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INTRODUCTION 

The intent of the Professional Survey was to assess the "attitudinal 

environment" of therestituti.on projects which, as part of the national 

evaluation of the Juvenile Restitution Initiative,. had been selected for 

intensive experimental study. The survey examined the attitudes, preferences, 

and expectations of relevant criminal justice professionals wi~ respect to 

restitution program goals, methods of program operation, and consequences. 

This paper is one of a series of reports providing documentation and 

de . . d f . dmi . t d' h .11 . l' . scr1pt1ve ata rom surveys a n1S ere 1n t e 1ntens1ve ~va uat10n s1tes. 

The discussion of fihdings from the Professional Survey is organized by si te , 

and is intended to be re~d in conjunction with the site-by-site descr~~,tive 

1 findings :of the Juveni),e Offender, Victim, and Community Surveys. 

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND RESPONSE 

The Survey Instrument 

The profe~sional survey instrument was developed exclusively for this 

study, and was based on a review of the literature dealing with both juvenile 

and adult restitution conducted to identify an inclusive list of topics and 

questions relevant to program operation. '<\ 
\\ 
\\. 

Three major types of response formats were used to solicit professionals' 

opinions regarding restitution program issues. These were: fixed response, 

Likert-type scales (e.g., very important, somewhat important, etc'.) and 

magnitude rat~ng scales. A 100-point rating system was used in lieu of a 

Likert-type scale b~cause it provided the best method of quantifying subjective 

responses. In most contexts, the zero ~o 100 scale was used to solicit 

responses .that represented the "amount" of agre~~t, support, or. anticirated 

-2-

benefit. Thus, a response of zero meant total disagreement or opposition, 

and a 100 indicated total agreement or SW>';,'lort. 

The instrument was pretested to check individual items for clarity, to 

make sure there was variance in the answers given, and to test the reliabil-

ity of response formats. The pretest sample included 120 respondents tc an 

earlier juvenile court survey who had indicated that their jurisdictions. made 

2 use of restitution when dealing with youth. These respondents. were sent a 
r) 

letter thanking them for their earlier par1ticipation and asking them to fill 

out the new quest~onnaire. Approximately 50 percent of the pretest sample 

returned the mailed questionnaire. Most of the items elicited clear 

. ·th only S1'X 1'tems requiring some type of revision and appropr1ate responses, W1 

i'i)\ .. f' ft·' ) (change'/!of format, deletion, or the add1ti.on 0 1n orma 10n • 
'/ /1 

The Sample 

A stratified sample of criminal justice professionals was selected from 

each of th~ intensive sites. The samples included all juvenile court judges, 
(.I' 

the Superior Court Ch~ef Judge, all juvenile court administrators and their 

assistants, all probation administrators and unit supervisors; a sample of 

probation officers which equaled the number of probation supervisors in a 

particular site; up to five county commissioners, and all non-secretarial 

restitution program staff. The sample also included all prosecutors and public 

defenders dealing with juveniles, city and county law ~nf'-'r~:Ent specialists, 

and a sample of "on line" law enforcement officers proportional to the number 

of juveniles referred to the locel police and sheriff's nepartments. 

This sampling procedure was designed to maximize the representativeness 

of the professional response in each jurisdiction studied. Table 1 shows 

that this approach resulted in differences in the distribution~f professionals 
</ 

o 
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in each category in different sites. For example, in Clayton and Dane 

Counties, the size of the restitution program limited the number of 

restitution project staff available for participation, and although all 

staff responded to the survey, this group represents a smaller proportion 

of the site sample than was true in communities which had larger experimental 

projects. The primary purpose of the professional survey, however, was 

to examine the prevail:i,:ng a~titudes of criminal justice professionals whose 
; 

opinions could influence restitution policies, rather than to compare the 

attitudes of various professiona~ groups within or among communities. Dif-

ferences in professional representation could contribute to differences 

observed am~ng sites, but the sample for each site represents, in most 

cases, the total population, and there~ore should accurately reflect the 

opinions of the local criminal justice system. 

Administration 

The survey, with a cover letter explaining its purpose, was mailed to 

each person in the sample. After approximately two weeks a post card reminder 

was mailed to those who had not responded. This was followed by two more 

attempt~ to reach non-respondents--a second mailing of the survey, and if 

that did not result in a response, a personal contact by the on-site data 

coordinator. Table 1 shows the overafl sample size for each community and 

the final number of respondents in each site by professional category. 

Response ~te 

The overall response rate for the Professional Survey was 62 percent. 

The highest response, 82 percent, was obtained in Oklahoma County. Response 

rates o~ 60 percent or higher were obtained in every other jurisdiction, 

with the exception of Washi.ngton, D.C. where only 36 percent of the sample 

It 

I 
I 

" 
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TABLE 1. PROFESSIONAL SURVEY RESPONSE 

DC CLAYTON OKC DANE TOTAL 
VENTURA 

t (, 
,I 

82\ 65' 62\ 
36\ 60' 

Res~nse rate: 62\ 

67 57/, 67 65 320 
Number in sample: 64 

24 34 55, 42 199 
Number completed: 44 

profe.ssional 
category:! 

7 15 12 22 79 
probation 23 

1 7 13 6 33 
LaW Enforcement 6 

10 3 4 3 27 
Restitution 7 

0 5 9 1 16 
youth services 1 

2 3 1 10 
prosecutor 2 2 

Defense counsel 2 1 0 4 3 10 

),/ 

.. Jl4!.~nile Court 1 2 2 7 
Administrator 0 2 

'0:1 
3 8 ;1 1 2 

Elected Official 2 0 

0 2 1 5 
Judge 1 1 

,"f 

criminal Jus- ',_f 

4 
0 4 0 

tice planner 0 0 

,I in each categor:y who completed a pro-
lNumberrepresents number of persons 
fessional survey questionnaire. 
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returned the questionnaire. The low response in Washington to the 

Professional Survey raises que~tions about the representativeness of the 

surveys completed, and therefore the generalizability of the findings for 

this jurisdiction. Table 1 ,~hows that in comparison to other sites, two 
'-: 

categories, probation and law enforcement, appear to be under-represented 

in Washington. The attitudes and preferences of those actually involved in 

the administration and operation of the restitution program, on the other 

hand, are adequately represented. The Washington results therefore can be 

expected to reflect the opinions of those dealing directly with juvenile 

restitution, but not necessarily those of the larger juvenile justice community. 

Background Characteristics 

As shown in Table 2, the average survey respondent had 17.1 years of 

education, was a white male, ~ld was 36.3 years old. The majority had at 

least some post-graduate training, and nearly half (45 percent) reported 

eighteen or more years of education. The median level of educational attain-

ment was identical to the average (17.1) while the most frequently reported 
/~ 

number of years was\\sixteen (reported by 56 respondents, or 2ft "lrcent ) • 
~- '\ 

v~ '-'J 

Table 2 shows that the average educational attainment was highest in 

Washinqton, D.C. and Oklahoma County. Clayton County respondents had the 

lowest average years of education, and were also significantly younger than 

other respondents (the average aqe was 31.9 compared to an overall average 

of 36.3). Ventura respondents also tended to have sliqhtly fewer years of 

formal education, but on the averaqe were older. (39.3 \1'ears). 
\~ 

Males outnumbered females by at least three to one in Ventura, Washington, 

D. C., and Clayton County. The ratio of men to women was three to two in 

Oklahoma and Dane Counties. 

-6- . 

TABLE 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF PROFESSIONAL SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Education 
(. of cases) 
l2-lS years 
16 years 
17 years 
18 years 
19+ years 

Mean 

!!!. 
(. of cases) 
Male 
Female 

Age 
(. of cases) 
23 - 30 
31 - 35 
36 - 45 
Over 46 

Average Age 

!!£!. 
(. of cases) 
White 
Black 
Other 

VENTURA 

(42) 
9t 

36 
17 
21 
17 

16.9 

(33) 

6" 
33 

(31) 
7t 

36 
39 
19 

39.3 

(32) 
91t 

6 
3 

DC 

(24) 
4t 

33 
'0 
33 
29 

17.4 

(19) 
74\ 
26 

(18) 
22t 
44 
22 
11 

35.8 

,(17) 
59t 
41 
o 

CLAYTON 

(31) 
25t 
26 
23 
19 
13 

16.7 

(27 ) 
67' 
33 

(27) 
52t 
30 
11 

7 

31.9 

(26) 
92t 

8 
o 

OKC 

(54) 
13t 
24 
15 
20 
28 

17 .4 

( 39) 
59' 
41 

(36) 
33' 
25 
31 
11 

35.2 

(38) 
82t 

8 
10 

DANE 

(41 ) 

IS' 
29 

7 
24 
24 

17.0 

(37) 
60' 
40 

(37) 
24' 
35 
11 
30 

38.5 

(37) 
97t 
o 
3 

TOTAL 

(192) 
13' 
29 
13 
23 
22 

17.1 

(15S) 
64% 
36 

(149) 
27, 
33 
23 
17 

36.3 

(150) 
87t 

9 
4 
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The vast majority of respondents were white (87 percent). Only in 
" 

WashinC]ton,D.C. was a significant proportion black (41 percent). ,Oklahoma 

County's sample was the most racially mixed with 82 percent of the professional 

respondents white, 8 percent black, and 10 percent of Indian, Span,ish, Asian, 

or other racial oriC]in. 

1;-:' 
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PROFESSIONAL SURVEY FINDINGS 

The section which follows provides individual summaries of how juvenile 

justice professional~ in each of the five evaluation sites responded to 

selected questions reC]ardinC] restitution by juvenile offenders. The data 

presented is restricted to issues also addressed by theVictimci!md Conununity 

Surveys, and the summaries which follow are intended to be read in conjunc-

tion with the site-by-site descriptive findinC]s from interviews with the 

3 victims of proC]ram youth and with a random sample of the community at larC]e. 

Similarities and differences amonC] sites have been noted in the summaries 

and tables which follow, and ar~ inte~~ed as a preliminary step in assessinC] 
\~\ 

the attitudinal environment of the experimental sites. Descriptions of the 

experimental desiC]ns for each of the evaluation sites have already been 

4 presented in the JOI report and will not be covered here. 

Ventura County, California 

The Professional Survey response rate in Ventura County was 62 percent 

(44 out of 64 persons responded), which was also the averaC]e rate for all sites. 

Over a third of Ventura's professional respondents were probation administrators, 

supervisors, or officers (N=23). Restitution project staff (N=7) and law en-

forcement professionals (N=6) were the second and third larC]est cateC]ories 

represented (see Table 1). 
", 

Criminal justice professionals in Ventura were consistently victim-oriented 

in their attitudes and preferences toward restitution proC]ram issues. In con-

'i trast to respondenl:s from other jurisdi'ctions, they tended to view victim com-

pensation--rather than offender rehabilitat.1~n--as the'most important objective 

of a restitution program. As in other sites, the majority (68') considered 

punishment of offenders the least important. but 29 percent in Ventura (vs. 15 

percent overall) saw offender rehabilitation as least important (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 shows that Ventura professionals perceived the vict~~s of 

cr,bne as the most likely beneficiaries of restitution. On a scale of 

zero to 100, with zero representing "absolutely no benefit" and 100 

indicating "tremendous benefit", the benefit score for victims was 84, the 

highest obtained in any jurisdiction. Restitution was seen as an appro­

priatesanction for nearly all crimes, but especially for offenses which 
,', 

involve property loss (Table 4). 

The support level for restitution as an alternative to "lecture and 

release"was particularly high in Ventura, where the average support score 

(on a scale of zero to 100) was 89. On the other hand, Ventura indicated 

the least support for restitution as an alternative to probation. When . 
respondents were asked about their level of opposition to the use of resti-

tution in conjunction with jail sentences or fines, there appeared to be 

little objection in Ventura to combining a restitution order with other 

sanctions (Table SA). 
, \., C 

Consistent with a victim orientation, Ventur~ respondents tended to'view 

the amount of loss suffered by the victim as the most importa~t criteria 

in deteriming the amount of restitution ordered by the court, and the 

preference for mOnetary restitution to the victim over unpaid community 

service was the most prono~~ced in this jurisdiction (Table 58). Attitudes 

toward juvenil~s who fail to paycrestitution were significantly more puni­

t~~e than those of other respondents. The average level of support for, 

imposing a jail senteJtge for restitution failure in Ventura was 84, compared 

to an overall support score of 64 (Table 58). 

Ventura professionals were generally in favor of permitting parents to 

assume some responsibility for their son or daughter's restitution. Eighty-

nine percent (vs. 62 percent overall) felt parents should be allowed to pay 

the restitution ordered by the court, and 100 percent (vs. 75 percent overall) 

-10-

thought the court should provide information to victims to aid them in 

recovering damages through civil court actions (Table 6). 

There was relatively little support for restitution program services 

that would help juveniles meet their restitution requirements (Table 7). 

For example, 67 percent of all respondents thought the court should provide 

job development, but only 46 percent of the Ventura sample concurred, and 

thou~h only 31 percent of all respondents favor.ed tt.e provision of job 

subsidies, lack of support for subsidized employment was ~y.en_mQre evident ip 

Ventura. Not surprisingly, these professionals were the least likely to 

feel that a youth's partici~ation in a restitution program would result in 

improved work skills, improved self concept, less stigmatization, greater 

respect for the riOghts of others, or a greater sense of the fairness of the 

juvenile justice system. 

Washington, D.C. 

~le response rate for Washington, D.C. was the lowest of any of the 

five sites surveyed. Only 24 of the 67 persons contacted returned a 

questionnaire, for a resppnse rate of 36 percent. As indicated in the 

earlier section ~n response rates, nearly half of those respondi.ng 'were 

restitution project staff, and it should be kept in mind that the Washing-

ton results reflect mQre than others the attitudes of persons who had direct 

experience with operating a restitution program. 

The attitudes and preferences expressed by Washington professionals 

were predominantly offender-oriented, and thus provide an interesting contrast 

to the victim orientation observed in Ventura. 

Seventy-one percent (compared to 58 percent overall) thought offender 

rehabilitation was the most important objective of a restitution program: 

83 percent said ~unishment was least important. The offender was seen as 
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the primary beneficiary of restitution, followed by the juvenile juS'tice 

system, the community at large, and last of all, the victim (Table 3). 

Restitution was perceived as a viable disposition for pr.operty-related 

crimes and traffi~ offenses, but there was less agreement that restitution 

should be considered for personal crimes, such as assault and armed robbery 

(Table 4)'. Though respondents in all sites were opposed to allowing sex· 

offenders to participate in restitution programs, Washington, D.C. respondents 

appeared to feel most strongly that the commission of a sex offense should 

disqualify a juvenile from consideration. 

Washington professionals indicated strong support for the use of 

restitution as an alternative to both incarceration and probation, and 

somewhat less support for restitution as an alternative to lecture and 

release (Table 5). Over 90 percent thought that it was important to 

adjudicate juveniles before requiring restitution, and there was moderate 

opposition to the use of either jailor filies in conjunction with restitution. 

Attitudes toward parental responsibility for victim loss were in the 

opposite direction of those observed in Ventura and Dane Counties. Seventy­

five percent said parents should never be permitted to pay, and the remaining 

25 percent unanimously agreed that the court should require the juvenile to 

repay his or her parents. Although 75 percent of all respondents favored 

the provision of information to the victim to aid in legal actions against 

the offender, only 52 percent of the Washington sample agreed with this policy. 
::1 

(Table 6). 

Consistent with an offender orientation, Washington respondents rated 

the offender's ability to pay as eqqally important as the amount of loss 

suffered by the victim in determining the amount of a restitution order \' 

(Table 5). 

" () 

I;'. ., , 
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The provision of job assistance and job development services, and also 

community service, was favored by the majority, but Washington matched 

Ventura in rejecting the provision of job subsidies (Table 7). 

Perceptions of potential benefits of restitution for juvenile offenders 

and their victims were generally positive, and 100 percent agreed that 

participation in a restitution program would increase offenders' accountability. 

Expectations regarding other positive impacts on restitution program youth, 

however, did not exceed those of the total survey population (Table 8). 

Clayton County, Georgia 

Of the 57 professionals in Clayt~n County who were asked to participate 

. in the Professional.Sufvey, 34 responded for a response rate of 60 percent. 

The groups with the largest representation were probation (N=l5), law 
-!) 

enforcement N=7), and youth services (N=5). The relatively small representa­

tion by restitution program staff (N=3) reflects the size of the program 

rather than a lack of response (Table 1). 

Professional perceptions of the most important objective of a restitution 
(i, 

program were somewhat mixed in Clayton County. A slight majority (56\) viewed 

offender rehabilitation as most important; follo~~d by victim compensation, 

which was named by 38 percent. Punishment of offenders was considered least ;: 

important by 74 percent (Table 3). 

Estimated levels of restitution program b~.nefits for the victim, the 

offender, the community, and the juvenile justice system were quite similar 
(:J 

and did not differ significaptly from the averages for all sites. On a scale 

of zero to 100, where 100 ~eant tremendous benefit, the average scores for 

the victim anarthe offender ~ere 79 and 74 respectively. 

~\ 
\..1 

, 
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Restitution received strong support as an alternative to both incar-

ceration and to "lecture and release", and ,Clayton p,rofessionals thought 

participation in a restitution p~ogram should definitely be considered for 

theft-related crimes, forgery, and property damage or trespass. The 
o 

average level of support for <ponsidering traffic offenders was lower that 

the overall average (48 vs. 61 on the lOO-point scale). As in other juris-

dictions, sex offenders were not considered appropriate candidates for a 

restitution program (Table 4). 

Clayton respondents were the most !1kely to feel that it is "very 

important" to adjudicate a youth before requiring restitution. Eighty-two 

percent (compared to 57 percent overall) viewed preadjudication as very 

important, and all but 6 percent saw preadjudication as at least "some-

what important" (Table SA). 

Average levels of support for different types of restitution were similar 

to overall support levels, with monetary resti tution to ·the victim being the 

most preferred alternative, and monetary restit6Hon to a substitute victim 

the least preferred (Table 5B). Clayton respondents, on the average, indi,,:: 

cated the most preference that the determination of the restitution order be 

based on the amount of victim loss rather than the c;»ffender's ability to pay. 
, . 

Like other professionals surveyed they tended to favor the us'~ of jail 

.~ "" 
sentences or probation extension if a youth failed to complet,e''restitution. 

They indicated that the ultimate responsibility for resti~ution should 

be that qf the juvenile, not his or her parents, though approximately it 
l( j " 

(s 
third tho.ught the court should perm! t parents to pay on the condi tion that 

the youth repay his/her parents. Fifty-seven percent (vs. 75 percent of all 

respondents) said the court should give victims information to aid their 

legal attempts to recover losses from the offender and h,is/her family. 

-14-

Clayton County favored the provision of a variety of program services 
II 

" to aid youths in meeting the requirements of restitution. Ninety-seven 

percent said restitution program staff should assist youth in locating job 

openings, and 66 percent said the program should "reserve" jobs for youth. 

Eighty-thre~ percent favored community service in addition to monetary 

resti tution; pO percent approved of communi ty service placements in ,.lieu of 

monetary" resti tution to the victim. Few (7, or 23 percent) thought restitution 

jobs should be subsidized by the program. 

Participation in a restitution program was not seen as reducing the 

stigma: associated with juve~le justice dispositions, nor as being viewed 

by the juvenile offender as more fair than other sanctions. Most Clayton . 
professionals did agree that youth who participated in a restitution program 

would be more likely to accept responsibility for their actions and would 

have a greater respect for the property of others. 

Oklahoma County, Oklahoma 

The Professional Survey response for Oklahoma County was the highest of 

any jurisdiction studied. Eighty-two percent of the original sample comp~eted 

and returned questionnaires. Respondents in the Oklahoma{$ample were also 

the most evenly distributed across the various professional groups (see 
[J 

Table 1), the sample included the highest percentage of female r~spondents, 

and it was the most racially varied (see Table 2). 

" o Perceptions of the most important objective of a restitution were 

~xed. Sixty percent said offender rehabilitation was most important, but 

42 percent thought victim compensation was more important. Ninety-one 

percent, on the other hand, agreed that punishment of offenders was least 

important. , 
o 
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,. 
The victims of crime received the highest rating in terms of estimated 

benefits accruing from the existence of a restitution program (the average 

score· on the ~~ro to 100 scale was 82). The amount of benefit to the 

offender, the community, and the juvenile justice sy'stem were estimated 

to be slightly less, with the scores averaging between 68 and 73 (Table 3). 

As in other sites, theft-related crimes, property damage, and forgery 
(~-:) 

were viewed as appropriate offenses for a restitution program. Oklahoma 

respondents agreed by a very narrow margin that crimes against persons 
c 

should be considered for restitution. Their .agreement score of 53 was the 

lowest obtained in any Qf the five experimental sites (Table 4). 
If 

Restitution as an alternative to incarceration was enthusiastically 

favored by Oklahoma professionals, who gave this option a support score of 

92 on the zero to 100 scale. The average score for "lecture and release" 

was 84. Probation received a score of 67, which was comparable to the average 

~evel of support given this alternative by all persons surveyed. 

The preadjudication of )uveniles required to pay restitution was con-

sidered very import~t by 46 percent (compared to 57 percent overall). 
, 

Another 24 percent considered preadjudication "somewhat important", but 

38 percent thought ft unimportant or had no opinion. 

Support for the use of jail sentences or fines in conjunction with 

restitution or as sanctions·for ~OUth~W~O fail to pay restitution was 
o 

moderate (T~le SA). C,\\ 
,( 

C) 

Oklahoma respondents tended to prefer using the amount of victim loss--

rather than the offender's ability to pay--as the criteria for determining 
~;' 

the amount of a restitution order, an~ they favored monetary restitution 

, , 1.\ 
to the victim over other types of rest1tut10n. 

o 
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Opinions regarding parental responsibility for a son or daughter's 

restitution were divided. Fifty-five percent (N=25) thought parents should 

be permitted to pay the restitution ordered by the court. However, all 

but four of these persons indicated that the juvenile should be required to 

repay the parents. There was more agreement that the court should provide 

ifafounation to victims to assist them in recovering losses from the offender 

and his/her family. Seventy-one percent favored this policy: 

Oklahoma's heterogeneous sample was in agreement that a restitution 

program should assist youth in locating job openings (93 percent favored 

job assistance). Most notably, they were more likely than other professionals 

to support job development, where restitution staff locate and reserve jobs 

for program youth in the private or public sector (Table 7). Though only a 

third favored subsidized employment, this proportion was second only to Dane 

County where S6 percent thought subsidies should be provided. Interestingly, 

support for community service options, though substantial, was similar to or less 
,. 

than that expressed elsewhere. 

Criminal justice professionals in Oklahoma County were somewhat more 

positive than others in. their expectations that participation in a restitution 

program,would have a positive impact on juvenile offenders. They tended to 

agree~, for example, that a y?Uth' s participation would result in improved 

l f ~" d' d work skills, improved self 'Iconcept, greater empath~ or V1ct1mS an 1ncrease 
, 0 

respect for the rights of others, as well as a greater sense of fairness. 

" ,/? They joined all respondents in their consensus that restitution would increase 
c· 

offender accountability. The somewhat, mixed offender/victim orientation 

observed in Oklahoma County, combined. with the support for progtam sel~ices 

and positive exp~ctations differentiate the attitudinal context of this 

site from p~evailing sentiments observed in other communities. 

rfJ 

, 
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Dane County, Wisconsin 

The Professional Survey response rate in Dane County was 65 percent. 

Nearly every professional category was represented, but nearly half the 

respondents were probation administrators, supervisorsl'~'~fficers. 

As in Clayton County, the size of the restitution pro~am limited the 

number ~f restitution project staff available f,or P)~iCipation. Thus, 

although all staff responded to the thi ~ survey, s group comprised a smaller , . . 1 
proport10n of the Dane County sample t~an was ~je for communities which 

had larger experimental projects. ~~ 
,/ 

f 
In Dane County the 'majority of responients (69\) considered offender 

/ 
rehabilitation the most important Obj~dtive of a restitution program. and 

90 percent viewed p~ishment of th~~fender as least important. Although 

a minority (36\) saw victim compensation 'as ~ important. only 2 percent 

actually thought this objective was least important, and Table 3 shows that 

the average estimate of restitution program benefits (on a scale of zero 

to 100) was slightly higher tor the victim (average ~core. 77) than for the 

offender (average score, 73). 

Professional opinions in Dane r:egarding the types of youth/offenses 

that should be eligible for restttution were.similar to those found in 

othel':' si tes. There was consensus that youths. -·~lty of th f ~ 'If.... e t, ~orgery, 

vandalisDli or b~glary were appropriate candidates for a restitution pro­

gram, but that sex offenders were not. Dane respondents also tended to 

support the use of restitution as a sanction for traffic offenders. 

Dane County professionals lent fairly strong Support to the use of 

restituti~n as an a~ternative to' incarc~ratlon, and to "lecture and release", 

but like respondents in three of the four other sites, th ey indicated only 

-18-

moderate agreement with the suggestion that restitution be ordered in lieu 

of probation. A moderate majority (69\) thought that it was at least "some-

;'1 
what import&~tn to adjudicate a youth before requiring restitution, but less 

than half (45\) felt that preadjudication was "very important" (compared to 

57 percent of all respondents). The use of jail sentences or fines in con-

junction with restitution. received average ratings approximating the averages 

obtained for all sites, and the scores indicate support, rather than opposi-

tion, to this practice. 

Monetary restitution to the victim was preferred over other types of 

restitution, but the strength of this preference was weake~; than that indi-

cated by average scores in other jurisdictions. Direct victim service was 

the second preference, followed by unpaid community service. 

~ne respondents were almost equally likely to favor the;"ability of the 
tl !..,I) 

offender to pay" or "the amount of victim 'loss" as criterion for determining 

the amount of the restitution order. This response suggests that professionals 

in this community may favor considering both these factors'indetermining the 

restitution requirement.5 

Probation extension w~s preferr~d\~ver a jail sentence for youths who 

fail to meet the conditions of their restitution order. The use of jail 

sentences was actually viewed negatively. On the 100-point scale, where 

100 represented total support, the average score in Dane County,~as 47, 

compared to an average of 64 for the entire sample. 

Respond~nts in this jurisdiction were the most likely to agree that par­

ticipation in a restitution program would improve a youth's work skills (73. 
. 0 

percent agreed vs. 66 percent of all professionals surveyed). This sentiment 
I:; 

is reflected in the level of support exhibited for restitution p,rOgram services 

that would help juveniles meet their restitution obligations. Dane County 
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was the exception in that a majority (58\) favored the provision of sub-

sidized employment. In addition, there was substantial support for other 

services intended to help juveniles obtain jobs. 

Dane County professionals tended to agree that participation in a resti-

tution program would have other positive impactS on youth as well. These 

o included increased accountability (95\ agreed), greater respect f~r the 

property of others (76\), an improved self-concept (73\), and a gr~ater 

1/ respect for the rights of others (68\). On the other hand, they did not 

II think that youth required t9 pay restitution would have great~r empathy for 

their victims (see Table 9). 
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TABLE 3. ,PROFESSld\NAL ATTITUDES TOWARD RESTITUTION GOALS AND ISENEFITS v '\ 

____________ ---"'U·it ... ,l -----"-------------
~ii VENTURA DC 

iii 
-----------------*.!----~~,-------------------,{ 

'II 
I 

Most important objective ~f. a 
restitution pr,ogram: 1 

(. of cases) 
Victim compensation 
Offender rehabili tation'· 
punishment of offend~rs 

Least important object<lve of a 
restitution program: l 

(. of cases) 
Victim compensation" 
Offender rehabilitation. 
Punishmen~ of offenders· 

," 
,:1 

Average estimate of restitution 
program benefits for: 2 

(. of cases) 
The victims of crime· 
The offender 
The community at large 
The juvenile justice system 

(44) 
7. 

29 
68 

(44) 
84 
67 
61 
64 

(24) 
29' 
71 
o 

(24) 
4' 

13 
83 

(24) 
59 
74 
65 
69 

CLAYTON ORC DANE TOTAL 
------------------_. 

(34) 
38' 
56 

9 

( 34) 
c 12' 

15 
74 

(33) 
79 
74 
68 
65 

( 55) 
42' 
60 

6 

( 55) 
2' 
7 

91 

( 55) 
82 
73 
69 
68 

(42) 
36' 
69 

5 

(42) 
2' 

14 
90 

(42) 
77 
73 
63 
61 

(199) 
42' 

" !?8 
6 

(199) 
5' 

15 
82 

(198) 
78 
72 
65 
65 

---------------. 
l; 

Ipercentages may' exceed 100' because some respondents thought that two or more reasons were most or 
least important. 

2100 • tremendous benefit: 0 • absolutely no benefit 
·Differences among sites significant at .05 level or less. 

() 
, 

• 

I 
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TABLE 4. PROFESSIONAL ATTITUDES TOWARD THE APPROPRIATENESS 
OF RESTITUTION FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF CRIMES 

Average of level of agreement that 
restitution should be considered 
a possible sanction: l 

(. of cases) 

,crimes against the person 
(e.g., assault, armed robbery) 

Theft-related crimes (e.g., theft'" 
r~fe\~ving stolen propert~\, unauthorized 
use of motor vehicle, shoplifting, 
theft by check) 

Forgery (e.g., forged checks, welfare 
fraud, other forms of fraud) 

Damage or trespass to property 
(e.g., arson, vandalism, burglary) 

sex offenses (e.g., rape)· 

Traffic off~nses (e.g., careless 
driVing, leaving scene of accident)· 

VENTURA 

(44) 

66 

97 

92 

97 

30 

58 

DC CLAYTON 

(23) (34) 

59 56 

99 96 

94 89 
co 

95 96 

6 18 

82 48 

,1100 • definitely should be consi;dered; 0 • definitely !l~~~ be considered 
'Differences among sites significant at .05 level. 

.. 

OKC 

( 55) 

53 

94 

92 

94 

17 

61 

DANE TOTAL 

I: 

(42) (198) 

57 58 

I 
II.J .... 
I 

98 96 
--

95 92 

97 96 

29 21 

64 61 
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TABLE 51~,. PROFESSIONAL PREFERENCES RmARDIM; RESTITUTION PROORAM POLICIES 

':' 

-L~;----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Average levels of support for restitution as 
as an alternativ~ to traditional sanctions: l 

(. of cases) 
AS an alternative to incarceration. 
AS an alternative to probation· 
AS an alternative to 'lecture and release 

Important£e of aajUdfcation before 
requiring restitution:· 

(. of cases) 
very important 
somewhat important 
very unimportant 
no opinion 
''0 

Level of opposition to use of other 
sanctions in conjuction with restitution: 2 

(. of cases) 
Jail sentences should never be ordered 

in conjuction with r~~titution. 
Pines should never be ordered in 

conjuction with restitution. 

1100 • very strong support; 0 • no support 
2100 • totally agree; 0 • totally disagree 

IJ 

VENTURA 

( 44~) 
70 
58 
89 

(44) 
50% 
27 

7 
16 

(44) 

15 
\::) 

24 

·Differences among sites significant at .05 lEivel or less ~ 

Q 

o 
«,'" 

" 

DC 

(24) 
87 
81 
74 

(24) 
79% 
13 

4 
4 

(24) 

56 

61 

CLAYTON 

(34) 
84 
66 
88 

(34) 
82% 
12 

6 
0 

(34) 

45 

39 

ORC 

(55) 
92 
67 
84 

( 55) 
46% 
16 
22 
16 

(55) 

41 

41 

(',\ 

DANE 

(42 ) 
87 
61 
81 

(42) 
45' 
24 
19 
12 

(42) 

38 

35 

---

TOTAL 

(199) 
84 
65 
84 

(199) 
57' 
19 
13 
11 

(199) 

37 

38 

'.j 

I 
N 
N 
I 

.'~' 

9 

't, 

, 
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Average levels of support for 
different types of restitution: l 

(' of CaSes) 
Monetary re'sti tution to vic.tim. 
Monetary restitution to substitute 

Victim 
Direct victim service 
Unpaid community service. 

Average levels of agreement with 
criteria for determining amount of 
restitution ordered: 2 

C. of cases) 
Ab.Uity of offender to pay! 

o Amount of victim loss. 

Average levels of "support for sanctions if 
juvenile fails to pay restitution: 3 

(' of cases) 
JUVeniles Who faU resti tution should be jailed· 
Juveniles Who fail restitution sh9uld have their pro~ation extended· c' 

c' J) 

II 

o 

TABLE 58. (continued) 
~ 

VENTURA DC 

(44) (23) 
64 52 

15 12 
40 43 
26 39 
Q 

(44) (24) 

7.9 6.3 

(44) (24) 

83 59 

43 59 

CLAYTON OIC ~~ANE TOTAL 
/ 

if 

,"« 34) (55) (42) "~(198) :" 50 50 42 52 

11 15 16 14 38 36 31 37 24 24 27 27 

(34) (51 ) (40) (193) 
8.0 z 7.0 6.8 7.3 

'. 

(34) (55) ( 41) (198) 
t.) 67 61 47 64 

66 58 69 58 

-------~ lResPDndenta we.e asked to gi.e a sco •• of 10 'to the type of .estitution least p.efe •• ed, and then to 
incli ... t. their prefe.ence for the ..... ining alte.natives in _.ison With. the one sCO.ed 10. Po. '" .. 
instance, a sco.e of 40 means the alte.native is pe.fe"ed 4 times as much os the one sco.e 10. 
21 • ability of offender to pay; 11 • amount of loss suffered by Victim. 
31110 • .e.y st.ong suppo.t" 0 • no suppo.t; *Differencea a~ng sites signifieant ot .05 l""elo. less. 
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TABLE 6. PROPESSIONAL AT'l'ITUDES TOWARD PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY POR RES'l'ITUTION 

parents "should be permitted to pay 
restitution ordered by the court.­

.~! 

C. of cases) 
yes 
NO 

(IP YES) Court should require that 
juvenile repay parents. 

C. of cases) 
yes" 

The court should provide information to 
the victim to aid victim's legal actions 
against the offender and his/ber taml1y 
to recover losses as a result of the crime. o 

(. of cases) 
yes (J 

\, 

VENTURA 

c::~) 

(44) 
89t 
11 

(43) 
lOOt 

-Differences among sites significant at .001 level. 

Ii 

. , 

.' . '. ,", 
" ' 

DC 

(24) 
25t 
75 

( 7) 
lOOt 

(21) 
52t, 

CLAYTON 

(33) 
39. 
61 

(12). 
92t 

(28) 
57t 

'M,\ 

OKe 

(51 ) 
SSt 
45 

( 25) 
84' 

(52) 
71' 

DANE 

\ 
(42) 
81' 
19 

( 29) 
86' 

(41 ) 

78t 

) 
TOTAL 

~,;~ 
1('~ 1/ 

(194) u 

62' 
38 

(111 ) 
87, , 

~ 
tb 
I 

'::. 

') l l 

(l8S) 
75' t'J 

,Ii 

;~ 

.i; 
.J 
'I 

~; 

'1 
~'* 

i 
,~ 

~ , 
~ 

] 
~ 
,~l -0- ~ 
,j 
I~ 

'f 
~ i , 
if 

11 
J ~ h. 
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TABLE 7. PROFESSIONAL ATTITUD!S TOWARD R!S'l'I'l'U'l'ION PROORAM SERVI C!S 
" 

(/ fi-

-::::) --
I{) percentage of Resp!?nden~ Favor 1n.9 ___ 

VENTURA DC CLAY'roN OIC DAN! 'roTAL 'Ci 

;:0 0 

(I 
~.: ' 

" 
I 

BMPIDYM!NT SERVI CES 

I (. of cases) (42) (24) ( 30) ( 53) (41) (190' I 
~ Job Assistance 86' 92\ 97. 93' 85' 90' 

" 

,'" 

l 
~ (. of cases) (41) (24) ( 29) ( 50) (40) (184) 
L' 
t Job Development· 46\ 79\ 66' 78\ 68' 67\ 

I (. of cases) (40) (22) (31) (45) ( 39) (177) 
, subsidized Employment· 18' 18\ 23. 33t 56' 31\ \~ 

~ 0 ~ , 
i COMMUNITY SERVI CE ..., 

VI 
r;, 

I 
I 

(t of cases) (42' (24) ( 30) (49) ( 37) (182) 
community Service ~ addition ~ 

1 
monetary restitution 88t 79\ 83t 76' 84' 82' 

(. of cases) (43) (22) (30) (52) (39) (186) 
(! 

community service instead of 

l monetary restitution 74' 86\ 70' 73' 72~, ' 074' 
o 

____________ -.-,\\i ______________ , _________ . ___ -tf _____ . 

• Differences among sites significant at .05 level or less. 
o 

c 

\, , 

o i __ ,. 
-''''-'''--'---~ 

.;., r 
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u TABLE 8. PROFESSIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF RESTITUTION BENEFITS 

---
Average (Mean) Response 

Ii 
VENTURA DC CLAYTON ORC DANE OVERALL 

.~-'- (~ 

Level of agreement with potential benefits: 1 
'>: ~ 

(. of cases) (44) (24) (34) ( 55) (42) (199) 

Increases offender's sense of being dealt 58 68 63 65 70 64 
with fairly by the juvenile justice 

(r' 
systenl. 

f strengthens juv~nile's sense of responsi-I., 
t bility for consequences of offense. 76 84 83 86 85 83 
~ 

Offenders ordered restitution will view 
themselves as taking active step toward t 

making amends for wrongdoing. 69 77 72 78 .cc76 
IV 

74 0\ , 
r 
~ Increases victim satisfaction with 

t juvenile justice system. 80 74 74 83 77 78 
f 
i 0 

~ payment of restitution will improve 
~ victim's opinion of the offender. 54 56 69 55 62 67 

0 

.~~ 

-.-------
1100 • totally agree; o • totally disagree 

" '-':' 

o 

" 

, 

, 

(\ 
.. 

• 
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TABLE 9. EXPECTED IMPACT OF PROORAM PAR'l'ICIPATION ON YOUTH 

Percentage of Respondents A9reeing 
VENTURA DC CLAYTON / OKC DANE OVFRALL 

youth who participate in a restitution 
program will have: 
(. of cases) 

Increased empathy for their victims. 

Increased accountability and acceptance 
of responsibility for their:~ctions. 

A greater res~ct for the property 
of others. 

A greater respect for the rights of others.· 

Less stigmatization than would have 
been the case in other juvenile justice 
dispositions.· 

An increased fear of the consequences, of 
del1nql.lent behavior. 

An improvement in self concept. 

An illlprovement in work, skills.· 

A greater sense of the fairness of 
the juvenile justice system. 

(44) 

46' 

98 

68 

52 

21 

41 

55 

46 

43 

*Differences among sites significant at the .05 level. 

u 

(\ 

(24) 

63' 

100 

67 

79 

45 

2'5 

58 

54 

54 

, \? 

(34) (54) ( 41) (199) 

47' 57' 39' 50t 

97 98 95 98 

83 76 

85 82 68 73, 

24 50 42 37 

52 50 S4 46 

62 74 73 66 

53 67 73 60 

47 65 63 S5 

I 
N .... 
I 
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TABLE 10. PROFESSIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF SDPPORT FOR RESTITUTION 

.-, 
------------------------------------------------------~'.,~:-------------------

Average Ratings 

VENTURA DC CLAY'IDN OKC 

Average level of support or opposition 
to the introduction of a restitution 
program in your jurisdiction: l 

(. of cases) (41) (21) (30) ( 52) 
police· 74 57 71 80 

(. of cases) (44) (23) (32) ( 50) 
Juvenile Probation Officers 83 80 85 84 

(. of cases) (41 ) (23) (32) ( 50) 
Juvenile court Judges 81 81 91 87 

(. of cases) (37) ( 6) ( 29) ( 49) 
county Commissioners '. 73 57 64 64 

(. of eases) (39) ( 22) (30) (51 ) 
county Attorneys* 66 56 63 80 

/I 

(. of cases) (35) (16) (28) (51) 
Juvenile Court Service Workers 
(other than probation ofi1cers). 69 76 83 86 

(. of cases) (44) (24) (31) (53) 
yourself 92 92 94 94 

(. of cases) (43) (21) (32) (54) 
The Community 81 69 72 87 

1100 • very favorable, 0 • very unfavorable 
*Differences among sites significant at .05. level or less. 

."'_ ....... "-_~ ___ ~ 'l 

a 

DANE TOTAL 

(40) (184) ) I 

,82 75 

( 39) (188) 
83 83 ~ 

"-'-

, > 
(41) (187) 
85 85 

'"'\ I 

( 33h (154) IIJ 
IX) 

78 69 I 

(40) (182) 
77 7l 

(41 ) U7l) 

83 80 

(41 ) (193) 
91 93 

(41 ) (191) , " 

~ 87 81 

------ '~. 

, 

(!! 

,"~) 

:'(!;:::-
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TABLE 10. (continued) 

c· 

VENTURA DC 

Ii 

Average level of awareness in community 
that a restitution program eXists: 2• 

U of cases) (41) (21) 

!t 
34 36 

'" 

Ave~age level of understanding of resti-
tut'fon program goals on the part of: 3 

(t of cases) (43) (22) 
Juvenile court Judges 78 68 

(f of cases) (42) (21) 
Police :.::: 56 46 

~ ~\ 

2100 • totally informed; 0 • totally unaware 
3100 • perfect understanding; 0 • absolutely no understanding 
.Differences among sites significant at the .05 level or less. 

Ii? 

c 
i} 

Averaie Ratings 

CLAYTON OKC DANE TOTAL 
(j 

(32) ( 52) (39) (185) ~ 32 42 47 39 
'\~-

~) 

'" 

I 
N 

(32) (51) (40) (188) U) 
I 

86 78 81 79 
,~\ 

(32) ( 51) (40) (186) 
44 60 65 56 

, 
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CONCLUSION 

The Profe~sional Sllrvey was conducted to examine attitudes toward juvenile 
- '\:1 " 

restitution among criminal justice professionals in each of the intensive 
Ii 

sites in the national evaluation. Each of these sites ha.d somewhat different 

policies and program components. Descriptive data from the Professional Survey 

indicate that p~~fessional attitudes toward restitution program goals, as well 

as policies related to those goals, also varied among the five e~rimental 

sites. Respondents in all jurisdictions, however, expressed very ~trong support. 
, II 

fL, 
for the introdtiation of a restitution program in their community, and exhibited 

a high level of agreement on some issues. Similarities and differences among 

sites can be summarized as follows: 

Similarities-

1. There was strong agreement th~;~ restitution should definitelY be 
considered a possible sanction- for thef,t related crimes, property 
damage, and f~rgery. Ave~age agreement scores (on the zero to 100 
scale) were 96, 96, and 92 respectively. 

2. Professionals from all sites tended to prefer monetary restitutiOn 
to the victim over other types Qf restitution, followed by direct 
victim service, unpaid community service, and finally monetary 
restitution to a substitute victim." Though the magnitude of prefer­
ences varied somewhat, the order of preference was the same in all 
sites. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Ninety percent of all respondents favored the provision of job assis­
tance, and most thought the court should make community serVice an 
available option. Less tharl a third, however, favored the provision 
of program subsidized employment. 

Professional respondents agreed-that participation in a restitution 
program would (a) strength~n a juvenile's sense of responsibility for 
the consequences of his or her offense, an~ (b) increase the victim'S 
sense of efficacy in the juvenile justice system. 

~f 
f/ ",\ 

Professionals rated their own support for the intrOduction of a 
restitution progr~ very high (on the zero to 100 scale, scores 
averaged between 91 and 94). 

C) 

; ( 

\ 

i 

\ 

\) 
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Differences 

When responses were compared across sites, significant differences were 

found with respect to: (1) professionals' perceptions of restitution program 

objectives (i~'e., victim compensation vs. offender rehabilitation) i (2) support 

for the provision of restitution program services; (3) attitudes toward the 
u 

use of other sanctions in conjunction with restitution (or as penalties for 

restitution failure); (4) opinions regarding the necessity of adjudicating 
<~ 
~ .. ,.:"----

youth before requiring restitution; (5) the crite,ria perferred in determining 
'\'::,. 

the amount of the restitution order; and (6) support for restitution as an 
,', 

alternative to traditional sanctions. There were also substantial differences, 

both wi thin and between groups, il1 perceptions of the likelihood that partici-

pation in a restitution program would have a positive impact on the youths 
", 

involved. 

o ~e observed differences probably reflect both phi~osophic~l/political 

differences, and differences in the social/economic climates of,:the _communi-

ties where these program operate. Additional analysis is needed to determine 

the extent to which actual program policies, eomponents" and outcomes conform 
if' 

. to "professional, community, and victim preferences and expectations in each 

of the experimental sites. 

G 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. See Michael J. Wilson, The Juvenile Offender Instrument: Adminis-

tration and a Description of Findings, January 1983; Willian R. Griffith, 

The Victim Survey: An Overview and Description of Resul.'ts in thel
/ Six National 

Evaluation Sites, March 1983; and Barbara J. Seljan, The Community Survey,: An 

r) 

Overview and Description of Results from the National Evaluation Sites, August 

1983, Institute of Policy Analysis, Eugene, Oregon. 

" 

2. The results of this earlier survey are reported in P. R. and A. L. 
'0 

Schneider, P. Reiter, and C. Clearly, "Restitu~ion Requirements for Juvenile 

Offenders: A Survey of Practices in American Juvenile Courts, II Juvenile 

Justice 28 (November,): 43-56. 

3. See 1 above. 

4. See Michael J. Wilson,:The Juvenile Offender Instrument (note U, above). 

5. On the Victim and Community Surveys, a third option--"a combination of 

victim loss and offender ability to pay"~-was added as a possible criterion for 

odete~ning the amount of the restitution order. 

o 

o 

G 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

PROFESSIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questions which will be asked of you on the following pages, unless otherwise 
noted, are designed to elicit your opinion of the value of restitution as ~n alterna­
tive treatment for juvenile offenders and how you feel a restitution program should 
be designed. For the most part, we are in.terested in your opinion, not simply a 
descl:'iption of how your restitution program is operated. 

YOUR RESPONSE TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE HELD IN CONFIDENCE. 

We dO.ask that you provide us with your name, description of position, and . 
identification of jurisdiction. Our need for this information arises from our d7s1re 
to contact you in the future. We will want to match your answers to these questl.ons 
with answers you might give us in the fut~e. 

The data we are collecting will only be analyzed in aggregate. Individual 
questionnaires will not be analyzed by themselves, and single respondents will never 
be presented in such a way that they. can be .~dentified. 

The scoring procedures use~ in this quest~onnaire are ~fferent fro~ those . 
. generally encountered in social science research. Instruct10ns are prov1ded prl.or 
·to most sets of questions. 

muE ____________________________ ~~-------------------

1. TITLE OF POSITION ______ ";,,...-_________________ _ 

2. JURISDICTION ______ ....:.._. _____________ -----

3. YEARS OF FORMAL EDUCATION (HS=12, BA=16, etc.) 

" 4. WHAT IS YOUR SEX? Male Female ---
5. ~"HAT IS YOUR AGE? years old 

{6. WHAT IS YOUR RACE? White Black Asian ---
Chicano N~tive American Other --

7. HOW LONG HAVE YOU HELD YOUR PRESENT JOB? ___ years months ---
8. HOW LONG HAVE YOU WORKED"IIN A JUVENILE JUSTICE RELATED POSITIOU? 

___ years ---- months 
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1. Some have argued that the benefits to be de,rived from a restitution program 
are many. Among the various beneficiaries of such a progr~~, the following are 
frequently mentioned: the victims of "a crime, the offender, the crolllllunity at 
large, and the juvenile justice system. 

If a score of z~ro indicates absolutely no benefit and a score of 100 means 
tremendous benefit, how would you score the benefits that each of the follow­
ing should expect to receive from a restitution program? 

Beneficia~ Score 

a. the victims of a crime 

b. the offender 

c. the cOlllllwlity at large ,:::,::::::r::: 

d. the juvenile justice system \i 

2. Two criteria have been suggestednfor the detennination of the amount of resti­
tution that should be ordered for particUlar offenders: the ability of the 
offender to pay and the amount of loss suffered by the victim. With which of 
these polar positions do you most agree? Place a check on the line that most 
reflects your judgment. 

3. 

ability of 
offender 

to pay 
~0 . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 
ITTT56789iOIT 

amount of 
loss suffered 
by victim 

Listed below are several sections of the juvenile justice system that could, 
theoretically, be charged wi~b the development and implementation of restitu­
tion plans. If you feel that\~, particular unit should bear either partial 
or total responsibility for the development or implementation of a restitu­
tion plan, place a check in the appropriate column. 

Juvenile Justice Unit 

a. intake unit 

b. probation unit 

c. law enforcement unit 

d. prosecution unit 

e. special restitution 

f. ccmmunity-based 
restitution unit 

un.it 

9· other (please specify) 

Development of 
Restitution Plan 

Implementation of 
Restitution Order 
(Case Management) 

- --- ------ ----------

?,. 

2 

4. The question above asked that you note the responsibility of each of the sec­
tions of the juvenile justice system for the development and implementation 
of restitution plans in terms of how you feel it ought to be. We would now 
lik.~You to note tilis responsibility in terms of how you feel it actually is 
~'in this jurisdiction. if 

5. 

Please place checks in the appropriate column. 

J '1 J t' /; , uven1 e us 1C,~;.i Un1t 
i/ 

a. intake uni~! 

b. probation unit 

c. law enforcement unit 

d. prosecution unit 

e. special restitu~ion unit 

f. cOJllillmlty-based 
restitution unit 

g. other (please specify) 

Development of 
Restitution Plan 

Implementation of 
Restitution Order 
(Case Management) 

One question facing developers of a restitut~on program has to do with the 
definition of the victim's role in the restitution process. Listed below are 
a number of decisions that will be made about restitution'" that could conceiv­
ably inVolve the victim. Please assign a score of zero if you feel that the 
victim's preferences should have no role in the decision and a score of 100 
if the vict~'s preferences should have an overriding role in the decision. 
If you ~eel that the victim's preferences should have only a partial role in 
the dec1sion,note the extent of that role by assigning a score between zero 
and 100. 

100=0verriding role 
O=no role 

Decision 

a. the decision as to whether or not an offender 
is to participate in a restitution program. 

b. the decision as to the amount of restitution 
that is to be paid. 

c. the decision as to the 
paid (i.e., whether it 
the victim, by in-kind 
vice, etc.). 

type of restitution to be 
is to be paid in cash to 
labor, by .;;(:Ommuni ty ser-

~ 
(~ 

!I 

Victim Preference 
Score 

, ' 
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6. 

7. 

1/ 

3 

tam outlined in Question 5, what r~~e do you feel the 
Using the same scoring sys in each of these decisions~/What about the 
offender's preferences should p~ay (e.g., a community accountability board com-role of a communJty representat1ve 0 

p~ised of lay persons)? Community 

Decision 

a. the decision as to whether or not 
offender is to participate in a 
restitution program. 

b. the decision as to, the amoun~dof 
restitution that is to be pa1 • 

the 

c. the. decision as to the type of resti: 
tution to be\ paid (i.e., whether it 1~ 
to be paid in cash to the victim, by 1n­
kind labor, by community service, etc.). 

Offender Representative 

\\ 

h been given probation and ordered to pay 
Ass\D1le that a juven!.,le Offende~t a~ offender fails to meet his/her agreed 
restituti~n •. Further assume t n~te the order that you feel one should 
upon rest1tut10n payments. Please. t tegies A score of one should be 
follow in making ~se o! the fOllow1n~ ~ ra

to 
the' second: etc. Leave blank 

~iven to the first act10n: a score 0 wo . 
any strategy that one should never use. 

a. call or write the offender and notify him/her of his/her 
----- tardiness. J 

b. threaten to incarcerate the probationer. 

---- c. actually incarcerate the probationer. 

to 1 n+hen the offender'S probation period. d. threaten en~ .... 

---- e. actually lengthen the offender's probation period. 
(I • 1 f.tighten probat1on ru es. 

---- g. lengthen the probationer' s payme~t schedule. c, 

t he total amount of restit~tion required. h. reduce 

---- i. notify the court that the restitution payment is late. 

---- j. advise victim to file civil suit. 

---- k. absolutely nothing. J 
-----

i. other (please specify) ________ ~ ______________________ ___ 

m. other (please specify) _______________________ _ 

1 

I 
! 
1 
! 
I 

: 

I 

-:;. 

4 A 
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.-----.----------------------------------~------------------------------~-----------~. /~/ 
Discussion of restitution programs has generally centered on t'hi'ee different 
objectives for such programs: the compensation of victims of crime, the re­
habilitation of offenders, and the punishment of offenders. 

8. 

9. 

r; 

'.' 

Which of these objectives do you feel is the most important for a restitution program? 

----- a. the compensation of victims of crime. 

---- b. the rehabilita':tion of offenders 
___ c. the punishment of offenders 

Which of these objectives do you feel to be the least important for a resti­tution program? 

---_ a. the compensation of victims of crime. 

b. the rehabilitation of offendetrs. ---
---- c. the punishment of offenders. 

A number of different types of restitution programs have been identified in 
8 terms of the relationship between the type of restitution to be made (monetary 

or in-kind) and to whom the restitution is to be made (the community or,the 
actual victim). Liste~aelow are four types of possible restitution 
programs defined in these,terms. 

Please examine these four types of resti~;-l~ion programs arid 'live a s(:ore of 
10 to the one you least prefer. After gi(g'ing a score of 10 to the one you 
least prefer, evaluate the remaining three in "terms of the one scored 10. In 
assigning these scores, indicate the degree to which you prefer the remaining 
alternatives in comparison with the one scored 10. For instance, if you pre­
ferred one type of restitution four times as much as the one scored 10, ¥ou 
would give it a score of 40. Obviously, the alternative given the highest 
score is the one that you most prefer. 

~ 

a. MonetarY-Victim restitution in which the offender makes 
a payment of money to the actual victim of the crime. 

b. Victim-Service restitution in which the offender performs 
a usefuf service (unpaid) for the actual victim. 

c. CommunitY-Service restitution in which the offender 
performs some useful service (unpaid) for some sub­
stitute victim, usually a canmunity servi~e organi­
zation. 

d. Monetary-Community restitution in which the offender 
makes a payment of mo~ey to some substitute Victim, 
usually a community service organization •. 

Score 
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10. Which, if any, of the following offender services should be provided by a,---, 
restitution program? 

a. Job Assistance in which one or more persons on a staff are responsible 
for locating job openings, generally in the private sector, and noti­
fying offenders of these openings. Restitution program offenders 
would compete for the positions along with other po~ential applicants. 

_--ii._ 1. YES 
__ 2. NO 

8. no opinion ----
b. Job Development in which jobs, generally in the private sector, are 

"reserved" for restitution pr09~am youths. 

1. YES ----
2. NO ----
8. no opinion o ----

c. Subsidi,zed Employment in which jobs are created or reserved for resti­
tution'lprogram offenders, but the juvenile is paid by the restitution 
program. 

__ 1. YES. 

2. NO ----
____ 8. no opinion 

d. Conmunity Service in which a youth works a 
(unpaid) for a public or non-profit agency 
tari restitution toa victim. -_ (r 

__ 1. YES 

2. NO ----
___ 8. no opinion 

lJ 

l:\ 

specified number of hours 
in lieu of providing mone-

e. Community Service in which a youth works~a?specified number of hours 
(unpaid) for a public or non-profit agency in addition to providing 
monetary restitution to a victim. 

() 

1. YES 

2. NO 

8. no opinion 
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11." A number of techniques or treatments may be utilized with some or all offenders 

in a restitution program. Which of the following possible aspects of a restitu­
tion program do you feel is most important in achieving the goal of reducing 
client recidivism? 

community service 
-- J" ___ couns~ling \ ) 

~.---' 

____ face-to-face meeting with victim 

---- provision for paid employment 

--- provision for direct victim service 
____ other (please specify) __________________________________ ___ 

12. If you were in a position to design a restitution program, how important would 
you feel it to be that a juvenile be adjudicated .and found guilty of a charge 
before being required to pay restitution? 

/, 

1/ 

13. 

1. very important 

2. somewhat important 

3. somewhat unimportant 

4. very lm,important 

8. no opinion 
0 

~ane have argued that there are some crimes which, by their very conmission, 
should disqualify the offender from inclusion in a restitution program. Listed 
below are six different t~Pres of crimes. For which of these types of crimes do 
you feel restitution should be considered as a possible sanction for a juvenile 
offender? -

If you feel that restitution should definitely be considered, score the crime 
100. If you feel that restitution definitely-should not be considered, score 
the crime zero. If there is some question in your mind about considering re­
stitution for a crime, score it 50. Use the numbers between zero and 50 and 
between 50 and 100 to indicate the extent of your certainty in either direc­
tion (either for considering or not considering restitution). 

lOO=definite1y should be considered 
p:definitely should not be considered 

Crime 

a. 

b. 

Crimes against the person (e.g., assault, armed robbery). 

Theft-related crimes (e.g., theft, receiving stolen 
property, unauthorized use of motor vehicle, shop­
lifting, theft by check). 

c. Forgery (e.g., forged checks, welfare fraud, other 
forms of fraud). 

d. Damage or trespass tQ.property (e.g., arson, vandalism, 
burglary) • -

" e. S;x off:{4nses (e.g., rape). 

f. Traffic offenses (e.g., careless driving, leaving 
the scene of an accident). 

Score 

, 
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14. Listed below are a. number of statements with which you might agree or disagree" 
We would like you to indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement by 
assigning a score between zero and 100. If you disagree totally with the 
statement, assign a score of zero. If you totally agree with the statement, 
assign a score of 100. If you neither agree nor disagree with the statement, 
assign a score of 50. Those statements with which you most agree should be 
given the highest scores; those statements with which you most disagree 
should be given the lowest scores. 

( .) 

lOO=totally agree 
O=totally disagree 

Statement Score 

a. Personal contact between the victim & the offender ought to 
be an integral part of development of a restitution plan. 

b. Restitution ought to be actively encouraged as an alter­
native to incarc,eration of juvenile offenders. 

c. Jail sentences should never be ordered ~~ conjunction 
'with restitution. 

d. Fines should never be ordered in conj'unction with 
restitution. 

e. Offenders who are ordered to make restitution will per­
ceive themselves as taking an active step toward making 
amends for wrong doing. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

The ordering of restitution will strengthen the juvenile's 
sense of respdasibility for the consequences of the 
offense. 

Restitution ought to be actively encouraged as an alterna­
tive to probation as a treatment of juvenile offenders. 

Participation in a restitution program will increase the 
victim's sense of efficacy in the juvenile justice system. 
That is, the victim will come to feel that the juvenile 
justice system is capable of responding to his/her needs. 

i. Victim service restitution should never be ordered for 
an offender. 

j. Participation in a restitution program will increase the 
offender's sense of fairness of the juvenile justice 
system. 

\f 

k. Restitution programs favor the child from a middle-class 
background and discriminate against the child from a 
lower-class background. 

1. Restitution ought to be actively encouraged as an alterna­
tive to the lecture and release of juvenile offenders. 

m. The payment of restitution will improve the victim's 
opinion of the offender. 

n. Jail sentences should be ordered for those who fail to 
meet their restitution obligations. 

0.' Probation should be extendeCl for those who fail to meet 
their restitution Obligatio~\. 

~~~-.~~~--------------------------------------
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15. The following are often suggested as positive changes that will occur as a 
result of the implementation of a restitution program. If you agree that the 
statement constitutes a plausible and expected outcome of program participation 
by a youth, place a check in the appropriate blank. 

Youths who participate in a restitution program will have: 

1. increased empathy for their victims. ---
--- 2. increased accountability and acceptance of responsibility for 

their actions. 

--- 3. a greater respect for the property of others. 

--- 4. a greater respect for the rights of others. 

____ S. less stigmatization than would have been the case in other 
juvenile justice dispositions. 

___ 6. an increased fear of the consequences of delinquent behavior. 

7. an improvement in self-concept. ---
---- 8. an improvement in work skills. 

____ 9. a greater sense of the fairness of the juvenile justice system. 

16. If one'sponcern is with reducing the recidivism rate of juvenile offenders, 
which of the possible effects cited in QUestion 15 would be the most important 
goals of any criminal justice program? 

Listed below are numDers associated with the various effects cited in Question 
15 above. Please place a check beside up to three of the numbers. 

1. __ _ 4. __ _ 7. ___ _ 

2. __ _ 5. --- 8. __ 

3. 6. 9. --- --- ----
17. Should the police encourage infOrmal restitution agreements between victims 

and offenders as an alternative to referral to the juvenile court? 

1. YES ---
___ 2. NO 

____ 8. no opinion 

18. Should the district attorney's office be encouraged to suggest restitution 
as an alternative to formal adjudication of the offender? 

__ 1. YES 

2. NO ----
---- 8. no opinion 

19. Should the district attorney's office be encouraged to introduce restitution 
as part of a plea bargaining process? 

__ 1. YES 

__ 2. NO 

--- 8. no opinion 

, 
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'~~( __ ~C~' ________________________ ~ __________ ~ ______ __ 

20a.The experience of other jurisdictions leads one to believe that occasionall~' 
an offender will ha,ve his/her restitution order vacated (suspended) when all 
other conditions of probation have been met. First, should restitution orders 
ever be vacated prior to satisfaction of the restitution order? 

___ 1. YES 

___ 2. NO 
d ___ 8.\ no opinion 

J) 

---------------------~--------------------
20b.Second, if you feel that there are some circumstances under which restitution 

orders should be vacated prior to satisfaction, who should have the responsi­
bility for reconanending such a disposition? (If you answered NO to the first ,I 

part of Question 20, simply leave t-his part blank.) Please list in order of 
responsibility: 

1. _______________________________________________________________ _ 

2. __ ~~ _________________________________________________________ _ 

3. _____________________________________________________ ____ 

4. ____________________________________________________ ___ 

2la.Should the parents of an offender ordered to pay restitution ever be permitted 
to pay the restitution ordered? 

___ 1. YES 

___ 2. NO 

___ 8. no opinion 
I, /1 

2lb.(IF YES) Should the court require'that the juvenile pay h~s/her parents back? 
(If you answered NO to the first part of Question 21, leave this part blank.) 

___ 1. YES 

____ 2. NO 

____ 8. no opinion 

--------------------------------------------------------~~-.---------------
22. Should a restitution program provide any information to the victim--such as re­

vealing the name of the juvenile offender and his/her parents--which would aid 
the victim in pursuing civil action to recover 10~'Ses incurred as a result of 
a crime? 

___ 1. YES 

___ 2. NO 

___ 8. no opinion 

NOW WE,WOULD LI~ TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR SPECIFIC JURISDICTION. 

(/ 

~ 
l 
l 
1 
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.. 23. How supportive of a juvenile restitution program in your jurisdic:ion do y~u 
believe various relevant officials to be? Listed below a~~ a var1ety of d1f­
ferent officials (both within and outside the juvenile justice system). ,Please 
assign a score of zero if you feel the official (or group of officials) is 
Opposed to the introduction of a juvenile restitution program in this juris­
diction. Assign a score of 100 if the official (or group of officials) is 
totally supportive of its introduction ~i.e.~ e~t~usiastic). ~ssign a score 
of 50 if the official or group of offic1als 1S ne1ther support1ve of nor 
opposed to the introduction of restitution into this jurisdiction. 

• 

Official 

a. police 

100=totally supportive 
O=totally opposed 

b. probation officers (juvenile) 

c. juvenile court judges 

d. county commissioners 

e. county attorneys 

f. juvenile court service workers 
(i.e., other than probation officers) 

~ 

g. yourself 

Score 

24. Using the same scoring system outlined in Question 23, how supportive of the 
introduction of a restitution program do you feel your community is? 

25. 

your cOJ!lllunity's support 

If a score of zero means that the community is totally unaware of the existence 
of your restitution program and a score of 100 means that the community is 
totally informed of the existence of this program, what score would you assign 
to your community? 

your community's awareness 

" 

26. How well do you believe juvenile court judges and police understand the goal~ 
of the juvenile restitution program? Give a score of zero if they have 
(~bsolutelY no understanding and a score of 100 if they have a perfect under­
standing of the goals of the program. 

a. juvenile court judges 

b. police , 
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