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. RBSTRACT

The Oklehoma County juvenile court was one of six '
selected from throughout the United State to participate in a
»2jor national experiment invoiving the use of restitution as
& sanction for juvenile delinguents. Cklahoma county was
selected because ity approack to restitution esphasized

and becsuse they were vne of only & handful of courts o

Interesiod In using restitution as a sole senction ratiher

than as & condition of probetion. ‘ ' : -
The experiment involved comparsisons *A0DG thres groypss

role sancsion restitution, restitution and probation, ard a

control group cosprised of Juveniles »ho were uvn probation
but Yor whoa no restitution requiresents were sade. *

The results of the exparizent injdicate that youths who

nere given restitution as @ sentence, without the usuel

pr@baffaﬂgny_g&gaizfsﬁst:.ar,:apcrviﬁian, nare generally as
successtul in completing the restitution requiresents as were
those who also dvarticipated in & probationery prograw. '
Farthwr:ort,.thd*?gsaits‘s&oned that there were no
difforences in recidiviss 2WoNQ the three groups which
indicates that restitution, when isposed as 2 sole condition
on the delinquent, is no sore and no less effective than

praobationary requiresents.
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INTRODUCTION

Oni of thes most profound :ﬁangni in juvenile justice
irnstitutimnkas a :aﬁ:tinh‘far~jgvuhi1nf6¥f§nders. vVirtually
!ﬁury state now has Itgiszatiaﬂrwhich permits»the use of -
rnsﬁiiutinn wither as a direct sanction or as a condition of
probation and snvnrjl states require that judges aéder
fﬁﬁtitutinh unless the yﬁuth can prove an inébility to pay
i ;ﬁk1?76'thn Uffice of Jus enile Justice and Delinguancy
Prn;nntiaé‘(DJJDP) und&rtaqk i\ma;ar initiative to sncourage
th-runu 6* restitution in juvahilu courts and to assess the‘
cnnsiq&&ncn& bi thisfdispdsitinn on juveniles and victims,
Eight~éivn coufts recuividkfunak under the fodlral>prmqram
and a masjor national i?aiuxtimng saparately funded frcm tha‘
: ﬁatfﬂnai In:t:tutn pf Juvenile Justgce.‘was qivan thé“ \
» ’  ?-§$§h:ib%iizy_#pr :anducting &n imnla@éﬁéatiﬁn StUQYp a\
process svaluation including all 3% sitae, and an;impggg,v’“/
itudy’hﬁsnd or $¥§1d:tkpurimental designs in g;g,iaégtiﬁns
G- “ | | -
One of the primar§ purhasn: of thg'experihnntal dusigh;
Was to assess }ha,impact a?ﬁrastitut{an on recicivism of
,__juvanfln‘éffaduar:;w Thtvnxpgrimﬁntidi¥fnrud in tnrhs of the
fﬁ@ti%utian p;égrum mbdilt“tbat were used &nd, most

shbartintly, they differed in relation to the comparissn that
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was mdi‘p.‘

- One o+ th- sxpurimlnts (Boisl. idaho) was ntructurld to

" provide a :nmparisan of restitution against short-tsrm

dnt.ntian, Tha Nashxngtun b.C. dut:qn pruvided ‘a camparisan

;uf viectin~offender mndiatznﬂ rtstituuian against prabatian

‘whnr-as the Claytcn u&unty, Eeurgia study involven u'

:nmparisnn of rastitutian fwith'and without a counsalling

,cnmpaﬂnnt> aqu;n:t :nun:nllinq¢ ?hu'study in D;ni Gﬂunty ’

Wisconsin (Maditnn) Was structurnd to compare two diffarent

models of rnstitutian,(prnqrammat:: ve. ad hoc) against Qagh

other.

ALl of the E:sulés from tha rnational nvalqg%icﬁ;vthus
far, have been quét- nncour&qing. In wathinqﬁan D.C., the
youths randcmly asl:qniﬁ to the vz:t:m—sztnd-r mldzat;an
rtstitutzun program had lauur r.czaivzsm rates than thos-vgfﬁ

randumly snlactud for narmal prcbatman (Griffith, 1983).  The

3uvanlles 1n bath programs wars snrimus/:hrmnzc offendars

with more than &Q p-r:ent having‘at>l¢as*‘bnb prier cours

;ontact} Mcru ‘hiﬂ halr warse corv;c*ad of a soricus le’lnt

crime mr burglary. The results CT th& study. whxch wars

baééd on orficial records ¥cr mcre than 4uu Juvnnzlls. showe:s
that *ﬁe‘*acontact rate far thc rnst:tutian group was 5«
a%ﬁons&s, per ylar per 100 youths cmmparaa with 4% affnnsus.~
per yaar, per 1ﬂn ycuths in the prnbatian grcup. & multiple
regrassion analysis 1ndi:at!d that the di#fﬁrnﬁcoa in} 4

recigivism ratns botw&un thc qrcup: werre mainta,nud atter

: ather pgtantxally cnnfoundxng varinblcs were ¢bntru11cd.

In Boise (Adt county) Idahn.v*hn Juvewilas rlndcmly
‘ asuignod to th- rnstitutiun program cnmmittad fewer
subsuquont offennls than did- those who were assigned to short
term detention (Eri¥*ith, 1983) . Farty sevan pnrcant of tha
§ rostitutinn ynuths had no subsoquont: during the 22 manths c*
fnllaw~up conparad uith 41 percent af the detention gruup.'
Thl overall recffense rate for the restitution group was Bé&
‘nff.ntns per ysar, psr 100 ynuthi compared with 100 c%fnnsﬁs,x.
pear year, per 100 youths for thd compariscn gragn; Self
report data from Boise Alan shnﬁnd lower rates of offending
for the restitution group. |

In Clayton county, Gacrgia, (a suburb naaf‘ﬁtlantai tha ‘
Plltitutiﬂh qrnups had substantially Iower rucunta:ﬁ ratas
- (Schneider and Schnuid-r, 1984). Fifty two percent of the
r-stituticn grcgp, fcr exnmpln, had no rlcfinﬁses ccmptrﬁd
with 44‘p¢r:nnt of the nonrestitution controls during the 3%
maﬁthl d# followup. rh. ov‘rall rnaffensl rates, ger 100
ycutht pir year was 55 for the restituticn group and 20 for
the controls.  Thesa pattarns Al80 wers ma:ntained wtan
‘batantially canfaundinq variables werse controlled in a
multiple regression ﬁeszqn.

The ntuﬂy in Dann county sontrasted prngWammatxc
r.utitution with “ad hoc® rustztutian and thu r.sultt showed
that a praqrammntic\appruach had e strzkinq 1mpacu w1y}
successful completion which, in turn, had a sub;tantial
ru¢€oct on rocidivism rates of th. youths <Schn¢1dnr and

Schnoidur, 19647 .
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Th& purposn a¥ *his rnpart is to pﬂuscnt thm finding:

=

their uilltnqnu:s to test r-stitutzcn as a sulu sanctzan
 ¥rum ano cdditianal .xpnrsmcnt canduct-d at part nf the

-

ditpositian.

'}'“§t1°“*1 evaluation: the '“p’"im'"t in Qk"hcm' :ounty in Cansiltont with the :ﬂnznpt af affnndtr lccnuntabzlity,

which restitution was used as a ‘°¥‘ sancticn and “ : tht Oklahoma county program placha :qnczdarablt Qmphaszs on |

_condition of probation. 3°thL¢*;th"' groups will he “the individuai to find work frnm which money ‘could be raised
compared with a nun-rnstitutiaﬂ_:qntral-: to pqy rcltitution. Thnr«~wnrn na pragram subsidins, fcr

'nxamgln, ana only six pnrcunt of th. casas’ ¢nvu1vud any

' ad;uctments in th. amrount nf rustitutimn. Rgstitutinn

THE PROSRAM AND THE DESIGN cuuntlllors ﬂrcvidud assistance in id-ntzfyinq job apanznqx S -

L

in tha private anctnr as well as with charitabla xnstitutxcns

The Oklahoma county Program was unique among the and publia nq:ncict, but the pragram dzd nnt havu rnvalv;nq

; !kparimnntal sites and kas one of only a handful of prpqrama

”Jub slcts" and did not *olace® ;uvnniles zn pay;ng
in uhzch runtitutian was usnﬁ as a sole sanctxnn dzsposztxan.v L ‘ . 7

‘ pusitians.k

I
4

| Uklahamt cgunty *’tibll’h'ﬂ its first juvenile EZigibln cased in ﬂklahama county ;ncludud all

R T,

5 more '
Fuﬂtluutiah P’“‘*‘m in 1974 as part of an nffcrt ta be adgudicatnd delinquents ux:nptzng thaxn convictad c+ murder

hheider
responsive. tﬂ the victims Q* :rime (Schnczdor and Schneider, and r&pa for whon a mcnctary valuq cauld be placed on v:ctlm

ted a
1980). In 1977, the In‘tlt“t' of P°IICY analysiy conduc losses. The prnqram casu uark»ru identified arl ell;xhln

and . | R
survey of thu use cf rustitutxan in Juvaﬂllﬂ C°U't‘ youtht ang thi IPA nvaluatian sp«::al:s‘ thiﬁ ranﬁam;y S e

- found that the Oklahoma county model was ons c# cnlv twe tﬁat‘  assigned: t%:c. C"&' irés mn. i *hr‘. qruup“ th, |
claarzy;nmpnasiznd "ac:auntab;l:ty" as*th"piimary,purap‘g o ‘réu tituticn unly gruup: rnutxtutzan and’ nrabatznn. and a
tngzgrngrgmr{SchnfiderQ,!t al, 1977}.. When 'the federal funds controt ‘o whi;h ﬂauld‘ra;uzvu wh‘t'v.r “nctlan th’ﬂjdqg'
becams agailgbid,gﬂklgﬁpmg codnty_;ppliud in an attampt tq ' dlﬁmgﬁ«ﬁpprcprzat., .o lang i it d;a nnt inelude : _ :

expand the use of restitution and to incorporate it more restitution. For thotl who were to be in either of thn

camplnt«ly i“t° th‘ °V"‘11 f“”LtiQ"inq of the court. ;r!ltitutiun qraups. program staff dnvnlapud ru:tztutian

Oklahoma ¢nunty was "1'?t'd to be in the national r.commanaatxons uhich were prnsnntud to tho gudgﬂ ilQﬂg with

avaluation PriMl'11Y b'c‘“" ai the uniqueness of thcir bathcr pr.-nnntuncinq 1nformatien.

.pproach, 1nc1udinqrboth ;hprcmphas;s on ;:cngntability and ?ho eklahoma :canty Juv.ﬂiio juGQIt g&nnrally fullowud
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the randam assiqnmunts into: rnstituticn and cnntral !

 ccnd$tianI oxcupt thcy~r¢survud (and uxnr:is&d. thn right ta

wcurcurat. ycuths i€ thmy boliuvud Such a di:pasit:an was
nncns.ary. Dﬂﬁiﬁicnt to in&arcurate wars abnmt -qually
liknly in all thr.a gruups. nine par:nrt of thl rtst;tutian
anly grcup wars cammitt.d ta the stat- inr incar:uratinn:

tan percent a# tha ;nstitutian and prmbatinn grnup w«rn qzvun
,nis dispalitinng and aleven parcant a%;the control group;
ware committed to the stat- (3. |

Aftar the ditpnsition htaring‘ Juvanzias in tha

‘rastitutzan qrnups vers a;s:qnad»a rnstztutzan cmunsullar and
- those who also wers on prnbatzan wara asslgn-d & prcbatzcn

afficer. A mnntinq uas held zmmadzatoly aftur thu sentnn:;nﬂ

to dis:uss the restitution ruqu:raments and thc

1mp1¢muntatxcn.' Gpprcxzmaﬁnly half of the yauths waru
‘ardnrud ta pay mcnctary rustztutzan and the cthnrt d.d

,cmmmunzty wark service.
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METHODOLOBY
Thc design in Dkllhama caunty permitted thn

cnmparisan of restitution uith nonrestitutian sanctions and,.

ffnr thas. who were ruquir.d to maku rlstitutxnn to v:ctxms,

a compariuan :auld be made batwnln rlstxtutzon as a snlﬂ

sanﬁtian and restitut’an &% a condition of probation. The

wtpn:iﬁtc qulstzan: ware:d

1. Nhnthqr there were any d;ffnr-nc-: in tha propaortion

t ot yuuth: succt!sfuly :amplnting th: rlstltutzcn reqguirements

/ bctucnn those for whum restitution was a sole san:tzon and

thast Nhn nlso w»rn on probations

24 Nhntn.r thnrn were any dz*%nrnncns in the recidivism

rates of 3uv¢nzlls for whcm rnstztuhznn was the sole sanction

"and those whu alsm u&re on prabatiun; and

E 3.‘ Whether there ware any aszarnnccs in recidiviem

hﬁtwnnn Jjuveniles whe rlcl;v.d the rustztut*nn sanctiong and

‘tho nonr.s 1tut:nn ¢untrnls.

Myasurihg Successful Completion
Succnss#ul camplutian was measurad in several d,fferent

ways. Gne of thesa was the. prcgram decisicn on. whathar the

youth had :amplnted the r&st:tut:an succassfully. Ganerally, 

the criteria used by the proqram uura that the yauth had

complated succusufully i¥f h- or shn had paid 95 per:z unt ar

Cmore oi the runtitutianrnrdorld by the court. I$ cammunity

clrvi:u work had baen nrd-rnd, :uccnﬁtful cnmplutznn wWas

”'dofined as finishing 93 pur:lnt or more of thg?baars ardamed.ﬁ
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Thn othnr de*initxanl af succlilful aumpluticn wnrc
ba:ud on actunl case data from the proqram M}u1 These
iﬁ&luﬁnd the propor*ian a# the rust:tut:un ard-r-d nctu;ily
paid, thn p-rﬁuntago ufryauths who paxd 100 pnrcant of the
nrtﬁtitutian ard-r, and th- pnrﬁnntage of ycuths uha paid all
:a¥ the uutstandinq victim loss. Thqr& were pfnbh‘mq with the
llattnr mcasurn, however, since many of the c#fnnh&s 1nvclvnﬁ

, I L
= multiplc affendnrs and nach wan crdarnd to pay a fractiun a+

ﬁrthe autstaré;ﬁq Ims;._ Sincn data ware not nacq;sarlly
 ava11ab1e on all of tht juvnnzles (or ndults) invalvad in a
particnlar crime, it was nmt paﬁsxbla tm eeturmznﬁ tho

| propart;on of a victim’ lass ru*urnad in rhst tutzcn.‘n'

. For communxty !lrvxcafmrdors, succnssiul canplat:un Qaz

defined as the per:untaqn c:-F youths who worked all of the

" hours that had be!n ﬁfdﬂﬁﬂﬁa
Measuring Recidivism

Fi”ld‘fiim Was dafined s *ﬂcan.ac4s w;-h t%e leahcma
cmun*y Juv:n11n or adult cuurt fcr a Halzrqu:n* mr Przmznal
#v#ﬁ!l. Tﬁe search of av$zc1a1 rocc ﬂs was :unplated in th!
spr:ng of 1983 and, on the avaragn, provxdnd rcr 24 menths of
.-+ollmwup beyond rnferral ta the praqram. - The mea:urumont and» »
‘anaiytas af racidivism wara cnmplicatnd by the fact tha* uach
yauth had & differsnt amount of txmu at rink abq‘by th:
prnhlums c‘ incorporating bmth the ironu-ncy and thu

sevxcusnuss o¥F tha reoftfenses..

B o S AN e

Thn apprnach takan hcre WaE tn use mu ple measures m+

rl:iﬁzvi:m a@d tu assos: tha zmpa&t uf thc rnstxtutzum

~sanations in terms rot unly;ai their magn;tuda, but:tha-

cansist-nbyva# their mffects. The measures used were:

1. Dveral! ﬁucidivitm., Qv;rall ru:iﬁmvism was a campasztu

scora intludinq all racont&cts ‘with thn court fmr aelznquent

- acts curan thuvfnllnu-up perzad,- Frequency was used as ana
'Mlusurn'n§ overall rncidivish (i‘n., thi tntai'number af

, rucnntactﬁ) ‘and the avnrall ratu af roc;dzvzsm was :alcula ted

by d;vzding the number n* rtnf%nnans committed by the youth

by tha amaqnt'nﬁ time the ynuth hag QQQn at risk.

R urimc 5pozifi= Rﬁaidivism., Thg frooy ﬁcy”énawrata of

r‘c;azvzcm far ;z:ﬁ of $1x d:ffqrent :atngar:es c# crimes

,yer' alsw calculatnd. The catnqar:es ware violent ofwanses:

(Table 2 cnntazns a2 complitn listing af the crimes in aach
catagmry). slrzaut praplrty mffansis abgr,‘ary and irscn'
other éalany prcchty m%fansus. mznar‘prapkrty cfvﬂnses.

minor gggzaﬁn. a*enrsns. ;nd_tr:vi&l offanses.

3. sirfédinasnvinﬂi:na. Three variables rhprasumt§ng

sur;autncss indicas au?i‘us:d, One nf thes& was an

/mrdinally~cndnd varzablo rapr&snntxng thu must surzcus

offense cnmm:ttcd by the Juvuniln. Violent persanal'nrfahcis

wers caﬂnd "e" €ollowed by wserious prap.rty ufrensus "5",

cth&r iulcny propqrtv offenses "4", minor personal af#gnspf o

el
'Wh.ti‘z
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4
%
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o 3%, minor Pfﬁplfty ﬁf‘!nsts 2%y nrd trivinl offcnsas.“"i"

i e o s M »

e fscnring nach reaf#an:g in tnrms of its sar;nutna** lﬁd thwp

' 5fsumming thesa to nbtain an avurall m@agurc of frtqunncy and

@-

”tsarxcuﬁnes: uf rnaffunsns. Th¢ final varzoblh rqprcsemt;ng

P

‘taat the scores o# parﬁans who had ng raczazvztt cifansas
”fwnuld be scalnd ir tarms mF thazr t:mn At r4sk.

lEhtahlilhzng Caumnlitf

Ju\1nzles werﬂ raﬁdsmly a!azgnad 1ntm tha prmqram«and
canurol condzt:ons. i an~1ﬁaa‘ @hpnr mgnt; the randam"
assigrment alone nuula be suffici ant to 1nsura ‘that the 5
statzst::az maasura a¥ pruqram zmpaa \aas nat cnnrcundna w.th
rlgzd requzrtments ot a¢gnrimental cmne:tzans and thn ans inm
Ublahcma was no mx“uptian. Tha onlv ma;ar prc@lsm in‘

| Dkiahama cuunty, hawnvcr. wag with "crassavers"'wh:eh 7,

gIt is always di%ficult ta knau what # ﬁa wi*h crusnnvur

'.-.(

R NSS!

I e

‘(
LI

“tasq! nu* the Analys;s hura 4011@us thﬂ 7pmman

A s.uand variabiu r&prasnrﬁznq seriausnncs %tﬁ crqatad by

; sn*iausnnss uas Msgrzousnnss ratt in ahicz thﬂ avurall samre‘
i; ; fur sach’ yauth uas divzaed by th« amcunt of tiae at risk |
% ygf :  thureby takzng intn accaunt that ycuths wzth lonan falluw-up
; - pnriuds would be uxuuctud to havu mnrc rnn#fnnsas. -
'w% f1‘ o ’ :nfs11 inxtanuns, 2hu ratn af raoffendzng (frsquancy
g '-:;ﬁﬁdikidnq ay time at riﬁk} was actauiiy an ad;ustaﬁ rate in
? . ‘which'%'smali cnnstant i 01} was aﬁdnd to thu numaratar S0

_cthgr var:ables.’ Fxnld nxpwraments. hmwbvar, s&ldcm muct thelf*

”“re:nmmvndatzan whz:h is ta :ﬁﬂsida

‘:whxch it was asf:gnnd, aven‘ii thnwactual %rsatmmnt was

v”inli af the r:qussimn madmls uern un’with thm caspf 1n tﬁa

“'actual, rathnr'than nssiqnwd, Qfﬂﬁhif ?ha r&su;ts af thasa

: as:zqnga qrcug:.;%af-

: ru:ultﬁ a , fnpurtld hnrn.h

'!,nvnnly amang thﬁ thfﬂn g?ﬁhp‘ "1th i”“ ‘n~the “c‘+f
v*g'r.utitutian qraup. 116 1n rast;tutimnw

/ﬁfin tha non—we:txtuticn cmntral.l Thﬁru w&rn saw,

»natwighad grnup as thn xnaunend&nt varxﬁbla) wﬁr 3 ﬁuzts&

“the leahmma :cuﬂty‘ﬁ“ﬁﬁfzm'“} 

"amanq thu tﬁrue groupu. thu cmntra; grmap nanta*nnd

‘%scamparlthQIV moru ftmalnl ana &mntaiﬁad ycuthm uﬁo wtra mwrt

b ph gt NG Rt g i e D L e, Lo e

’*n aa&ztzan“¢ ; B

tamuthing difftrﬁnt (Riackam anﬁ Bwrucﬁ, 19%%

analysns, althnugh not rupnrttd hnre, wgra i&ﬁntical ta the ;,7f¥'(

runwlta whcn th; juvunil-s wnrs cmnsxmarnu ta bﬂ in thezr ;g‘

'.i‘s'

#ar tﬁa aﬂulytzﬁ, bzvar;ata rngrlﬁs;ans thth the

.5; ta,:nﬁurn tmat zatunt:azly ﬁunf;uﬂdzng aﬁ#acta azd nnt ;:

intnrinru wzth #hﬂ intu?arita inn, muitzpla raqressiauv
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 Th&savwar¢ d:viﬁs
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sahatinn‘i

/and prnhak n._g, ”E

_1%€arew¢as

Iikuly +o be *ull-tim~/ttuﬁlnts., T&uwa ahar&cturzmtics,

hou.vnr, :hcuzd hat be 1ntorp-t-ﬁ o mean *h‘t the tg“tr°1 v*“ﬂ‘
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%ﬁ : ir: : group tantazn.d lgns cnrimuﬁ a&*endcrc tince the bvnrall ‘ : B i
5 . TABRLE 1. mxuz F REFERRALS TD THE SVALUATION BROUPS | IR T
- % S | : 1” OKLAHOMA CQU“TV number of priar n+f:nsas inr thn controls was slxghtly h;gher 
‘§x than far ti*hur of the athar grmups. iny 32 parcent oF th¢
? : . :nntraln were +irst nfwnnders camparnd with 41 percant nf the ;
£ ¢ Sole Q!ﬁtitﬂtlﬂﬂ Cﬂﬂﬁ?ﬂl nthﬁr groups. Thn grmuns d:d na: diifer much in tnrms of agl‘ et S
; Banction and - Sroup - - ‘ ;%
: Restitution Probation ar racial :har&ctnristics. |
t o ' ‘ T | - The types uf r‘fnrral a&funsls are shcwn iﬁ Table 2. N
‘ ‘SCHOOL STATUS . B ; AR
; {(# of Lanes) {104) {1186} (762 The groupt are very :im;lar in terms of *ha prnsent:ng s E
. Full Time Student &5 % &% 72% siians: with apprnximataly 10 pcr:cnt bﬁlng in the vi iolant K
. Not in School Full Tine <. 31 - 28 : 7
2 L 1 D ‘ o '»anar:anal cataga*ias, an--#ourhh in the sRrious prupnrty grnup' =
i g 4 of Cases) {108 - fu1& 79 ,gtburqlary and arsan), and most of thn=*am~1nder in the minar :
: Unite 66 % 54 % &8 % prnp.rty offense categories. R ;
Black ~ 307 35 . 28 ‘
. Irsian B 3 8 & E
N . Mumican o s 0 ~ - -
3 SR | . o Snccnn&fui campiaticn :
Ui ABE - : ; N SR S : ‘ ’ \ b
L % of Lasas) :‘10&3 Loomm o @ on mnst of the indicators, tba Juvtnzlts wha also ware -
§" ‘if”‘ﬁﬁ’ﬁ”ﬂ*' . “‘t 1‘ :'w1fii 2’ ié % on prnbat;mn did sl;qhtly btttev in terms of cnmﬁlnt*ng their
: 13 22 17 15 rnstltutzan raqu:rﬁmnnts. but *hu dz#verenua: wura smail anc i
- 16 | 28 29 29
] 17 o & 25 2D , may Have betn prcaucud by :zancu. i ﬁ«tnrms o+ the pr:qram L
» ﬁ and Gver ? 7 L ‘ : |
it L g S ‘ definition of :uccnssiul ammp;a+1on faa ﬁarcant =f the youtns x
s PRIDR m«s&s | | ,
¥ ~ (# of Cases) {107) (116 “em - who wers hnth on rustxtutzcn and on grcbatzmn anp‘&fad :
§ None o ¥4 - 41 2 ‘32_3 succwnsfully aamgarnd with 32 pnrcunt of the sniu sancticn 3
4 Cne - 24 ' 3?;:f 28 ~
i Two to Four I -y . - grcup. Thera wers no &sznrumcns iﬂ the groups 1n tl*ms of
g Five or rore - 3 - :
%‘ FEX R : 8 ; e the ;rmpartian af fha rlstatutien nrdﬁr repaid (93 pnr:unt)
4 (8 of Cases) - (107 {118 e anadthnwan nlight;y marn of th& probati an grmup paid ail of tho
‘H‘l??‘ B R ff?flﬁ, L0 SN & T s % o rnstitutiun ﬁ#ﬁﬂrnd (VI purcont)._ Thp soln canctxmn graup
‘ e ‘ '\ ‘wc§ more suucnasf&l in turﬁs a% r*p;yinq all aw the
ﬁ aut:tnnazng victim lmss (us pnrcent camaaraw mith:3¢
-l
| ) 13
; A \\ “‘“*’:T..... el wf.,w o | “‘-A:, fjﬂ‘*‘ Nmﬁwgw““w “‘ ‘m. N N'A )
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‘ - Aggravatad ﬁssault
. x,af Sroup Taotal

SERIOUS PROPERTY
Burglary
Atteepted Burglary
Arson
‘ x.nf Eruﬁp Tﬁs&l

GTFQR FELDNY ?ﬁﬂPERTY .
Motor Vehicle Theft

T

Fbrgnry, Fraud,’ Ehbzl.’

L Z of areas xﬂtil

nzmnﬁ PERSGN&;

‘ Sippla»hst;glt i
v~ﬁﬁ§istinq arrast

Z af 6roup Total

‘*;sﬂINQR PRQPERTY
Shoplifting
 Larzeny
. . Pursas Snatch ; ‘
o Theft from Motor Vahco.
Ricycle Theft
Other Thefts -

Stolan’ Property tBuyinq,

) - Rmceiving, S@liing>
R Vandalism : L
"f«~~-:::;-:‘.£,riminal Mischief

% of Group Tcta“ ‘

TRIUIAL OFFENSbs
F ight ' \“\:\
Trasnass R
5 x of Eroup Total’
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11% o

15%

0:‘/

as%

0%

. Outstanding bintim Lu:n (1)

(% of Cases)

Parcentage of Youths

TABLE 3.

SUBCESSFUL COMPLETION OF RESTITUTIGN
ORDERS IN DKLAHOHA COUNTY

T

PRSIV A e

,'Solﬁ :
. Banction
Restitution

Restitution

as a Condition

of Probation

|2

Successful Completion ,
{as Defined by Programs) 82 %
MONETARY RESTITUTION
(% of Cases) | (45)
Restitution Payments as
Progaetion of Restitution
Drder (Avoriqs, par yuuth

Percentage of Youths .
Paying 100% of Restitution
Urdered

Paving all of the
u8 %

VCOHHUNITY SERVICE
% of casos) .

Porcnntagn of Ynuth;
“orking all the chrn

Ordur-a 74 %

38

84 %

(943
88 4

{&4)
2 %

1%

77 %

(1) Some incidents involved cn~o¥f§ndnrs

 from all offenders are combined.

N i S

and the full

. paymenat say have baen made to the victim when thu amaunts
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- The raaffnnﬁe patterns of youths in all three groups are Restitution Probation

y . 4

' percent). Thn qraups ware bas1cally a‘:ke in terms of their 3 , ) .

! v , 1 TABLE 4. REDFFENSE PATTERNS OF JUVENILE DFFENDERS IN

!' , %g ' ) -campiot:an of cammunity service hours. ; ' WLAHOMA COUNTY
t |

‘ § .

LI |

Sy Rﬂ:;divi:m Sole Restitution Control

b Sanction and Broup

shnwn in Table 4. Overall, about half of the youths had at . : -
4 #* of Cases {107) (116) 83

2===;“f“ *ié?#un:‘ in the ﬁi~mahth {average; falluw*ﬂp
= enE e < v 'OVERALL RECIDIVISM

eriod. About one-third of the juveniles in all three roups X with 0 Reoffenses 51 50 a8

p 3 Sroup X with 1 Reoffense 20 21 16

kad one or two runffunsns and slzght‘y lass than 20 p-rcen. % with 2 Reoffenses 10 11 16

) A i with 3 Recffanses & = o]

had three or mors nffnnsas. with 4-4 Recffensas 8 10 12
% with 7+ Recffenses S

b 3
By typn, most o+ the subsaquent crimaes were in tha lass :

VIOLENT SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

serious categories: almost half, in fact, were either
®g : L With © 92 92 89
8

B A e p s s g S s e e g

trivial offenses or minor property crimes. Nevertheless, Z with 1 or more 8 11
'é some of these yuﬁtﬁirunrn invclved in subsequent activity sagxggithPPEﬁTY (BURGLARIES) -
5 ' , ; 81 78
that wauld be ccnszdurld sarious: about ten percent were . % with 1 or aore 17 19 22
recontacted for a violant personal crime and almost one third OTHER FELG“Y PROPERTY
: Z with O a3 37 81
‘wera rsccntacted for a felory property offensa. Z with 1 or more ~ 17 17 19
The group raoffense rates are shown on the secontnace MINOR PERSONAL
; v . , e 4 with O o= 97 99
of Table 4. These rates represant the numbar =f ciersas % with 1 or sore ' = 3 1
committed by each 100 youths, ®ach year. The sols sarstisn MINOR PROPERTY ; -
: , , _ X with O &8 : 72 &2
group had an ovarall recifense rate of 72 crimes. per 100 % with 1 18 : 16 18
X with 2 or morse 14 ‘ 12 13
- yauths. per year, campared with &4 +cr the rlstztutzar ans TRIVIAL R %
rabatin roup. The control grau had a 74 per 100 rate. On X with 0 85 a8 | 83 %
P group Q P X with | or more 15 12 17

the avnraqe, & ;uvunzln in the :al- sanction group would be

pnctuﬁ tn commit - i'é“* funEes - par vear compared with 1.~
+Qr the ru:txtutxcn and probation qroup and-1.% for the

_ controls. Again, these differsnces are vary small and

ettt ot s g s it
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[CONTINUED] v S , f v ‘ég 3j  probahly are 0f no particular zmpcrtan:ta

af

prpbatian, are shoqn in Table 6.

in recidivism rates of juveniles in the scle sanctias
condition compqrnd with the restitution and probation groups,

ragardiess of how recidivism was measured and resgardless of

tha type cf offense committad.

Tha thritym-asurel of

Thlf& were nd diffmrerices

iy

TABLE 4. |
' | Offanse rates by type.of crime alsc arn shown in Table 4.
Sole ‘R.:tituéiun Control ,i  5? ) The rates for vio{gnt porsgnal ai&enxns and for snr;aus,
Rnit?iﬁi?gw Progggion Sroup A ; perarty offenses ars tiight;y"higher?in the :bntrql.gknup

| . . f compared nifh thuurattitu*imn groups whereas the other

BROUP REDFFENSE RhTEBu : categories show no particular di**uruncus. ,

# of Cases .\(107) (116) (&) : Pre and post group rates arn ‘shown in Table . 'Tﬁn
ibgi;ggg:.qunnt *aam 147 123 é ﬁ purpoue of this analysis it ta detsrmzne whether tha

Months of Risk Ti.' ?2463 | 2,764 2’003 é ; intuvvontian had the effect af reducing or ilowlnq down the

Avg. Risk Time pnr. E commission uf.dtlznquuﬁt affanses.’ w¢NC af the ;nturvantzans‘

Youth (in manths) 23 24 24 ! reduced the overall offense ratchfﬂin Fact, the youths in

::g‘Y::; of a**’""’ '1’* 1‘3,‘ 1.% j both rust:tutxnn groups tandud ta rnoffend slzghtly more

Overal]l Recffense Ratn; ‘ﬁ j ‘aftnruard than buicre whnrtas th- cmntrol grcup continued

per 109 Youths, pa~ Year 72 &4 74 1 ‘at the same rate. ‘

CRIVE SPECIFIC Rﬁﬁ#ﬁ' 'j To test the impact of the prngrah on recidivisn,

(Par 100 youths, per year) :f multiple raqr.sazon models were developed in which the 1
Violent S S 8 ? program anﬂ control candztzan was the 1nﬂupenh-nt varzabla i
?;:ig?:rgr:g:rgzsan} 15‘ - o f (scorad O and 1), the various measures of recidivism wera the ;
Oigir Felony Property 9 > > d-pnndnnt‘9ariaplcl, dﬁd‘aqu,rseﬁ,jprxar;. school status and %
Minor Personal < . time at risk (for the frequency variables! wers contrclied. %
Minor Property Offenses. 1 24 oy . The results for sach measure cfvrucidivism, testing é
Trivial Défenses | 9 . iz restitution as a sole sanction against rastitution plus ‘




TABLE S. PRE POST COMPARISONS OF GR0UP OFFENSE RATES

Sole  Restitution Control

‘Sanctinn and - Broup

Restitution Probation o

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
OVERALL RATES (Per :
100 youths, per year) &é 7 a4 . 7% 74
viclent | 8B S & s 8 8
Serious Property . |
{Burgliary & Arson) 14 15 3 15 13 19
Other Felony Property 7 B 7 11 7
Mincr Personal 2 W 2 2 2 1
Minar Property | ¥ st 25 28 34 27
Trivial | ‘s e s 8 7 13

AN

" Nm218

[N
- AN

| TABLE &. COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF YOUTHS IN SOLE

SANCTION RESTITUTION WITH YOUTHS IN RESTETUTIBNIPRBBATIQN |

Type of Offense B SEB Beta O0SL RSO
o T ey

OVERALL RECIDIVISM R
F'f’lqulncy o - 08 « 27 0.02 « 77 .10

' VIOLENT OFFENSES ) o |
- Fraguency - -« 00 « 05 00 «79 .08
R‘t. ’ ) .00 ’ .03 ~e 01 - 32 ;04

SERIOUS PROPERTY SUNERI
Frequancy : «0b - =10 N T -58 .11
Rate .02 L0 O3 .58 .09
OTHER FELONY PROPERTY A -
Fraguency EE «00 .08 «00 74 .03
) R‘t' . . obm‘ i QQ“ .00 092 a02
MINOR PROPERTY | o -
: Fr‘ﬂu.ﬂcy -e01 B «0F  =-,02 &7 .04
Ratme ' =00 «02 - 01 « B4 «07 »
MINOR PERSONAL S 3 | .
'?r&quun:y ‘ - Q7 - 13 -s OF +&0 .09
Rate . ‘ ! had™ 03 ' « 07 - 02 - 7:5 « 08
TRIVIAL OFFENSES . ~
’ Fr.mmﬂy ‘ ” L * -] « 08 - 0N L850 .03 o
R‘t‘ ‘ - 02 04 e M -'58 5 » <A
SERIDUSNESS INDICES — f | o
Most Serious Recffensa | .2% « 28 .06 «38 .15
Seriousness Score <00 .78 . «00 97 .14
- Seriousness Rate | 200 .40 « 00 <99 .14

Variables controlled in the equation wers age, sex, priors,
school status, and (for the fresguency variables) time at
risk. The first column contains the unstaridardized

- rogression coefficient (b) between the recidivism measure and

the type of restitution experience the youths had (O=scle
sanction} isrestitution and probation). The standardized .
coefficient (beta) is shown in column 3. OSL refers to the
observad significance level of the coefficient, based on a-
two~tailed t test. g 2 i

RN
X
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-cccurrznq by chancc.

_ sdricusness'shbw no di%firaﬁ&ns either. The two measures of

snrzausness wh::h incnrparate bath :4varity of thu rnafionsn

and fraquncy of rncf‘anding shuw ab;ulutalv no di%*wrunces B

as the heta was .00 uﬁ:ch has & prababxl;ty of .99 uf

1,1 ‘t{ H f

Comparisons nf bnth rustitutian gruups {combined)

-

aqainst tha nonrestitution cnntrnls alsn shnw no af%nct tsua

Tablc 7)s Table B shawn the full multzple rugra:s:nn madnl:

'fcr fuur ui the measurns of rar:divzsm (tntal subs&qunnts..

-

subanuﬂnt rata, aﬁ;usted-sar;uusness ratﬁ, and the most -
sarious ranffnnsa). Theitra;tment (restitution vs. control)
had no impact;tvalland'néithar-dia;age; The only guod
brudictar of ribf%shdinq WaSs thuwnumbﬂ; of prior pffensas and
1evnhvthis'uas not a p&rticulawly accurate predictor. Six WasS

a good pradictor, as well, with fomales consistently being

laess likely to reoffand.

' SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The ﬁxnﬁzngs Fr:m this ewper:manr 1rd‘catn that vouths
who were given rasu:tutxan as a sanction, wz*ﬂcut biﬁ&'it ﬁ4
probation ragquirements or probatian supébvmz‘an, were
generally as successful as thaﬁn whd'fn&iévud probation along
with restituiiam.} Furthermore, the result:liﬁdi:at! that
yauths who reacisved r!st:tutzmn :anctzons d:d no better and
no worss than tha ccntrol group of prabat:un youths in terms

a% recidivism,.

These results di++er slightly <rom prdVioun findings

Pt W T AR U e A £ e s

(¥
.

 regreasion coefficient (b) between the racidi
;;thn type of restitution experience the youthsv;:: ReamIrs and

| significance ltvul p* the coefficient, ba:ud on a tun-ta;lnd

TABLE 7. COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF YDUTHS IN
RESTITUTION PROGRAMS WITH YOUTHS DN PROBATION

Typs of Offense el g emem |
N=2935 ) b =R EBata % ng /

OVERALL RECIDIVISM SRR |
Fraquency W00 .27 W02 .97 .12

Rate T =00 A5 7 0,00 .99 .12
VIDLENT OFFENSES
. Frequency 04 05 0 40
: N - 3 -» - - - 09
R‘t. .03 -03 ‘.05 035 008
sEEIDUS PROPERTY
requency 06 .10 «03 .58 .0
- Rate | 02 .06 02 .72 .og
QTHER FELONY PROPERTY : - : =
F?ﬂQUlnﬂy ) ~o Q7 « 07 0.05 37 03
__ Rats _ =03 .04 0.05 .36 .04
HINOR PROPERT? o . : ‘ ) '
Frequency ] 03 =10 0%
’ . - » ] LA F g05
Rate . . - 0T «02 -e 10 «10 .05
MINOR PERSONAL | W
requEncy : -, Q2 .14 0.01 .85 .07
g&%‘ ‘ v _300 ’ » 07 Q.00 +» 2P0 - 07
TR;VIAL OFFENSES
requency .05 .08 .04 .52 .04
R‘t‘ 002 ho4 "'003 .61 .02
ssggausgess INDIZES ,
Most Serious Recoffense «08 « 28 D2
Seriousness Score &35 - WTT ‘fafw :gg' :ig

Slfiﬁutnh't R“t. vv-_*’"’(.07 -43 .00 » .57 ‘.13

-'r':'

Variables :antralicd in the squation were a

., sax r
school statms, and {(fzr the frequency variablss; tia; gt:ors,
risk. The first column contains the unstandardized

{(Owrpatitution, l=control) The stindardized ]
.. c 3
(beta) is shown in column 3. OSL refers to thoP:;:igi:gt

t test.
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TABLE 8. MATIPLE REGRESSION | /ﬁona.s FOR sa.smm !’EASLRES ‘ S : » L EE
- oF mmwrm I*;//W m ban-d ‘on thu full nt u-i‘ ciata. -Fm:am 8% jw.mta r'estz.i.ut" anv )
— , z/} ~ praqrams.‘ In thw navliur :tudy, wa fauna thAt‘zgzn 1an:tzmn ﬁif
::;:int: Sub;angng , ﬁgzﬁtt!ﬂ‘ gﬂﬁt$§::i§“‘ | rest;tuﬂiuw rﬁquirumsnts mppﬂarad ta be carrexa*ad wzth |
. . b ; gatu |  - : ; hiqﬁer cmmplutign ratuﬂ aﬁﬁ }nw@r r¢czﬂ:vzsm, cpmpared with T
o : K» ' ‘ : ristitution _mactwdmaiahgvuith pwahatianuf

Restitution .00 .97 .os S35 .00 .87 .02 .76
Age =07 .26 .12 .05 .00 .87 .00 .96

2=female;  -.08 .15  9.10 .08 .11 .04 -.14 .01

Nusber of - PR L : a

school ; 2=not R - RN , o e,
Risk Time .08 .14 .03 .me
Mulid sie R .11 R .oa' T 5 o135 «13

The prﬁbanti ty of £ is basad on a taa«tailud test.
Variabless which had a (p)t below .05 wers not in thc equatzon
for the calculatian af the nultipln R squaru. '

aﬂly Qna tus ' in mna p.acﬁ, and'”apl caczmns ara Favﬁaﬁ

maru &%&ammzva ﬁan t wﬁ than %rﬁ%itldﬁ**ﬁhé fusu’ffp"

It was pblhtld uut

lﬁ”thlﬂt1MQ that n tha ahs&nﬁ of randnm assignment, a )
sultctiun bias ar “:rnamiﬂg n%iect“ cuulu acsnunt fcr sama’erl
all a@ thu apparsn? rulutianship (Schnaxder, @t ai, 198?3.'
Iﬁ that raspuct‘ the currant ¢uudy is mcrg val;d nacause tha’
ﬁnsiqn,g%*.ctiVn¢y\m11minatnd thc pnsszuilzty that tha snle B
:an:tian grmup was Pamprzsaﬁ n* 1!&5 sermuus &ffanders.
Hauavnr, cnn mbquld hﬁ aatzmus abmut 1ntnrpr§?in§ the
#indinq: from Dk;ahama cavmty AS the cnnsluszwa answwr tm thé
question nf mhu%har ratt;t;t;rn should ha 1mwnnﬁﬁ as a smla

ianatianrar “s n candxﬁ Lo a% prcbatiuﬂ.“ “axs g pew:mﬁnt.

| ‘1th°u°h it may have LS hl”h dearae of zntarnai valzﬂwf?;'isﬁfyh

ba+ﬁr¢ ?3”&1 ~cnuluuzcns are . 4T

With wiqard tw thu uthar »”sua-»wh@*hwr rast:tut*oﬂ 1 ;

L lenhema m@dﬂf? wquggﬁ ﬂwﬁt r,gla-Q i ora

Q?¢mctiv¢1w Jt&rs *nu»wéiansv 'a.i affwuvwﬁ*le delanquants.
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. FOOTNOTES

' 1. @11 statutory snal yses on rastitution are s-riausly
out of date (including the work by Feinman, 78 and

Satinzsdans 1979} .

ary o the natianai svaluation cf the
uﬁJDPE;pm;:;rm:tﬁg§i§:a§ restitution nruqrems The prograss
ware funded by the OFffice ot Juvenile Justics and ﬁelinqgugcy
Wrmvann oy (CIJDP) and’ the Netional Evaiuation wazs fundmd Dy
he Mational Institute of Juvenile Justice (NIgJ). "..-ﬁ:m:i:t’.‘:rl=
e jtion sh=uld go to Pamtla Swain and Dr. Jamcs Howell

NIJT ang %o Douglas ngﬁqm 2nd Emily Martin of OJJDP for thni:ﬁ_
support during this stady. In ODklahoma county, particular .
_rucngnitinn should be given to Ann Asplan, program di ractar.
Wi careful 'y guided both the program and the experisent t
succes. ]l complation and to Ann Stephan-Kopko who was the
on-site evaiustion specizlist for the Institute of Policy

fnelysis.
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