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ABSTRACT

Juvenile courts have increasingly been interested i
using restitution as @ sanction for juvenile offenders bud

until recently, very litile ipformation bas been available on

the effects of rostitution. To assess the impact of -
restitution on recidivisa rates ot juveniles, = series of

#xperimenis was andertaken zs part of the national evaluation

of the {IJIDP~Funded Juvepile Restitution Initiative. This

- report coniains the results from one of those experisents.

N The findings from the Clayton county, Georgia,
experizent indicate that youths required to aake restitution

to their victiass either through community service or sonetary

pryments generelly had lower recidiviss rates than those
given the more iraditional jevenile court dispositions.
Furthersore, the resulits clearly Fupgest that restitution
works quite well on its own, and does not need to be cosbined
with mental health counselling. .

In contrast with pany other ‘types of delinquency
prograss, the restitution intervention not only had a

_poxitive impact when contrasied with traditional '
dispositions, but actually slowed the delinguency rate of the
- group. Tre cverall offense rate of the rastitation-anly

group, for example, dropped fros approxisaiely one offense
per youtH, per year, to .74 offenses, per youth for a one~

year ftisme period.
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Prior to the p}énned experiments conducted as part of
the National Juvenile Restitution Frogram Evaluation,
only ::anty infor nation was available about the iapact of

restitution on recidivisa (1). 'Emﬁirical studies of

restitution have besn reported only siﬂce the late 1970s and

nmit of thess defined the effectiveness of restitution in

~torms of its impact on vistims (Galaway and Hudson, 1975;

Hudson and Galaway, 1977; Schneider, 1975; Sutton, 197&).

The amount of loss r&turnsd, the number or proportion of

vi@tims‘pravidnd with rastitutinn,‘victim satiefaction with
thaiautcame of the case, and victim perceptions of the
fairness or *justica" of the sentence wers the common
performance indicators included in the early empirical
studies. -

The first two studies which sought to link restitution

with raduced recidivism were both conducted with adult

parolews after their reisase from prison. Heinz, Hudson and -~

Balaway in 1976 reported that the restitution group had fewer

convictions after rnlaasaithan a matched graup>cf

incarcerated offenders. Similar results were found by Hudson
and Chesney (1578) in thn:r-tub~ya&r fbiluuup of of adult
off.ﬁécrs r-l#asid from thﬁ'Ninnuiotﬁ R@stitutién Center.

In a ntu&? conducted bg Bonta, ut; al. (1983, aﬁult

cffenters in & restitution prngr;mvhad higher recidivism

rates than those in & control group, althcugh the di*fnrunces
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wers not statistically significant. Both groups were hcused

in & community resource center. The :bngrai program
pérmitted offenders to mairtain employment by serving their
sentences in the cammhnity ?.sourth cqbter. The authors
point autlthat the'restitutinn‘grnupfuaz & higher-risk group

than the others prior to the intnrvantian and that this :nuld

have dimxni:hed the true impact of thn pragram.

Both of the first two tests of restitutian s sffect on
recidivism of juvenile n%fsndars»wiri‘undqriakun by doctoral
candidates. In one of these, conducten by M. L. Wax - at
uashzngtan State, Juvanzles were randnmly aasignnd into one
of three groups: mpnetary restztv*znn (w;th the victim
present at snntancing), cammﬁnity servicg rgst;tutznn. and a
control group uhicﬁ had no contact with victid; and paid no
| restitution. No differences in rncidivisﬁ rates ﬁurn,found
to be statistically significant élﬁhaughxrattitution uaé‘
 observed to have positive effects on some of the -

The size of the sample in

psychological tests (Wax, 1977).

this study, however, was soc small (36& tatal} that the
passib:l;ﬁv of f;nd:ng am impact, even if one. !xast-d, wa:
‘extﬂptzonally lew.

The second dactoral\itudy nxamihud rtcidiviim rates of.
approximately 250 Q$$¢nﬁtrt in the Tulsa county Juvuniln-
rastatut1nn pragram (Buudalia, 1979}. Variables found ta‘be

\t:qn1§icant1y r:lltnd to radutld r.czﬁivism uor- victim
Ncuntact and ra:titutian mrdtrs of less than ¢1oo. Thog

;att-r, of :oursug could timply bc a r-floctian 04 a less

L3
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group and the recidivism qroup.
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:uriuus immedzato offense (hance the lower amount of the

‘rustitutiun ardcr).

Tuo r-cunt studias of rn:zdivism rates amnng juvenile
dnliv:u-nts sentenced to rnxtitut:nn reported positive

a*ﬁacts. Cannon and Stanfard {(1981) found a 19 percent

rnhrr-st rate amorng restitution cases'uver a six month time

period compared with a 24 plrcent rates for the
nnnrnntitutian groups. Hofford (1981) reported an 18 percent
recidivism rate for youths in the juv:niie restitution
program Eompared with a 30 percent rate for those on raqulaf
probatian. |

The results from these studies are instructive and

‘nn:ouraqinq although they are far from being definitive. As

is the case with virtually all field research, serious

nﬂthndnlaqical problems confound most of the studies making

it n-cussaryvtg rely more h-avily on replication oflfindings

th&n on any single study. With the exception of Hax s study
and the adult study by Huinz, et. al., none achievad a
satisfactnrv degres of .quzvalancu bntwenn the' comparison

In the Bantn s*"dy,~the

- persons in the restitution graup ueé.‘moéewﬁurinus n#funderk

than those in the control~—a factar which clearly could ha' =
produced the nuqativn affect on r-cidxvium. In tha athu* -

juvenile studins, littln infurmatinn was prnvzdnd on uhnth!r

the groups were .quivulent and nultivariatu analvsis uas not

conduct.d in an n;tnmpt to hnld ca?stant thn diffnrcnce: that

-

could have confusud the. rosultu.
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Tho‘purpnse of this paper is to report on the risults af

an uxpnrxnunt in tho use of restitution for juv-nxzu

offenders uhich was conducted in Biayton county, E.argia aw

: part of the National Juvenile Rustitutinn Evaluatinn (2).t

THE PROGRAM AND THE DESIGN

The rustitutian :xp.riment in Clayton county {(a suburb

naar Atlanta) was dasigried to :oaparn four distinct treatment

strategies: rest:tutinn, counsaling, restitution and

counseling combined, ind 4 control condition which consisted
of the normal diqusitian which could be either probation or
incarceration.

3Casns were randugly assigned intu}th! four condidione
through a miiti-tiered Process. Fnilbwinq adjudication, all
Cases were screened by probation during the p;t~s¢ntunca
investigation for niigib;lity'ta be con;;dirud for the
experiment. Juveniles wers llibibla for the -xp-rim'nt if
they were 13 or older, had aocn convicted of an a*%nnsn with
a dvmanstrabla loxs, and had not been convicied a# nurder,
;ttempted murdqr, rnp!, or attempted rape. Youths a2lsc were
scresned out as ineligible if thuy’ﬁad a serious drug or
nlcnhal problum, wera anntally rotarded, or wers -motionnlly
disturbed~ Eligibln casms u.ru th.ﬁ randamgy c:siqnnd by an
an-sito Qvaxuator in accordancn with a formula that had baen
dcvzsad which umuld permit thc program to muut its

programmatic. casc—+1o~ qools and, ai-ultanoously, uauld

- i ) . . 7 .

restitution case wofkarg who also were responsible for

insufcythnt cach group was iarge enough to supﬁaft thérstudy,

The actual placement of the youths into the groups was
done by the judge at disposition. The judge could, of
course, ovarrule the ranﬂbm aﬁsidnmenfabut this was seldom
done. OFf the cases which were included in the study, seven
perceant receivad hn actual ;3ntence‘that differed frnn the
rﬁndomly assigned one.

Thc'trnatalﬂtsrassnciatdé with the four groups can be
summarized as fbllows.'

Rnatitutiun. Yautht in thxs group were nrdered at

‘disposition to pay nunntary restitution and/nr to do

‘ :ouaunity service rastztut:an. Sarv;:a restitution was aore

common . involving ao pert-nt of th- youths. Of the 40
percant who paid =sn.tafy ”aayititi“ﬁ,‘iiiﬁﬁ iy wore than | 4
half found their own jobs and the raest nbtaznud employment
through the ufforts of the rastitutinn program.

| The youthu knpt some Of their uarnznqs—~an the average,
about 40 pnr:-nt. “There were no program subsxﬁxes in Claytcn:vfu‘”
ccunty and youths qnn.fally,nars nnt pnrmittndutu pay the

f-stitutiun from thqih sivfﬁq=~mr to have family mnmbers

assist i3 the payment. Restitution cases were monitored by | | ‘.

insuring thuirvcbmpliankn with nokmdl probation requirements.

The average pnriadsb? nupnr#ision was 3.5 months. |
Ccunnlltnb, Juv.nilus with a counsaling disposat1an B

were. astiqncd to n mantal hcnlth th.rapi:t on the coun*y

social survieu,staff. The :ouns.linq zmnuist-d of a
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'diagnost1c sassiun falluued by ass:gnment tc ann ot snvnral

© program did not have suffiéienf>staff to moniter the cases. g 3

4 apprupr1at! #for thzs grnup and- mnst were placud on probatian

special kinds of therapy: r!:rdat:cnal, family, and t =3 forthq
The prnbatxnn rﬂquirnmnnts for these youths were, at first,

handled by tha rnstitution yrnqram (tu increave the

uquivalnncu with the restitution group) but this practice had

to be abandoned after the first year of cperatinn bacauss the

Thereafter, probation annitara&‘the prubatinnary'
requirements. The average supervzs:an purzad was 5.6 months. ?i B
Rastitutian and Cuunsuling.‘ For this qrnup, both v
rnstitutinn and mental health tharapy wereg ardured at
dzspusztzan. Rest;tution and probat:an requzramnntﬁ were
handlad by the rostxtutien counsellors. The restztutlnn
requirements were quite similar to those for the rastztu;an- ‘Tﬁ, » f: f§
anly qraup &3 per:!nt were ordered to do cnmaunzty :ervica “
and 44 percent had sonetary rnstitutzan raquirtmunts. | ?;';*
Famzlzes were not pnrm;ttad to pay and mnst af Jthe youths , ;:
found emplaymunt in privatu or publza sector jobs. These |
youths uera undur supnrvxs:un for an ;vcraga of u.B months.

CQntrol. nny court~approvud disposition was considersd

{78 per-ant). nnly f;v- per:ent ware 1ncarcnratnd and thc
ruma:ndar tith-r ri:-:vud snmn athnr dxaposztinn ur uarp

dz:mxssnd uzth no sancticn.

METHODOLOSY

The evhlumtive'tritnria overed in this report are

‘succ&s:ful cnmpl&t;en of the restitution requ:rements and

rucidivism. - Each of the groups is crossed with the cthers in
such a uay as to iﬂantify the unique apﬂrcnmbined effects of
rﬂstitutinn and cnun:elling. ‘

ﬂ&nsuring Su:c-ssful Coapletion

Five different zndzcators of successful ccmpletzun ware

used. One of thrsn was the program definition of whether the
Case was ;lasnd "succhssfully“ or not. Although same element

,af 5ub;actzvit? aay be involved in this variable, the data

indicatn that un:ucceﬁsful clonurns wern thnsa which either
did nut pay all n* the rnst:tutian or which r-affanded uhilt

under prugram juri:di:tznn uvun it they evcntually ﬁid rapay

all of the 1nsu.‘

Thu sscond measure was the purc!ntaqe of the restitutiocn

order uhzch Ha% paad (ur worked) by the yuuths and tha th:rd

was thn pnr:nntage n$ youths who paxd 100 p:rcant uf the

amount qrdernd.‘ Thn +inal measure was the proportion of

, Juvenxzns whosa v-stztut1nn actually coverad all af the

outst;ndan v;ctzm lass. This measure turncd out to be of
less value than inxt:ally hoped because of the fact that many
casns invaiv.d ca~o4iand.rs. Thus, the amaunt pazd by one

offund-r did nqt nuctﬁsarily cuvur the tntal vzctzm los¢.’

 Measuring ﬂncidivisn

Recidivism was dpfined as recontacts with the Clayton

kR
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icnunty juvnhile or aduit court. A canplﬂt! search ﬂf all

Ljuvnniln and adult court rqcards was undurt;knn by a team of

trainnd individunls fram thn natxunal nva&uation group at the

Institute of Pnlicy Analysis. On the avaragn, thlre ueyn :

: thr-e yuars of risk times included in the fullnu-up pnr%od.

;B.cause af different lengths of time in the various f;

i

treatments; the at—rzsk txng period was nnasuruﬁ frnn program

rrtferrcl rathnr than frnm program Qxit. Thus, tha ruconticts
1nc1ude any that were made while the youth was undur program

}smwnmm.

Nultinla mrasures of rnczd:vimw were ussd to :ncnrporate

V

Qibath the seriocusness and frnquency,uf raof?andznq as w@ll as

to mznxmzzu possible nzsintnrprntat;ons based on sznqlam
variable analysis. Tha maasurus vsad were:

ﬂv-rail Recidivism. Overall recidivism was a :ompus:te”
scora 1nc1udzng all r-cantacts with the caurt fcr dal1nquant,

iﬂtﬁ durinq the fnlluw~up per:od. Fruqunn:y*ua: usnd'ts‘one

, measure of overall racidzvism (1-6., the total numbqr of

acnntacts} and the overall rdtavof raczd:vz‘m was caltuiatad
by dividlng the number of reoffensus*cmmuiftgd by thlryouth

by‘tho amount of time the youth had been at risk. Juveniles

with no reoffenses had d:!r!ring follow-up p¢r1a¢g, h°“”V'r!/ﬁ,ww*“'

" because they sntered the proqran; at di*fcrant pmint

time. A smimple delinquency rate found for tngzt ynuthﬂ

" involves ﬁividihdz%i-& nbfﬁmiai by the risk time which, of

I

caur;n, pra&ucus a score of zero: rngardluil ¥ whnthnr th-

youth had six manths of tim' at risk or. four y&ars.. To

distinguish among thn hon~récidivists s0 that thuéﬁ with

lnnqur periads af time at risk have lower SCOreS, a small

constant {.01) was addad tu tha numaratar of this measure

(Sutton, 1986).

Criae Fpecifi: Rncidivisu. The frequency and rate of

recidivism for nach of $ix different :ategarzes of crimes

'uqrw‘alsa calculated. The categories were violent offenses

(Table 2 c&ntaiqﬁ a complete listing of the crimes in each

,:ataanyi, :nfiuus property offenses <(burglary and arson),
:othnr felony property offenses, minor property o+feﬁsas,

minor personal offonses, and trivial offenses.

Seriocusness Indices. Thres va(§;b1ns r!grés-ﬁting
seriousness indi:ei'wnri~ﬁshd;foﬁa of these was an
ordiﬂalle~'mu¢d variable rnprusentxng the most serious
aifense comaitted by the juv:n:ln. Vinlnnt pcrsnnal offenses
wers cudad “6“ fslloued by serious prupsrty offenses *5*,

prher fnlnny prnp-rty nffmns-s “4%, minar parscnal mffenses

Bt ™ minor prupart» n44ent¢s ”2“,‘and trivial nffenses, wiv,

A sazﬁnd varzablu raﬁrusuntxna 5arznusnnss was creatad by

L

~’ncmr1ng nach 'iaffunse in t-rms nf 1ts snrznusnnﬂs and thtn T

QSumming th-sl tn nbta:n an uygn;1a~ﬁvasuruin$ fraquenay and

L. \

’ s!r*ausﬁesg b$ renffonsnﬁ. The final‘variablu seripusness

1ndicatur a rat. in which the overall score for aach ynuth
was dividuﬂ by the amaunt of timu at risk thereby takznq into
account that yuuth: with langor falluw-up periods would be

nxpoctud to have moraz r.nffuns-:.

'E.tabllahing Causallty
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Because the JUVEnllll e r;ndamly assigrtd into thn '

Grours, the bzvarzata rtzatznnzth b!tﬂ;ﬁﬁ thn type-ﬁf

’pr:qram~and thn dependent varzabla shauza be su&ficiant to

extablish tht magnxtude of prngram 1mpact. Ntvertheless,
multivariate analységwalso n:re'cﬂﬁdactad becaus¢~~spparent1y
due to sampling variatzon—-thara uere some d;ffnrnhcﬂs amnng
tha four grnups. - The restztution unly grnup, far axampla,_

had a substant:ally h:ghrr pre-intervention dul;nqu-n:y

recurd; Dv thﬁ mhula, as zs shown belau, thp mulxivar;a*a'

rasults and the b:var;atn rasuits were tht same.
- Ancther problem nas that not all the yauths actualiy

ruce:vad the treatmant tm wh:ch they had baan randomly

data with each case trnatnd aﬁ if 1t u:rn :n tha group ta

“which it had been randanly asszqn&d.r These rasultﬁ uera

compared with an;¢yﬁ&s ;n whzch aach ﬁase was codad 1n

accnrdance n;ch actual treatment and thara wnre nn

B

reported here.

| assxgned. The crossover prmbiem was handlnd by analy*:ng the

, d;f%erancas between the analysnsg Thus, nnly tho éurmar ara 7

»yg/praperty n¥¥4ns!s su:h as shmplz‘cing,
E th;‘%f

( nxtrmma]y mxnar “trivial“
.‘fxghting.," i

';;;;succussfux canglntion :

"”ﬂvury high
‘ -ﬁqrcupm.,
{camplttznn raﬁwa,

‘“rnstitutian and caunstlling’qrgup had

Claytmn :wunty 3““*“33913Q11ﬂQuents e‘zgzbla war t5é¢55,i_"“

| lxperimeng weru avarnhclmingly uhita {as .

‘aqe, and pradam:natalv
malu tuze Tabie ii, ''''

had marn przcrs, on the avaraga,

: thrn. trnatmunt catagarzns.
?ahla 2 showx thn %ypgﬁ of
tha you*hs nmre r-farrtd tn the—rnur:

Batween mne-faurth
and onn~hn1f ui tma JuVIHIIEE war&

rﬂftrred far faigs

C“*‘@ﬂfﬂi ind most m‘ thu nthzrs haﬁ huan 1nvu3vn@ zn'mznéf.j:;‘“

Theru«wern no status offnnsas aaﬁ,nniyga,#en ai the

o&ianset 3uch Iﬁ twnspass ana

i

o ; %e Fv#‘\,‘““ ‘;*i&;i:'r v,_,:vi_, BT i " : / : e ’ 4 :‘v.,‘:,,:h,'»". o
o *’t‘ﬁ““°Q, 2 #as coepared with the

stitutiaﬂ :auns&!;zng grnup tn natarmxna uha*hﬁr thw latter

-Vprnducﬁﬁ &ny 1mpravumqnt xn tha sucﬁgss#ul mcmplbtaﬂn rates
R shawn in Table e

thn succassfuz cnmpletxon rata& w@rn
and thert wure ne impartant uszarﬁntas between the 
Thn rnttztutinnuanly group had sl!ght;y bw*ter

at d.finnd by zﬁﬁ praaram, altheugh the

youth: r-payxng tﬁt 4ntira amaunt nﬁdarqd,‘w

vanda;awm, ar atherﬁh~gm

” is the-pﬂpulatzan as"\_A
a whale), appraximataiy 15 y.gfz af Aﬂ?im.

than dzd ynuths in the ohner) ,;

xamed:htu nf%ens»s ?ar uhzchi=:/L}’

sliqntiy mara ﬂf its fwﬂf ,
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- TABLE 1. PROFILE OF REFERRALS TO THE EVALUATION EROUPS TABLE 2. TYPES OF REFERRAL EFFENSEa
| 4 © IN CLAYTON CIANTY | oo IN CLAYTON COUNTY -
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% of Group Tatal 0% 3% 2% oz

 BERIOUS PRGPERTY SRR o | |
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Assault and Battery :
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“TABLE 3. SUCCESSFUk COHPLSTIUN OF RESTITUTION
_ ORDERS IN CLAVTﬁ& COUNTY
Restitution = Restitution and
Dnly Counselling
| t# of Cases) 7S 74
Suc:nssful Eoupg tion
‘tas Defined by Programs) 8&% 82%
 MONETARY RESTITUTION
 (#® of Cases) 28 27
. Restitution Payments as |
- Proportion of Restitution ‘ . y
Order (Average, per youth 2% A
' Percentage of Youths .
i - Paying 1004 of Restatutiun - :
- Orderad P a8s% PE%
‘“-#?tr:nntaqe of Youths :‘ -
‘ Payina all of the .

“*:,Outstandiﬁ; victim Luss (1) 24% 28%
 COMMUNITY SERVICE S » |
(% of catuss i . A2

x'Pnrcantage of Youths :
Working all thu Haurs . '
Ordered | ‘ 8% 5%

$trom all n!fandarn arw combintd

\\*»:n

(13 Samn inc:dants involved :o~o§fundsrs and the fuli 8
payment oay havu baan aade to the vxctim whon thn amourits

’:f: \

e s S T Y L

Recidivizm

»group and th- contrnls.

\H?ﬂisplaynd iﬂ Tabla ‘.

Table 4 contains a considerible amount of Bés:riptivi

information regarding the rsoffense patterns of youths in all

four groups.

The restitution groups w&rn;sancuhat less likely to
comnit subsequent pffanses during the t&rne—y#ar followup
period as i purcint of the rastituiiun~only group did not
raoffend and 54 pdr:iﬁt of the rtstituiion~caunsnzling group
also did not comast ancther offense. These figures cnmpare‘
with a 40 percent and 48 percent for the counsciiing~nn1y
Table 4 alsa shows the propartzan
cnnmitting -ﬁch typn of aff-n:a.‘ Abnut two~thirds of thm
subsuquont o*fcnsn: ware in thn ninar property and triviali
cltngnrins with ahout one-fourth to nnn*th;rd in the felony
c&tagarias. ﬂgain, tbc rnstitution groups tnndld ta have
Iac: sarious r.affenses than the others.
| Eruup n#&uns& ratts h&vn been calcul:atoﬂ and alsc are

These ratas P!?ﬁlt a aore refined

ijudqamunt abuut tha subs-qunnt behavior of. yuuths in each

1group szn;e th- total nunbﬁr of ocffenses :onm:tt&d by a1l of

) the yduths in thn qraup can be summarized in a single f;gura.

The overall qroup reo+@ﬁn:¢ ratu: should he 1ntcrprctnd AS

f‘th. numbur pf n{fansﬂs cnnmittcﬁ by the grnup; alr 100

 youths, per yeer. Au

N

acar.c wtth the ruttitution-only gruup committxng &4 new
o‘fdnsat per 100 yautht, per y.ar. cespar.d with 47 for the .

rnttitution—nounoallinq group, 84 for thp aouns.lling only .

STy tku r.stitutinn groups have better

Wl Fh s ilni T i
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TABLE 4. REDFFENSE PATTERNS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS IN TABLE 4. CCONTINUED2

CLAYTON COUNTY |

Restitution Nonrestitution i

£ Restitution  Nonrestitution Restn. R&C C  Control
v Restn. RLC c Control
: SROUP REDFFENSE RATES
& # of Cases 73 74 U5 .86 , :
g : ) 7 , ' % of Cases 73 74 bt =2
: OVERALL RECIDIVISM = ‘
i % with O Reoffenses 51% 54% 40% 48% # 0f Subseguent
¥ % with 1 Reoffensas ' 10 11 26 20 Of fenses for group 136 101 139 129
L with 2 Reoffenses 8 14 _ 7 7 : ‘
é % with 5 Reoffenses 11 s . H 4 Months of Risk Time 2%48 2625 1976 2066
¥ % with 4-6 Reoffenses 12 11 15 7 far group
X with 7+ Reoffenses 8 3 7 11
ah v Avg. Risk Time per : '
| : Youth (in months) 35 35 | 38 37
VIDLENT SUBSERUENT v « : | ‘
% With 0 57 97 , 96 98 Avg. No. of Offenses :
‘% with 1 or more X '3 4 ) Par Year 1.86 1.34 2.3 2.30
SERIOUS PROPERTY (BURSS | . R Overall Reoffense Rate, .
%L with O : 88 88 ' |82 as per 100 Youths, par Year &4 47 e4 75
% with 1 or more 12 1z 18 - 14
OTHER FELONY PROPERTY | | CRIME SPECIFIC RATES
- % with 0 - 99 100 - 86 91 {(Par 100 youths, per ywsar)
Z with 1 or more ' S 0 o 14 9 L : ; ‘
i s , * Violent 1 1 1 1
‘MINOR PERSONAL | ‘ , | | |
%Z with © | - 92 g9 80 93 Serious Property . -
% with 1 or more | 8 11 20 7 (Burglary and Arson) & 8 16 8
MINOR PROPERTY | Othar Felony Property ° 0 s 3
% with O o &9 77 71 b6 o
% with 1 or more 35 23 29 34 Minor Personal 6 6 7 3
TRIVIAL | : Minor Property Offenses 21 14 27 36
%Z with 0 =g 72 62 &8 S .
“with 1 or more .- .22 . 28 38 32 Trivial Offensss 30 17 27 249
|
P \Q\\
T - T — . o R — - -
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and 75 for the controls.
The types of subsegquent offenses fartthe group rates are

clustered in the minor and trivial categories rather than the

TABLE B. PRE POST COMPARISONS OF GROUP OFFENSE RATES

g Restitution Nonrestitution
3 felonies. Restn. R&C Counsi. Control
: Additional descriptive infeormation about the reocffending Pre Post Pre Post '?ré ﬁnst Pre Post
) patterns is shown in Table 5. WHore, the group recffense v
4 . . . v - OVERALL RATES
: rates prior to the intervention and after the intarvention {Par 100 youths,
; pRr yaar) 10
5 are shown for comparative purposes. For the restitution-only P b4 1 74 S5 47 63 84 75 75
’ ) ' Violent 2 1 3 | 2 1 1 1
5 group, the pre—-program rate, per 100 youths per year, was 101 E ‘
i | ) ‘ ) Seripus
© offenses (i.e., about one per juvenile during a year’s time). Property , i
% (Burg & Arson) 14
% After the intervention, this had dropped to 74 per ysar, per 9 & 13 @ 7 11 18 7 8
2 , Other Felony ‘ '
3 100 youths. Since the pre-intervention records search Property 1 o T 0 T 11 3
4 extended back for two years prior to program referral, these Minor o .
N _ ; Personal 7 & 5 & e 7 3 03
data show that the restitution—-oniy group committed about one ; :
Minor ‘
orfense per ysar between the ages of 13 and 15 {(on the Property ; 51 23 21 14 21 o7 44 3
average) and about .75 per year between ths ages of 15 and

18-—-a decline large snough to be of some interest.

Drops in the post—-intervention rates of similar
m;gnitudes vere not observed for any nf‘ihc other thras
qroups; The restitution and counselling group had an offense

rate, pre-program, of 55--only about half that of the

erégtitution~gn1y Qroup. This rate also declined (from U per

100 youths per year to 47). The counselling-only group
showed an iincrease after the intervention (from 64 to 84) and
the controls had exactly the same group offense rate beafore

and after the intervention.

13

R miti e S St o i i smp e

Trivial 26 30 11 17 13 27 10 24

Figures in the cells for the "pre" pericd show the rate of
affenses per year committedt by msach 100 youths during the
pra-intesrvantion time period which covered two years. For
the post time period, similarly computed yearly rates ars
displayed baswd on approximately 36 months of data. Both
figures, of course, are corrected to show the offsnse rate,

per year, for a group of 100 youths.




s

A

Causal Analysis

Bivariate and multiple regression analyses were

conducted to assist in the determination of whether the

differences observed among ﬁhn four grdups were produted by

the differences in programs or whether distinctions of the

size observed might have been the result of chance covariance

or other variables. |

The first comparison (saa'Tabla &) is ﬁntuean both o+f
the restitution groups and the two nanrnstitutiap Qroups.
{The resitution—-only and the r!stitutiun—cuﬁn:elling groups
were combined for this‘anglysis as ware the counselling-only
and the control groups). The bivariate analysis (zwro-crdeé
coﬁralatinns) show that the restitution yroups did gﬁmewhat ”
better (r=.11 for both the frequency and rate of
reoffending). The significance leveis of .05 and .04,
respectively, indicate only a small prébabiiity thﬁt the
differences were produced by chance.

Iin a simﬁlar way, the multivariate analysis indicates

that the restitution program had a positive effect of

reducing recidivism aven when prior offenses, age. racwe,
school status, and sex were controlled in the sguation.
‘The positive #ffect of restitution was observed {or most

of the different types of property crimes but no difference

~ appears betwesn the groups for personal cri#¢s-uh¢th¢r

violent or minor. This could be at least partially
atfributnbln to the small number of cases in the personal

crime categories. The positive sffect of rastitution also

14
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TABLE 6. COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF YOUTHS WITH
RESTITUTION GND WITHOUT RESTITUTION

Zero-Drder

I

Partial Partial
r ozl b %.®. beta osl R sqg
OVERALL
RECIDIVISM '
Frequency 11 05 »83 - 45 -1 07 - 14
R‘t. «11 =04 =29 - »14 013 ' » 04 »11
* VIDLENT ’

‘DFFENSES ' '
Fl"'l'quﬂﬂcy haat™ 03 131 o™ 01 - 03 hnad™ 02 - 76 - 05
R‘t' ™ 03 131 "‘-00 -01 e 02 n79 -05

BERIOUS |
PROPERTY N

Frequency 07 «13 -14 .14 « 06 .33 - Q4

Rate - 06 =15 - 05 « 05 « 05 a2 <03
OTHER FELONY
PROPERTY

Fr’qu.ncy 23 «01 =13 03 « 24 « Q0 .12

Rate %1 «.01 .04 .01 =« 24 - 00 »12
MINOR
PROPERTY : ‘

Frequency 10 0% <47 .26 211 .08 L,12
MINOR |
PERSDNAL.

'Fr.m’ncy - Q1 34 - Q2 07 ) - 02 « 72 « 04

R‘t. ' had™ 01 - -4‘7 ™ 01 ) -02 R ™ 01 ¢82 .33
TRIVIAL o o

‘Fr.qunncy QR . «11 « 18 -4 .7 - 09
R‘t‘ -03 334 um to& L] 04 u4B .05
SERIDUSNESS
" INDICES
" Most Serious .09 08 .29 .24 <07 2T .12

Seriousness ) ‘ '

. Score 09 08 93 « 71 - 08 .

Seriousness \ ' . : 1 "%

Rate V.OB -09 32 «2Z - 09 «1b - 07

Positive values (for r,
restituion group recidiv

b, and beta) indicats that the
ated } BEN.

0sL

significance level for a two-tailed test.

e b «

refers to observed

PN Py
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was observed in all three tests involving the seriousness
, . , . , THBLE 7T CRHPARISDN OF RECIDIvlsu RATES OF VSUTHS N

indices. CEHHSELLINB PROGRAMS WITH YOUTHS NOT IN CDUNSELLING

A similar‘analysis was done to determine whether

counselling had an impact on recidivism when contrasted with Zero—0Order Partial Partial o
- . _ o r cnl b s.e. beta osl R sq : e
the non-counselling dispositions. For this analysis, the two oo
{ cuunsa!lin roups (rastitutzon—caunsallin and counsellin S B - DVERALL | | : e T |
e 9 9 t I 'RECIDIVISM |
' only) were cnmbzned and tested against the comb:natinn of the . ¥ Frequency =03 «34 =-.13 =45 -.02 «77 .13
- B Ra*m _ : 02 -39 -.06 .14 - O3 « 69 «10
ether roups {(control and restitution-only). ° The data .
, ””“4 €t e | i . / | VIOLENT
{(see Table 7) show that there was no impact attributable to 3 x OFFENSES A ) : ' ;
counselling. Positive signs on thz correlation coefficient A - 4 Rate =03 .29 =00 .01 .02 273 .05
or regression coefficients wmeans that the counselling grou | ; SERIOUS
did better. _ : ‘ ' 3 B Fragquency ~07 .13 -, 19 14 .09 .18 .04
, 7 : ‘ 4 B thh - -. 08 =10 - 07 « 05 - 09 «14 « 4
In the bivariate analysis, the two measures of overall L ] B L
RIS | S 3 B DTHER FELONY =
recidivism show a2 very small positive effect for counselling E ; PROPERTY S
_ . . . ‘ i - B FPRQU!NEY -3 - .t L. 03 - OF -G8 . - 07
but the significance test indicates a substantial likelihood 1 . o Rate - 02 - 37 =01 01 =05 38 .07
that the effect was actually produced by chance. Also, thae ; : - MINOR PROPERTY ) ‘ | o
- ’ ‘:‘ : i e gf'lqutﬂcy D& «18 « 07 - Zh 02 =79 » 11
multivariate test results in negative correlations-—also very Rate | »16 «16 .03 - 08 - 02 <71 .11
-tiny and rbbabl attributable to chance coveriation. T7he MINDR PERSONAL , o o _ :
Y R 4  Fragquency ~ =.05 .20 =.08 . .07 =.0B .23 .04 ,,
tests of the seriousness zndx:cs indicate n-qative ni*ucts Rate - .08 <10 -.04 02 -.10 «1¢ .05 E
f 11 ng—especially in the multivariatt ‘arialys s—*but TRIVIAL f
or cuunselling =] Y alysi OFFENGES o it S f
the significance tasts suggest that this, tuu may be a Frequency - 07 <14 .31 .18 «04 .55 .09 ¢
s ‘ w | r P00 WAy Rate .06 .19 .03 .06 .03 .62 .0% i
chance finding. L a5 : 3
v SERIDUSNESS T | |
The final cbmpar:son is between restitution-onl and INDICES LT ' ' :
4 Most Serious ~.02 . v R i) - 24 - 07 29 12 »
rast:tutzonmcauns.ilinq to dnt-rn:n. if counsnlling Seriousness , g
Bcore =07 - 1% ~-1.0B .70  «~. 10 - .13 .09
contributes to the overall affnctivoness of restitution. As Seriousness | ﬁ | \ ,
: Rate -, O 'Qﬁ o= 82 0 23 -s 12 - Q& - 08

shown in Table B, there is no evidence that counselling is
- Noqatzvn values for r, b, ;nd beta mean that the cmunsllling

group did worss. OSL refers to the obsurvad significance

neaded, Ncqativc relationships, in fact, ivdicate that the
: ‘ level, two-tailed test.
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was observed in all three tests involving the seriousness
, . , . , THBLE 7T CRHPARISDN OF RECIDIvlsu RATES OF VSUTHS N

indices. CEHHSELLINB PROGRAMS WITH YOUTHS NOT IN CDUNSELLING

A similar‘analysis was done to determine whether

counselling had an impact on recidivism when contrasted with =B : » I Zero—0Order Partial Partial L
. : _ - - B : ’ , r csl b s.e. beta osl R sq : e
the non-counselling dispositions. For this analysis, the two ¥ E e i
c sa!lin r (r titutzon—caunsallin and counsellin =B - DVERALL | | : ceet T |
oun g groups (res e 9 t BB 'RECIDIVISM |
only) were cnmbzned and tested against the comb:natinn of the - B Frequency - 03 «34 =13 =45  ~-.02 «77 .13
- B Ra*w _ : «-02 -39 -.06 .14 - O3 « 69 «10
ether roups {(control d restitution-only). ° The data .
, ””“4 €t gnc res | i . : | VIOLENT
{(see Table 7) show that there was no impact attributable to 3 x OFFENSES A ) : ' ;
counselling. Positive signs on thz correlation coefficient A - 4 Rate =03 .29 =00 .01 .02 273 .05
or regression coefficients wmeans that the counselling grou | ; SERIOUS
did better. _ : ‘ ' 3 B Fragquency ~07 .13 -, 19 14 .09 .18 .04
| | | | ' B Rate -08 .10 -.07 .05 .09 .14 .04
In the bivariate analysis, the two measures of overall L ] B L
RIS | S 3 B DTHER FELONY =
recidivism show a2 very small positive effect for counselling E ; PROPERTY S
_ . . . ‘ i - B FPRQU!NEY -3 - .t L. 03 - OF -G8 . - 07
but the significance test indicates a substantial likelihood 1 . o Rate - 02 - 37 =01 01 =05 38 .07
that the effect was actually produced by chance. Also, thae : : - MINOR PROPERTY . ‘ | o
Rate »16 « 16 - 03 0B » 02 «71 «11

multivariate test results in negative correlatinns-alsa~vnry

‘tiny and probably attributable to chance coveriation. The MINOR PERSONAL

Freguency  =.05 .20 =.08 .07 =.0B .23 .04 :
tests of the seriousness zndx:cs indicate n-qative ni*ucts Rate - .08 <10 -.04 02 -.10 «1¢ .05 E
f 11 ng—especially in the multi ariatt ‘arialys s—*but TRIVIAL f
or cuunselling =] Y v ysi OFFENGES o o e S f
the significance tasts suggest that this, tuu may be a Frequency - 07 <14 i1 - 18 04 .53 .09 ¢
s ‘ i | » 00, Ray Rate 06  .3% .03 .06 .03 .62 .0% .
chance finding. t T ‘ H
v SERIDUSNESS e | |
The final c ar:snn is between restitution-onl and INDICES LT ' ' :
me 4 Most Serious ~.02 e v SR e - 24 - 07 29 12 fA
rast:tutzonmcauns.ilinq to determine i+ counsnlling Seriousness | S | x
qur‘ﬂ - Y7 - 15 ~1.08 70 - 10 W13 » 09
contributes to the overall affnctivoness of restitution. As Seriousness | ﬁ | \ ,
| : 'e.t. "'.09 wQﬁ ' 0#2 ‘ 523 it 12 -G& .OB

shown in Table B, thers is no evidence that counselling is -
g Negative values for r, b, ;nd beta mean that the cmunsllling

group did worss. OSL refers to the obsurvad significance

neaded, Ncqativc relationships, in fact, ivdicate that the
: ‘ level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE 8. COMPARISON OF chrbIVIsn RATES OF YDUTHS 1&’:
" RESTITUTION PROGRAMS WITH YOUTHS RECEIVING BOTH
o aesrxrurrau/mﬂn CBUNBELLINE AR

5;rustitutian~nn1y 5uncticn wnrk@d.ﬁettur than rastitutxnn

comhznﬂd wit& caunﬂelliag. ?he dszarao es, hcwever, are

;xtrnmelv &mail and the ﬁhsnrved ﬁzgnx*;camca levuls,_

Zﬁro*Ordar Partiil=\ Partia&

rooemo b o %0, beta.  bel R eg Mg"p&ciali? in the multivariate anaiysas, indicate that *hera,,~ M”

c - -ouERALL
RECIDIVIEM

unre ne trun di*fﬂrnnces betmeen tha groups.‘ }
Freguency /~—g191' W11 -.38 .40&yr~‘0?  ,?139 «i4

- nuciuivism uodels

Raﬁn =09 <'£§‘ ~f7°?g _;3 i -.9§ﬁ  60 »13‘ | f’abla 9 dxsplays thu ~¢sults of thw muitzple regress1an’
VIGLENT R | wjf | | - analysis fur four of khe rlcidivasm variabl&s.' The o
H'gizgunncj" _ -:g?” . :g§7 :gg v:gg i‘:gg fzg :g; ; vrnstitutiun graup# u&ru ccmb:n»ﬁ and cnmpareﬁ agaznst tha LT
SERIGUSV"V' | | e | L o "nanrust*tatzﬁn grnups in thzs awalyﬁxs aﬁa, additian&i’y; the |

/ Pagiiilzngy“" ™ | e ie 42 ‘;xof ;25 ib&, | - r:lat:nnship bntuaan mach n@ sevaral mfher pradzrtor i

Rate .07 .19’, 05 .04 .12 .18 .06 " variables in shoun. . R
,g;ggzg;sLoNY S R A Thu rasults inﬁ**at»"wat aiwnady gvintué autw-that *ha ' :

mete 0 s lie Tl ot es & LS. | reststution aroups Gencraily eid bester sithgh the pactarn
MINGR ' ‘§f, ,: y f >f> _v‘, o   ﬁi  ;;J:g" - rtlatianships is uﬂm@what uﬁ&wan, The beta uaaghta #ar < r

i ’ﬁtkz::§UGﬂ¢¥ | ::?g ::? !z:éz‘ -:é:i* ::gg N ;§é9 :é§ , rlﬁtitution wzth the 0v|r321 ﬁmliaqumncy indux, cantralz:na o :
MINOR PERSOMAL ST e e “- ;€nr risk time, in TS dt*h a tuo«tail»d ‘significance levvx o%if'
:::ggancy, *:gg :2; _—:gg_: h:éé»-, :g: » :2; ngg | 075 with tha :ubsuquunt rnt# i mﬁ”vh “the ef“nima ara.
TRIQ:AL . I o " R ’,diviﬂuﬁ By thu rzsk txme ~atnar than :untrm ’ 'ﬁke lat
QF:§:§§§n:y S0 o3 L.as b ‘-;14 '.;11‘, ;12 . in the -qu:tinn), tha cmdf#i:ient iw .xs fith & :ignwfxbamcw

Rate , 7-;f ‘-OS' /'-0%4 j‘-°7:‘ “-13P/éi'22 .07 level of .04, Far tbn na;uﬁtaﬂ ('iﬁuﬁnxza raxw, wh;au f?

 ?5§§§:§8€55" « ‘J/xg, - | o 'Jaifyﬁi ~f'-'v:« W;inzarpuratms bﬁtﬁ fraquman g awrivnsnnsx, tha aeta waagmt"}ﬁ

“ngfoi:;iz:" ffﬁz S b y ¥iif ‘\wféig_” $o% H»'bsv;;fiff“ is of about ‘the snmuzﬁ”wuf G "Z¢‘°§‘ rut the sxgni%zrancriv

s.ffgz:n-sn/y/~'0?~ | .44‘ .28"J#.7é‘ O3 ,uiT% ;i,O?th,: ,;ﬁtluvul is .ﬁs.‘f’ﬁnib&faiwaight ¢mr the arﬁiraxiy~t0d

Ratu 57’ .01 ,‘»43 .20 25 -07V«” .42 .07 ""sartauanzu sco'. af thv most a*riwu- rmrtﬁiviut o¢&nnsa is

Positive scores mesn that Festitution was better without ¢g{g%'
counwrilings negative msans that restitution was worse =~ -

.07 with o ohsurv.d tigni?«al&cu awu& u% - T ‘71, -
withaat cmunsell:nq. OBL refers to thc obscrv.d :1gnifictnzu '

ﬂ”uhe1¢, it apptaru rngionahim ta ”nnﬁiudu tha& “hh rnr?ithICﬂ‘v

lowul, p "
o v o T
o e £
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TABLE 2. MULTIPLE REGRESSION HOﬁELS Fﬁh SELECTRD HEASURES
OF RECIDIVISM IN CLAYTON COUNTY.

Total  Subsequent A

e o v R e g i s s ey . . AT

Adjusted Most Sericus

2. In Clayton county, particuxar recognition and thanks

shmuid go to Judge Hartha Glaze for har cooperation

et

: | Subsegwrts  Rate Sorivusness nea$¥un:&
i, L Rmie . throughout the study and to Francis Brown who sarved, first,
: b i, b D& b OSL b 08l
- «‘5 : i : o S B thﬂyﬁﬁ*ﬁi\!—ﬂVi!Ulﬁﬁr and later as project director.
Restitution - : | | Bordon Bazemors of the IPA staff was largely responsible for
VR Ncnr“tstﬂ. » i 1 u07 v" - 13 -04 - (39 -551 "?7 . 23 ' e )
el z ' o s the ch;an“mmd,iur maintaining the integrity and quality of
- AQE Tl , . -m -?5 . ‘,—. 01 .?2 : "'.35 - 51 ‘ "‘-0? - ;‘18 th’ W,’i:,__, :
Sex (i=male | Lo f , .
2=female)  ~.04 5T  -.0% .45 =12 .07 =17 .01
Number of : B
School (i=in 3
school ; 2=not o ‘ e
- in school) «07 27 « BT T « 17 .01 ;iﬁ;m.Jﬁ :
£ Race (i=minority, | e : . =
g Z2=white) e D2 4T - 02 .75 -0l .94 -,03 « &1
i Risk Time .17 .0C NA WA .20 .00
£ Multiple R .14 B § : 07 a2 |
% N6itive values For the restitution variabla ‘mean that the h
g resxztut‘cn youths did better. Tin probability ¢f t is based 4 _ ) o ;
. S S on a two-tailed test. ‘eriabies ebdien bad 2 )t below LO% - -
; werg not in th. aquvtzun for tnu ua ulatzan af &hl multxpln
§ R square. ‘. “
.§  ‘g
P s
§ R /‘ : ::% )
-k i ) &
& | ; § |
. - - el o bt s e . L 18 :
Uy ‘ e St ) e st . _ :
= ;qﬁ  R R B S ) S
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