 
personally. in the making of restitution. 

5. Major problems and concerns with the use of restitution by 
the respondents were: 

a) 68% noted problems with the use of restitution when th,e 
,amount is not specified by the court 1 

b) 65% indicated problems with restitution because it is too 
time consuming. 

c) 62% indica~ed that a problem with restitution is a lack 
of suitable tasks for work ordered restitution; 

d) 58% noted that a problem with restitution is that. 
offenders often lack the earning ability to make financial 
rt!stitution; 

e) 56% noted that a problem with restitution is that victims 
report losses dish?nestly. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

A response rate of 75%. The use of a mailed questionnaire which . 
may not accurately reflect what the respondents ~ctually cio, but 
rather what they say they do. 

• 
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ABSTRACT #28 

Gandy, John T., "Community Attitudes Toward Creative 
Restitution and Punishment", Doctoral Dissertation, 
University of Denver, 1975, unpublished. 

D 

A. Type of Study: 
Quantitative-descriptive; hypothesis testing. 

B. Objectives of th~ Study: 

C. 

D. 

E. 

The three major aims of this study are: 

1. To determine community attitudes toward creative restitution; 
more specifically, this purpose amounted to determining 
whether there were different attitudes held ·toward the use of 
creative restitution and the use of punishment on the part 
of a number of sub-samples (police officers, social work 
students, members of a women's community service organiza­
tion, probation officers, adult parole officers, and 
juvenile p~role officers). 

2. To empirically explore the inter-relationship of attitudes 
between creative restitution and punishment (what is the 
relationship between the traditional concepts of punishment 

'and creative restitution?) 
3e To determine attitudes and perceptions that would support 

or impede program approaches to using creative" .. res.titlltion. 

Description of the Program: 

Study Design: 
Mailed questionnaires were sent to six sub-samples (police 
officers within a specific community; second year social work 
graduate ~tudents at the University of Denver; members of a 
women's community service organization; juvenile and adult 
Colorado probation officers; Colorado juvenile parole officers; 
Minnesota Department of Corrections parole officers), the 
results analyzed and summarized. 

Dependent Variables: 
Six dependent variables were used in this study: retribution, 
deterrence, rehabilitation, social defense, impa~t of imprison­
ment, creative restitution. The traditional concepts of 
punishment were operationally measured by five punishment sub­
scales relating to retribution, deterrence, rehabilitation, 
social defense, and impact of imprisonment.' The creative 
restitution variable was operationally measured by a "creative 
restitution scale". Descriptive ,characteristics of the study 

) 

sample were used as demographic variables for descriptive pur- ) 
poses as well as tor secondary analysis. ~he five punishment . 
scales and the creative restitution questionnaire were 

• 
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developed by the investigator. Previous s'cales were reviewed 
and evaluated and it was subsequently decided that such scales 
did not meet the needs of the study. Therefore, the scale 
instruments were developed for this study. A pre-test of the 
scales was conducted using item analysis procedures to determine 
correlations for each item. Reliability and validity measures 
were conducted in the development of the scales and the test­
retest method of reliability was used incorporating the 
Spearman rank-order correlation test. Coefficients in measuring 
the test-retest scores for each of the scales ranged from .56 
to .75. Validity measures. used included logical validation 
and predictive validity of the concurrent type. With regard to 
predictive validity of the concurrent type, it was predicted 
and found that the police scores reflected greater support for 
restitution and the impact of imprisonment sub-scales than the 
'social work population; the social work students indicated 
greater support for the rehabilitation sub-scale and creative 
restituticn scale. 

Data Collection Procedures: 

Mailed questionnaires were distributed to a total of 705 persons 
in the study sample. Of this total population, 427 questionnaires 
were returned for an overall response rate of 60.5%. The 
response rate varied, however, according to the sub-population 
study: police had a 34% response rate; second year social work 
graduate students had a 76% response rate: members of a women's 
community service organization had a 75% response rate: juvenile 
probation and parole officers had a 67% response rate; adult parole 
'and probation officers in Minnesota had a 65% response rate. 

Data Analysis: 
Descriptive statistics were computed for the demographic 
characteristics as well as for the attitudinal study variables. 
Statistical procedures which were used consisted of the 
Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance: Spearman correlation 
matrices; and Yule's Q used in secondary analysis controlling 
for selected demographic variables. 

H. Findings: 

1. Strong for and acceptance of creative restitution was found 
in this study; all of the study populations indicated such 
support, although it was lower for the police. 

2. The six sub-populations responded differently to creative 
restitution and the traditional concepts, of ~unishment 
(social work graduate students, women's community service 
organization members, juvenile probation and parole officers 
tended to represent response patterns in opposition to the 
police and adult parole officers). 

3. All of the punishment scales, with the exception of rehabili­
tation, were negatively correlated with creative restitution; 
the rehabilitation scale was positively correlated with 
restitution. 

• 
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4. Those respondents who supported the traditional concepts of 1\ 
punishment (except rehabilitation) responded positively I J 
toward creative restitution but less positively than 
people holding favorable attitudes toward ~ehabilitation. 

5. Increased education tended to be reflected in generally 
greater support for rehabilitation and decreased support 
for the remaining traditional concepts of punishment. 

6. The vast majority of the study sample indicated that. 
,creative restitution would be of po~ential value to the 
criminal justice system and would be quite useful as a 
rehabilitative approach. Specifically, respondents tended 
to believe that restitution would be most appropriate with 
property offenses, such as au~o theft, shop lifting, income 
tax evasion, and possibly drunk driving and burglary. 
Conversely, restit'ution was viewed as inappropriate for 
offenses against persons, such as rape, manslaughter, armed 
robbery, and assault. 

7. The study sample tended to indicate that restitution could 
be a substitute for imprisonment with some types of offenders. 

8. Generally, respondents viewed the development of a contractual 
relationship between an offender and vic~im as realistic, 
although there were some questions about this. 

9. Monetary payments and service to the community were consider~~ 
to have somewhat greater potential than service to the ,.,J 
victim. 

I. Problems and'Shortcomings: 
1. Limited response rate to the mailed questionnaire (particularly 

in terms of t~e fact that the response rate varied from a 
low of 34% for the police sample to a high of 76% for the 
second year graduate social work students). 

2. It is not at all clear to what population the findings of 
this study can be generalized. For example, the police 
respondents were selected from one police department in the 
state of Colorado, and similarly with ~~e respondents from 
the women's community organization, the second year 
graduate students v etc. ' 

• 
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ABSTRACT # 29 

Schneider, Peter, Anne Schneider, Paul Reiter, Col1~en 
Cleary, "Restitution Requirements'for Juvenile·Offenders: 
A Survey of the Practices in American Juvenile Courts", 
Institute of Policy Analysis, Eugene, Oregon, June, 1977. 

A. Type of Study: 

Quantitative-descriptive: (population description) • 
Primary aim is to describe the quantitative characteris­
tics of a selected population using su~ey procedures 
with sampling methods to claim representativeness. 

B. Obj e?ti ves of Study: 

1. To assess the scope and history of restitution usage 
in American juvenile courts. 

a)' what proportion of juvenile courts use restitution? 

b) how long· have courts used restitution? 

c) what proportion of juveniles involved in different 
kinds of offenses have restitution ordered? 

d) of those courts that have used restitution in the 
past, how many can no longer do so and why? 

2. Types of restitution used. 

a) what types of restitution are used in juvenile 
court? 

b) to whom is the payment made and what is the form of 
payment? 

c) who determines tbe amount of restitution and accord­
ing to what criteria? 

d) what is the role of the victim? 

e) how is the requirement of restitution e:nforced? 

f) what is the rate of compliance with the restitution 
ordered? 

g) are parents permitted to assist with the payment of 
restitution? 

• 
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3. Penetration into the system. 

a) does restitution increase or decrease the amount 
of contact beoleen the offender and ehe court? 

b) at what pOint after court intake is the requirement 
of restitution made? 

c) are youths who pay restituion more likely than others 
to be formally adjudicated? 

d) is restitution usually combined with other require­
ments? 

4. Program goals. 

a) is the major purpose of restitution to rehahilitate 
or compensate the victim? 

b) what other goals may exist? 

5. Attitudes 'and expectations of restitution. 

a) is rest'itution perceived as an effective strategy 
in the reduction of recidivism? 

br are victims who receive restitution believed to be 
more satisfied with the operation of the criminal 
justice system? 

c) to what extent ('in the opinion of court offic.ials) 
would the introduction of restitution be supported 
by police, judges, and the community? 

d) are the opinions on the issues in those jurisdictions 
using , restitution different from those jurisdictions 

'which do not? 

Description of the Program: 

The pr'ograms dealt with in the stud'y are a sample of the 
population of American juvenile ·courts. 

1. The population of American juvenile courts was obtained 
from the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges 
(3,544 courts on the mailing list of this association). 

2. The list was ordered geographicall.y by states and a' 
sample of 197 juvenile courts was drawn by selecting 
every eighteenth court. 

3. Mailed ques·tionnaires were sent to each of these 
sample of juvenile courts and a fo11ow-up telepho.ne 
call was made. . 

j) 
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E. Dependent Variables: 

(Referred to objectives of the study above.) 

F. Data Collection Procedures: 

1. Mailed questionnaire sent to sample. 

2. Follow up telephone call thirty days later to those 
not responding. 

3. A total of 133 (68 percent) completed questionnaires 
were obtained (including 55 completed ove~ the telephone). 

4. 64 courts did not respond. 

5. The respondents were 106 (77%) judges 1 13 (9%) juvenile 
probation officers: 4 (3%) social' case workers. These 
were the people who responded in terms of signing the 
mailed questionnaires. We do not know who completed 
the interviews and this might be anyone of the three 
categories of staff persons. 

G. Data Analysis: 

Simple percentages, means and medians' are used in this 
analysis. In addition, some use is made of the T-test 
for the analysis of attitudes toward restitution. 
'Finally, regression. analysis is used to explain the 
corelation coefficients between each of the independent 
variables and the dependent variables. (particularly in 
relation to corelations of belief in restitution and 
estimated compliance rates as well as the predictors of 
belief in the effectiveness of restitution with different 
dependent variables (program organization, program goals, 
contact and length of it, years of restitution, etc.) 

H. Findings (Results): 

1. The use of restitution was reported by 114 courts (36%). 

2. Courts using restitution have used it for an average of 
16.9 years with 80% having used it for more than six 
years. 

3. Restitution is most commonly used for cases ~nvolving 
property loss, including property offenses and robbery, 
and less commonly used in cases involving attacks on 
the person. 

. ~ . >~: ... 
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4. Almost all of the courts (109 out of 114) provide l' 
for some sort of monetary restitution payments with I ) 
approximately half (52) requiring restitution in the 
form of work. 

5. Only 14 courts indicated that financial restitution 
is made directly to the victim and only 5 indicated 
the work is performed directly for the victim. 

6. The amount 'of loss suffered by the victim is the most 
important factor in determining the amount of restitution 
to be ordered. (Only 10% indicated that the offender's 
ability to pay was more important.) 

7. Judges play the major role in determining the amount 
of res·ti tution to be ordered (66%) with probation 
officers given this responsibility in approximately 20' 
of the cases and victims in 14%. 

8. Probation officers are primarily responsible for . 
enforcing the restitution order (66% of the jurisdict­
'ions) while approximate~y 1/3 of the jurisdictions 
pro'vide for some sort of follow up by the court. 

9. If restitu·tion is not completed, only 11 jurisdictions 
indicate that they will resort to incarceration; 25 say I 

that non-compliance can result in probation revocation. J 
and it is not clear whether this will then 
result in institutionalization. or some modification of 
the probation order. 

10. Approximately 70% of the respondents report~d compliance 
rate (successful completion of restitution) greater than 
90% •. 

11. In the majority of cases, the courts do not prescribe 
a role for the parents. 

- 12. Most commonly, restitution is 'combined with supervised 
probation. Only 6 courts reported that restitution is 
used as a sole sanction. 

tl. 48% of the respondents said that restitution increases 
the juvenile's rate of contact with the system. 

14. Restitution is rarely ordered p~ior to a formal court 
hearing. 

15. The goa'ls of reducing recidivism and assisting victims 
were defined as equally important by approximately 75% 
of the respondents. 

16. Large majorities of both cour~usin9 and not using 
tend to support the concept, but larger percentages 
of users' support the practice than non-users • 

• 
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17. The social and economic characteristics of the community 
are not related to the strength of belief rn the effect­
iveness of restitution or to the compliance rate. 

18. Courts which more comm~nly use restitution do not differ 
from those who do not use it in a large proportion of 
cases in terms of co~pliance rates or belief in its 
effectiveness. 

19. Belief in the effectiveness of restitution is greatest 
for programs characterized by: 

a) Direct payment to the victim rather than through 
an intermediary. 

b) The availability of work restitution in addition to 
monetary restitution. 

c) The availibility of community service work in addition 
to monetary restitution. 

d) Enforcement of the restitution ordered by the court 
rather. than by. individual prob~tion officers • 

. e) The program goal for restitution is to benefit the youth 
rather than to provide co~pensa~ion to the victim. 

20. The index of program development is the single best predictor 
of belief in effectiveness of the concept that is not related 
to the estimat·ed proportion of youth complying with the 
restitution order. 

21. The relationship of belief in the effectiveness of restitution 
to compliance with restitution requirements is very slight. 

I. Problems and Shortcomings: 

1. Major problem with this study is that it is based upon the 
estimations or heli.efs· of juvenile court officials. 
Essentially this ~s a validity problem that concerns the 
difference between what people say and what in fact they 
actually do or have done. 

.. 
2. A relatively low response rate of 68% was obtained. (133 

compl~ted questionnairs out of 197 courts). Of the 133 
completed questionnaires, 55 were completed by a telephone 
interview 30 days following the submission of the written 
questionnaire and the failure to respond. In other words, 
two different data collection instruments were used. First, 
a questionnaire through the mail to which 78 sample selection 
sites responded and then a telephone interview which an 
additional S5 sites then responded over the phone. 
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3. A major problem with this .study is the fact that a 
variety of different officials completed either the 
written interview schedule or the telephone interview 
(77% were juvenile court judges; 9% were juvenile probation 
officers; and 3% were identified as "social case workers".) 
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