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ABSTRACT

COMMUNITY SERVICE FOR JUVENILE OFFENDERS:
AN EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

by

Carolyn L. Feis

This study describes an experimental evaluation of a
community service restitution program for juvenile
offenders. This program was based on a philosophy of
accountability which suggests that, in order to reduce
recidivism, youths must feel responsible for the crimes they
commit., Ninety-four youths originally ordered to perform
community service were randomly assigned to community
service and traditional service groups. Subjects were
assessed on measures of accountability, bonding to
convention norms, bonding to delinquent norms, and self-
esteem. In addition, a variety of measures were used to
monitor the intervention process, as well as to measure
Prior and subsequent criminal history. This data showed no
relationship in the expected direction between treatment
condition and any of the intermediate or final outcome
measures. However, experimental youths showed more positive
attitudes toward community service over time while controls
did not. Efforts to create typologies of youths to predict
outcome were largely unsuccessful. Additional efforts to
confirm a theoretical model of delinquency theory produced
Mixed findings. This intervention most likely failed to

Produce the expected results for a variety of reasons
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including a low level of service intensity, a short follow-
up, inappropriate theory, small sample size, and the
influence of social desirability on the intermediate outcome
measures. Any or all of these may account for these
findings, but further research would be needed to rule out

any of these explanations.



Copyright by
CAROLYN LITTLE FEIS

1990



For myv parents, Laney and Bill,

who taught me the most important lessons.



eI

-

aeTe arl

~

.. > -t o o v a b [
.. K lal . .. .
a — a q: w @
PEs .. €ae '] (8] 'S . Y s
: «© . < . I o2 a3 - qa
5 < .. o et - .
<> wy v .e
o as . -
o) L «3
a s
& s -
. s 1
o I It




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

There are many people who had a part in the production
of this dissertation, without whom this could not have been
possible. The first thanks must go to Judge Owens, Shelly
Bauer and Gail Moore of the Ingham County Probate Court. who
not only cooperated, but also supported this research. My
four research assistants -- Joy Pleiness, John Krapohl, Suzi
Brundage, and Kathleen Cooper -- were invaluable assets.
They gave more of themselves than I could have hoped for.

My committee members -- Bill Davidson, Carol Mowbray, Tim
Bynum, and Ralph Levine -- were instrumental in the fine
tuning of this product. Jack Hunter provided esseﬁtial
assistance during the last weeks.

Into this dissertation went a great deal of blood,
sweat, and tears. I want to thank those who bandaged my
wounds, wiped by brow, and kissed away my tears. My
parents’ love and support taught me that I could do anything
I wanted. This proves it. Despite all of the obstacles and
struggles, it’s finally over! Thank you for your patience.
Greg and Martha were always encouraging me and provided
their share of assistance. And Steven, who’s smile could
cheer me up on the worst days. May your life be filled with
Jjoy, love, and understanding.

Kelly Hazel was with me for the best and worst of

times. She is a true friend, in every sense of the word.

vi






Sandy Herman tolerated my erratic hours in the latter stages
of writing, without so much as a sidewavs glance. Jeff
Knoll’s support, encouragement, advice, love and inspiration
in the early days were unmatchable. And now there are my
new friends -- Linda Callies, Phil Herr, Jacqui D'Alessio,
Paul Yakoboski, Mark Rom, Joe Kile, Randy Wold, Paul
Herrnson, Joe White -- who offered an empathetic ear in the
final moments.

I am thankful for and forever indebted to these

people, and many others.

vii



™ U LG

N I d e (1 e e 1o 4 .

: O @ 42 o2 QU o Fo 2 -~ 4 41 o o 3 .

N ~ O F+ @ I g e () e )
w w *’ '
. 23 v £ e~
, —_— Qs

¢ e m

£ b .

«) «y e

[ ar s
a7
Rt




TABLE OF

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . .
LIST OF FIGURES . . . . « +« .+ .
INTRODUCTION . . .+ « & & + + .
Development of Restitution .
Definitions . . . . . . . .
History of Restitution . .
Philosophical Justifications

CONTENTS

Who Benefits . . « « ¢« ¢« « « « « « .+ .
The offender . . . . . . . « . .« . .
The viectim . . . . . ¢ . « « « « « .
The community . . . . . . « « . . . .
The juvenile justice system . . . . .

Traditional Aims of Sentencing . . . .

Accountability . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ..
Conclusion .« ¢« ¢ o ¢ o o« o o o o o o o

Research on Restitution . . . . . . . . . .

Reviews of Restitution Research . . . . .
Attitude Studies . . . . . . . . o . . .
Quasi-experimental Outcome Studies . . .

Crime Rates . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ « « « .« .
Completion Rates . . . . . . . . . . .
One Group Post-test Only . . . . . . .
Variables Related to Success . . . . .

Organizational characteristies . . .

Personality variables . . . . . . . .
Two-group Quasi-Experimental Studies of
Conclusions . .« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ « o o o o o o

Experimental Outcome Studies
Conclusions . . . « « « « .
eories of Delinquency . . .
;mStrain Theory . . . . . . .
Limitations . . . . . . .
Social Learning Theory . .
Limitations . . . . . . .
Control Theory . . . . . .
Limitations . . . . . . .

The Multi-dimensional Theoreti

Implications for Research . .
Goals of the Current Study .
METHODS .« ¢« « ¢ ¢ « o o o o o
Sample . . . . . . . . . . .
Subject Mortality . . . . .
Design . . « ¢« ¢ + ¢« ¢« « .« .
Procedures . . . « .+ .« + o
Processing . . . . . . . .
Intervention Alternatives .
Traditional Services . .
Community Service . . . .
Post-test Assessment . . .

viii

.

cal



Py [ a0 m v . o e 0w U b, ¢ o - - -
W Qe e gl [ . e [ VIR WO o B - TP WA e e e I3 PR van T —— .
a uw Y e beo. P bee L0 e a2 @ T XYY st W) @ e e e DY g ) @t be, e ® b W e e okl e O
P VR R I S PR X | o ‘. 5 U1 I3 IV 4T 81 b ke TE €V e fa3) ke . 3 L S e D
Yo PR TR BETSCI 2 A . et " e, L U R A AN B > B R SR B | [S I 0 XY O W QO . RO
s e o4 e .e €2 e L Ll [ Y X es K0 4 e 3, ~+ &1 pd e 4T o -« ] IRIESR A 2 B ES P IS IO
@ . -4 BRI € ov—a (0 - a [ I L R R N i S LI LR B TR B DRESR A S S ¥ BECU R SIS VY ¥ BRI RS VPR )
ar Q@ Q@ s ) a4 @™ 1 YK e @ S e a2 O @ Y @ WO @ S @ @) 2 Y ee ) el 8 Y g
F U T v 2% e U b Ul o G e 4l T ef! afl (2] 8] U) e K4 LS ) kAl U bD D k] ) T = b LD Cr) af
LU ) ar il ) .7 (34 [ vy v
L1 e LR - [ - 73
iey o3 <
oy
(29




Interview Training . . .« ¢ « ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o o o 76

MeasSures . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ e 4t e e e e e e e e e e e e 76
Implementation of Community Service . . . . . . . . 77
Intervention Process . .« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ e o o o o o 77
The Youth Interview . . .« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ « ¢ « o o o & 79

Scale Development . . . . . « ¢« + ¢ ¢ o ¢ o« o« W 79
Measures of Intervention Integrity . . . . . . . 81
Self-esteem . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ e e e e e e e e e e 87
Delinquent Associations . . . . . . « « .« .« . . . 90
Conventional Bonding . . ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ « « « . 93
Social Desirability . . .« ¢ . ¢ ¢ ¢ v v ¢« W . 97

Interscale correlations . . . . . . . .+ .+ . . . 97

Recidivism . . . «. « ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« v 4« 4« e « « . 100
Data Coding . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« « « o« o« o + « « « 102
RESULTS . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o« o o « o o« « « 104
Intervention Description . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104
Intervention Process . . . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« +« o « « « o« 104
Community Service Hours Ordered . . . . . . . . . 104
Additional Court Ordered Requirements . . . . . . 106
Missed Interview Appointments . . . . . . . . . . 108
Lag from Time of Offense . . . . . . . . . . . . 113
Pre to Posttest Interval . . . . . . . . . . . . 113
Group Equivalence . . . . . . . . . ¢+ + + 4+ .+ . 113
Summary of Intervention Process . . . . . .« « . . 115
Implementation of Community Service . . . . . . . . 115
Summary of Implementation of Community Service . 124
Summary of Intervention Description . . . . . . . . 124
Outcome . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o o e o e 4 e e e e e e« 124
Intervention Integrity . . . . . . . . . « . « . . 126
Purpose of Different Sanctions . . . . . . . . . 126
Attitudes Toward Community Service . . . . . . . 130
Attitudes Toward Victim . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130
Accountability . . . . . +« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« « « « . 132
Response to Community Service . . . . . . . . . . 132
Exploratory Analyses . . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« « + « « . 135
Summary of Intervention Integrity . . . . . . . . 135
Intermediate Outcomes . . . . . . « « ¢« ¢« « ¢« « . . 136
Delinquent and Conventional Bonding . . . . . . . 136
Normative Values . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ « ¢« « o « « « « 137
Self-Esteem . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢« o o o o o « o 137
Exploratory Analyses . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o« o o« 141
Summary of Intermediate Outcomes . . . . . . . . 145
Final Outcome . . . . .« ¢ + ¢ ¢ « « o o o o« « « o« « 1as
Recidivism . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« o« o« « o 145
Exploratory Analyses . . . . ¢« ¢« « ¢ ¢« ¢ o o« o 148
Summary of Final Outcome . . . . . . . . . . . . 148
Additional Tests of the Intervention . . . . . . . 150
Accountability . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« « < « . 150
Typologies . . . . « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« &« « + « « o« 152
Path Analysis . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ « « o« « o« « 158
Summary of Additional Tests of the Intervention . 160
Summary of Outcome . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ « ¢« ¢ o« o« « « o 163

ix



TN

<

€2

[ v Y - - ..
Ve L s bae s LY S ST SV ROV DR N
[ T T T B R T R N T T R T T R R S B |
a1 ko, €O I ee o, el w1 3 L OO BT X V) b s e & P
ot et et et T el et el Bt
I :

R RN
]

TR
I S A AR B

ot el el feel el el el el
SRR R SR

R




DISCUSSION
Summary and Interpretatlon of F1nd1ngs

Implementation of the research .

Implementation of community service .
Outcome . . . .
Relationship to Restitution and Delinquency Theory

. . L] ] . . . . . . . . . . .

Where Did the Study Go Wrong? . . . . .

Summary

. L] L] L] L] . L] . . . L] . . . . . .

Conclusions and Recommendations . . .
Distribution of Subjects bv Varlable

APPENDIX A -
APPENDIX B - Community Service Referral . . .
APPENDIX C - Matrix of Community Service Hours .
APPENDIX D - Appointment Letter . . . . . . .
APPENDIX E - Participation Agreement . . .
APPENDIX F - UCRIHS Approval . . . . . . .
APPENDIX G - Community Service Program Appllcatlon
APPENDIX H - Cooperating Agencies . . o o« .
APPENDIX I - Placement Interview Instuctlon o« e .
APPENDIX J - Ingham County Community Service Work81te
Contract . . . . . . . e
APPENDIX K - Jobsite/Volunteer Contact Sheet .
APPENDIX L - Work-site Assignment . . . . . .
APPENDIX M - Competion Letters . . . . . . . .
APPENDIX N - Certificate of Recognition . e
APPENDIX O - Intake Interview Checklist . . . . .
APPENDIX P - Placement Interview Checklist . . .
APPENDIX Q - Sample Intake Interview . . . . . . .
APPENDIX R - Community Service Data Collection Form
APPENDIX S - Data Collection Form for Court Records
APPENDIX T - Youth Interview . . . . . . ¢« .« « « .
APPENDIX U - ANOVA - Attitudes Towards Victim Scale
APPENDIX V - ANOVAs of Bonding Scales . . . . . .
APPENDIX W - ANOVAs with Honesty Scale . . . . .
APPENDIX X - ANOVAs with Purpose of Community Service
Scale . .« .+ « ¢« ¢ ¢ e e o W . e e
APPENDIX Y - ANVOAs with Purpose of Communlty Serv1ce
Scale - Experimentals Only . .
APPENDIX Z - ANOVAs with Accountability Scale .
LIST OF REFERENCES . . ¢ ¢ ¢ « ¢ o o « o« o

164
165
165
166
171
172
174
177
178
181
182
183
187
188
190
191
192
193

194
195
198
199
201
203
204
205
213
214
216
236
237
239

247
260

264
2717






14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24.

25'
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.

LIST OF TABLES

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample . . . . . 59
Distribution of Previous Offenses . . . . . . . . . 60
Distribution of Offenses for Current Petition . . . 62
Internal Consistency of Attitudes Toward Community

Service Scale . « .« ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢ ¢ e e e e . . 83
Internal Consistency of Community Service Outcome

Scales . ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ e e . e e e e e e . 85
Community Service Outcome Scale Intercorrelatlons . 86
Internal Consistency of Attitudes Toward Victim Scale 88
Internal Consistency of Accountability Scale . . . 89
Internal Consistency of the Self-Esteem Scale . . . 91
Internal Consistency of Delinquent Bonding Scales . 92
Internal Consistency of the Normative Values Scale 94
Internal Consistency of Conventional Bonding Scales 95
Specific Normlessness (Revised) Scale

Intercorrelations . . . . . . . . e e e e e 98
Internal Consistency of the Honesty Scale e e e e 99
Scale Intercorrelations . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« « o« . . « 101
Distribution of Community Service Hours Ordered . « 105
Total Number of Requirements Ordered2, Not Including

the Community Service Order . . . . . « « « « « . 107
Distribution of Court Order Requirements . . . . . 109
Distribution of Missed Pretest Appointments . . . . 111
Distribution of Missed Posttest Appointments . . . 112
Distribution of Days Participating in Study . . . . 114
Distribution of Placements Used by Experimentals who

Completed Community Service . . . . . « . « . « . 117
Distribution of Type of Community Service Tasks

Performed . . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o+ « « 118
Distribution of Number of Days Between Intake

Interview and Placement Interview . . . . . . . . 119
Distribution of the Number of Days at Placement . . 121
Distribution of Number of Days Between First and Last

Day of Placement . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o 122
Purpose of Criminal Sanctions - at Pretest . . . . 128
Purpose of Criminal Sanctions - at Posttest . . . . 129
ANOVA of Attitude Toward Community Service Scale . 131
ANOVA of the Accountability Scale . . . . . . . . . 133
Feelings About Community Service Experience . . . . 134
ANOVA of the Delinquent Associations Scale . . . . 138
ANOVA of the General Bonding Scale . . . . . . . . 139
ANOVA of Normative Values Scale . . . . . . . . . . 140
ANOVA of the Self-Esteem Scale . . . . . . . . . . 142
Correlations Between Process and Intermediate Outcome

Variables . . .« ¢ ¢ ¢ o« ¢ o o« o o o o o o« o o« o« o« 143
ANOVA of Recidivism . .« « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« ¢ o o« o « « « 147
Correlations Between Process Variables and Subsequent

Petitions . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o« o o o o o &+ « « « 149

xi



tsl.
-
oA

(DR

fescg
N

A

oy

s o W
O G
-€. e =T
SRR

L e
B A
St ea ot
Lo 2

-¢

A




39. Description of Clusters . .

40. Cluster Type and Subsequent Petitions

U-1.
v-1.
V-2,
w-1.
w-2.

N%%%%%%%N*NNN%NNNNN

N

NNNNN['\‘)NNNNN

et =INNT R CWN e = O O W
e o o o o o o o LWNEO e ¢ o o o o o
L] L] . o

bbb b O 00 I DN W
Nt O o o o o o o o

et
w
L]

Crosstabulation . . . . .

ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA

of the
of the
of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the

Scale . . .
ANOVA of the

Scale . . .
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the

Scale . . .
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA

of the
of the
of the
of the
of the
of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the

Scale . . .
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the
ANOVA of the

Scale . . .

ANOVA of the Attitude Toward Victim Scale

Attitudes Toward Victim Scale .

3

3

Normative Pressure Scale

Specific Bonding Scale
Accountability Scale
Attitudes Toward Community Service

Attitudes Toward Victims Service

Normative Values Scale
General Bonding Scale
Understanding Scale

Effort Scale
Benefit Scale

Accountability Scale . .
Attitudes Toward Community Service

Attitudes Toward the Victim Scale
Self-Esteem Scale
Delinquent Association Scale

L]

3

3

.

3

.

Normative Pressure Scale

Normative Values Scale
General Bonding Scale
Specific Normlessness Scale
Understanding Scale

Effort Scale
Benefit Scale

of Recidivism . . .
Self-esteem Scale

L[]

.

3

.

.

Delinquent Associations Scale
Normative Pressure Scale

Normative Values Scale
General Bonding Scale

Specific Bonding Scale
Recidivism Scale
Attitude Toward Community Service

L] L] . L] 3 .

Attitude Toward Victim Scale
Self-esteem Scale
Delinquent Associations Scale

.

.

.

Normative Pressure Scale

Normative Values Scale
General Bonding Scale

Recidivism Scale
Understanding Scale

Effort Scale
Benefit Scale

Attitude Toward Community Service

L L] L] . L] .

xii

.

.

.

3

3

.

.

.

156

159
236
237
238
239

240

241
242
243
244
245
246
2417

248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
2517
258
259
260
260
261
261
262
262
263

264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
272
273

273
274






Z-14.
Z-15.
Z-16.
2-17.
Z-18.

ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA
ANOVA

of
of
of

of

the
the
the
the
the

Self-esteem Scale . . .
Normative Pressure Scale
Normative Values Scale
General Bonding Scale
Specific Bonding Scale

xiii

.

274
275
275
276
276






1.

3.
4.

5.

6.
7.

LIST OF FIGURES

Two-group Quasi-experimental Studies . . . . . . .
Experimental Studies . . . . . . . . .+ . o o . . .
Multidimensional Model . . . . . . . ¢« « « .+ .+ . .
Relationship Between Hypothesized Impacts of

Restitution and Theoretical Variables Being Tested

Variables in the Theoretical Model Measured in

This Study .

. . L] [ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Flow of Subjects Through Study, Including Attrition

Measures Used

Condition .
Path Analysis
Path Analysis

at Each Time Period, By Treatment

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

of All Subjects at Pretest . . . . .
of Experimental Subjects at Posttest

xiv

28
32
45
47

50
58

78

161
162



:gporiant s0C:

shate contin.

rolgacttoth
LR

B D28,

vested 1n 4

’\
ina -
iR
34
a\:rée‘
sSeAd 1
T -
O
tellA
o



INTRODUCTION

Juvenile crime and delinquency are among the most
important social issues in the United States and public
debate continues over the best strategies for sanctioning
offenders. The use of one strategy, restitution, has grown
throughout this country over the past 10 years. Since the
late 1970’s, a great deal of money and time has been
invested in the planning and implementation of restitution
programs, and, to a lesser extent, the evaluation of these
programs (Armstrong, 1983; Criminal Justice Research Center,
1982; Evans & Koederitz, 1983; "Expansion", 1981).

However, few conclusions can be made about the
effectiveness éf restitution. There are relatively few
studies of restitution, and those which do exist have had
mixed results (Hudson & Galaway, 1980; Hudson, Galaway &
Novack, 1980; Schneider, 1986; Wax, 1977). Inconsistent
findings have been attributed to poor program descriptions
(Armstrong, 1983; Gendreau & Ross, 1987), methodological
problems (Gendreau & Ross, 1987; Hudson & Galaway, 1980) and
a lack of connection to a theory of delinquency in efforts
to explain why restitution might be effective at reducing
delinquency (Harland, Warren, & Brown, 1979; Van Voorhis,
1983). This paper describes an evaluation of a community
service restitution program for juveniles. This study
addressed the major problems of prior evaluations by
including both a rigorous evaluation design and a detailed

1
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2
description of the treatment program. Further, in an effort
to explain why restitution may reduce recidivism, the
selection of intermediate outcome variables was theory
driven.

The introduction contains five major sections. First,
the development of restitution is described. This section
includes a definition of restitution, a description of its
history, a discussion of its justifications, and a proposed
model on which to build a restitution program. Second, a
comprehensive review of research on restitution is
presented. Third, the development of a multi-dimensional
theory of delinquency causation, which incorporates strain
theory, social learning theory, and control theory, is
described. The fourth section illustrates ways this
integrated theory of delinquency may be used to explain how
restitution could be an effective intervention with
juveniles. Finally, the goals of the research are redrawn
and the research questions which guided this study are
presented.

The methodology of the study is then detailed and
results are presented. The discussion examines how these
results answer the research questions originally proposed by
this research, explores areas in which the reseérch may have

failed, and makes suggestions for future research.
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3
Development of Restitution

Definitions

Restitution is usually referred to as monies or
services paid to a victim by the offender (Barnett, 1979;
Galaway, 1977a; Hudson & Galaway, 1977). This is often
framed as repaying or repairing the damages to the victim by
the offender (Beck-Zierdt, Shattuck, Ascher, Chesney, &
Jaede, 1982). This definition has three primary components.
First, restitution involves action by the offender. Second,
restitution is performed with the knowledge and consent of
the criminal justice system. Finally, restitution is
designed to repair damages (Galaway, 1977b).

Restitution is distinguished from victim compensation
where the state is responsible for paying the victim.

Unlike restitution, compensation programs do not require

that the offender take action and, further, the victim is
compensated whether or not a perpetrator is apprehended,

charged, or convicted. (Beck-Zierdt et al., 1982).

The form (monetary or service) and the recipient (the
victim or a community organization) of restitution serve to
define four different types of restitution. Monetary-victim
restitution involves the payment of money to the actual
victim of the crime. Monetary-community restitution refers
to payment of money to a substitute victim such as a public
establishment. Service-victim restitution involves the

offender performing a service directly for the victim.
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4
Service-community restitution is often referred to simply as
community service. Offenders perform unpaid service for a
community organization.

Monetary-victim and service-community restitution are
the most common practices in the United States (Galaway,
1977b). Schneider (1985) found that only 1-2% of 170
programs surveyed were using direct victim service. The
community service format of restitution has been strongly
embraced by criminal justice practitioners because it avoids
the disruption of relationships and economic hardship of
many monetary restitution programs that make offenders’
families unintended victims (Harris, Carleton, & Siebens,
1979). Community service restitution has been used
primarily for cases that might otherwise be handled by a
fine or probation, rather than cases traditionally involving
imprisonment (Newton, 1979).

Restitution has been implemented at the state, county,
and city levels (Galaway, 1977a) and at various stages in
the criminal justice process (Geis, 1977; Harland, 1978).
Victims have been directly involved in the restitution
process in some programs and totally excluded in others.

Restitution has been implemented as a sole-sanction and

combined with other sanctions, such as probation and parole
(Chesney, Hudson, & McLagen, 1978; Galaway, 1977a). There
has been reluctance to use any type of restitution as a sole

sanction (Hudson, Galaway & Chesney, 1977; Galaway, 1977b;
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5
"Restitution Sentences", 1977). Casson (1983) demonstrated
the variety of forms that restitution can take in proposing
a number of different such models.

The amount of restitution to be paid is sometimes
determined by the amount of loss suffered by the victim. 1In
community servige programs, this dollar amount may be
g;;;;I;E;& to community servicgdhours at the rate of minimum
wage. Matrices have also been developed to compute
community services hours. The sentence is then based on
the severity of the offense with various add-ons and
subtractions. These matrices serve the purpose of
developing a disposition which offenders can see as
proportional to the offense, and therefore perceive as fair.
This method has been used in a number of programs across the

country (Rubin, 1985-1986).

History of Restitution

The practice of restitution began thousands of years
ago with the Code of Hammurabi ("an eye for an eye, a tooth
for a tooth"”), the O0ld Testament, and the Twelve Tables of
Ancient Rome (Casson, 1983; Jacob, 1977; Schneider, 1985).
In its earliest form, restitution was practiced by small-
scale societies in order to prevent blood revenge. Because
the process of making restitution was not institutionalized,
the resulting payments often exceeded the actual loss

(Armstrong, 1983).
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While the development of restitution in Western
cultures has been traced back to the 18th century, the
decline of feudalism was accompanied with a decline in the
use of restitution (Armstrong, 1983). Calls for the
redevelopment of restitution began in the mid 19th century,
but went largely unanswered. Margery Fry, a British penal
reformer and magistrate, reintroduced the concept in the
middle of this century, suggesting that restitution may not
only be a means of compensating victims, but also a means of
rehabilitating offenders (Brown, 1983; Jacob, 1977).

Recent interest in restitution has been primarily
linked to four factors (Armstrong, 1983). Firsf, the late
1960's and 1970’s were associated with major reforms in the
juvenile justice system. Diversion and
deinstitutionalization were just some examples of the
recognition that institutional custodial care had failed.
Second, there was a search for innovative programming.
Criticisms of previous sanctions and treatments facilitated
the interest in new programming, particularly in the context
of family and community. There was increasing
dissatisfaction with existing sentencing alternatives
(Hudson & Galaway, 1977). Third, renewed interest in the
victim lead to the call for restitution (Hudson & Galaway,
1977; Jacob, 1977). A variety of organizations and
advocates brought the rights of the victim to the attention

of the community (Armstrong, 1983; Evans & Koederitz, 1983;
s
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7
Matthews, 1981). Finally, restitution was inherently
appealing as a means of restoring equity.

This renewed interest was associated with efforts from
the federal government to support research and development
of restitution as an alternative to traditional
dispositions. In the late 1970’s, the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) spent $3.2 million in 11
states on 14 programs to develop and test restitution for
_Eggig’ggggpders (Criminal Justice Research Center, 1982). A
grant program was later sponsored by the Department of
Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) in which $30 million was distributed over
three years in 41 separate awards to study Jjuvenile
restitution (Armstrong, 1983; Evans & Koederitz, 1983;
"Expansion", 1981).

In 1978, 16 states were considering or had introduced
legislation establishing a mechanism by which offenders
could make restitution. 1In addition, there were 54 programs
across the United States which had restitution as a primary
focus (Chesney et al., 1978). A survey of courts on the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges’
mailing list found that 86% of the courts surveyed had used
restitution (Schneider, Schneider, Reiter, & Cleary, 1977).
A 1983 survey found that 52X of the courts had a formal
restitution program and that 97% had ordered restitution on

occasion (Schneider, 1985).
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Philosophical Justifications

Restitution is not only a common practice, but also has
been justified on the basis of providing benefits to the
victim, the community and the juvenile justice system, as
well as the offender. Because restitution programs have
been tailored to meet a number of different objectives
(Armstrong, 1983), confusion has existed over the purpose of
restitution (Schneider et al., 1977).

Who Benefits

Restitution may benefit offenders, victims, the
community and the juvenile justice system through reduced
recidivism, reduced intrusiveness, reduced sanction, victim
restitution, equity restoration, victim satisfaction,
fear/hostility reduction, alleviation of agency problems,
and cost reduction (Beck-Zierdt et al., 1982).

It has been argued that restitution fulfills the need
for effective noncustodial sanctions which avoid the
destructiveness of incarceration and is also less costly
than imprisonment, has the possibility of helping the
offender, and may bring compensation to the victim (Newton,
1979).

The offender. Restitution was designed to make

juveniles atone for their acts in a constructive way.
Youths must be active in the carrying out of the sanction
(Galaway, 1977a, 1977b; Gilbeau, Hofford, Maloney,

Remington, & Steenson, 1980; Staples, 1986) and exercise a
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9
sense of responsibility (Harding, 1982). Youths are
introduced to the idea of regular work, whether or not they
receive compensation (Brown, 1977). As the value of
community service is recognized, the offender becomes a
community resource and asset, rather than a community
liability (Read, 1977). This allows the offender an
opportunity to regain community standing ("LEAA’s JD
Office”, 1978) and become a productive member of society
(Geis, 1977; Siegel, 1979).

Restitution is related to the amount of damage done and
may therefore be perceived as more just than other sanctions
(Galaway, 1977a, 1977b). As such, restitution provides a
clear and simple message of consequences for behavior
(Gilbeau et al, 1980; Maloney, Gilbeau, Hofford, Remington,
& Steenson, 1982). It demonstrates that someone is
concerned enough about their behavior to attach concrete
consequences to it (Steenson, 1983). In addition,
restitution provides an opportunity for offenders to pay for
the offense; exposes the offender to the needs of others;
and combines punishment with training or learning
experiences such as work experience, occupational skills,
and training. Participants may recognize that they possess
skills they were previously unaware of and furtﬁer, that
these skills are valuable.

Restitution was developed to provide the offender an

opportunity to repay the victim and become integrated into
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10
the community as a result (Harding, 1982). Completion of
the requirements of restitution allows for a sense of
accomplishment (Galaway, 1977b; Gilbeau et al., 1980;
Maloney et al., 1982). Restitution has also been defended
as providing a socially acceptable way of expressing
atonement and guilt (Galaway, 1977b; Harding, 1982) and
reducing the stress associated with inequity (Utne &
Hatfield, 1978). Restitution helps offenders avoid the
stigmatization or demeaning treatmentﬂafA§thér programs
(Haf;ié‘et al., 1979). Restitution allows offenders to be
characterized as debtors to society, rather than as
criminals (Pease, 1981). Offenders are required to take
positive steps toward compensating their victims (Balivet et
al., 1975; Staples, 1986).

However, some argue that restitution actually increases
youth involvement in the justice system (Matthews, 1981)
because of a widening of the net and the fact that
restitution orders may take some time to complete.

The victim. Restitution not only recognizes claims of
the victim (Maloney et al., 1982; Staples, 1986; Viano,
1978), but also provides compensation to the victims
(Siegel, 1979) who may otherwise feel estranged from the
criminal justice process (Geis, 1977; Harding, 1982).
Victims may also gain some satisfaction in having their say
(McDonald, 1978). Restitution may serve to increase victim

interest in the criminal justice system as well as to
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increase crime reporting because sanctions become more
certain ("Expansion", 1981).

Some have argued, however, that restitution is not
really a benefit to victims because the majority of crimes
are unsolved, making restitution an ineffective means of
compensating victims (Galaway, 1977a, 1977b; Stookey, 1977).
It has also been argued that victims are often unable to
understand the purpose and intent of restitution programs
(Raue, 1978).

The community. Restitution may make probation a more
acceptable sanction to the public (Brown, 1977) because it
is an understandable, objective, tangible, observable,
measurable, and logical consequence to crime (Gilbeau et
al., 1980; Maloney et al., 1982). Further, restitution
allows the community an opportunity to restate certain
values, restore equity, and develop a renewed confidence in
the justice system (Harding, 1982). Restitution may also
satisfy the desire for retribution (Harris et al., 1979).

In addition to improving communlty relatlons with those

who have been skeptical of the cr1m1nal Justlce system

(Siegel, 1979), restitution provides a direct benefit to
community agencies who receive valuable and needed services
from the youths who participate in community service
programs (Brown, 1977; Gilbeau et al., 1980). Restitution
has also been argued to be one of the most cost-effective

sanctions available (Brown, 1977; Gilbeau et al., 1980).
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The Jjuvenile justice system. Restitution is an easily

administered sanction which is less demanding on the
criminal justice system than are its alternatives (Galaway,
1977a, 1977b; Gilbeau et al., 1980; Maloney et al., 1982).
Restitution not only increases the sanctioning options
available to court workers (Galaway, 1979; Siegel, 1979),
but also can serve to eliminate system overload (Siegel,
1979) by providing tangible closure for each case (Gilbeau
et al., 1980)

Restitution has been referred to as an efficient way to
ensure that non-violent offenders become law-abiding, tax-
paying citizens after sentencing ("Expansion”, 1981) while
avoiding the costs and other disadvantages of incarceration
(Brown, 1977; Gilbeau et al., 1980).

Traditional Aims of Sentencing

Some restitution programs may simultaneously serve
multiple goals (Harland, 1978; Hudson & Galaway, 1978;
Staples, 1986; Van Voorhis, 1983) and as such, appeal to
people with different goals ("Restitution Evaluation",
1983). Restitution may be viewed as punishment because
offenders are made to assume responsibility for their
actions (Armstrong, 1983; Schmitt, 1985). Restitution may
also serve as a deterrent (Schmitt; 1985; Thorvaldson,
1980b; Tittle, 1978), particularly with the recognition that
fulfillment of restitution requires a loss of liberty and

property (Armstrong, 1983).
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In addition, restitution may have some rehabilitative
results, such as instilling a sense of accomplishment,
providing socially acceptable ways of expressing guilt, and
fostering atonement (Armstrong, 1983). Furthermore,
restitution programs can teach attitudes and skills which
can be used to cope with social, emotional, and economic
problems, and thereby reduce law-breaking behaviors
(Thorvaldson, 1980b). Restitution may help offenders regain
self-esteem (Harding, 1982; "LEAA’s JD Office", 1978;
McGregor, 1978; Smith, 1977) and build character ("Kansas",
1975). It has also been argued that community service
restitution is the area where the rehabilitative.potentials
of restitution programming can best be realized (Read,
1977).

Restitution allows a community to demand that an
offender do something he or she would not otherwise do,
thereby satisfying the need for retribution (McAnany, 1978;
Schmitt, 1985). Restitution is a form of incapacitation
which is a cheaper alternative than incarceration (Klein 19
). Further, such a sanction teaches moral values through
the realization of the damage done while also maintaining
the core values of the community (Eglash, 1977; Thorvaldson,
1980b) .

Accountability

It has been repeatedly demonstrated that restitution is

not simply punishment nor rehabilitation. Rather,
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restitution was designed to influence broad social and moral
attitudes such as a sense of responsibility to others, a
sense of reconciliation with the community, and a sense of
redemption. The basic idea of restitution is that offenders
must be held responsible for their crimes (Harding, 1982) so
that the offender sees the connection between the harm done
and the service to be performed (Thorvaldson, 1978, 1980a,
1980b). Juveniles may therefore become aware of the cause
and effect relationship between their criminal activity and
its consequences.

A growing consensus in the 1980’s is that, despite
varied goals, the underlying rationale of restitution is to
hold juveniles accountable to the victim for crimes
committed (Schneider, 1986). Seattle, Washington even
included the word "accountability" in the title of their
restitution program (" ‘Accountability’", 1977).

The philosophy of accountability has emerged out of the
fact that most restitution programs seemed to focus on
accountability, rather than treatment or punishment
(Schneider, 1986). Accountability was also recently found
to be the most important goal of restitution as rated by 170
directors of restitution programs (Schneider, 1985). 1In
1984, OJJDP awarded $1.4 million for the development of the
Restitution Education, Specialized Training & Technical
Assistance (RESTTA) Program ("OJJDP Program”", 1984) which

was based on the premise that restitution teaches people to
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be accountable for their behavior ("OJJDP Initiates", 1985;
"OJJDP Program”", 1984).

The accountability perspective emphasizes individual
responsibility and accountability for one’s actions. A
person is held accountable to the victim in a way that is
proportional to the amount of harm done and the level of
responsibility for the crime (Schneider, 1985). The
offender is required to repair the damage he or she has done
(Armstrong, 1983). While such a perspective may result in
other benefits to offenders, accountability is viewed as a
goal which should be pursued whether or not there are any
other benefits.

The message of accountability is that the offender is
responsible for what he or she did. Restitution is a
sanction in which the offender takes an active role.
Restitution is not something done to an offender (as in
punishment); nor is it something done for an offender (as in
treatment). Restitution is something an offender does. As
a result, offenders are more likely to accept responsibility
for their actions (Barnett & Hagel, 1977; Schafer, 1960,
1970, 1975). The philosophy of the accountability
perspective suggests that restitution should be viewed as a
reinvestment strategy, rather than a rehabilitation
strategy.

There are four primary assumptions of the

accountability philosophy (Schneider, 1985). First, the
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offender owes a debt to the victim. Second, the sanction
should be proportionate to the offense. Third, the emphasis
is on the offense, not the offender. Finally, the goal is
an end itself, not just a means to another goal.

Many other treatment and rehabilitative approaches to
juvenile justice have found juveniles and their parents
confused over the nature of the sanction imposed. All too
often, the message of the court and the justice system have
been lost on the offender (Steenson, 1983). A program of
accountability makes these intents very clear. While it has
been argued that many offenders are not equipped to readily
assume responsibility for what they have done (Steenson,
1983), a well designed restitution program can ensure that
they will be.

Restitution, when guided by the philosophy of
accountability, has been called the most effective sanction
available to the juvenile justice system today (Gilbeau et
al., 1980). Armstrong (1983) argued that it is reasonable
to structure a restitution program around the goal of
offender accountability. However, because accountability is
a relatively new philosophy to be clearly operationalized,
there have been few empirical studies of its effectiveness.

Justice Springer emphasized that efforts mﬁst be
concentrated on developing and implementing programs based
on this new model of accountability (Armstrong, Hofford,

Maloney, Remington & Steenson, 1983). Hofford (1983) also
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117
argued that programs which have failed are those which have
not consistently adhered to the philosophy of accountability
and that successful programs are ones in which the terms of
the restitution order are clear, measurable, and achievable
(Gilbeau et al., 1980; Remington, 1979). A well articulated
rationale has often been cited as one of the keys to a
successful restitution program (Beck-Zierdt et al., 1982;
Gilbeau et al., 1980; Schneider, 1985).

For restitution to work, offenders must understand the
nature of the relationship to victim, have some awareness of
the victim’s needs, and appreciate the notion of paying back
the victim for damages caused by the offender (Heide, 1983).
The payment should be an effort, a sacrifice of time or
convenience; the assignment should be clearly defined,
measurable, and achievable without being too easy; the
effort should be meaningful; and the assignment should
produce some rewards (Keve, 1978).

Conclusion

It is clear that restitution is not a new practice and
that there may be many beneficiaries of such programs,
including the offender, the victim, the community, and the
juvenile justice system. Further, because restitution can
simultaneously address many different goals of sanctioning,
it appeals to a diverse audience. Recent efforts to
describe the important characteristics of successful

programs have suggested that for restitution to be
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effective, it must be built around the philosophy of
accountability. Next it is important to examine studies on
the effectiveness of restitution.
Research on Restitution

Research on restitution has lagged far behind public
enthusiasm, political clamor and theoretical claims for its
effects (Chesney et al., 1978; Miller, 1981). Not only is
descriptive material about community service programs
rare,but evaluation information is even more sparse (Harris
et al., 1979; Hudson & Galaway, 1978; Miller, 1981). The
research in the field has not been extensive and many
completed evaluations are not available in published form.
While most restitution research has emerged out of a
theoretical vacuum (Harland et al., 1979; Van Voorhis,
1983), this is not a problem unique to restitution
(Altschuler & Armstrong, 1989).

However, there appears to be consensus among judges
that restitution reduces recidivism and the victims who are
compensated are more satisfied with the way the offenders
are handled by the system (Evans & Koederitz, 1983). The
economic and political benefits of restitution have also
been proposed as adequate justification for restitution,
even without clear results about its impact on recidivism
(Keve, 1978). There is strong theoretical and some

empirical support that requiring offenders to settle their
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19
own wrongdoing and behave in a just way affects attitudes
which in turn affect social behavior (Thorvaldson, 1980b).

In general, empirical analyses of restitution programs
have been reported only since the late 1970’'s and most early
studies looked only at its impact on victim attitudes
(Schneider & Schneider, 1985). There is also little
evidence about how offenders perceive restitution or the
impact of these perceptions on success and failure (Van
Voorhis, 1983). Harland and associates (1979) pointed to
deficiencies in methodological sophistication. Keve (1978)
argued there were no convincing reports from competent
research about the rehabilitative effectiveness of
restitution.

Gendreau and Ross (1987) noted that most programs have
not been described in sufficient detail to determine their
integrity. Recent research has also failed to examine
program components which may account for the success of
restitution programs (Armstrong, 1983). Despite the
interest in restitution, researchers and practitioners have
generally not made attempts to build on the work of others
who came before them (Hudson & Galaway, 1977). Further,
there has been little effort to systematically integrate
what is currently known about restitution (Hudson & Galaway,
1978).

As recently as 1985, there were claims that restitution

was still experimental and research was needed to explore
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its effectiveness. Andrew Klein, the founder of the Quincy,
Massachusetts "Earn-It" restitution program, argued that
research on juveniles’ perceptions of restitution is needed.
The primary concern should be the youths' perception of what
was done to them, regardless of what professionals and
experts think they are doing to youths. If a youth does not
link the offense with the service, or understand where the
money being paid to the court is really going, restitution
cannot be expected to be successful ("Growing", 1985).

A number of previous reviewers have demonstrated that
there have been few experimental studies of restitution
programs. Hudson and Chesney (1978) uncovered ohly one
experimental evaluation. In a review of restitution and
community service studies, Hudson and Galaway (1980) found
only four studies with experimental designs. Studies which
have involved a control group have also shown little
equivalence between the control and experimental groups
(Gendreau & Ross, 1987).

Two recent computer literature searches of the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) and Criminal
Justice Periodical Index databases explored community
service and financial restitution programs for both
juveniles and adults. The literature on financial
restitution programs and adult offenders was included
because there are many themes which cut across all forms of

restitution and therefore have relevance to a study of
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juvenile community service. In addition, previous
literature suggested that there was so little research
available that such restrictions would result in few
citations. Studies cited in other reviews were also
incorporated into this review.

The research studies which were available in published
form or through NCJRS were divided into two primary
categories: attitude studies and outcome studies. Attitude
studies are described first. These studies are summarized
briefly and only general results are presented because they
are not directly relevant to the issues of this study.
Next, the outcome studies were classified as quasi-
experimental or experimental studies. First, the general
conclusions of previous reviews will be discussed.

Reviews of Restitution Research

Chesney and associates’ (1978) review classified
studies as descriptive, attitude, or evaluation studies.
While their methods were not systematic, the authors
identified two descriptive studies which suggested a high
use of restitution by judges. The authors concluded that
nine attitude surveys have shown that most judges, victims,
of fenders, community members, legislators and corrections
workers were in favor of the use of restitution. Two major
evaluation studies were also identified, both of which were
residential programs. Neither study included restitution as

the only treatment and the second study included no outcome
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data, illustrating some of the limitations of the existing
research on restitution.

A later review by Hudson and Galaway (1980) was more
systematic and detailed. Perhaps one the most enlightening
comments to come from this review of community service and
restitution research was that decisions to include studies
for their review were more a matter of acquisition than of
selection. They identified 43 studies, only four of which
had been published in professional journals and only four of
which included experimental designs. None of the these
studies included pretests. Further, none of the 31 program
evaluation studies offered clear descriptions of the
program. The authors concluded that these studies were void
of control, there was no basis for comparison, and the
studies lacked internal validity.

The remaining 11 studies examined attitudes or opinions
of restitution, eight of which relied on mailed surveys with
poor response rates. However, the results of these studies
consistently suggested that lay people as well as criminal
justice professionals endorse restitution. Offenders also
reported restitution to be a useful and fair sanction.

Hudson and associates (1980) identified 336 articles,
books, and reports about restitution. Included were 43
research studies of which 24 could be classified as outcome
evaluations. While the authors acknowledged that the

results of these studies were difficult to generalize from,
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they reported that the community service studies
demonstrated that a large number of people were handled at a
relatively low-cost and with few in-program failures. In
addition, a great deal of work had been performed for the
community.

Attitude Studies

The results of attitude studies collectively
demonstrate support for the use of restitution. First,
offenders have reported that restitution is more reparative
or rehabilitative in its goals than it is a form of
punishment (Thorvaldson, 1978, 1980a; Van Voorhis, 1985).
Further, both victims and offenders perceived reétitution to
be a fair disposition and were satisfied with the sentence
(Chesney, 1976; Hudson et al., 1980; Novack, Galaway, &
Hudson, 1980; Thorvaldson, 1978, 1980a). Probation
counselors rated the majority of their clients as somewhat
or very cooperative in completing their restitution order
(Steggerda & Dolphin, 1975). Criminal justice professionals
have also reported their belief that restitution increased
participants’ sense of responsibility and reduced recidivism
(Chesney, 1976; Evans & Koederitz, 1983; Schneider et al.,
1977).

Quasi-experimental Outcome Studies

Included in the group of quasi-experimental studies
which examined outcome were a number of brief reports which

provided recidivism rates of restitution participants or
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changes in crime rates of communities with restitution
programs. The studies were grouped into five categories
according to design: changes in crime rates, completion
rates, one group posttest assessment of recidivism,
variables related to success, and two-group quasi-
experimental studies of outcome.

Crime Rates

Marion County, Oregon partially attributed an 18%
decline in the crime rate in one year to a new restitution
program for property offenders ("Juvenile Crime", 1978).
Seattle, Washington reported that police contacts with
youths had declined significantly (-11%) in the area of a
restitution program as compared to the rest of the city
(+7%). In addition, recidivism was two-thirds less than had
been predicted during the 12 month follow-up
(" *Accountability’", 1977).

Completion Rates

A study of seven projects under the Community Service
Restitution Program (CSRP) found that 87% of the offenders
successfully completed all community service hours within a
prescribed time frame and only 4% were rearrested during
their assignments (Cooper & West, 1981la, 1981b).
Schneider’s (1983) evaluation of 17,354 juveniles in the
OJJDP sponsored programs found that 88% of those ordered to
perform unpaid community service, 87% of those ordered to

pay monetary restitutioh and 86% of those ordered to
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complete a combination of community service and monetary
restitution successfully completed their orders.
Nationally, completion rates of restitution participants
have been estimated to be better than 80%. Results of the
initial projects funded by OJJDP in 1978 found that 87% of
the 12,000 juveniles completed their restitution program and
almost 86% had no subsequent contact with the court
("Expansion”, 1981). Other studies have found completion
rates of 75% (Nelson, 1978), 91% (Macri, 1978), and 98%
(Keldgord, 1978).

One Group Post-test Only

The juvenile restitution initiative which began in 1978
funded 85 programs across the United States. In the first
two years of the project, 17,354 offenders were referred to
restitution projects. The authors found that reoffense
rates were 4% in the first three months, 8% at six months,
and 14% at 12 months (Schneider, Schneider, Griffith, &
Wilson, 1982). A study of 24,915 offenders who participated
in community service in England found that only 9% had been
convicted of another crime (Pease, 1981).

The Charleston County Juvenile Restitution Program
(JRP) was developed in 1979 to teach offenders
accountability through the performance of community service.
Follow-up reports collected on 112 participants 90 days

after program termination found that 5% of the youths had
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been rearrested, all of whom were incarcerated as a result
(Hofford, 1981).

In addition, participants of restitution programs have
reported that the programs were helpful (Macri, 1978).
Keldgord (1978) also found that nearly three-fourths of the
agencies who participated said that their needs had been
met.

Variables Related to Success

Some studies examined the relationship between success
in restitution and characteristics of the programs or
personality variables of the participants. These studies
were attempts to examine variables which may differentially
affect the outcome of restitution programs.

Organizational characteristics. Schneider (1983)

examined the differential impact of certain organizational
characteristics of restitution programs which were part of
the OJJDP Juvenile Restitution Initiative. He found that
successful completion rates and in-program reoffense rates
of those who did not participate in victim mediation was
similar to that for those who did have victim mediation. 1In
addition, the differences in completion rates and in-program
re-offense rates for those in community service programs,
financial restitution programs and combined programs were
not functionally significant. However, participants in sole
sanction programs had completion rates of 94% which were

significantly greater than those ofparticipants who had
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additional sanctions (85%). Further, those in sole sanction
programs had a reoffense rate of 15% which was significantly
less than that of youths in programs with other sanctions
(22%) .

Personality variables. Heide (1983) examined the

relationship between personality variables and recidivism
for 49 participants in a post-conviction restitution
program. A number of the variables which assessed attitudes
towards the self were successful at predicting completion of
restitution. However, it should be noted that only 20 of
122 variables assessed revealed a significant relationship
with completion.

Two-group Quasi-Experimental Studies of Outcome

A summary of the two-group quasi-experimental studies
is in Figure 1. Brown (1983) compared the success rates of
offenders ordered to pay restitution with those not so
ordered. Newton (1979) and Pease and associates (Pease,
Billingham, & Earnshaw, 1977) conducted a one-year follow-up
study of community service, assessing reconviction rates of
offenders referred to community service compared to a group
referred to, but not given, community service.

Challeen and Heinlen (1978) evaluated a program
alternative to fines, jail and probation for adult, first-
time, non-violent misdemeanants. Experimental group
participants had some say in the form of restitution while

controls had been sent to jail during this same period.
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Authors Experimental Control Outcome Results
Treatment Treatment Subjects Measures(n)
Brown (1983) monetary none adult Recidivism ns
Newton (1979);
Pease et al
(1977) cs no cs adult Recidivism ns
Challeen &
Heinlen (1978) monetary Jjail adult Recidivism ns
Cannon &
Stanford (1981) cs none juvenile Recidivism pos
work none Juvenile Recidivism pos
Crotty &
Meier (1980) monetary,
cs, both none juvenile Recidivism pos”?
Bonta
et al (1983) monetary and incar-
incarceration ceration adult Recidivism ns
Shichor &
Binder (1982) monetary no
petition Juvenile Recidivism ns
Miller (1981) monetary and
probation probation Recidivism ns
Heinz et al
(1976) monetary parole adult Recidivism(2) pos,ns

Employment

Pos

cs = commnity service.

pos = statistically significant results favoring the experimental group.
pos? = the direction of the results favored the experimental group, but the

statistical significance was not reported.
ns = no statistically significant differences.

Figure 1: Two-group Quasi-experimental Studies
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Cannon and Stanford (1981) studied a work and community
service restitution program for youthful property offenders.
The comparison group was selected from referrals received
during the same period two years earlier. Subjects were
followed for nine months after referral.

Crotty and Meier (1980) tested a program where
experimentals received probation and restitution while
youths in the comparison group were selected from similar
referrals made before the restitution program was
implemented. Bonta and associates (Bonta, Boyle, Motiuk, &
Sonnichsen, 1983) compared offenders who were incarcerated,
willing to pay restitution, and eligible for placement at a
community resource center to those in the center’s Temporary
Absence Program who had no restitution agreement.

Shichor and Binder (1982) evaluated a community
restitution program where youths referred from three police
departments were compared to youths from a fourth
department. Participants were youths who would not have
been petitioned if there were no restitution program.
Miller (1981) compared a sample of files of probationers
ordered to pay restitution with a matched group ordered to
probation only. Heinz and associates (Heinz, Galaway, &
Hudson, 1976) conducted a 16 month follow-up study with new
prison admissions referred to a restitution center who
agreed to pay restitution and compared them to a matched

group of men released on conventional parole.
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These studies found that the recidivism rates of
restitution participants were equal to or lower than those
for controls. The one study which assessed a different
outcome variable found that significantly more restitution
participants than controls were employed. However, five of
these studies used adults as subjects, making
generalizability to juveniles questionable. Further, the
comparison groups were often not comparable to the
experimental groups. The quasi-experimental nature of the
designs also restricts the validity of these findings.

Conclusions

Twenty-four quasi-experimental studies were described
in this section. Only ten of these studies included a
comparison group whose participants were not required to
complete restitution (Bonta et al., 1983; Brown, 1983;
Cannon & Stanford, 1981; Challeen & Heinlen, 1978; Crotty &
Meier, 1980; Heinz et al., 1976; Miller, 1981; Newton, 1979;
Pease et al., 1977; Shichor & Binder, 1982). Within these
studies, the control groups were often not equivalent to the
experimental group. For example, participants in the
restitution sample were compared to probationers (Miller,
1981), to persons in jail (Challeen & Heinlen, 1978), and to
persons who were referred during an earlier time ﬁeriods
(Cannon & Stanford, 1981; Crotty & Meier, 1980). 1In
addition, all but one of the studies (Heinz et al., 1976)

assessed recidivism as the only outcome variable and many






31
authors did not report statistical tests of significance.
Overall, however, these studies suggest that the recidivism
rates of those who participated in a restitution program
were equal to or lower than that for controls.

Experimental Outcome Studies

Few experimental studies were located through the
literature search procedures described earlier. Those that
were identified are summarized in Figure 2 and described
below.

Property offenders randomly selected from new prison
admissions referred to a restitution center were randomly
assigned to restitution versus parole or discharge
(Minnesota Department of Corrections, 1977, cited in Hudson
& Chesney, 1978). However, offenders were asked to
participate in the study after they were told of their
treatment condition. Four experimentals refused, with no
comparable drop-out for controls. Similarly, the parole
board could deny entry into the program, for experimentals
only, which it did in nine of 72 cases in the first two
years. Restitution was not the only difference in sentence
between the groups. The level of parole supervision was
also greater for the experimental group than the control
group. Thus, it is difficult to determine if the
differences in recidivism rates were due to participation in

restitution or the level of parole supervision.
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Authors Experimental Control Outcome Results
Treatment Treatment Subjects Measures(n)
Minnesota
Department
of Corrections monetary parole or
(1977) discharge adult Recidivism pos
Wax (1977) cs none juvenile Recidivism ns
School atten ns
Social beh ns
Predict del ns
Schneider monetary or
(1986) cs detention Jjuvenile Recidivism(4) ns
cs or
monetary with
mediation probation juvenile Recidivism(4) pos,ns
Monetary or traditional
cs (alone or (probation or
with counsel- incarceration)
ing) and counseling &
probation probation Jjuvenile Recidivism(4)pos,ns
monetary or
cs, cs or
monetary with
probation traditional juvenile Recidivism(4) ns
Wilson (1982) unknown probation juvenile Recidivism(2) pos?
Koch (1985) cs diversion juvenile labeling ns
or tradition bonding ns
Recidivism(2) ns
Davidson & cs diversion Jjuvenile labeling(4) ns
Johnson or tradition employ pos
(in press) education ns
parent involv ns
prosocial ns

Recidivism ns

cs = community service.
pos = statistically significant results favoring the experimental group.
pos? = the direction of the results favored the experimental group, but the
statistical significance was not reported.
ns = no statistically significant differences.

Figure 2: Experimental Studies
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Wax (1977) assessed the impact of 20 hours of community
service on juvenile shoplifters. Thirty juveniles were
randomly assigned to one of three treatment conditions:
restitution with the victim present at sentencing,
restitution without the victim present at sentencing, and no
community service. A number of problems exisfed with this
research. First, the sample size was extremely small.
Second, those subjects who needed services in addition to
community service were excluded from the study. Those who
failed to complete community service were also excluded.
While the intervention was completed in two weeks, the
posttest was not completed for six months and there were no
significant differences on any of the four outcome measures.
Because of the delayed posttest, immediate effects could not
be detected.

Schneider (1986) examined four different studies.
First, restitution was compared to short-term detention.
Experimental youths were ordered to pay monetary restitution
where there was a financial loss and community service
restitution where there was no financial loss. Controls
were ordered to an average of four weekends in detention and
nine months probation. The second study compared:victim-
mediation restitution to probation. Because uncooperative
youths could create problems during mediation, all youths

assigned to restitution were allowed to reject their
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assignment and receive probation instead. Approximately 40%
exercised this option.

The third study compared four conditions: restitution,
counseling, restitution and counseling, and traditional
services (usually incarceration or probation). All youths
in the first three groups were also on probation. Seven
percent of youths were ultimately placed in a group
different from that randomly assigned to because of judicial
discretion. The majority of youths (60%) in the restitution
conditions performed community service. The final study
assigned all cases where a monetary loss was determined to
restitution only, restitution and probation, and graditional
services. Approximately half of the youths in each of the
restitution conditions paid monetary restitution while the
other half performed community service.

In all sites, juveniles were randomly assigned to
treatment conditions. However, all studies also allowed the
local jurisdiction to change any assignment. All analyses
were conducted on the groups to which participants were
assigned, rather the type of service received. Four
estimates of recidivism were used in all studies. Results
found that the recidivism rates of experimentals were equal
to or lower than those for controls.

Wilson (1982) studied a program where offenders
recommended for probation were randomly assigned to

restitution or probation. Unfortunately, the report did not
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describe what services were provided in the various
conditions, and the information which was provided suggested
that subjects in all conditions were ordered to make some
form of restitution. Further, less than two-thirds of the
participants obtained from the probation group complied with
the restitution order. This is substantially lower than
most other studies. The low completion rates may be related
to the high reoffense rates. However, experimentals had
lower rates of recidivism than did controls.

Koch (1985) and Davidson and Johnson (in press)
compared youths assigned to diversion, diversion with
community service arbitration, and tradition court
processing. All youths in the community service program
performed 3 to 4 hours of community service per week for 12
weeks, regardless of the offense. While the results
pertaining to labeling and bonding were disappointing, the
low reliability of the scales may contribute to the absence
of positive findings. This was true for both the original
and subsequent study. The only positive finding was for
employment expectations (Davidson & Johnson, in press).

Conclusions

A total of 24 quasi-experimental outcome and 10
experimental studies were included in this review, the
majority of which were plagued with methodological problems.
For those quasi-experimental studies which did include a

comparison group, there were often major differences between
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the groups before the intervention began (Cannon & Stanford,
1981; Challeen & Heinlen, 1978; Crotty & Meier, 1980;
Miller, 1981). Some of the studies had small sample sizes
(Wax, 1977). The majority of studies relied solely on
official records as the means for obtaining outcome data
(Bonta et al., 1983; Brown, 1983; Cannon & Stanford, 1981;
Challeen & Heinlen, 1978; Crotty & Meier, 1980; Miller,
1981; Schneider, 1985; Wilson, 1982). Few of the studies
included an adequate description of services and often more
than just completion of restitution differentiated the
services received by participants in the different treatment
conditions (Heinz et al., 1976; Hudson & Chesney, 1978;
Wilson, 1982). A number of the studies did not make the
restitution order related to the crime, a factor which has
been cited as one of the keys to a successful program. Only
four of the studies examined outcome variables other than
recidivism. However, it is impossible to ignore the fact
that a large number of studies have consistently concluded
that the recidivism rates of restitution participants are at
least equal to and sometimes lower than those of controls,
where controls have usually received traditional services
(e.g., parole, incarceration) or no service. Further, the
political, economic and social benefits to the victims,
community and justice system, have been proposed as adequate

justification for restitution programs (Keve, 1978).
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Theories of Delinquency

The above review suggests that restitution programs can
benefit a number of people and may reduce recidivism. While
restitution has not emerged from a theory of delinquency,
such a theory can be used to guide its evaluation. Theories
are useful ways to think about not only how youths become
involved in delinquency, but also how youths stop committing
crimes (Fagan, 1988). As such, outcome measures can be
developed or selected from a theory which is consistent with
an intervention. This evaluation used this process to
select intermediate outcome variables. The theory used is
described below. .

A recent effort to integrate three of the more lasting
and supported uni-causal delinquency theories: strain
theory, social learning theory, and social control theory
(Elliott, Ageton, & Canter, 1979; Elliott, Huizinga, &
Ageton, 1985) has been met with a great deal of interest.
Each of these theories offers positive contributions to the
understanding of delinquency, while each also has
limitations. While this has not been the only recent
attempt to integrate two or more current theories of
delinquency (e.g., Hepburn, 1977; Simons, Miller, & Aigner,
1980; Thornberry, 1987), the studies on which it is based
are the most rigorous and detailed. Results from these
studies suggest a high degree of explanatory power and

stable relationships between theoretical variables. It is
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therefore one of the most appealing of the integrated models
to be proposed. The three original theories will be
presented and their limitations discussed. The multi-
dimensional causal theory will then be presented.

Strain Theory

Strain theory argues that delinquency results from
frustrated needs or wants. This theory suggests that
delinquency is behavior oriented towards conventional goals.
Therefore, when there are inadequate socially acceptable
means to achieve these goals, alternative means will be
used. This model emerged out of the hypothesis that all
youths internalize conventional goals of success but that
lower class youths, in particular, are denied access to
these goals because of their social class (Cloward & Ohlin,
1960) .

Recently, however, theorists have tried to show how
strain theory can also account for the fact that middle-
class youths also become delinquent. It has been suggested
that middle-class youths are just as likely to aspire beyond
their means and because the difference between goals and
opportunities are relative, middle-class youths may also
engage in delinquent behavior to achieve these goals
(Elliott & Voss, 1974). Nevertheless, this discrepancy is
often greatest for lower-class youths. Further, what is

important is the perception of youths that socially
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acceptable means of achieving desired goals are not
available to them (Elliott & Voss, 1974).
Limitations

The major problem with strain theory is that it is not
able to explain why many lower-cleass youths do not become
delinquent. The model assumes that the pressure to achieve
a level of economic status above that which a person has is
constant. If all economically disadvantaged persons are
denied legitimate means to this goal, by definition, then
all should become delinquent. However, this does not
happen.

Secondly, while recent theorists have attempted to
demonstrate that this theory can explain middle-class
delinquency, these efforts have fallen short. Middle-class
persons are not denied conventional and legitimate
opportunities for success. Third, this theory ignores
individual values. What may appear to be normlessness by
one person may actually be different norms. Further, lower-
class persons may not strive towards conventional goals at
all. It may be that lower-class youths have goals unique to
their social status and that they are achieving status in
their own subculture by acting out. Strain theory also
ignores the importance of peer influences on delinquent

behavior.
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Social Learning Theory

While strain theory ignores the importance of social
influences, social learning theory argues that criminal
behavior is learned in interactions with other persons in
intimate groups and that a person becomes delinquent because
of "an excess of definitions favorable to violation of law
over definitions unfavorable to violation of law"
(Sutherland & Cressey, 1978, p.81). Not only are techniques
for committing crimes learned, but also definitions which
make a person willing to break the law are learned.

Akers (1977) added the notion of differential
reinforcement; behavior is conditioned by the consequences
it has. Given two choices, the act which is reinforced to
the greatest amount, frequency and with the greatest
probability will be maintained.

Behavior is therefore determined by the expected rewards and
punishments for engaging in certain acts, as well as the
rewards and punishments anticipated with alternative acts.
Therefore differential social reinforcement directs the
decision to engage in conforming or deviant behavior.

Akers, Krohn, Lanza-Kaduce, and Radosevich (1979) found that
this social learning theory explained one half of the
variance in drinking behavior and two-thirds of the variance
in marijuana behavior of 3,000 youths. The importance of
the components used in explaining this variance was ranked

in the following order: differential association,
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definitions favorable to or unfavorable toward drug use,
combined social/nonsocial differential reinforcement,
differential social reinforcement, and imitation.
Limitations

There are a number of criticisms which have been levied
against Sutherland’s theory. First, not everyone who comes
in contact with a criminal becomes a criminal themselves.
Further, the theory does not explain why people associate
with criminals in the first place and does not identify the
source of definitions favorable or unfavorable to the law.
Additionally, the theory has been criticized because of the
difficulty in operationalizing "excess of definitions”,
"favorable to", and "unfavorable to". Akers’ (1977)
reformulation of this model does not adequately address
these limitations.

Control Theory

While social learning theory proposes that there are
social patterns which favor delinquency, control theory
suggests that it is the absence of controls which permits
delinquency and the strength of social controls which
restrain unconventional means of achieving goals. People
conform because social controls have been effective, but
criminality will emerge when these controls break down.

Control theories have focused upon the process of
social bonding as a means of social control. The stronger

that these bonds are, the more a person’s behavior will be
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controlled. When these conventional ties do not exist, a
person is free to engage in deviant acts. Therefore, youths
who are not attached to conventional groups, who do not have
a strong commitment to prosocial goals, have negative
attitudes toward obeying the law and are uninvolved in
conventional activities are more likely to become delinquent
(Altschuler & Armstrong, 1989).

Hirschi (1969) identified four elements to this bond:
attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. Attachment
is defined as a moral link to others, particularly family,
peers, and school. Commitment is described as a rational
investment in conventional goals, especially those that
would be jeopardized by deviance. Briar and Piliavin (1965)
noted that commitment is not an irreversible process. They
asserted that those with low levels of commitment may have
experiences which increase their stakes in conformity and
lead to conventional behavior. Involvement suggests that
time spent in conventional activities restricts the amount
of time available for delinquent activities. Belief in the
moral values of society is the last element of these bonds.
These elements are all interrelated so that the weakening of
one is accompanied by the weakening of another.

Social control theory suggests that delinquency is
largely the result of inadequate or nonexistent social
integration from various groups, such as family and peers.

For youths who are involved in relationships that would be
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threatened by delinquency, or who are uneasy violating
social norms, the costs of delinquency are high.
Limitations

One limitation of control theory is that delinquents
may not share conventional morality. Further, control
theory lacks a motivational component. This theory does not
attempt to account for external pressures which generate
delinquency. While a lack of controls may be a factor
conducive to delinquency, it is not a generative factor.
Nevertheless, social bonding has been supported by a good
deal of empirical evidence (Akers, 1977). The theory,
however, lacks information about the role that sanctions may
play in the development of delinquency.

The Multi-dimensional Theoretical Model

By acknowledging the limitations of the individual
theories, Elliott and associates (Elliott et al., 1979,
1985) have developed a hybrid model which is based on the
strengths of strain, social learning and control theories.
They suggested that there is support for the notion that
strain has a direct cause on delinquency and that strain is
also moderated by controls. In other words, not only does
strain lead directly to delinquency, but strain may also
weaken social controls which, in turn, may lead to
delinquency.

While social learning and control theories emerged from

different traditions, there are some common assumptions of
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these models. First, both models argue that behavior is the
result of a rational weighing of costs and rewards
associated with the various behavior options. Second,
delinquency is viewed as the result of differential
socialization and the most important source of social
controls are social relationships. Control theory asserts
that the content of socialization is constant and what
varies is how well it works. 1In other words, the ability of
the child to internalize the norms, the ability of the
parent or teacher to teach the norms and the various
circumstances under which this process occurs determines the
effectiveness of the socialization process. On the other
hand, social learning theory postulates that the content of
the messages of socialization are not constant and therefore
there is variation in what is internalized.

This model was tested by means of path analysis on data
from 1,725 youths (Elliott et al., 1985). The resulting
model is presented in Figure 3. The authors found that
youths with high conventional bonding were lowest in terms
of delinquent behaviors. Results also suggested that
conventional bonding insulates against bonding to delinquent
peers. Further, low conventional bonding, when combined
with high delinquent bonding, was associated with.more
delinquent behaviors. They concluded that strong
conventional bonds reduce the likelihood of developing

strong delinquent bonds. Further, when associations with
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delinquent peers are developed, strong conventional bonds
will reduce the strength of the pro-delinquent influences of
the delinquent group. The predictive ability of this
integrated model is greater than that of the individual
models on which it was based.

In a similar path analysis test of differential
association and social control theories, Hepburn (1977)
found that while delinquency may be the result of an absence
of constraints on behavior, particularly when there is a
lack of perceived family support, it may also be the result
of delinquent associations. The data support the notion,
however, that delinquent definitions precede the development
of delinquent associations.

The multi-dimensional causal model suggested by Elliott
and associates simultaneously addresses issues of
socialization, peer group influences, social bonding, and
opportunities for achievement through conventional means.
This model suggests that delinquency emerges from weak
controls, strain, and peer influences. Intervention
strategies should therefore be directed at these variables.

Implications for Research

This multi-dimensional causal model of delinquency is
useful in evaluating a restitution program in a number of
ways. Elliott and associates (1985) showed that weak
controls, strain, and peer influences were related to

delinquent behavior. Figure 4 shows the relationships
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Hypothesized Impact Theoretical

of Restitution Variable Activities

Positive relationship Conventional Involve youth

with the community Bonding with positive
social
influences
(worksite
supervisors)

Sense of accomplishment Conventional Completion

or success Bonding letters,
certificates,
praise from
supervisor

Less free time to spend Delinquent Less free time

with delinquent friends Bonding to spend with

friends

Figure 4: Relationship Between Hypothesized Impacts of
Restitution and Theoretical Variables Being Tested
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between the expected outcomes of restitution and factors in
this theoretical model, and restitution activities that
address these variables.

First, restitution is aimed directly at the issue of
conventional bonding. Restitution programs, particularly in
the form of community service, involve youths with positive
social influences in the community, which may in turn
strengthen conventional bonding and encourage conventional
beliefs. On the other hand, it could be argued that because
youths do not volunteer for community service but are
coerced, there will be no commitment and therefore no
bonding. In order to test this, conventional bonding should
be assessed.

Restitution may also reduce the impact of negative peer
influences. Efforts to fulfill restitution minimize the
amount of interaction with delinquent youths so as to avoid
the negative consequences of delinquent bonding. Because
youths may spend a substantial portion of their free time
meeting the terms of the restitution order, the
relationships with delinquent peers may break down.
Therefore delinquent bonding should also be assessed.

Goals of the Current Study

While research into a new area often begins Qith less
sophisticated evaluations, the issue of restitution can no
longer be considered a new area of study. It is time that

evaluations become more sophisticated and directed. A
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number of authors indicated the need to develop programs
based on what has already been learned and to not only
construct, but also evaluate such programs in light the
theory which is known (Hudson & Galaway, 1977, 1978).

This study was therefore designed to evaluate a
community service restitution program based on what is known
about restitution and to examine intermediate outcome
variables suggested by current delinquency theory. As a
result, this study evaluated a community service program,
founded on the accountability philosophy with proportional
sanctioning. The goal of this research was to evaluate the
impact of a community service program guided by tﬁe
philosophy of accountability and with concrete
operationalization of each program component. What also
makes this research unique is its examination of the impact
of such a program in relation to contemporary theories of
delinquency. This research utilized a unique set of
measures, including some developed by and used to test
certain dimensions (see Figure 5) included in the multi-
dimensional causal model of Elliott and associates (1979,
1985).

Research questions to be answered were of four
different types. First the intervention alternatives needed
to be documented so as to confirm that the only differences

between the two groups was performance of community service.
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Variables in Theoretical Model

Measures Used

Prior Self-reported Delinquency

Weak Conventional Bonding

Strong Bonding to Deliquent Peers
Associations Scale

Delinquent Behavior

Court petitions
related to
prior offenses

General Bonding
Scale

Specific Bonding
Scale

Delinquent

Normative Pressure
Scale

Subsequent court
petitions

Figure 5: Variables in the theoretical model measured in

this study
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1. What was the intervention process for each of the
two conditions? Specifically, the number of community
service hours, the number and type of additional court
ordered requirements, the number of pretest and posttest
appointments that were missed, the time from offense to
pretest, the time from offense to community service, the
time from pretest to community service, and the time from
pretest and posttest were used to describe and compare the
groups.

2. To what extent was community service implemented?

Second, the integrity of the community service program
was determined by the extent to which it met the goals of
accountability.

3. Were community service participants more likely
than controls to understand the purpose of community service
to be reparation?

4., Did community service participants perceive their
community service order to be more fair than did controls?
5. Did community service participants feel more

favorable toward their victim than did controls?

6. Did community service participants have greater
feelings of accountability than did controls?

Third, it was important to examine the impact that
participation in a community service program had on the

youths. Each of the remaining research questions examined
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constructs suggested by part of the multi-dimensional causal
theoretical model described.

7. Did community service participants have less
delinquent friends than did controls? This addressed
bonding to delinquent peers.

8. Did community service participants feel less
pressure from their friends than did controls? This
question also addressed bonding to delinquent peers.

9. Did community service participants have more
pPositive attitudes towards traditional beliefs than did
controls? This question served to address conventional

bonding.

10. Did community service participants report greater
self-esteem than did controls? Restitution is thought to
give participants a sense of accomplishment and therefore
improve self-esteem.

11. Did community service participants have lower
recidivism rates than controls? This addressed delinquent
behavior.

Finally, it was necessary to determine the extent to
which the intermediate variables of accountability and
conventional and delinquent bonding were related to
recidivism.

12. Did subjects who had high scores on accountability
measures at posttest have more positive outcome results than

those with low scores?
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13. Can youths be classified into two or more groups
based on their extent of conventional and delinquent bonding
at pretest? If so, are there differences between thecse
groups/types of subjects on other outcome variables?
14. Is there evidence that participation in community

service postively impacts bonding and therefore delinquency?
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METHODS
Sample
Subjects were juveniles from the Ingham County Probate
Court, juvenile division, who were referred to the Community
Service Program between May, 1988 and January, 1989. There
were a total of 106 referrals to the project during the
course of this study, for an average of just over 13
referrals per month. This rate was consistent with recent
yvears (15.5 per month in 1987 and 18.5 in 1986). Of these
106 referrals, 12 refused to participate. 1In some cases, a
parent refused participation in order to guarantee that the
Youth would have to perform the community service. 1In other
cases, a youth refused because he or she did not want to
complete the interview.

A total of 94 youths agreed to participate. Forty-
Seven percent of the program participants were submitted
through the Intake Department with the goal being to divert
the youth from formal court proceedings, yet providing a
consequence for illegal behavior. These youths, later
referred to as "Informals", were generally first time
offenders. These youths knew that failure to complete the

Community service requirements could result in the
initiation of formal proceedings. The remaining youths
(53%) had a formal court order specifying performance of
community service work as part of their probation. These

youths are referred to as "Formals". Failure to complete

Sk
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community service is considered a violation of probation,

which could result in additional court proceedings where

programming is reconsidered. The distribution of Informals

and Formals was similar to that of previous years (43% and

57%, respectively, in 1987). Because informals were usually

first-time offenders and often had no sanction other than

community service and formals had both prior contact with

the court and were on probation, all outcome analyses

compared subjects on this "status” variable.

The number of participants required for this study was
directed by the need to achieve adequate statistical power.

Recidivism rates from previous studies (Cannon & Stanford,

1981; Challeen & Heinlen, 1978; Crotty & Meier, 1980; Heinz

et al., 1976; Hudson & Chesney, 1978; Miller, 1981;

Schneider, 1986; Schneider & Schneider, 1985; Shichor &

Binder, 1982; Wilson, 1982) were used to create an average

effect size (d) of .50, which was then used to determine

the sample size. While this estimate of the effect size

Seems to be high, it is the best estimate available. 1In

order to achieve 70% power with two equal groups, a minimum

of 82 youths were required to participate in this study

(Kraemer & Thiemann, 1987). However, given the fact that

these original studies had mixed findings and often found no
differences between experimentals and controls, .50 is

likely an overestimate of effect size. Therefore, 82

subjects will likely not be enough to achieve 70% power.
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The restriction on statistical power that is created by an
insufficiently large enough sample cannot be ignored.

All subjects were randomly assigned to one of two

treatment alternatives. Forty-seven youths were assigned to

the Community Service Program (experimentals) and 47 youths
were assigned to traditional services without a community
service obligation (controls). The youths in these two

Z£roups were very similar.

Subject Mortality

Of the 94 youths who agreed to participate, 81 were
successfully posttested. One youth in the experimental
Zroup refused to complete the posttest, while four other
experimentals and five controls had moved out of the area to
unknown locations (no forwarding address and/or caseworkers
and family members were unaware of their location). 1In
addition, one youth in the experimental group did not
Complete the posttest prior to project completion. One
additional experimental youth did not complete the community
Service prior to project termination and this subject and
his/her matched control were therefore also not posttested.
However, official records were examined for all
Participants.

Four of the original 47 community service participants
did not successfully complete their community service
obligation. These subjects were excluded from outcome

analyses because they did not receive the specified
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intervention. The number of subjects for whom this was true
was very small and analyses which included these showed that
the direction of findings did not change (see Appendix A).
Figure 6 shows the flow and attrition of subjects throughout
the course of the study.

Background characteristics are presented in Table 1.
Owverall, 68% were male, 60% were white, 19% were black, 17%
were mexican, 42% lived with one parent/guardian, and in 27%
of the cases, no parent/guardian in the household was
working. One-third (38%) of the youths had held a job in
the past or at the time of the first interview, 12% had
Previously performed community service work, and the average

age of the subjects was 15.6 years. The only significant

di fferences between the groups was when whites were compared
to all persons of color, combined (X2(1) = 5.34, p < .05).
The majority of youths had no previous offenses,
defined as contacts with this particular court (See Table
2). Fifty-seven percent of the experimentals and 61% of the
Ccontrols had no prior petitions with approximately one-
Quarter of each group having one prior petition. The
average number of prior petitions was .74 for experimentals
and .57 for controls. There was a significant relationship
between status (formal and informal) and number of prior

petitions, such that youths with formal court orders had

gsignificantly more (F(1,84) = 27.99, p ¢ .001) prior






58

Referrals

(n=106)

Accepted
and
Pretested

(n=94)

Refused
(n=12)

/ \\

Experimental
Group
(n=47)
Completed Did not "lost"
Community Complete (n=4)
Service Community
(n=39) Service
P (n=4)
Completed Did not complete
Posgttest Posttest
(n=38) (n=1)

Control
Group
(n=47)

Completed Posttest "lost"
(n=41) (n=6)

Figure 6: Flow of subjects through study, including

attrition
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Table 1

59

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Experimentals Controls
Variable n (%) n (%) X2 (df)
Status 0.00 (1)
Formal 25 (53%) 25 (53%)
Informal 22 (47%) 22 (47%)
Gender 1.22 (1)
Male 29 (62%) 35 (75%)
Female 18 (38%) 12 (26%)
Race 7.38 (3)
White 34 (72%) 22 (47%)
Black 5 (11%) 13 (28%)
Mexican 7 (15%) 9 (19%)
Mixed 1 (2%) 3 (6%)
Number of "parents"
in household 1.58 (1)
One 16 (34%) 23 (49%)
Two 31 (66%) 24 (51%)
Number with no
"parents" working 10 (21%) 15 (35%) 0.87 (1)
Youths with job :
experience 19 (40%) 16 (35%) 0.12 (1)
Previous Community
Service 4 (10%) 4 (10%) 0.00 (1)
Mean Age 15.6 years 15.5 years F(1,88)=

0.19
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Table 2
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Distribution of Previous Offenses

Number of Experimentals Controls

Prior petitions n (%) n (%) F(1,85)
Zero 24 (57) 27 (61)

One 9 (21) 10 (23)

Two 6 (14) 6 (14)

Three 2 (5) 1 (2)

Four 1 (2) 0

MEAN (SD) 0.74 (1.04) 0.57 (.82) 0.71

NOTE: Due to missing court records,
available for all subjects.

this data was not
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petitions (1.06) than did youths who were referred from the
Intake Department (0.14).

The current offenses for all youths are presented in
Table 3. The offenses are listed roughly according to the
seriousness of offense. Those youths with single charges
are listed in the top portion of the table. Those youths
who were referred to community service with multiple charges
are listed at the bottom of the table. The distribution
demonstrates that most youths were charged with relatively
minor offenses and that most of these were crimes against
property, particularly shoplifting (covered under larceny
and retail fraud categories).

Design

An experimental design was used to assess the impact of
communiéy service participation on recidivism and the
intervening variables discussed earlier. Subjects were
nested in time and crossed on treatment condition. This
experiment was a single factor repeated measures design.

Pre-tests of all independent and dependent variables
were used to assess the equivalence of the groups. Post-
tests included these same measures. Official court records
were examined as a measure of intervention integrity and

recidivism.
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Table 3

Distribution of Offenses for Current Petition

Experimentals Controls

Offense n n
Assault 1 2
Assault and Battery 1 1
Illegal Possession of a

Credit Card 0 1
Larceny Under $100 11 11
Retail Fraud - 2nd Degree 2 4
Attempted Larceny 0 1
No Operator’s License 1 0
Trespassing 1 0
Aggravated Assault 0 2
Entry Without Breaking 1 0
Larceny Over $100 3 1
Possession of a Controlled

Substance 1 1
Receiving & Concealing Stolen

Goods Over $100 1 0
Unarmed Robbery 1 0
Malicious Destruction of

Property Over $100 1 1
Violation of Probation or a

Court Order 3 1

(table continues)
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Table 3 (continued)

Experimentals Controls

Offense n n
Breaking & Entering 4 7
Carrying a Concealed Weapon 1 2
Criminal Sexual Conduct 1 2
Unlawful Driving Away an

Automobile (UDAA) 1 0
UDAA - Attempted 1 1

MULTIPLE CHARGES

Assault & Battery - 2 Counts 1 0
Carrying a Dangerous Weapon

AND Larceny Under $100 1 0
Retail Fraud II AND Malicious

Dest. Property Under $100 0 1
Unlawful Use of Motor Vehicle

AND Violation of Probation 1 0
Unarmed Robbery AND

Violation of Probation 0 1
Breaking & Entering AND

Breaking & Entering a

Coin Machine/Box 1 0
Breaking & Entering AND

Larceny Under $100 0 1
Breaking & Entering AND

Receiving & Concealing

Stolen Goods Over $100 1 1
Breaking & Entering AND

Violation of Probation 1 1
UDAA AND Receiving & Concealing

Stolen Goods Under $100 0 1
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Procedures
Referral

Subjects were referred by the judge or the referee by
means of a referral form (See Appendix B). The referral
form included information about the youth as well as the
number of community service hours to be performed and the
date they were to be completed by. The number of community
service hours was determined from a matrix which specified
three classes of crimes and a range of appropriate hours
(See Appendix C). Beginning with the maximum, a specified
number of hours could be subtracted for youths who were in
school full-time, had a job, participated in extra-
curricular activities (related to both school or family and
the court), were new referrals to the court, or met all of
the above criteria. These procedures were adopted to ensure
that the amount of community services was proportional to
the harm that was done (Galaway, 1977a, 1977b; Schneider,
1985).

It is important to acknowledge that this hierarchy of
sanctions may, despite its design, result in disproportional
sentencing because of variations in the way charges are
made, either at the time of arrest or processing by the
court. For example, one youth may be charged with assault
(Class A) and another with assault with a deadly weapon
(Class C), having committed very similar offenses. While

the system for assigning community service hours is not
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arbitrary in that sanctions are based on the charged
offense, it may not necessarily result in proportional
sanctioning for the severity of the offense.

Completion dates (the dates by which community service
was to be completed by) were usually set shortly before the
youth was scheduled to reappear in court. Referral forms
were submitted to the Community Service Program shortly
after completion and applications were then reviewed by
project staff to ensure program eligibility.

Processing

Youths referred to the program were contacted by a
letter from the Community Service Program, addregsed to them
and their parents (see Appendix D). This letter informed
the youth and the parent that the youth had been referred to
the program and that at least one parent and the youth must
attend an initial interview at the court. The date and time
of this interview was specified in the letter and they were
told to contact the court if the interview was at an
inconvenient time.

At the time of this interview, the research project was
explained to the youth and the parent by the interviewer.
Families were told that the project was designed to examine
the effectiveness of various sanctions available to the
court; the disposition would be determined by random
assignment; participation would involve the youth completing

an interview immediately and again a short time later; the
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youth would receive coupons from local merchants, at
posttest, for their time in completing these interviews; if
the youth or the parent refused participation, the youth
would be directed to perform the community service hours as
ordered; and that participation was completely voluntary.

At that time, the youth and the parent were asked if
they agreed to participate. If either party refused to
participate, the youth was excluded from the research
project. If both parties agreed to participate, they were
asked to sign a consent form (See Appendix E). This form
again described the project, outlined the consequences of
non-participation, explained that participation is
voluntary, and specified that the youth and parent agreed to
these terms. These forms and the consent procedure were
approved by the University Committee on Research Involving
Human Subjects (UCRHIS) (See Appendix F).

After the consent form was signed, the youth was
interviewed alone for 30 minutes. At the completion of the
pretest interview, the parent and youth were reunited and
the youth was randomly assigned to one of two treatment
conditions (community service or traditional service).

The treatment condition to which the youth was assigned
was determined by lottery and was stratified by referral
status (i.e., intake or formal), age (i.e., 16 and over or
under 16), and sex. Slips of paper were prepared with one

of the treatment conditions written on it. These were then
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randomly placed in envelopes prepared by the researcher.
There were eight sets of envelopes, one for each combination
of the stratification variables. Each set contained equal
numbers of envelopes with each treatment option. The
envelopes were numbered and labeled on the outside with the
stratification combination (e.g., intake, male, under 16).
The interviewer did not know the contents of any envelope
until it was opened in the presence of the youth and his/her
parent. Envelopes were initially prepared in batches of six
for each stratification set. As envelopes were used, they
were replaced with new envelopes prepared, in pairs, in a
similar manner.

A minimum of four envelopes were presented and the
youth or the parent drew an envelope determining the
treatment condition. This reassured both the youth and the
parent that the process was random.

Intervention Alternatives

After pretesting, the caseworker was informed of the
treatment condition. Subsequent procedures varied according
to the condition to which the youth was assigned. Below is
an explanation of the intervention activities associated
with each treatment alternative. It should be remembered
that this study was designed to test the marginal effects of
community service. The only difference between the

experimentals and the controls was that controls were not
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required to fulfill the community service component of their
disposition.
Traditional Services

Youths assigned to traditional services were handled
according to the original disposition, excluding the
community service obligation. For youths referred from the
Intake Department, this often involved dismissal or a
warning. For formally processed cases, traditional services
most often involved probation and referral back to the
caseworker.

Community Service

Youths assigned to community service were referred to
the Community Service Program. The program was established
in 1984 with the goals of increasing accountability and
making compensation for property loss or damage caused by
minors.

The initial contact for youths was an immediate intake
interview, designed to discuss work placement and program
responsibilities. First, the youth was asked about his or
her knowledge of the purpose of the Community Service
Program. To the extent that the youth was unable to
articulate this purpose, it was explained to him or her.
The goal of accountability was stressed (Harding, 1982;
Schneider, 1986). The offense was outlined, the number of
community service hours to be completed was discussed in

relation to the offense, in order to increase the youths'’
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perceptions of the fairness of the sentence, and therefore
accountability (Schneider, 1985), and the youth was told
that there are costs to the community even when property is
recovered or the damage is of a small amount (Heide, 1983).
The youth was told that the community would be repaid
through the completion of community service activities
(Armstrong, 1983). Youths who were referred from intake
were also told that the offense would not go on their
official record if they successfully completed their
community service order.

To locate an appropriate placement, the youth was asked
about responsibilities and obligations which would restrict
his or her availability for such work, including school,
after-school activities, jobs, and family responsibilities.
Commitment to complete community service would result in
less available free time for youths to spend with their
friends, and therefore reduce delinquent bonding. The youth
was also asked about available transportation for getting to
and from work sites. If the public transportation system
was the youth’s only means of transportation, bus tokens
were available to those who could not afford the costs. It
was stressed to youths that it was their responsibility to
get to the work site, not that of their parents or friends.
The youths also completed a form which allowed them to
record their interests and talents (See Appendix G) so that

their placement could be most meaningful and commitment
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would be increased (Keve, 1978). Human service placement
requests were carefully screened to exclude those youths
with violent histories.

While the interests of the youths were used to
facilitate identification of an appropriate placement
setting, geography, transportation, and hours of
availability often controlled the selection process. There
were over 60 cooperating agencies where youths may have been
placed (See Appendix H). These agencies have been selected
because they offer the youths an opportunity to experience
positive social influences and thus increase conventional
bonding. Job tasks typically include light maintenance;
outdoor maintenance; clerical duties; parks conservation and
clean-up; housekeeping; pre-school assistance; nursing home
and hospital care; and assistance to museums, libraries,
churches, and food and clothing banks.

Only one youth was placed at a work site at a time
unless there were separate areas in which youths may have
worked. An exception to this was the work crew program,
operating mainly in the spring and summer months, when
groups of approximately eight youths were driven from the
court (by court staff) to a local park where they performed
eight hours of community service and were returned to the
court. These types of placements were often used with more

violent offenders and difficult to place youths.
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The youth was told that a placement interview would be
scheduled. If possible, a potential work site was contacted
and an appointment was scheduled immediately. If this was
not possible, the youth was told that he or she would
receive a phone call or letter about the placement
interview. Youths were told they would sign a contract
outlining their responsibilities and that they must present
a work permit to be signed at that meeting. Youths were
also told that they would need to bring to that meeting a
letter of apology to their victim. This letter was to
explain to the victim that the youth would be completing
community service to repay the community. The purpose of
this letter was to reinforce to youths that they must take
responsibility for their actions. They were also told that
they would have to tell the work site supervisor what their
offense was, because the supervisor had the right to know.
Supervisors were also often reassured by this information,
particularly when the crime was of a non-violent nature.
This was another way that youths were required to take
responsibility for their actions.

Youths were told when and where the interview would
occur and that they must arrange appropriate transportation
to the interview. The youth received the "Placement
Interview Instructions” which described the information to

include in the letter of apology; the date, time and
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location of the placement interview, and a reminder to bring
a work permit from school (See Appendix I).

At the placement interview, the community service
advisor, the youth and the work site supervisor discussed
the work responsibilities and the dates and times the youth
was to work. A starting date and projected ending date were
determined. The youth and work site supervisor were
reminded of the number of community service hours to be
completed. The youth was also told that time spent at the
work site which was not productive time would not be counted
as hours toward completion. The youth and the work site
supervisor were invited to ask questions to help clarify
this agreement.

Once an agreement had been reached, a contract
outlining the number of hours to be completed, the date they
must have been completed by, the dates and times the youth
was to be at the work site, the name and phone number of the
work site supervisor, a list of expectations (e.g.,
promptness, appropriate dress, etc.), and an explanation of
the consequences for failure to meet this obligation (e.g.,
additional community service hours, in-home detention,
juvenile home detention, etc.) was signed by the youth, the
work site supervisor, and the community service.advisor.

The contract also stated that the court and the work site
supervisor were to be notified in case of absence. In this

way, there were clear goals and youths could see that the



73
assignment was achievable. The youth, the work site
supervisor, and the community service advisor each received
a copy of the contract (See Appendix J).

The work permit application was completed and signed by
the work site supervisor and returned to the youth to be
exchanged for a work permit prior to the first day of work.
The youth also explained to the supervisor what the offense
was.

Work site supervisors were contacted by telephone after
the youths’' first few days of work to ensure that the youth
had attended and to remind the supervisor to contact the
office in case of any problems or concerns. Weekly attempts
to contact work site supervisors were made to monitor the
progress of each youth. All contacts with the youth or the
supervisor were recorded in the youth’s file on the contact
sheet (see Appendix K, a sample is also attached).

Youths were not contacted during placement unless they
failed to fulfill the obligations of the agreement. Youths
who failed to perform their duties according to their
contract were contacted by the Community Service Program to
determine the reasons behind the problems. Youths were
reminded of their commitment and changes in the work site
contract (e.g., times to report, work site, etc.) were made
if necessary. If a youth continued to refuse participation,
he or she was referred to the caseworker who determine the

appropriate action. Sanctions usually included a
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progressively intrusive set of responses, from increased
community service hours to in-home detention to juvenile
home detention. Specific sanctions were determined on an
individual basis for each youth.

When the specified number of community service hours
were completed, the work site supervisor returned to the
Community Service Program a completed schedule which
included the number of hours the youth worked and the
supervisor’s comments about the quality of the work (See
Appendix L). On occasion, however, work site supervisors
notified the Community Service Program of completions
without returning these sheets. At completion, &ouths were
sent letters of completion from the Community Service
Program (See Appendix M). A certificate of special
recognition was offered to six youths who exceed their
responsibility in performing their community service duties
(See Appendix N). This way, youths would experience as
sense of accomplishment and perhaps increase their
conventional bonding.

In addition to completing the community service
requirement, youths in this group were also required to
complete the other orders in their disposition.

Post-test Assessment

At the time of random assignment, youths in the

traditional services condition were yoked with experimental

youths to determine the pre-post interval. Each youth in
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the control condition was paired with an experimental youth
whose intake date was as close as possible to his or her
own. On occasion it was possible to match a control with
one of several experimentals with the same pretest date. 1In
these cases, the other criteria used for matching, in order,
were number of community service hours ordered, status, sex,
and then age. The date of the posttest for the control
youth was then determined by the date of program completion
for the matched experimental youth. Youths who successfully
completed community service were contacted for a posttest
appointment at the time that the completion letter was
mailed. Youths who failed to complete the community service
agreement and were referred back to a caseworker were
contacted for a posttest appointment at the time of that
referral. Controls were contacted for posttest at
approximately the same time.

The posttest interviews were scheduled to occur at the
court and lasted 30 minutes. Occasionally, interviews were
conducted at the youth’s home, when requested. At
completion of the interview, youths received their coupons
as compensation for their time and to reduce subject
mortality. Most youths were offered a free movie pass and a
coupon for a free beverage from a convenience store. The
posttest appointment letters did not specify the nature of
these coupons, however, after a youth missed one posttest

appointment, a note was added to subsequent appointment
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letters specifying the specific types of coupons he or she
would receive.

Court records were reviewed by project staff blind to
the treatment condition one month after posttest to
determine in-program recidivism. A random sample of 10% of
these records were coded a second time, one month later, for
test retest reliability.

Interview Training

Interviews were conducted by undergraduate students
recruited from the psychology and criminal justice
departments. Students were told that they were expected to
make a three-term commitment to the project. The first term
involved 4-5 weeks of training, and the remainder of their
time was spent interviewing youths. Four students were
selected as interviewers and spent an average of 4 hours a
week conducting interviews.

The initial training of the interviewers involved role-
plays and tape-recorded practice interviews, as well as
practice scoring of the interviews. Inter-rater reliability
of the interviewers reached 80% before interviews were
conducted.

Measures

The Community Service Program was built on the model of
accountability. It was proposed that participation in
community service activities would strengthen conventional

bonds and reduce delinquent bonds and further reduce the
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likelihood of further delinquent activity. Measures were
designed to assess both the integrity of the accountability
model of community service and the impact that it had on
these other variables. Figure 7 lists each of the measures
used at pretest and posttest, according to treatment
condition.

Implementation of Community Service

A number of measures were used to assess the integrity
of the community service intervention. This included
observation of a 10% random sample of the intake (see
Appendix O) and placement interviews (see Appendix P) to
ensure that all steps were discussed. In addition, a
sample intake interview was transcribed to further document
this process (see Appendix Q).

Extensive records were also maintained to monitor the
progress of the youths (see Appendix R). Included were the
number of community service hours ordered, program
completion status (successful or unsuccessful), the type of
placement, and the amount of time spent completing the
order.

Intervention Process

Court records were used to describe the intervention
alternatives. First, the researcher maintained a record of
the dates of all pretest and posttest appointments for each
youth so as to count the number of appointments that were

missed. The dates of the first pre and post-test
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Experimental Control

Measures Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
1. Official delinquency

(# of petitions,

seriousness of offense) X X X X
2. Referral (hours and

other services) X X X X
3. Pretest Interview X X
4, Posttest Interview X X
5. Specific Community

Service Outcomes

(tasks, scales) X
6. Community Service Process

(placement information,

completion status) X
7. Process data (# appointments

missed, pre-post interval) X X
NOTE: "X" the presence of a measure for a given condition
and testtime.
Figure 7: Measures Used at Each Time Period, By Treatment

Condition
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appointments as well as the dates these tests were actually
completed, were also recorded as part of the project
monitoring forms (see Appendix R).

In addition, court records were used to determine the
current sanctions imposed on each participant so as to
describe the services received by the control group and the
additional services received by the experimental group (see
Appendix S).

The Youth Interview

The youth interview was divided into 10 main sections
(see Appendix T). Each section was identified by a letter
which proceeded the question number. Section A therefore
included questions Al through A4, section B contained Bl
through B13, and so on. There was also an opening section
designed to gain background information on the youth, as
well as to help the youth get comfortable with the

interviewer and to save the more difficult questions for

later.

Scale Development

While the interview consisted mostly of measures
previously developed, this study included independent scale
construction procedures to test the integrity of these
scales. The strategy used in this study is similar to the
rational-empirical approach discussed by Jackson (1970).
Each of the "original" scales served as the starting point,

or rational basis, for scale development. These rational
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scales were then modified, if necessary, to create "revised"
scales with maximal internal consistency and independence.

First, individual items were examined for variance.
Any item for which 90% of the valid scores fell in two
adjacent categories (or in one category in the case of
dichotomous items) was discarded. The next step involved
the assessment of the internal consistency of the scales,
using the Reliability program of SPSSx (SPSS Inc., 1986)
which provides corrected item-total correlations and
computes Chronbach’s alpha as the measure of internal
consistency. When only two-items are in scale, Guttman
split-half is used as the measure of internal consistency
and when the data in the scale is dichotomous, Kuder-
Richardson-20 (KR-20) is used. Items which had corrected
item-total correlations that were not statistically
significant were removed from the scale. The "Reliability"
procedure was repeated. Additional adjustments were made
using these same procedures until all scales were
internally consistent.

The corrected item-total correlations were compared to
the items’ correlations with the other scales. Those items
which had higher correlations with three or more other
scales than with their own scale were discarded. The
reliability of the scales was recalculated and the
relationships of items to other scales were then reexamined.

This procedure was repeated until no further adjustments
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were required. For all scales, a high score represents a
better score. Items which were reverse scored are specified
in each of the tables demonstrating the reliability of the
scales.

Measures of Intervention Integrity

One of the goals of the study was to learn how the
youths perceived various criminal justice sanctions. As
mentioned in the earlier review, it is more important to
understand how the youth perceives his or her treatment,
than it is to rely on professionals’ assumptions about these
various sanctions. The interviews of the youths therefore
included questions pertaining to their perceptions of the
purpose of various sanctions, their feelings about the
sentence they received, and feelings about their victim.

Section A was designed specifically for this study and
asked youths about the main purpose of four different
criminal sanctions. This was used to answer research
question 3. No attempt was made to scale these items as
they were most valuable as individual items.

Section B was based on the Juvenile Offender Instrument
(JOI), developed for the national evaluation of juvenile
restitution programs (Wilson, 1983), and asked youths how
they felt about the disposition they received, the
components of the sentence not pertaining to community
service, and the community service components of the

disposition. Each of these three questions presented the
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same series of nine semantic differential scales for the
youths to rate their feelings. However, only those items
relating to the community service disposition were retained.
The general disposition and other services received
questions were dependent on the presence of other sanctions,
which not all youths had. In other words, for youths not
ordered to other sanctions, the other services questions
were never asked and the general disposition questions were
identical to the community service questions. On the other
hand, for youths who were ordered to other sanctions, the
disposition questions reflected a composite of all
sanctions. Because the primary interest was the attitudes
toward community service, only those items were retained.
Results from this scale was used to answer research question
4. These items were scored from 1 to 7 as indicated on the
card. By discarding two items from the scale, the
coefficient alpha was increased to .86 and the remaining
items were not strongly related to other scales. 1In
addition, most item-total correlations increased slightly
(see Table 4).

At posttest, experimental youths were also asked about
the tasks that they performed as part of their community
service. They were asked about their perceptioﬁs of these
tasks and their experience to further assess the extent to
which the intervention met its goals of being tangible,

measurable, meaningful, and rewarding (Keve, 1978). Three
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Table 4

Internal Consistency of Attitudes Toward Community Service

Scale

Item-total Correlations

Community
Services
Items Scale
A - fair/unfair .83
B - helpful/harmful .80
C - wrong/right .41
E - pleasant/painful .59
F - exciting/dull .51
H - interesting/boring .64
I - useful/worthless .71
Coefficient Alpha .86

NOTE: Items A, B, E, F, H, and 1 were reverse scored.

NOTE: n = 82.
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scales emerged from these items. The Understanding Scale is
based on the youth’s knowledge of the community service
requirements and the perception of his her ability to
complete these requirements (B8 and B10). This Guttman
split-half coefficient was .92 and the item-total
correlations of .87. The Effort Scale rated the amount of
effort required by the youth (B5, B6, B7, Bl11l). The
coefficient alpha for the scale was .72 and the item-
totalcorrelations ranged from .39 to .66. The Benefit Scale
assessed the extent to which the youth learned something or
changed as a result of the community service (B12 and B13).
The coefficient alpha for the scale was .50 and the item-
total correlations were .33 (see Table 5).

Because these three scales each assessed the community
service experience, it was expected that there might be some
relationship between these scales. However, interscale
correlations presented in Table 6 show that only the
Understanding and Effort Scales are related. The three
scales were therefore retained.

Section C, used to address research question 5, was
also based on the JOI and used 14 semantic differential
items to determine the youth’s perception of the victim.
These items were also scored from 1 to 7. The item-total
correlations for the Victim Scale ranged from .43 to .68 and

the scale had a coefficient alpha of .89. No adjustments
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Table 5

Internal Consistency of Community Service Outcome Scales

Scale Item-total Reliability
Items Correlations Coefficienta
UNDERSTANDING .92
B8 - Know what was needed to
complete community service .87

B10 - Feel you could complete
community service

requirements .87
EFFORT .72
B5 - How much effort was
community service .39
B6 - How much time did you
give up .59
B7 - How inconvenient was it .47
Bll - How easy was it to complete .66
BENEFIT .50
B12 - Did you learn a skill .33

B13 - Did community service make
you a different person .33

NOTE: 1Item Bll was reverse scored.
NOTE: n = 37.

* For the Understanding and Benefit Scales, the Guttman
Split-Half coefficient was used. For the Effort Scale,
Coefficient Alpha was used.
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Community Service
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Outcome Scale Intercorrelations

UNDERSTANDING EFFORT BENEFIT
UNDERSTANDING 1.00
EFFORT -.28* 1.00
BENEFIT .08 .15 1.00
‘ 2 < 005.

NOTE: n = 37.
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were necessary and the scale was retained in its original
form (see Table 7).
Bachman, Kahn, Mednick, Davidson, and Johnston (1967)

developed measures of reciprocity and independence which

were included as measures of responsibility and
accountability to answer research questions 5 and 6.
Section D contained five items of the Reciprocity Scale
(2,4,6-8,10,12) and six items of the Independence Scale
(1,3,5,9,11). These items were scored from 1 (very bad) to
6 (very good). A number of items were discarded from both
scales because of a lack of item variance and poor
reliability. The revised reciprocity scale contained four
items and the independence scale three items. Because the
revised scales were significantly correlated (r = .39, p <
.001), these items were combined into the Accountability
Scale. The reliability of this scale exceeds that of the
two subscales (see Table 8).
Self-esteem

The Rosenberg Self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965),
found in Section E, was used to answer researc<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>