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ABSTRACT

*Programmatic” and “ad hoc” approaches to restitution
can be distinguished by the Ffact that £§e Forser usually
Znvolves a full-fledged restitution program wWith restitution
counsellors or case workers mho are responsible for liaison

with victiss, documentation of victim losses, developwent of

restitution recosmendations as part of the pre-sentence
Investigation, and who also teker responsibility for
iaplementing and monitoring the restitution requirements.

In an “ad hoc” approach, restitution is ordered on a
relaetively infregquent basis and, when ordered, 1t tends 2o be
viewed as a rélatively minor part of the probationary
requiresents with little or no assistance given either to
victims or offenders. :

The Ffindings in this study show, first, that a
prograematic approach to restitution in Dane county,
Wisconsin clearly increased the likelihood of juveniles
repaying victiss and inreased the asount of restitution pzid
to victims, in comparison with an ad hoc aepproach.

The second finding was that juveniles who coapleted
their restitution requirements were less likely to reoffend
than were youths who did not comsplete their restitution.

A sultiple regression arnalysis Iindicated that this effect
probably was independent of other factors.

INTRODUCTION

A distinctibn between "programmatic" and "ad hoc" use of
restitution was initially made in 1976 after a survey of
juvenile courts unexpectedly revealed that more than 85
percent of the courts occasionally ordered juvenile offenders
to pay restitufion'to‘the victims of their crimes (Schneider,
et. al., 1977). The distinction was an important one in
liéht of the fact that the federal government was ready to
launch a major initiative to finance restitution programs and
they did not wish to provide financial assistance to a
juvenile court simply to continue what it was already doing
(1), |

The survey, however, revegﬁed rather diétinct

differences between programmat;c and ad -hoc models of
restitutibn. In the former, the court usually had created
job positions for restitution counsellors whose
responsibilities included liaison with victims, documentation
of victim losses, and development of recommendations for the
Judge regarding whether restitution was appropriate in the
case. Fost-adjudication fesponsibilities included
implementatioh and monitoring of the restitution
requirements.
| In éaprogrammatit appfoach, the succeszul?completian

of restitution requirements was viewed as a worthy

achievement on its bwn‘merits because the youth had been held

accountable for the crime and the victim had been at least

partially if not entirely compensated for the harm that was
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’abne. Thus, regardléss‘of-whether.the yvouth was among the var1ous requ:rementr made of the youth could ef%ect§

'rehab111tated. and regardless of whether subsequent crimes .-

s €
/. N b .

~the complet1on rates and thzs, in turn. could have an impact

were commxtted, a measure of success was aChlEVEd in terms of on Juvenlle‘recidiviem. Dne of the fewfarguments raised

foffender accountab111ty and Vlctlm compensation. against_thE‘use of restitution in juvenile courts is the

The ad hoc appwbach differed primarily in that the ‘poésibiiity that the youths Wilivnnt,be able to complete the

= . probation officers were reeponsible for monitoring requ1rements and that this failure could have adverse effects

restitution orders along with the normal probationary on both the JUVEHIIE and the victim,

requirements. Furthermore, most of the other functions found It is also obvious, however, that an ad hoc approach

in a restitution program (victim liaison, documentation of should cost considerably less than a full-fledged restitution

lpss, inclusion of a restitution report in the pre-sentencing program, unless restitution replaces probation as the

investigation, and so forth) simply were not undertaken by disposition of choice by the court—--a possibility that was

anyone. : virtually unheard of prior to the national juvenile court

In the ad hoc approach, the restitution "program” restitution initiative funded by the Dffice of Juvenile

P

usualiy consisted of nothing more than a bookkeeping Justice and Delinguency Prevention (DJJDP).

Msystem set ub with the court or the county treasurer to ~Many of the programs funded by the federal agency in

receive payments from youths and disburse the funds to 1977 and 1978 initially resembled the ad hoc model:

victims. Form letters regarding documentation of loss were restitution was an "“add-on" requirement monitored by

sent te the victims in some courts but there was USU&IIY ho probation officers as part of their normal respon51b111t1es.

direct comtact with victims. The restitution FEQU1r9me”t5 | Cuntxnuous pressure, however, from the federal folc1als as

were viewed as part of an effort to be responsive to victime well as experience with the restitution process and the

but were not considered an integral part of the C?”rt 5 underlyiﬁé,philosophy of restitution gradually changed the

response to the juvepiles and “"accountability! had not been nature of most programs so that, by the end of the federally-

1ncorporated into the phllosophy of the court. "?unded period in 1980 or 1981, most were fqll—fledged

These different approaches to restitution obviously restitution programs espousing the princibles of offender

could have substantially different impa:ts-on victims and accnuntablllty and victim reparatxons.

‘offenders. alzPe. The eytent to whxch restxtut1on is It was apparant at the time the national evaluat1on of

.approached in a programmatlc manner aﬂd g1ven a h1gh pr1or1ty the restxtutxon 1n1t1at1ve was bEan de51gned that a key
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% ‘f;iseue would arise regarding wheﬁherfreetitutéoﬁ‘weuld be

‘eje§ﬁ5;19 effectiye if:hendledrin eh ;ed hoc" men;e} by a
,probatiqn ﬂeparteent br”whefhef'e(eeparateiy organized and
'reletively ihdeeendent groue wouid be needed to impieﬁent>and

;‘nperate the restitutiqn}proéraﬁ."For‘thie reason,rone Dg the
‘sites selected for en-inteneive evaluation was Dame eounty,
bwisconsin, in which an ad‘hec program could be compared with
a prcgrammatic approach.
| The purpose of this paper is to report on the results of
that evaluatien. The efFectiVeness-o¥ a programmaticr
approach, based on principles of accountability aﬁd victim

compensation, will be compared with an ad hoc model in which

restitution requirements were monitored by probation officers

along with the usual probationary requirements, ¥emily
cbunselling, and so forth. The latter modelyoperated within
the traditional rehabilitative tradition of the juvenile
court.

Two propositions will be examined.ﬂ‘Theyfiret is whether
the prcérammatic approach produced a higher rate of
‘success¥u1,completion and;returhed a greater proportion o?’
the victim®s loss. The‘eeeond is whether‘eucceseful
'compietion, per se, had an impact on‘the likelihood of

recidivism.

T e R L T ey

THE PROGRAMS
Prior to the development of the Youth Restitution
Program in 1977, the Dane'County,¥Wieeonsin, juvenile court

had often erdered»festitution $or  juvenile offenders.

Youths who were ordered to make restitution to the victims

were handled in virtually the same way as youths for whom no
restitution reguirements had been imposed. Foilewing the
disposition hearing, juveniles were assigned to the Dane

County Department of Social Services and a probation officer

waskappointed to handle the case. The probation officers

- sometimes assisted the youths in locating employment but

typically the ynuths were on their own inm terms of meeting
the restitution requirements.
, Juﬁges reportedly were often reluctant to order

restitution, or to order the full amount, since the state

code permitted restitution to be reguired only if the youth

was able to paY.

In 1977, Dane County chose to participate in the
%ederally-fended Juvenile reetitution initiative and wae,vin
turn, selected by the national evaluaﬁian team at the
Inetitute of Fqlicy Analysis +or the development of. an
experimentel design in which comparisons could be made
between ad hoc ahd»pregrammatic restitution.

‘The ad hoc approach was intended to resemble the

festitution program which hadrexisted in Dane county before

1 1977. 2 The restitution orders would be handled by probatiaon

“but their priority, within the overall framework of the = B

]
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were assigned a probation officer at the Dane County

Departmentknf Sotia1~Servftes, Thus, the probation officers

i

philosophy fro abilitati 2rvi : | " Wi
P ophy m rehabilitation, based on services and were involved both with the “treatment" youths and the

“treatment " to accountability or victim compensation, the “econtrol" yédths’

youths in the a | i experi k | ‘
Yo ; e ad hec program would’e“per1gnce the normal The probation officers were not told which youths were

;proPat1onary requirements Df‘CUFfEWg school attehdance, in the restitution program and which ones were not, but they

family counselling and . ' k ‘
Y g and so forth could have gained this information simply by asking the

The Youth Restitution P : , v a hon- | |
‘ 19N Trogran was pperated by & non juveniles. - Although every effort was made to insure that the

rofit cor orétion nd ‘ i ’ . »
P P undsr contract with the county court. study was inobtrusive (probation officers, for example, did

It provided assistance to the juveniles in locating paying not fill out any extra forms, were not interviewed by the

job slots. arranged for community service work (when this had evaluators until the study was complete, and so on) they

been ordered by the court) and developed a job-training undoubtedly were aware that the study waé underway.

program to help juveniles learn h | j ‘ »
9 P ow to apply for a job, Dane county judges initially were reluctant to operate

know what an emplover esxpect . . idi
mpioy pects, and so on. Subsidies also the random assignment in the manner desired by the evaluators

were available from program funds. A youth who could not because they thought they would be able to order more

restit@tion, for more juveniles, if they kn%&i;he youths

~obtain a paying job with an existing private or public sector

employer, could be put to work by program personnel and then would have the services of the restitution project to help

paid from the subsid Fund.’ |
. Y them make the payments. Thus, they wanted to know in advance

Juveniles who had b ‘ ' 2 : , ,
EE” ordered to pay restitution were which youths were targetted for the Youth Restitution

randomly assigned eith t : ' k
4 L3 er to the ad hoc QFDQP»DF to the Frogram. This, of course, could have jeopardized the study

progfammatic group. The random assignment occurred after the (since it was clear the judges believed they could order

youths had been ordered to pay restitutiongand all juvenilEs higher amounts of restitutioﬁ if the youihs were going into

for whom a restitution order was issued were considered the program)

eligible for assignment. Because the randomizafion occurred A cbmpromise was reached during the negotiations about

after disposition, tthe'were virtually no crossqvers (i.e., the fandom assignment in which the judges agreed to assume

violations of the assignment). Juveniles assigned to thé

‘that all the youths would be assigned to the restitution

Youth Restitution Program (YRF) also were on probation a e e | he fu nt
‘ f gram Ua?EQ‘“efE,P“ perétID” ?”d “pgogramjand that they could order the full amount of

o T A S
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< impact on recidivism rates. =

rest:tutmn that they _thoﬁg‘ht the youth--—with the heip D-F»Vthe’

rf«pregfam—4could fﬂl#ill.A ln}ketﬁrn,’the evaldators agreed
“that the judges uould be ablerto reduce the amount of
'restltutzon at a review hearing held three months ar lnnger
’after entry to the program 1# the Judge belzeved the youth
-genu:nely was unable (rather than unw:ll1ng) to pay. In
;pract1ce. however, such review hearzngs were rarely used and
"only -3 small proportzon of restitution erders were ever

'cadJusted downward (three percent in the treatment group and

five percent in the control).
Actual assignment o¥,juvehiles to the ad hoc or
programmatic conditions was done by an on-site evaluation

specialist hired and trained by the national evaluators.

METHODOLODGY
The primary issues investigated in the-Dane county
experiment were:

© 1. Whether the rate of successful completion and-the~ 2

‘extent to which victims received‘restitutionvdiffered,between

"~ the ad hoc and programmatic conditions: and

L)

2. Whether successful completion, in turn, had an

~ Measuring Successful Completinn

Suctesé%ul cnmpletinn of restitutian can be defined and

measured from e1ther a legal or a behav1ora1 polnt of view.

Legally, 1t can be argued fhat & youth has successfully

Y
0

;ecompleted the'restltut1on 14 he»or;shthompletesethe»amouﬁts

were all'closely interrelated‘but the greatest degree of TR %}
‘ ' e
ccrrespondence eV1sted between the pro;ect—deflned xndlcatlen %
of su:cessful completxnn und the var1able in whzch a case was

R A AT 0 T T T T R T e Y St s o ghkngiad AT N T

' ordered by‘theﬁcburt regerdless of Qhether'the amount prdered

cnnefituted full restitution of the victim's losses.

}*Qlternatively,»successful_completion'could be defined iﬁ

terms bf the pr0portion Df'the‘vlctim’s loss whlgh;was
recovered threugh restitution payments. The latter
definitinn‘permits a gtedation of ”euceess" ranging ffam full
repayment thrnugh Qarleus level of partial repayment.

For the first propos1t1on. in wh1:h the programmatic and
ad hoc approaches were compared regardlng successful
:DmpletJDn. the primary indicator used was the proportlon of
restitution Drders fully eatisifed by the juvenile. Other
measures of euccessful completion were complicated bymthe

fact that mahy of the offenses involvad co-offenders and it

was not possible to determine.hew much bffthe total victim

loss was actually returned since not all of the offenders

were in the evaluation groups.

Several d1¥‘erent measures were considered for the

'analy51s of the relatlunshlp between successful completzon
-and recidivism, Dne of these was whether the case was

~closed as "complete” Dr‘"incemplete" (according to program

and court records).' The secend'indicatar was whether the

[

entire amount ordered had been repaid and a third measure was

the proportion of the restitution order that,was paid."‘These

- con51dered successful if the full amount of the nrder was i ;l?

s
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 repaid. The correspondence was so high, in 45&t that one

served‘as a‘substitute #or the other and‘most of the‘enalysis

uses the proJectudefzned measure o# 5u::essfu1 cnmplet1on in
the recidivism study.

Measuring Recidivism o

i :
A11 of the analys1s 1n thzs report is based on offzc:al

records of offenses collected frum the Dane county Juven11e

and adult courts. The record search extended through March,

,19Bb thereby prov1d1ng an average of three years of follow—up

¢

beyond referral. Thus, recidivism was defined as a recontact
with juvenile or adult court after referral to the program
and before March 135, 1983. | |

Several different measures of recidivism were examined
in an effort to control for dif?eren:es‘in time et risk end
to incorporate both the freguency of reoffending and'the

seriousness of the reoffenses.

1. TSUBS. Thzs varlable is the total number of subsequent

delznquent contacts. Its major de+1c1en:y, as a measure of

'*rec1d1v1sm, is that it does not take into account either the -

seriousfess of the reoffenses or the amount of t%me the youth

2 SDRATE. The dellnquency rate is mEdSUFEd WIth this

var:able in whlch the total number o¥ subsequents (TSUBS) is

| d1v1ded by the amount of time the youth is at rzsP.'~

A possxble problem w1th th1s var1ab1e, however.fls that

L ersons who do not ree¥¥end rave =) numeratnr of zero whlch,
P 73

10

& ; Ly s . , i

R B P 7

i

1“{ / . 8 o .
uher ‘divided by the risk tzmeq remains at zero regardless of

the amount of time*they were at risk.

3. SIDRATE. SIDRATE is an adjusted dellnquen:y rate

calculated by add1ng a small constant (.01) to the numerator -

before dividing by time at risk. The effect of adding the
constant is that persons who did not commit subsequent
offenses have sl1ght1y d14¥erent scorgs on this: var:able.
depend1ng on thexr rl;P time.

4, SSERR. This variable represents the{?requency and
seriousness c%“subsequent contacts, corrected for differences
in time-at-risk. The variable is formed by first dividing
all offenses intb five classes D? seriousness and then

forming an additive, weighted. scale in whlch each offense in

the most serious tclass (v101ent) is given a score of five:

each in the,second‘class (burglary and arson) is scored four;

each in the third class (other $=lony property offenses
includingrfraud,‘auto theft) is scored as three: each in the

fourth class (misedemeanors) is scored as two and each in the

"4ifthf:1ass (status offenses and traffic) is scored as one.

The sum is then divided by the number of days at risk. In

+ormula form:

SSERR = (Classl x ) + (Class2 x 4) + (Class3 x 3) +

.7 -(Classd x 2) + (ClassS x 1)/risktime

1

¥ ”SISERR; Tbis‘variable is identical io ‘SSERR e x:ept that

- a small censtant (;01)‘was added to the ndmerator before

11
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'_”d1v1d1ng by the amnunt of time at r1sP (as was done w1th

gSlDRATE) so that perscns who“do not commzt subsequent

;offenses will have slightly dszerent s:ores reflectxng :

d:fferences in their risk tlmes.
Several crzme—spec1¥1c measures also were examlnedt

SVIOLENT, SSERPRDP SPRDPFEL SMINDR AND STRIV These

v variables are simply Frequency counts for violent offenses,

 serious property {which, in ¥act,‘§;héists only of

burglaries), other property felony offenses, minor offehses
and trivial nffensee.

Each of these five crime-specific variables was

1converted into an offense rate by dividing by the number of

~amount of time at risk also varied.

mqhths a youth was at riek during the follow-up period. Risk
time is defined here as the amountvbf time between refe}ralt
to tﬁe program and the cessation cf»data‘collection,'March
15, 198B3. Since referral dates varied :Dnsiderably tﬁe

An adjusted rate also
was tested for each of the'crime-specific variables. The
adjusted rate was developed by adding a cnnetant (.01> to,the
numerator so that the nbﬁof%ender scores would‘reflect
differernces in the time they were at risk. In the analysis

of recidivism, days spent in detention or incarceration were

- not removed from the risk time.

Establishing Casuality

Establlshzng a causal relatlonsth between the program

and successful completlnn 15 rather strazghtfurward because

‘the youths were randomly assxgned 1nto programmatlc and ad R

R T e -

BT

hoc restitution. ThUs;'ahy}differences in succeesful
'eompletion‘shuuid be attributable to differences in the
,progfaﬁ,’barr1ng‘prob1ems in the. randam assignment procedures
Dr randomly—produced d1fferen:es in the groups. As will be
shown later, there uere virtually neo dlfferences between the
control and treatment groups in terms of age. prior offenses,
sex, and so forth | | |
Establishing the effect’of Successful completion on
recidivism, however, is cohsiderably more’complex. For this
part of the study, the random assignment into treatment and
control groups is irrelevent and multiple regression analysis
was used in aneeffort to statistically control for any
variables that might simultaneously influence the probability
of successfully completing the restitution order and
reoffense rates. In particular; the number of prior e§¥enses

and age of the youth were viewed as likely candidates for

producing spurious cpkrelatiohs between failure to complete

.and recidivism.

FINDINGS

The resglts of the etudv are divided inte three

esections, beginning with an overv1ew of the data and

character:stzcs of the youths in the study. The analysis of
successful completion and 1ts 1mp11cat10n= for the oo
Drganx’atzon of restxtutlon programs is second and the

1%

relatzanship between successful completxon and rec1d1v1sm b -

presented last

!t
Y
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Dvervxew of Data

The proflle of Juven1le affenders in the programmatic

restitqtion group and the ad hoc group is shown in Table 1.

The final sample included 165 youths in the restitution
program andrsé iﬁ the ad hoc control group. fhe uneVeh
number of cases was prnduced intentionally by assigning two
youths into tpé program for every one assigned to the
control. Even thouah it usuilly is advantagedus to have the
same number of cases in each group, it was necessary for the
program to take as mahy cases as possible in order to keep
the cost per referral at a reasonable level./ Thus, we
astablished a random éssignment system that permittedAthe
two—for-one result observed‘in these déta.

Most of the ynuths in both groups were male, fulltime

" students, white, 16 years of age or Q;der WIth at least one

prior court contact. Almost half of the youths in each group

had'two or moré’prior contacts. These characteristices
indicate that the youths for whom restigution was ordered in
Dane county tended toward theﬁmore serious offenders, a
conclusion thét is strengthéned by the data in Table 2.

The offenses for which the youths were contacted at the

time they entered the programmatic or ad hoc restitution

programs are shown in the secpndvtable. Although oqu a few

. of the cases are in the violent of%anse categories (rape,

i armed robbery, aggravated assault) half of the youths in the'

¢ programmatzc group had been conv1cted o+ felony property

14

 ~of§enses and 43 percent pf the ynuths in the ad hoc group had

R e S TR T

~restitution orders.

been convicted of felonies.

._\‘)

The profiles of the two groups are quite similar——as
should be expected since these groups were formed through a

random assignmert. None of the differences which exist are’
: i . (i

' statisticalIVJSigndficant.

’Successfﬁl Completion
| The dataiclearly:éstablish‘the superiority of a

‘programmatic approach over an ad hoc approach in terms pf
successful completion rafés (see Table 3). According to the
criteria used py thé programs and the court, 91 percent of
the‘youths in the'programhatic group successfully completed
their orders compared with 45 percenf of the yauths in the ad
hoc group.

Using the 1955 judgemental‘sgandard.in which successful
complétion is defined as paying ail of phe r;stitution

,ﬁﬁgered by the court (or completing all of the community

service hours) the data show that B8 percent of thé vouths in

: the programmatic group would be judged successful compatred

with 40 percent in the ad hoc group.E}Similarly, if a very
lenient standard were uséd (i.e., paving at least some of the

restitution) the programmatic approach‘is considerably better

-as only two percent of their juveniles failed to pay at least

spme’restitution whereas I7 percent of the juveni%gs in the

ad hoc program did not pay even the first dollar of their
i ; A il

A IEQalistic'standérd'b4 su:céssfulvcompletinn—fsuch as

rthdSE-diécuSSEd:éﬁQVE——is abgood'ihdi:ation of whether the

g
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Juven11es have been held accountable for their o§¥enses, up

ltto a level deemed reasonable or proport1onate by, the court.
'Th1s standard however, may or .may not be a good 1nd1catlon
- of whether vsct1ms are bezng fully compensated for the losses

they suffered.

The remaining portions of'Table 3 must be interpreted
with caut1on because of the fact that approV1mate1y 75

percent of the 1nc1dents 1nvo1ved more than one o&fender

- whereas the amounts of restitution shown reflect only that

ordered of a single offender. The programmatic meodel
produced considerably better results in terms o#ithe
proportion of cases in which a single’offender repaid the
fuli loss (27 percent compared to 7 percent)

On the Qhole,'the‘Dane county programmatic model
resulted in a striking gmprovement over the ad hoc approach
in successful completion of restitution orders and, in turn,

in the ability of the court to hold juveniles accountable for

their offenses. The programmatlc approach also returred more

compensat1on to v1ct1ms and a higher proportlon of total
v1ct1m loss. |
Successiul Completion and Recidivism

The data from Dane county show a. clear pattern of

relat1onsh1p between fallure to complete the rest1tut1on

requirements and recidivism. Youths who were able to repay

“the restltutlon were cons1derab1y less llkely 5 commit

subsequent offenses for wh1ch they were referred to Juvenlle

Cor to adult court durzng a follow-up per1od that averaged

three years.

'Tables 4 and 5 contazn information summar1‘1ng the
d1¥ferences in reo%fendlng between the vouths who

successfully completed their rest1tut1on reguirements and

- those who did not. As shown in Table 4, 30 percent of the

successful juveniles had not reoffended within the three-year
followup period compared with 20 percent of the vyouths who
failed to compiete their restitution regquirements. Even more
marked is the *inding that 34 percent of the unsuccessful
youths had four or more subsequent court contacts within the
three year period compared with Zﬁ percent of the successful
juveniles.

Differences between the two groups also were found for
several specific types of crimes (see Table &) including
burglary, other felony property offenses and trivial
offenses. No dif#érences were observed for violent offenses
or minor personal offenses.

The propensity of youths in the successful and
unsuccessful groupshto commit subsequent offenses also is

shown in Table 9§ whlch containg information on. the number of

,offenses committed, per year, by each 100 youths in the two

agroups. (ThlSytYpE of calculation‘standardizes the scores
for the two groups in’terms of risk time and group size).
The youths who were not successful in complet:ng their
rest1tut1on requirements reoffended at a rate of 104 ;k

subsequent offenses, per year. per 100 youths. compared Nlth

72 for the successful group. For the unsuccessful group,
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g4these 104 offenses include‘less than ohe 54‘5 violent nature,

Ju burglar1es,v‘1 other property o%fenses,‘and 37 tr1v1a1
o¥¥enses._For the youths who completed thelr requ1rements.
the 72 offenses,,per year for a group of 100, include 2
viclent offenses, nine burglaries, 39 otﬁereproperty‘offenses

and 24 trivial offenses. - | DA
| To further 111ustrate the dz#ferences between the two
grouos and, simulataneously, to ehow the change in offense
;patterns be{ore and after the reetltdtion intervention, the
_”pre" and "post" pffense rates for both groupS‘wereﬁ"
calculated and are shown in Table S. Toese, as before, are
 the’number of offenses committed,:oer year, by each 100
youths in the groups. |
Two’observetions are in order regarding these data.
First, the unsucces=fu1vgroup had slightly’higher.rates of
reoffend1ng for the minor property crimes and slxghtly h1gher
total rates than did the successful group before the
1ntervent1on took place. Thle,underecores the 1mportance of
controlllng for prlors in the mu1t1ple regrese1on analyels.
The second observation is that the reoffendlng rate for the
eucceeeful group dropped‘tremendously——mdch more than for the
uneuccseful'group——a¥ter the—ioterveotion. For example,;'
there was a drop of 40 percent in offense rates for the
)succeesful group (from'122'to 72_per»ibo *outhe;‘oer

',year)whereas‘the decline §or‘the'unSuccessful‘group is ooly

~-75 percent.r

Io the absence of random a551gnment (whzch is

18 -
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‘iﬁpoes1ble 4or thxs partlcular teet as one‘cannot randomly

asalgn Juvenxles to "5u:cees+u1“ and “uneucceesful“
completzon). 1t is d1f€1cult to judge whether a relationehip

rs spur1ous or whether it 15 reaeonable to intfer a dzrect, , o

1caueal 1mpact. Mult:ple regreee1on analys1e often will

reveal that an apparent dlrect effect is, in fact, spurious.

I€. when contro111ng for potent1ally confounding variables,

’the reletionship between the critical independent varlable

{in this case, completion vS. noncompletion) and the

dependent variable disappears or is substantially reduced,

it is reasonable to assume that there is no direct effect.
The multiple regrese1on analyels conducted here does not

1nd1cate a 5pur1ous effect,. however. Hence, it -appears that

eucceeeful complet1on had a dlrect 1mpact on recidivism.

Table 6 shows the zero order correlatlons between each

§

of the measures oOf rec1d1v1sm and successful completion.j
Figures in the two 1eft—hand columns are the correlation
coe+41c1ent and the one—talled t-teet. Values in columns 3
and 4 are the standardized regreeelon coefficient between
succeseful completlon and each measure of recidiviem after

controlling for other var:ables that might produce a spurious

correlatxon. Varxables controlled were total number of
‘ pr1ors, age of youth, number of v1olent pr1ors. sex of youth,

_,and»(for the 4requency var;ablee) the amount of t1me at risk.

& very clear pattern emergee from these data.

‘d.Suc:eesful completxon apparently had an- 1mpact on rec1d1v1em

rates 1ndependent1y of the other var1ab1e5 in the model for

‘19
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Uthe total number oflof¥enses and for each type of o¥fense
evcept v1olent cr;mes. When the other potentxally
confound1ng varzables were controlled. success+u1 complet;on
correlated w:th the total offense rate.‘the burglary rate.
other felony property crimes, other minor o*fenses and
trzvzal o#fenses. The relatlonshlps were strongeet for the

overall measures of recidivism. |

The full multiplebregreseion‘modelsjfor'¥our of the
rec1d1v1sm variables are shown in Table 7. Juveniles'with
bmore‘prxor'offenses and with more prior v1olent of fenses were
more likely to rec1d1vate. The negatlve correlation between
’age of the youth and recidivism must be interpreted,in light
of the fact that the rec1d1v15m data included offenses in the
adult court and that-the "younger“ youths were 16 and 17
years old at the time the data collection wasvcompleted.
Thue, the negative relatmonsh1p is an indication that
Juvenlles in their mid-teens were more apt to be referred to

“juvenile court than older youthe were to be referred to adult

court.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The findings in thlé‘study show,‘first,‘that_a‘
fprogrammatic approach to‘restitution in Dane. county.
'W1scon51n clearly 1ncreased the lzkellhood of Juven11ee
repaylng v1ct1ms and 1nreased the amount o# rest1tutlon pald

4

:,lto v1ct1ms, in comparzson w1th an ad hoc approach. _The

S S R U T
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implication is that successful completion of restitution is

morevlikely to occur when a greater importance is attached to

©the restitution requirement and when the juvenile is given

‘additional incentives to comply with this part of the court

order.

The second conclusion is that successful completion

- made a'di++erence in terms of the likelihood of reoffending

.and that this effect probably is lndependent of other factors
The implication here is that courts which implement
restitution without eimultaneously’implementing a program
which will place high priority on successful completion (for
the purposes of holding youths accountable and repaying

victims) may miss the opportunity to have a positive effect

on recidivism rates. o
The‘results.o¥ this study, however, should not be
interpreted to indicate that probation departments cannot or

should not operate restitution programs. Too many examplea

exist of probation departments which effectively transformed

themselves into restitution_programs-toiforeclose this

possibility. ‘Rather, the critical point is that restitution
will be more effective if it je not treated as an "&d hoc™
stepchild to the‘traditional probationary requiremente which
emphasized~cur¥ew,'associations,‘school attendance; and

,coun5elling, but; instead, ieyvieWed as an integral part of

‘the,juvenlle court’s approach to delinquency.

.Furthermore.r‘lt must be emphaSl ed that mult:ple

'regressxon does not always completely control for confound1ng
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f]xmpact o¥ successful complet1on is 1ndependent o+ Dther é
e

o

:varxables (su:h as the number D# prxors and the serlousness
':n* the 1mmed1ate of#ense) 1t 15 1mportant for s1m11ar
';ﬁprnpos1tzon5 to be tested 1n other conte ts 1n order to

 »rep11cate thzs fzndzng.,..ﬂfff'

R
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?ffé:tS. Thus, even though th1s analysxs 1nd1cates that thel,

R e “~s¥=nomurss iy
 1;"This §tudy’i part of the natzonal evaluatxon o# the
} Juvenzle rest1tut10n programs.; The prmgrams were funded by
the fo;ce nf Juvenzle Just1:e and Del1nquency Preventxnn and
 the nat:cnal avaluatlon was funded by the Natlonal Instltute
‘of Juvenlle Just1ce. For add1t1ona1 1nformat1on about the R
; evaluation, see Schne:der and Schne:der. 1983.
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' TABLE 1. PROFILE OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS : ; S
: h ‘ | TABLE 2. THE IMMEDIATE OFFENSE, BY TYPE
V \;” - _ o ; - , Progrommatic ‘=ad Hoc™ . - ;
Sh e - B “ kRest;tut;onv Rest;tut%on Programmatic wad Hoc*
PR T T — "~ Restitution Restitution
‘No of Cases ST L 185 | B B
BENDER B | RSN N N
| | VIOLENT.
‘ ey = S Rape S 1 0
- % Male
¥ Female fz * ?g 4, Armed Robbery 1 1
- : e Aggravated Assault 1 0
’ SCHOOL o e _ -— ..
% Fulltime Students 71 % 73 % Subtotal S (274 1 Uz
% Parttime/Al | i '
% Not ,;‘gchogfr"atlveﬁs=“°°1 i o~ SERIOUS PROPERTY OFFENSES | -
$ - Burglary 62 30 .
RACE ' B o Attempted Burglary 1 o
Arsnn o 1
4 Minority Eon 10 % T 2 rwg =5 rTEYY
% White 96 90 Subtotal 63 (38%) Ji 13&8) |
= | | OTHER FELONY PROPERTY i
ABE 7 Motor Vehicle Theft 19 . 9
- »{w Forgery, Fraud, Embezzlement 7 4
14 5% 7 % | | | | PN =
15 o4 o3 “ Subtotal ; 26 (18642 14 (1S54
18 =
17 35 = MINOR OFFENSES | -
18 17 (s . Assault and Battery 4 3
- _ ' _ ‘ L ‘Stolen Property (receiving or
PRIDR DFFENSES . possessing) 3 1
S E o Vandalism 31 13
%Z With No Prior Court Contacts 32 % 29 % Pursesnatch & Plckpocket > ‘ f =
‘%4 With One Prior Court Contact 19 15 ‘Shopllftlng 3 5
% With Two to Four Priors (R 2 x4 Theft 20 1
"% With Fi M i " 2 on = =t
1th Tive or More Priare o , Subtotal 64  (39%) 39 (46%)
None of the differences shown were 5tat1stxcally sxgn:f;cant o
at or beycnd the » 05 level. TRIVIAL DFFENSES Fa °
S Drugs . 3 0
- Criminal Mzschzef 1 o
Property Damage 1 o
i Traffic/Property damage 1 2
. Driving Without License 1 0
. Subtotal = 9 sm T2 2w
| T :
\i\ o S (I
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'  TABLE 4. 'ﬁEDF?ENSE PATTERNS FOR YDUfHS HHD WERE
, \
(‘SUCCESSFUL AND’UNSUCCESSFUL IN COMPLETING RESTITUTION

4

Unsuccessful  Successful
 No. of "Juveniles &1 190
PROPORTION REOFFENDING
% With No Subsequent 0Offenses 207%
? 1 ; 4 %
“ H;th One Subsequent Offense 25 :g/
% H§th Two Subsequent Offenses 13 13
Z~H§th Three Subsequent Offenses 8 8
4 H;th Four to Six Subsequents 20 12
% With Seven or More Subsequents 14 10
PROPORTION REDFFENDING BY TYPE OF CRIHE
VIOLENT: No Violent Reoffenses 98% 4%
‘ One or More Violent 2 &
BURGLARY: No Subsequent Burglaries 77% 85%
One ar(Hore Burglaries 23 15
OTHER FELONY PROPERTY OFFENSES
No Subsequent Felonies a8z% P27
| One or More 18 QEA
MINOR (PERSONAL) ,
. No Subsequent Minor (pers) 874 0%
One or More ' 135 10-
'MINOR (PROPERTY) . :
' No Subsequent Minor ((Prop) 317 S
; ‘ o174 9%
- One Minor Property Subsg. 26 lg
| Two or More Minor (Prop) 23 3
TRIVIAL: 7 With No Subsequents 487 SR-Y ¥4
% With One o286 18

4 With Two 26 - 18

" TABLE 3. COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION RATES
FOR PROSRAMMATIC AND *AD HOC®> APPROACHES TO RESTITUTION
Programmatic ‘=ad Hoc®
Restitution Restitution
No. of Cases 163 86
SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION 5
% Completing Successfully :
{(Program/Court Determination) ?1 Z "4% %
s % Paying All of the Restitution
g Ordered = 88 % 40 %4
: % of Cases in Which Full Victim
i Loss was Repaid By Offender 27 % 7 %4
g % of Cases Paying No Restitution 2 % 37 %
?' % of Cases in Which Judge Ordered S
! Full Restitution by Offender 35 % 23 %
: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASES
f Median Amount of Victim Loss $192 $157
. ‘Median Amount Ordered $125 $ &7
; Median Amount Paid $100 $ 20
- . fverage Amount of Victim Loss  $1,119 $1,350
Average Amount Ordered $215 $225
Average Amount Paid - $197 $152
Aall of ‘the di{+érences chown, with the exception of the
amount of victim loss (median or average) and the average
amount of the restitution order are highly*significaﬁt, at or
beyond the .05 level. : ‘ : ' : ,
The average amount of victim loss is seriously distorted
due to the presence of three youths involved in a case with a
loss of $30,000 (two were in the programmatic group and one
REEE T was in the ad hoc group). The average order is also ,
v : - ‘distorted by one ygry‘large,order $5,6467) in the ad hoc

. group. T o
The figures should not

be interpreted as the total °

. -amount of restitution provided to the victim since
restitution from co-offenders is not included.
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(TABLE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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TABLE S. PRE/POST COMPARISONS OF OFFENSE RATES FOR YOUTHS
‘ BY SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION |

TABLE 4. CONTINUED

Yy

7

Unsuccessful Successtl

ﬂffénse Rates ; Unsuccessful | Successful

Gaouglﬂgongng RATES Per Year, for 100 - - Before After Before After
# of Sub nt Contacts for Gro 191 428 -
Q» nhseque up Total Offense Rate, : .
Months of Risk Time for Group 2,196 7,080 Per Year, per 100 140 104 422 72
Average Risk Time, per Youth . 36 mo. = 37 mo. Violent Rate 1.6 -3 3.4 2.2
Average No. of Contacts, per youth 3.1 2.25 Burglary Rate 34 15 - 4 9
Reoffense Rate, per 100 youths, Other Froperty ‘ 81 S1 65 39
‘ ye {all reoffensss) 104 72
per year ‘ ‘ , Trivial Rate ’ . 23 37 24 23
CRIME SPECIFIC REOFFENSE RATES (Per A '
: 100 youths er Year) o : ; ; :
f . ®s. P R - Figures in the cells for the “before" period show the
- VIOLENT = 2 number of offenses, per year, committed by each 100 youths
E ; v ‘ : : during the pre—-intervention time period which covered two
; BURGLARY ' 15 ) . years. Sisilar yearly rates are shown for the post
: i ‘ ' A , intervention time period. o
OTHER PROPERTY OFFENSES 51 39 : | | |
TRIVIAL OFFENSES _ 37 23
-~
A
i ‘lﬂ' ‘
‘ f
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~ TABLE 6. MULTIPLE REBRESSIDN ANGLYSIS OF RELATIONSHIP
: BETHEEN COHPLETIDN SUCCESS ﬁND RECIDIVISH ~

-

- CORRELATION BETUEEN SUCCESSFUL CDMPLETIDN
AND RECIDIVISM
Measures of ;
Zern-Order With Contreols

Recidivism
P r {prt r (pt) R Sqgrd.
OVERALL ~ ,
SDRATE (Rate) -.17 .01 -.10 L0585 .16
' G1DRATE {(Adj. Rate) =.17 .01 —.10 .05 .16
SERIDUSNESS INDICES v :
S8ERR (Rate) -.14 .03 -.11 =03 «13
S1SERR (Adj. Rate) -.17 .03 -.11 <03 «132
MDST (Most serious) -.15 .01  —~-.12 © .03 «16
~ VIOLENT OFFENSES ' . .
SVIOLENT (Frequency) .08 .10 .08 .10 .00
SVRATE {Rate) : 06 .16 .06 .16 - 00
S1VRATE (Adj. Rate) 06 .16 « 06 «18 .00
BURGLARIES : o -
SSERPROP (Frequency) =-.09 .08  =-=.07 .12 .04
SSERPR (Rate) -.12 .03 -. 10 .06 - 03
S1SERPR (Adj. Rate) -.12 .03 - 10 - 06 .04
OTHER FELONY PROPERTY :
SPROPFEL (Frequency) -.14 .02 - 17 .01 «03
v SF&PR (RatE) . e 18 -01 b 17 101 . 03
S1FELPR (Adj. Rate) ~.18 .01 - 18 -1 « 03
MINDR OFFENSES ‘ S , ’
SMINOR (Frequency)ﬁ -07 .15 -.04 .24 .12
: SMINR {Rate) =12 .03 -. 09 » 07 W08
SIMINR {Adj. Rate) -.12 .03 -. 09 .07 .08
TRIVIAL OFFENSES : ; EEREET ‘ : e
. 8STRIV (Frequency) -13 02 =-.10 « 06 .09
STRIVR (Rate) . =19 .01 -.16 .01 .11

S1TRIV (Adj. Rate) -.19 .01 -.16 .01 .11

vThé Significanﬁé levels are based on one-tailed t tests. |
YYariables controlled in the‘equatxmn were the total number of
prior offenses, the number of prior violent offenses, and the

 -age of the youth. In addition, the amount of time at risk
‘mas controlled for the frequency variables (TSUBS, SVIDLENT
SSERPROP, SPROPFEL, SMINDR, STRIV). ‘ :

e

- TABLE 7. HULTIPLE REGRESSION MODELS FOR SELECTED
HEASURES OF RECIDIVISM

Total Subsequent

Adjusted Most Serious
Subsequents Rate Seriousness Reoffense
: Rate
b (p)t b ((p)t ' b (prt b (p)t

Successful
Number of
Priors «23 .00 T .22 .00 .16 .01 .28 .00
Age -.30 .00 =.27 .00 -.25 .00 -.20 .00
Sex (1=male |
2=female) -.05 .34 =05 .34 -.02 .74  -.12 .02
Number o+ |
Violent
Priors «13 .03 10 .08 <12 .02 .11 .03

2 . ; L

Multiple R «19 16 .18 =16

The probability of t is based on a one-tailed test.

Variables which had a (p)t below .05 were not in the equation

for the calculation of the multipie R square nor for the
calculation of the other partial regression coefficients.
Risk time was controlied for the TSUBS variable but it did
not enter the equation (b=.08; (p)t = .19).
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