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ABSTRACT

This is a report on the Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project.
First-time moderately serious juvenile offenders were randomly assigned either to formal
adjudication or toa diversionary “restorative policing” process called family group conferenc-
ing. Police-based family group conferencing employs trained police officers to facilitate a meet-
ing attended by juvenile offenders, their victims, and their respective family and friends, to
discuss the harm caused by the offender’ actions and to develop an agreement to repair the
harm. Victim and offender participation is voluntary. The effect of the program was mea-
sured through surveys of victims, offenders, offenders parents and police officers and by
examining outcomes of conferences and formal adjudication. Results are related to six ques-
tions about restorative policing. Findings include: 42% participation rate, 100% of confer-
ences (n=67) reaching an agreement, 94% of offenders (n=80) fully complying with agree-
ments, and participant satisfaction and sense of fairness exceeding 96%. Results suggests
that recidivism was more a function of offenders choice to participate than the effects of the
conferencing, per se. Violent offenders participating in conferences had lower rearrest rates

than violent offenders declining to participate, but this was not true for property offenders.
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RESTORATIVE POLICING EXPERIMENT

Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project*

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Restorative justice is the latest trend in criminal justice practice that contains the
seeds of a radically different paradigm on crime and justice than the traditional deter-
rence or desert-based approaches. This report is an evaluation of one restorative justice
program operated by the police in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, a mid-sized American city
whose justice practices are typical of thousands of such communities across the country.

Although developed independently from the restorative justice movement, family
group conferencing is considered an important new development in restorative justice
practice as a means of dealing more effectively with young offenders by diverting them
from court and involving their extended families and victims in addressing their wrong-
doing. Originating in New Zealand in 1989, conferencing was substantially revised as a
community policing technique in Wagga Wagga, New South Wales, Australia, in 1991.
This was the first program to directly involve a justice official in conducting restorative
justice, and has since broadened to include school officials, probation officers and others.
The “Wagga model” was introduced to North America in 1995 by the Real Justice® orga-
nization,and more than 2,000 police, probation officers,educators and others in the United

States and Canada have now been trained as conference facilitators.

Purpose
The Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project was de-
signed to answer six programmatic questions about police-based conferencing as it is

being applied in the United States.

1. Can typical American police officers conduct conferences consistent with due
process and restorative justice principles?

2. Does involvement in conferencing transform police attitudes, organizational
culture and role perceptions?

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcomes by helping to solve ongoing
problems and reduce recidivism?

4. Will victims, offenders and the community accept a police-based restorative justice
response?

5. Does the introduction of diversionary conferencing alter the case processing of
juvenile offenders (e.g., net-widening)?

6. How does police-based conferencing compare to the existing system and to other
restorative justice practices?

*This project was supported under award number 95-1J-CX-0042 from the National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S.
Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the
U.S. Department of Justice.
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Methods

In October 1995, 20 full-time police officers volunteered to be trained and conduct
conferences. Over an 18-month period, first-time juvenile offenders arrested for selected
misdemeanor and summary offenses were randomly assigned either to formal adjudica-
tion or to a diversionary restorative policing conference. Cases were blocked by crime
type: crimes primarily directed against the person (violent offenses) and crimes primarily
directed against property (property offenses).

The effect of the program was measured through surveys of victims, offenders and
offenders’parents. Additional data was obtained from direct observations of conferences
and review of official police and court records. Two department-wide surveys were con-
ducted, prior to the first conference and again after 18 months of program operation.
Officer attitudes on a wide range of questions about their work environment and the
nature of policing were matched by officer for pre- and post-test comparisons.

During the course of the experiment, 215 criminal incidents involving the arrests
of 292 juveniles qualified for the study, representing 23% of all juvenile offenders ar-
rested in Bethlehem during the time period. These included 75 violent crimes and 140
property crimes. A store was the victim in 76% of the property cases and a school was the
victim in 29% of the violent cases.

Participation in the program was voluntary, creating three groups of subjects: (1)
statistical control group (n=68 property, 35 violent), (2) selected for conferencing and
participating (n=56 property, 24 violent), and (3) selected for conferencing but not partici-
pating (n=57 property, 52 violent). Conferences for violent offenses were conducted in
32% of cases selected for the treatment group, and in 50% of property cases, for an overall
raw participation rate of 42% (proportion of conferences to cases selected). Offenders
were much more likely to decline in property offenses and victims more likely in violent
offenses. Among crime seriousness, number of charges, age,race, and gender of offender,
only gender was significantly related to participation rate, and only among violent of-
fenders with females participating at twice the rate as their male counterparts.

In spite of the probable self-selection bias in the treatment group, the generaliz-
ability of the sample was maintained. However, for this experiment to demonstrate a
recidivism reduction or an improvement over magistrate court cases, differences had to
be strong enough tobe measured across the entire treatment-selected group,even though
less than halfreceived the treatment. Questions about how police conducted conferences,
whether this affected their culture, whether the community will accept the program, and
how the program affected case processing do not require equivalent comparison groups

and are unaffected by the threat to the internal validity of the experimental design.
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Results

1. Can typical American police officers conduct conferences consistent with due process
and restorative justice principles?

There was an initial tendency among some officers to lecture the offender or influence the
agreement in conferences. While they easily picked up the mechanics of the scripted process, an addi-
tional in-service training was necessary early in the experiment to reinforce the reintegrative intention
of conferences. Average grades for overall compliance with protocol improved significantly following
the in-service training, from 80% to 89%.

In general, officers did a sufficient but not exemplary job in adhering to principles of restorative
justice and ensuring due process. In spite of this, more than 96% of participants said they were satisfied
with how their cases were handled and perceived the process as fair, more than 94% would choose to
do the conference again, and more than 92% would recommend conferences to others. These results,
which are consistent with the earlier evaluation of police conferencing in Australia, lend support to the

generalizability of the Australian findings to police-based conferencing in the United States.

2. Does conferencing transform police attitudes, organizational culture and role percep-
tions?

There were no significant changes in overall police attitudes, organizational culture or role
perceptions. Paired t-tests of pre- and post-test scores failed to detect any department-wide changes in
attitudes during the experimental period. Thus, conferencing cannot be said to have had a significant
impact on changing overall police attitudes toward their activities or the role of police.

The officers who had conducted conferences did show a significant increase in their percep-
tions of community cooperation and a decrease in their orientation toward a crime control approach to
policing. Thus the whole effect of conferencing was to cause a few officers who were positively dis-

posed to community policing to become more supportive of such approaches.

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcomes by helping to solve ongoing
problems and reduce recidivism?

Reducing offender recidivism is one measure of the capacity of restorative approaches to ad-
dress the important needs created by a criminal offense. A reduction in re-offending is not the primary
purpose, as in deterrence theory, but is one of a number of goals for the restorative response to crime.
It is assumed that holding offenders accountable to their victims to repair the harm caused should
increase offender empathy and thereby lead to a reduction in offending behavior.

Results indicate that lower recidivism for those participating in the program was more a func-
tion of the offender’s choice to participate than the effects of the conference, per se. Violent offenders
participating in conferences had significantly lower 12-month rearrest rates (20%) than those who
declined to participate (48%). However, the control group rearrest rate (35%) was almost exactly be-

tween the treatment-selected groups, indicating that there was little additional treatment effect beyond
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a self-selection effect. Recidivism rates for the property offenders suggests that any self-selection ef-
fect was transitory. There were significant differences for the decline and conference property offend-
ers from 30 to150 days, however, these differences in the rearrest rates were not significant by 12
months.

The universal ability of conference participants to come up with mutually acceptable agree-
ments demonstrates that conferences are useful in facilitating a collective, community-based solution
to these criminal problems. The 94% offender compliance with the terms of the agreements supports
the conclusion that these cases were resolved in a manner satisfactory to all participants.

It appears that any reductions in recidivism are the result of the voluntary program diverting
from formal processing those juveniles who are least likely to re-offend in the first place. Presumably

this is the goal of any good diversion program and, in this regard, the program was successful.

4. Will victims, offenders and the community accept a police-based restorative justice
response?

Victims participating in conferences said that they felt participating in the conference was their
own choice (96%); they would recommend conferences to others (92%); they would choose a confer-
ence if they had to do it over again (94%); meeting with the offender was helpful (93%); the tone of the
conference was basically friendly (94%); the offender apologized (96%); and conferences should be
offered to all victims (81%).

Offenders who participated in conferences said that it was their own choice to participate (92%);
they would recommend conferencing to others (92%); if they had to do it over again, they would
choose to participate (94%); meeting with the victim was helpful (100%); and the tone of the confer-
ence was friendly (96%).

Nearly all parents of conferenced offenders said they would recommend conferencing to others
(97%), would choose to participate in a conference if they had to do it over again (94%), thought that
meeting the victim was helpful (97%), and that they had a positive or very positive attitude toward the
conference (91%).

Victims, offenders and parents of offenders were consistently satisfied with the conferencing
process and perceived the process and the outcomes as fair. Nearly all respondents indicated they
would choose to participate in the program again and would recommend it to others facing similar
trouble. While a majority of offenders declined to participate, a very high proportion of victims, of-
fenders and offenders’ parents who did participate accepted this police-based restorative justice pro-

CESS.

5. How does the introduction of conferencing alter the case processing of juvenile of-
fenders?

There was no apparent change in overall arrest patterns for juvenile offenders during the ex-
perimental period. A gradual decline in juvenile arrests throughout the period began before the police

started conducting diversionary conferences. The time series for the cases disposed of informally dur-
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ing the study showed no disruption from the pattern prior to the experiment, and this is the pool of
offenders who would have been affected by net-widening. Because offenders were selected for this
study after they had already been arrested, there was no discretion on the part of officers to determine
which cases would be referred. Thus, there really was no opportunity for net-widening.

Dispositions of offenders three years prior to the study were compared to those handled by
court during the period of the study and there were no important differences evident. Offenders di-
verted tended to be less serious cases and were likely to have entered a guilty plea if the case had gone
to court, thus slightly increasing the average seriousness of the cases remaining in the system. Overall
case processing of juvenile offenders by police and the courts was largely unaffected by the existence

of the program.

6. How does conferencing compare to the existing system and to other restorative justice
practices?

Existing System
Victims, offenders and offenders’ parents who participated in a conference were at least as
satisfied with the way their case was handled and to have experienced fairness as those whose cases
were processed through court (Exhibit S1). Victims and parents were more likely to feel that their

opinion had been adequately considered. There were no significant differences between the control and

treatment (decline and conference combined) victims for the satisfaction, fairness, accountability and

opinion items. Among property crime victims, there was a signifi- Victims
cant difference: the treatment group was more likely to say the of- CONFIERENCE = 96%
fender was adequately held accountable for the offense. Z:::: - 73% :
Sixty-three percent of conferenced offenders said they were Offenders
very satisfied with the way their case was handled, compared to 34% | CONFERENCE 97%
of the control group and 24 % of the decline group. Similarly, parents :::::L 86%96%
were also more likely to say they were very satisfied with the confer- Paronts
ence compared to the control or decline group parents. Parents of | CONFERENCE 97%
conferenced youth were more likely to report fairness in their child’s Z"”:’O' - 93%
ecline %o

case than those disposed by courts. Still, a majority of all parents in
the survey experienced fairness with the handling of their child’s case. ~ Exhibit S1. Satisfaction with
Conferenced parents were more likely to have felt their opin- handling of case
ion had been adequately considered in their child’s case than parents of court-disposed offenders: 92%
of the conference group, 84% of the control group, and 55% of the decline group.
Police-based conferencing produced outcomes for offenders more specifically tailored to the
individual’s circumstances than the court process, especially for violent cases with personal victims.
Outcomes from conferences were more likely to include community service as a reparative response

and less likely to require monetary payments than outcomes from the courts.
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Restorative Justice Programs

Other than conferencing, the primary restorative justice program for which there is research is
victim-offender mediation (VOM). Participant questionnaires for the present study were designed from
those asked in a majority of the VOM evaluations. There are a number of differences between confer-
encing and mediation, though both utilize a voluntary collaborative model with the purpose of repair-
ing the harm caused by the crime. Individual VOM programs also vary regarding the type of cases

qualifying and the source of administration and case referral sources.

Police-based conferences in the present study produced

Bethlehem conferencing 429,

participant results and program participation rates higher than v
f th ted VOM (Exhibit S2). Th t O jAbuquerdue_28%
any of the reporte rograms (Exhibi . The agreemen
y ) P ) prog £ M Minneapolis 40%
compliance rates in the Bethlehem study are comparable to those s
) ) o i i ) I |Oakland 35%
cited in other mediation and conferencing studies. In light of t
‘; Austin 29%

these findings, concerns raised by VOM advocates that victims
and offenders would be less trusting of police than of impartial Exhibit S2. Particiation rate
. comparison with VOM
community volunteers seem unfounded.
Finally, crude cost comparisons suggest that police-based conferencing is no more expensive
than any of the VOM programs compared. Because police conduct conferences as part of their routine
community policing activities, there were no additional program costs to the department beyond initial

training costs.

General Conclusions

In summary, the following general conclusions can be made:

* Typical American police officers are capable of conducting conferences consistent with due process
and restorative justice principles, given adequate training and supervision.

* While conferencing did not transform police attitudes, organization culture or role perceptions, it
did move those with the most exposure to conferencing toward a more community-oriented,
problem-solving stance.

* Police-facilitated restorative conferences can produce conflict-reducing outcomes, most clearly in
cases of interpersonal violence. Because of a strong self-selection bias, this study could not
confirm a reduction in recidivism due to conferencing. Like other voluntary diversion programs,
cooperative cases participated, uncooperative cases did not.

* Victims, offenders and parents who participated accepted this police-based restorative justice
response, as indicated by high rates of satisfaction with the process and experiences of fairness.

* Police-facilitated restorative conferences produced participant satisfaction and perceptions of
fairness at least as high as other restorative justice programs and the courts. Participation rates and

compliance rates for conferences were also comparable to other restorative justice programs.
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1
Restorative Policing

This is a report on the Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferenc-
ing Project, National Institute of Justice research grant.* Juvenile offenders who quali-
fied for the study were randomly assigned either to formal adjudication or to a diversion-
ary “restorative policing” process called family group conferencing. Police-based family
group conferencing employs trained police officers to facilitate a meeting attended by
juvenile offenders, their victims, and their respective family and friends, to discuss the
harm caused by the offender’s actions and to develop a plan to repair the harm. Victim
and offender participation is voluntary. The effect of the program was measured through
surveys of victims, offenders, offender’s parents and police officers and by examining
outcomes of conferences and formal adjudication.

Family group conferencing (also called community conferencing) originated in New
Zealand in 1989 under the auspices of the social welfare department as a means of divert-
ing young offenders from formal adjudication. Conferencing was substantially revised
and pioneered as a community policing technique in Wagga Wagga, New South Wales,
Australia in 1991 (Moore and McDonald, 1995). The “Wagga model” was introduced to
North America in 1995 by the REAL JUSTICE® organization, and more than 2,000 po-
lice, probation officers, educators and others in the United States and Canada have been
trained as conference facilitators (Umbreit and Zehr, 1996; Wachtel, 1995).

Police-based conferencing provides a forum for the police to bring together juvenile
offenders and their victims with their respective families and supporters. This micro-
community of citizens directly affected by the crime collectively seeks resolution of the
injuries, which may include apology, reparation to the victim, and reintegration of the
offender. Ideally, solutions are not imposed by the facilitator, but instead result from the
dynamic interaction of participants. Goals of the conference are: to encourage young of-
fenders toachieve empathy toward their victims and take responsibility for their crimes,
allow victims to move toward forgiveness and healing,and empower citizens to appropri-
ately address their own local problems (McCold, 1997; Moore and O’Connell, 1994).

The practice of restorative policing is related to three trends in re-examining the
Western system of justice: 1) community policing and problem-oriented policing (Goldstein,
1990); 2) reintegrative shaming theory (Braithwaite, 1989); and 3) restorative justice
(Zehr, 1990; McCold, 1997a).

*This project was supported under award number 95-1J-CX-0042 from the National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S.
Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the
U.S. Department of Justice.
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Community and Problem-Oriented Policing
Conferencing is more consistent with Herman Goldstein’s definition of problem-

oriented policing than with the vague and varied notions of community policing often set
forth by practitioners and researchers. Community policing means many different things
to different people (Hunter and Barker, 1993; Bayley, 1994). There is some consensus
that its general aims are to prevent crime and create a better quality of life and tochange
the reactive, control-oriented style of policing to a proactive, problem-solving, service-
oriented style. The stated objectives of community policing, however, are varied: to re-
duce crime, fear of crime, calls for service and complaints against police; to increase pre-
ventative knowledge, crime clearance rates, public satisfaction, number of volunteers,
police satisfaction, efficiency and effectiveness; and to build police-community partner-
ships (Normandeau, 1993). The specific methods of achieving these aims may differ very
little from previous policing approaches, and despite its popularity, community policing
is described as “more rhetoric than reality” (Mastrofski, 1988; Klockars, 1988; Jones et
al., 1994; Bull & Stratta, 1994; Stenson, 1993).

Herman Goldstein, considered by many to be “the father of problem-oriented polic-
ing,” differentiates between community policing and problem-oriented policing. He says
that community policing is “designed to place great emphasis on one great need in polic-
ing,which is toengage the community” (1997, p.8); problem-oriented policing has a broader
focus —to adopt an analytical approach to identify and solve the specific problems that
police confront. A key element in this is intensively engaging the community in problem
solving (Goldstein, 1990; 1997).

Goldstein argues that the job of social control in society ultimately depends upon net-
works other than the police, networks that the police can only facilitate and support. The

community should become responsible for policing itself:

Several arguments can be made for maximum use of informal controls that are
already available in the community. First,invoking informal nongovernmental con-
trol may truly be the most effective means for dealing with the problem. Second,
doing soreinforces the concept of the police as facilitators in getting the community
tocontrol itselfrather than depending on the police and the criminal justice system
for control. Third, it supports the strong preference, when an option exists, for us-
ing the least restrictive,least intrusive method of dealing with a problem. (Goldstein,
1990, p.121).

Goldstein offers numerous examples of police mobilizing the community and making
use of existing forms of informal social controls, such as: involving citizens in developing
solutions to specific crime problems; promoting interaction among populations of varying
age and racial composition to reduce fear; holding meetings to resolve ongoing conflicts
among neighborhood residents; and seeking the help of “those who, because they have

some power over an individual, may be able toinfluence his or her behavior”(1990,p.121).
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Goldstein claims that individual police tend to have a clear definition of community:

In what I have observed of the practice, as distinct from the rhetoric of community
policing, police tend to engage the citizenry in a very pragmatic and more relaxed
manner. They use “community” rather deftly to describe those affected in any way
by the specific problem they are attempting toaddress, or the program being launched
in response to the problem. (1990, p.25)

It is the involvement of the micro-community of those affected by a specific crime
in providing informal social control and developing a mutually acceptable plan for resolu-
tion that makes family group conferencing consistent with Goldstein’s view of problem-

oriented policing.

Reintegrative Shaming Theory

John Braithwaite’s (1989) theory of reintegrative shaming contributed to the de-
velopment of the Wagga model of conferencing. This theory about the causes of crime in
societies has two parts. The first part suggests that the manner in which a society handles
the emotion of shame will determine its degree of crime and violence. When shame is
used to humiliate or stigmatize, those who are stigmatized will seek out criminal subcul-
tures where they can find positive self-images. According to the theory, there is a positive
relationship in societies between the intensity of stigmatizing shaming and the preva-
lence of crime, violence and criminal subcultures.

The second part of the theory seeks to explain why people generally adhere to
behavioral norms, turning the traditional “What causes crime?” question upside down.
Braithwaite asserts that societies that use “reintegrative shaming” have lower levels of
crime and violence. Reintegrative shaming involves encouraging wrongdoers to experi-
ence shame for their actions while allowing them tomaintain their dignity. This is accom-
plished by holding wrongdoers accountable for their actions and providing them with an
opportunity tomake things right. Conferencing is designed to facilitate a process of rein-

tegrative shaming.

Restorative Justice

Although developed independently from the restorative justice movement, confer-
encing is considered an important new development in restorative justice practice. Re-
storative justice views crime, not primarily as a violation of law, but as an offense against
people and relationships. Restorative justice identifies three main stakeholders in crime:
victim, offender and community. According to the philosophy, the community (however
vaguely defined) has a responsibility in facilitating a restorative response to wrongdoing;
that response should include holding offenders accountable for their actions and requir-
ing them to make reparation to the victim and the community. Punishment and “just
deserts” are not goals of restorative justice, and are viewed as ineffective, undesirable

and counterproductive responses to crime (McCold, 1995).
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Victim-offender mediation, restitution and community service programs have tra-
ditionally been central practices for restorative justice advocates. With the advent of fam-
ily group conferencing and sentencing circles, the restorative justice movement has rec-
ognized the importance of including the personal communities of care of both offenders
and victims in the resolution of criminal conflict (Umbreit & Zehr, 1996). Restorative
justice practice is moving from excluding the micro-community under early victim-of-
fender mediation models to including them as a central part of the restorative process
(Van Ness and Strong, 1997; Wright, 1996).

Tony Marshall (1994) suggests that restorative justice seeks to reduce crime by
strengthening bonds of interdependency while holding offenders accountable. Marshall
defines restorative justice as:

a process whereby all the parties with a stake in a particular offence come together
toresolve collectively how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and its implica-
tions for the future. Parties with a stake in an offence include, of course, the victim
and the offender, but they also include the families of each,and any other members

of their respective communities who may be affected, or whomay be able to contrib-
ute to prevention of a reoccurrence. (Marshall in McCold, 1997b, p.2)

Restorative Policing
Police-based family group conferencing exemplifies a union of community and prob-

lem-oriented policing (especially as conceived by Goldstein), reintegrative shaming and
restorative justice—a union which could be termed “restorative policing” (McCold and

Wachtel, 1998). As an operational philosophy for police, restorative policing seeks to:
1) Encourage accountability, reparation, reintegration and healing.
2) Reduce recidivism.
3) Resolve conflict and eliminate ongoing problems.
4) Provide communities with a satisfying experience of justice.
5) Reduce reliance on the criminal justice system and formal processes.
6) Transform police attitudes, organizational culture and role perceptions.

Some have expressed concerns and criticisms about police-based family group con-
ferencing, which could be extended torestorative policing as a whole. Efforts to institute
restorative policing programs such as conferencing should consider these as part of their

evaluation. These concerns and criticisms include:

1) The focus on improving criminal justice responses distracts from the broader goal
of tackling social injustice.

2) Conferencing may lead to net-widening.

3) Conferencing threatens principles of proportionality; that is, outcomes from con-
ferencing may be too severe or too lenient compared to outcomes from formal
justice processes.

4) Conferencing poses a risk of double jeopardy,

5) Conferencing coerces offenders to admit guilt and threatens due process.
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6) Police should not run conferences because they “have a coercive role, their legiti-
macy is grounded in the invocation of punishment and they do not enjoy the
respect of young people, especially young people from oppressed racial groups.
So,it is argued, it is naive to believe the police could do a good job.” (Braithwaite,
1994, p.207).

Proponents of victim-offender mediation have articulated a number of possible
dangers of police-based conferencing, similar to the concerns articulated above (Umbreit
and Zehr, 1996):

1) Inadequate preparation could “significantly limit the impact of FGC in humaniz-
ing the process in such a manner that parties feel safe and prepared to attend
and participate freely in a genuine dialogue” (p.6).

2) Conferencing and conference facilitators may be insensitive to victims’needs and
coercive in encouraging their participation in the process.

3) Young offenders may be intimidated by adults and uniformed police officers; they
may not feel safe or comfortable enough to share thoughts and feelings and to
genuinely “own up”to the criminal behavior.

4) Police may be incapable of being neutral facilitators, falling into authoritarian
behavior patterns and undermining the process of reintegrative shaming.

5) The scripted conferencing process may be toorigid and insensitive tocultural needs
and preferences within a community.

6) Police-based conferencing may lead to net-widening.

Developing Hypotheses
The only completed empirical evaluation of restorative policing to date is a study

of the program in Wagga Wagga, which used a before/after design (Moore, 1995). The
“Wagga report” concluded that implementation of conferencing for juvenile offenders had
decreased the number of cases being dealt with by formal processing in the court without
increasing the overall recidivism rate. The introduction of FGC provided the police with
an additional informal process beyond counsel and release,and changed the manner that
police disposed of youthful offenders. The rate of referral to court was reduced from 51
percent to 28 percent following the introduction of conferencing. The results also sug-
gested that the introduction of FGC was truly diversionary, without producing a net-
widening effect.

The program in Wagga Wagga received widespread support from frontline police
personnel and local community members (Graham, 1993; Moore, 1995, 1993; Moore and
McDonald, 1995; Moore and O’Connell, 1994). The initial evaluation of the approach dem-
onstrated that juveniles were able to be diverted from formal court processing without
increasing the rate of recidivism. Crime victims found overwhelming satisfaction by be-
ing actively involved in the process, and families were supported in their efforts to deal
with the misbehavior of their children. Victim participation exceeded 90 percent, mutu-

ally accepted restitution agreements were developed in 95 percent of conferenced cases,
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and offenders complied with these agreements more than 95 percent of the time. The
active involvement of the community in resolving juvenile crime altered both the view of
police toward the community and young people, and the community’s view of the police
(Moore, 1995).

Moore’s study had a number of inherent weaknesses. Due to the lack of a random-
ized design, the group of offenders processed before the introduction of FGC were not
strictly comparable to those processed after its introduction. Rates of re-apprehension
were somewhat higher for those processed by the courts following introduction of FGC,
and appeared to have remained unchanged for those processed informally by the police
(warning versus conferencing). This suggests that re-offending was more a function of
choice of processing than the effects of the conferencing, per se.

The few qualitative studies of the Wagga Wagga program have suggested that one
of the most significant effects of conferencing was on the attitude that the police depart-
ment had toward itself. These studies suggest that involvement by the police in confer-
encing produced a cultural shift from a punitive legalistic approach to a more problem-
solving, restorative approach. Additionally, “. . .when police are involved with this more
complex model [conferencing], they find it far more satisfying than the traditional alter-
native” (Moore, 1995, p.212).

John Braithwaite, Lawrence Sherman and Heather Strang are currently collabo-
rating in the Reintegrative Shaming Experiment (RISE) in Canberra,Australia (Sherman,
1996; Sherman and Barnes, 1997; Sherman and Strang, 1997a, 1997b; Strang, 1997;
Strang,H. & Sherman, 1997). The RISE project is randomly assigning juvenile offenders
and adult “drink driving” offenders to police-run “community accountability conferences”
or to traditional court. They are conducting in-depth evaluations of participants’percep-
tions, victim and offender background information, and systematically observing both
the conferences and the court processes. The results of RISE will be an important supple-
ment to the present study and should allow for a cross-national comparison of police-
based conferencing.

The primary purpose of the present study is to evaluate the implementation of
conferencing as a restorative policing practice, examining the effects of the practice on
police and the community and comparing those results toequivalent data on formal adju-
dication and other restorative justice approaches. Reflecting the goals of restorative po-
licing and the concerns about police-based conferencing previously described, the present

study asks the following questions:
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1. Can typical American police officers conduct conferences consistent with due pro-
cess and restorative justice principles?

2. Does conferencing transform police attitudes, organizational culture and role per-
ceptions?

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcomes by helping to solve ongoing
problems and reduce recidivism?

4. Will victims, offenders and the community accept a police-based restorative justice response?

5. How does the introduction of conferencing alter the case processing of juvenile
offenders?

6. How does conferencing compare to the existing system and to other restorative
justice programs?

Chapter 2 describes the Bethlehem Police Family Group Conferencing Project in
detail. Chapters 3 through 8 examine the present research in light of these six questions.

The final chapter draws together the conclusions from the other chapters toaddress what

can be known about these questions from the present findings.
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2
The Bethlehem Experiment

In the summer of 1995, the Bethlehem Police Department and the Community
Service Foundation (a private not-for-profit organization) began planning a two-year re-
search partnership to study the effectiveness of police-based family group conferencing.
Sponsored by the National Institute of Justice*,the study began November 1, 1995, after
a three-day REAL JUSTICE® training for 18 Bethlehem Police officers, conducted by
three Australian pioneers in family group conferencing.

The Bethlehem Police Department has 140 sworn police officers and is actively
involved in addressing the needs of city residents. The department has ongoing crime
prevention and community policing programs which include four permanent substations,
a mobile substation, bicycle patrols,and four full-time officers assigned to middle schools.

The city of Bethlehem is located in southeastern Pennsylvania, a two-hour drive
west of New York City and a one-and-a-halfhour drive north of Philadelphia. Bethlehem,
Allentown and Easton comprise a three-city metropolitan area, surrounded by approxi-
mately 25 townships and boroughs of varying sizes. Bethlehem has an area slightly over
19 square miles with a population of approximately 72,000. It is part of both Northampton
and Lehigh counties.

Before the experiment began, the department began a vigorous marketing effort to
gain the community’s support for the diversion program, which included presentations to
service organizations, merchant associations, school administrators and church groups.
Several articles appeared in the local newspapers.

Over the course of the experiment, the 18 police officers participating in the pro-
gram had quarterly meetings toreview the progress of the program, identify and resolve
problems and be appraised of current research statistics. The group operated as a self-
directed work team with a senior officer as liaison (program liaison officer) between the
department, courts, probation and schools. The group formulated a program name, “Op-
eration P.R.O.J.E.C.T.” (Program for Redirection of Offending Juveniles through Empa-
thy-building and Conferencing Techniques),and developed a mission statement and goals

for the program. The mission statement reads:

The Bethlehem Police Department’s “Operation PR.O.J.E.C.T.” is an alternative
justice program for juvenile offenders and their victims. By providing a forum for
victims to express feeling and take part in the repair of harm, the offenders must
own and evaluate their behavior and how it affects other people.

The program goals the officers articulated were satisfying victims, repairing harm/dam-

age, re-educating juvenile offenders, offenders “owning” their behavior, lowering recidi-

*This project was supported under award number 95-1J-CX-0042 from the National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S.
Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the
U.S. Department of Justice.
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vism rates, providing an alternative to punishment, increasing community satisfaction,
and reducing court system workload.

The following section describes the methods used for selecting cases for the study
and soliciting participation in the program. A presentation and discussion of case selec-

tion results and participation rates follows.

Methods

The Bethlehem Police Department adopted the following policy for eligibility in

the juvenile diversion program:

* Only juveniles arrested by the Bethlehem Police Department are eligible.”

* Only first-time offenders are eligible. (For the purpose of the research project, a
first-time offender is defined as a juvenile who has not been through the juvenile
probation system.)

* No felony level crimes are eligible unless specifically agreed to by the chief of
juvenile probation.

* Nodrug or alcohol crimes (possession or delivery) are eligible.

* No sex offenses are eligible.

* Only assaults which meet the following conditions are eligible:

a) graded as simple assaults (or threat or harassment) where:
1) there is no serious bodily injury
2) no weapons were used
3) juvenile assaults a juvenile where there is less than a 5- year age gap
b) graded as a summary violation
* Thefts of a misdemeanor or summary level are eligible.
* Property crimes of a misdemeanor or summary level are eligible.

The above policy and guidelines were established after conferring with the juve-
nile court judges, district attorneys, and chief juvenile probation officers from both Lehigh
and Northampton counties. Because this was a pilot program, the cases selected for in-
clusion were confined to the least serious cases available. Alimited number of prior sum-
mary arrests did not automatically disqualify a juvenile from the program, allowing for
some discretion by the program liaison officer, in consultation with the principal investi-
gator. Cases where the only identifiable victim was the arresting officer —so-called “con-
tempt of cop” cases—were not included in the study, at the request of the principal inves-
tigator.

The program liaison officer regularly reviewed arrest records submitted by officers
over the course of the experiment —November 1, 1995 through May 1,1997 —earmarking
cases that appeared toqualify for the study. Criminal history information was then checked
to confirm eligibility. The liaison officer then phoned the principal investigator to submit
the selected cases torandom assignment.

There were to be a total of 150 crime-against-property cases and 75 crime-against-

* As of October 1996, this requirement was amended with the Hellertown Police Department joining the project.
Hellertown is a smaller jurisdiction adjacent to Bethlehem. The Hellertown Police contributed one case to the
experiment.



The Bethlehem Experiment 17

person cases selected for the experiment, two-thirds assigned to a treatment group and
one-third assigned toa control group. Cases were defined as a criminal incident, and each
case could involve multiple offenders.

Two lists of random numbers had been generated (n = 150 and n = 75), each with
equal distributions of integers 1,2 and 3. The cases were placed on a list in the order they
were reported to the researcher. All incidents with 1s were coded as the control group, 2’
and 3% the treatment group. The random assignment list was never revealed to the liai-
son officer,and he could not anticipate the next assignment. When a case was included, a
determination was made whether the offense was primarily a crime-against-property or
primarily a crime-against-person, hereafter referred to as property crimes and violent
crimes. The case information was then entered into the next line of the relevant random
list and the liaison officer was informed whether the case was control or treatment.

None of the victims or offenders for control group cases were informed about the
existence of the diversion program. These cases were left to be processed without police
diversion. When a case was assigned to the treatment group, the liaison officer began to
attempt to contact the offender(s) involved, explain the program and elicit their partici-
pation. Because the program is mindful of the due process rights of offenders, they must
understand that they can opt out of the program and decide to face court with all their
rights intact. Acceptance into the program required the offender to admit non-inculpa-
tory responsibility for the charge (actus reus). When offenders agreed to participate, the
liaison officer then contacted the victims to explain the program and elicit their partici-
pation. Only where both offender and victim were willing to participate was the case
assigned to the facilitating officer. If either party was unwilling to participate, the case
was not conferenced and, thus, was processed through normal channels like the control
cases. After the key parties agreed to participate, the facilitating officer then had the
responsibility of inviting other supporters,arranging a time and place tomeet, and speak-

ing with all participants to prepare them for the conference.
Results

There were 1,285 juveniles arrests between November 1, 1995, and May 1, 1997
(excluding traffic violations). As reflected in the selection criteria above, the Bethlehem
Police Department wanted to exclude repeat offenders, offenders charged with felony
offenses, and those not residing locally; the county prosecutors wanted to exclude drug
and alcohol offenses, sex offenses, weapon offenses, and assaults where offenders used a
weapon or were more than four years apart in age from the victim; the principal investi-
gator wanted to avoid crimes where the only available victim was the arresting officer
and cases disposed without formal arrest. These are not mutually exclusive categories.

For example, 56 percent of the offenders charged with a felony were also disqualified
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Exhibit 1
Proportion of total juvenile
arrests disqualified from study
by reason for disqualification
29%

Y a—

15% 15%

7%

because of prior records.

As shown in Exhibit 1, prior referral to juve-
nile probation (i.e., prior misdemeanor or felony ar-
rest) was the largest single reason for disqualifying
cases from the study, with 29 percent who could have
been disqualified for that reason alone. Overall, 35
percent of offenders could have been disqualified for
one or more of the three prior history reasons (prior
referral to juvenile court, more than 3 prior arrests
or adjudicated youth), 18 percent for inappropriate
crimes (drug and alcohol or public order offenses),
15 percent for non-Bethlehem-residency, 14 percent
for too trivial an offense (handled informally), and
10 percent for too serious a crime (felony, weapons
or sexual offenses).

There were 227 juvenile arrests during the
study—18 percent of the total number of arrests (n =
1,285)—who could not be disqualified based on any

of the known reasons stated above. Some of these cases were not selected because of

offenders who were charged with a simple assault in spite of using a weapon or who had

committed disorderly conduct without a victim other than the arresting officer. This de-

tailed information was only available from the arrest reports, and thus these offenders

could not be disqualified based upon information available from the computerized records.

Nonetheless, this apparently qualifying but not selected group of offenders will provide a

useful comparison group later in this re-

port.

Exhibit 2
Offender eligibility categories

In order to compare the proportions n=1285

of cases disqualified for different reasons,
it is necessary tocreate mutually exclusive non-selected
categories. Ifcases are first disqualified be-

cause the crime was too serious, then be-

cause the offender’s prior history was too  ¢rime
serious,then because the offenses were in-
appropriate, then because the case was
handled informally,and finally because the
offender was not a local resident, an ap-
proximation of proportions of cases dis-

qualified by reason can be considered.

- selected
eligible

too
serious

offender
history
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As shown in Exhibit 2, offender prior history remains the most common disquali-
fier (28 percent), followed by inappropriate offenses (11 percent) and crime seriousness (9
percent). Eighteen percent of all juvenile arrests were disqualified for reasons not avail-
able in computerized records. Thus, during the course of the experiment, 215 criminal
incidents involving the arrests of 292 juveniles qualified for the study, representing 23
percent of all juvenile offenders arrested by the Bethlehem Police during the time period.

Qualifying cases were submitted torandom assignment until the target rate of 75
violent crimes was achieved. The project included 140 property crimes, 93 percent of the
150-case target. The results of the random assignment are shown in Exhibit 3. The ran-
domized experimental assignment was adhered toin all 215 cases in the study, achieving

the one-third/two-thirds assignment with less Exhibit 3
Random assignment results - Cases

. total control treatment
ers per case ranged from 1 to 6, with an overall violentl 75 100% | 25 33% 50 67%

than .24 percent deviation. The number of offend-

average of 1.36 persons-per-crime (ppc). This ra- property| 140 100% | 47 34% 93 66%
column| 215 100% 72 33% 143 67%

tio did not distribute equally across the experi-
mental groups. Among violent cases, treatment and control groups were about equally as
likely to involve multiple offenders with 1.40 ppcin the control group and 1.52 ppcin the

treatment group. However, among property cases, the treatment group, with 1.22 ppc,

was less likely toinvolve multiple offenders than Exhibit 4
the control group, with 1.45 ppc. Thus, treatment Random assignment results - Offenders
total control treatment

group property cases were less likely to have in- violent| 111 _100% 35 32% 76 68%

volved multiple offenders than cases in the other property| 181 100% 68 38% 113 62%
column| 292 100% | 103 35% 189 65%

groups. As a result, the assignment of offenders

slightly deviates from the case distribution as shown in Exhibit 4, though not by a statis-
tically significant amount.

The participation rates in the program for those cases assigned to be conferenced

Exhibit 5 (treatment group) varied, with 32 percent of violent cases

Treatment group participation rates 4§ 52 percent of property cases participating. Taking into

account that there were multiple offenders for some cases,

the offender-based participation rates were slightly lower,

with 32 percent of violent offenders and 50 percent of prop-
erty offenders participating, as shown in Exhibit 5. Thus,
two-thirds of the violent offenders and half of the property

329, offenders selected for experimental treatment were actu-
ally processed the same as those selected for the control
group, through the traditional court processes, }* (1,n =

violent property " total 189) =6.06,p < .05.
crime type It was expected that the randomly assigned groups
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would be similar in all important respects. Because a proportion of those cases selected
for treatment failed to result in a conference, the assumption of equality of groups is in
doubt. Thus,there are essentially three experimental groups—the control group, the con-
ference group (treatment/participation) and the decline group (treatment/non-participa-
tion). Knowledge of any ways the groups differ will be helpful in interpreting results from
this study.

Exhibit 6
Arrest charges for offenders included in study by experimental group
total control conference decline
retail theft| 129 44% 44 43% 48 60% 37 34%
criminal mischief 24 8% 7 7% 6 8% 11 10%
theft by unlawful taking 10 3% 4 4% 1 1% 5 5%
receiving stolen property 4 1% 1 1% 3 3%
criminal trespass 4 1% 4 4%
disorderly conduct 4 1% 4 4%
park after hours 2 1% 2 2%
theft/failure to deposit 1 0% 1 1%
institutional vandalism 1 0% 1 1%
false alarm 1 0% 1 1%
unauth.use of vehicle 1 0% 1 1%
Property Subtotal 181 62% 68 66% 56 70% 57 52%
disorderly conduct 49 18% 18 21% 10 13% 21 19%
harassment 38 13% 12 12% 6 8% 20 18%
simple assault 20 7% 2 2% 7 9% 11 10%
terroristic threats 2 1% 2 2%
harass.by communication 1 0% 1 1%
noise a nuisance 1 0% 1 1%
Violent Subtotal 111 38% 35 34% 24  30% 52 48%
Total 292 100% 103 100% 80 100% 109 100%

The specific criminal offenses included in the sample are shown in Exhibit 6. Among
property crimes, 74 percent were retail theft cases. Among the violent crimes, 88 percent
were harassment or disorderly conduct. Harassment-by-communication is included in
the harassment category, and all other crimes are collapsed to produce the specific crime
groupings used in this study. Thus, property crimes are divided intoretail theft and other
property crimes, and violent offenders are divided into three crime types—disorderly,
harassment and other violent crimes—as shown in Exhibit 7.

Among property crimes, retail theft cases were somewhat under-represented in

the control group and over-represented in the conference group. Participation rates were

Exhibit 7

Arrest charge categories for offenders included in study by experimental group

total control conference decline
retail theft 129 71% 44  65% 48 86% 37 65%
other theft 52 29% 24 35% 8 14% 20 35%
Property Subtotal 181 100% 68 100% 56 100% 57 100%
disorderly conduct 49 18% 18 21% 10 13% 21 19%
harassment 38 13% 12 12% 6 8% 20 18%
other violent 25 23% 6 17% 8 33% 11 21%
Violent Subtotal 111 100% 35 39% 24  30% 52 48%
Total 292 100% 103 100% 80 100% 109 100%
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58 percent for retail theft and 29 percent for other property crimes. Among violent offend-
ers, the crime subcategories are more equally distributed across all three experimental
groups, and the participation rates were comparable, with 35 percent for disorderly, 32
percent for harassment, and 40 percent for other violent crimes. Thus, the only difference
in the distribution of crime subcategories across experimental groups was that among
property offenders those offenders attending a conference were more likely to be charged
with retail theft versus other Exhibit 8

property crimes than those of- Experimental Group Comparisons

. Total Violent Propert
fenders in the control or de- perty
0] (0] [}
cline groups. 2 2 2
o 5 2 2|3 o e | 5 £ 2
Exhibit 8 shows the ex- s Q@ = = Q2 = s @9 £
C c (& C C (6] C C (&)
. o (@] [0} () (@) (0] (o) o (0]
perimental groups broken © © © © o © © © ©
number( 103 80 109 35 24 52 68 56 57

down by age, seriousness of
y age, Age on arrest

charge, race/ethnicity, gender under13| 25% 23% 24% | 14% 21% 19% | 31% 23% 28%
agel13| 29% 29% 16% | 29% 38% 23% | 29% 25% 9%
agel14-15| 34% 31% 32% | 46% 21% 25% | 28% 36% 39%
tween experimental groups in age16-17| 12% 18% 28% | 11% 21% 33% | 12% 16% 25%
xX?,p|_13.2 0.04 9.7 ns 11.4 0.08

and residence. Differences be-

seriousness of charge and race/

—

Most serious current arre

ethnicity are not statistically summary| 89% 98% 93% | 86% 96% 87% | 91% 98% 98%
. . . misdemr-3 5% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0%
significant controlling for pisqemro| 3% 3% 7% | 6% 4% 13% | 1% 2% 2%
crime type . HOWCV@I‘, differ- felony-2 2% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
. . x2,p| 18.3 0.02 8.9 ns 8.6 ns
ences in age, gender and resi- Race/Ethnicity
dence are statistica]ly signifi- white| 44% 41% 35% | 37% 29% 31% | 47% 46% 39%
. . black| 6% 1% 14% | 6% 0% 13% 6% 2% 14%
cant after controlling for crime | 540 49% 51% 50% | 57% 63% 54% | 44% 46% 46%

type ThuS, the experimental other 2% 6% 2% 0% 8% 2% 3% 5% 2%
] } x2,p| _15.0 0.02 8.5 ns 79 ns
groups differed in several re- Gender
spects. Among violent offend- male| 71% 53% 69% | 83% 50% 75% | 65% 54% 63%
. female| 29% 48% 31% | 17% 50% 25% | 35% 46% 37%
ers, males comprised half the x2pl 7.8 0.02 81 0.02 18 ns
conference group and 75 per- Number of current charges
. one| 88% 94% 82% | 91% 96% 81% | 87% 93% 82%
cent of the decline group. two| 9% 5% 14% | 9% 4% 10% | 9% 5% 18%
Among property offenders,the >t2WO 3% 1% 5% 0% 0% 10% 4% 2% 0%
) X“,pl 6.3 ns 6.8 ns 74 ns
decline group had a lower pro- Number of prior arrests
portion of 13-year-olds and a none| 78% 83% 75% | 69% 63% 65% | 82% 91% 84%
] ) ] ] one| 17% 15% 17% | 23% 29% 25% | 13% 9% 11%
higher proportion of Zip1 resi- two| 6% 0% 6% 9% 0% 8% 4% 0% 5%
dents than the conference and >t2WO 0% 3% 1% 0% 8% 2% 0% 0% 0%
X“,pl_6.3 ns 6.8 ns 74 ns
decline groups; the property Residence of offender

Zip1| 28% 33% 48% | 31% 38% 50% | 26% 30% 46%
Zip2| 33% 36% 34% | 37% 38% 31% | 31% 36% 37%
proportion of Zip3 residents Zip3| 36% 20% 13% | 29% 17% 13% | 40% 21% 12%

. Other 3% 11% 6% 3% 8% 6% 3% 13% 5%
than the property decline and %2 p| 241 0.00 56 ns 18.2 0.01

control group had a higher




22 Restorative Policing Experiment

conference groups. There was no discernable differences in the three Zip codes which
might explain these differences in participation by locality (residents differed as much
within zip code as between zip codes in S.E.S. and racial composition). In all other re-
spects,based on the available data,the decline group is statistically similar to the confer-

ence group, and the control group is statistically similar to the conference and decline

groups. Exhibit 9a
Understanding the reasons for Reasons for cases declining to par.t|C|pate
o o total violent property
declining to participate may help ex- [offender declined 55 50% | 15 29% 40 70%
pose a self-selection bias should one contests charges 12 5 7
exist. Because conferencing is volun- prefers court 20 6 14
) g reoffend prior to contact 6 1 5
tary,either victim or offender could de- unable to contact 17 3 14
cline to participate. Other factors be- victim declined 40 37% | 32 62% 8 14%
. . L victim declined 22 14 8
sides direct refusals to participate victim nonresponsive 18 18 0
could also result in failure of confer- |case excluded 14 13% | 5 10% 9 16%
ences to proceed. Cases were coded by settlgc! prior to contact 9 4 5
administrative error 5 1 4
the reason for declining to participate |column 109 52 57

as shown in Exhibit 9a. Among the 52 selected violent offenders not conferenced, offend-
ers declined in 29 percent of the cases and the victim declined in 62 percent of the cases.
Among the 57 selected property offenders not conferenced, the corresponding decline pro-
portions were 70 percent for offenders, and 14 percent for victims. Thus, offenders were
much more likely to be the reason for declining conferencing in property offenses, victims
more likely in violent offenses.

The program participation rate is the number of conferences divided by the num-
ber of cases selected in the treatment group. In order to calculate individual victim and
offender participation rates, it is necesary to limit the categories in the denominator of
the rate. For example, offenders who could not be found could not have agreed or declined
to participate, so they should not be counted in the offender decline figure. Likewise,

victims of offenders who declined to participate were never ask to participate, so the

number of cases Exhibit 9b
for victims to Corrected participation rates
total violent property formulas
available to de- |total selected for treatment 189 76 113
cline is limited to total cases declined 109 52 57
excluded cases 14 5 9
the number of con- reoffend prior to contact 6 1 5
ferences (where of- offenders unable to contact 17 3 14
offender decline 32 11 21
fender has agreed victim decline 40 32 8
to participate) conferenced 80 24 56
offender participate rate 79%  84% 75% =(vic+conf)/(off+vic+conf)
plus the number of victim participate rate 67%  43% 88% =(conf)/(vic+conf)
.. .. total participation rate _53% 36% 66% _=conf/(off+vic+conf)
victims declining.
program participation rate 42%  32% 50% =conf/total selected
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total violent property
%partic cases | %partic cases %partic cases
total [ 42% 189 | 32% 76 50% 113
age on arrest
<13| 41% 44 | 33% 15 45% 29
13| 58% 40 | 43% 21 74% 19
14-15| 42% 60 | 28% 18 48% 42
16-17| 31% 45 | 23% 22 39% 23
x?.pl_6.1 ns | 22 ns 57 ns
most serious current charge
summary| 44% 179 | 34% 68 50% 111
misdemr| 20% 10 | 13% 8 50% 2
x*plL22 ns| 15 ns 00 ns
race/ethnicity
white| 46% 71 | 30% 23 54% 48
black| 6% 16 0% 7 1% 9
Latino| 43% 95 | 35% 43 50% 52
other| 71% 7 | 67% 3 75% 4
x*pl 115 01 | 52 ns 68 ns
gender
male| 36% 117 | 24% 51 45% 66
female| 53% 72 | 48% 25 55% 47
X2pl b2 02| 46 .03 1.1 ns

Exhibit 10a

Participation rates of

treatment-selected offenders

The formulas for computing individual victim
and offender participation rates is shown in Ex-
hibit 9b. Offenders agreed to participated 79%
of the times they were asked (85% violent and
75% property). Victims agreed to participate
67% of the times they were asked (43% violent;
88% property). When offered a conference vic-
tims and offenders agreed to participate 53%
of the time (36% violent; 66% property). Thus
the program participation rate of 42% (and 32%
and 50%, respectively) underestimate the true
participation rate.

Part of the reason for crime-specific dif-
ferences in participation rates relates to the
type of victim for each offense. Institutions were
the victims in 61 percent of the cases included
in this study. A store was the victim in 76 per-

cent of all property cases (n = 140). The school

was the victim in 29 percent of violent cases (n = 75). Although the local schools did

participate in the program, the number of cases occurring at one local high school created

scheduling problems for the school administrators. Anumber of cases were excluded from

the diversion program because the schools were unresponsive in scheduling a time for

the conference to occur.

Participation rates also differed by race and
gender and, to a lesser extent by seriousness and
number of current charges, as shown in Exhibit
10a and Exhibit 10b. However, when type of crime

is controlled for, the only difference which remains

Exhibit 10b
Participation rates of
treatment-selected offenders
(continued)

significant is gender, with females participating
at twice the rate as males for violent cases. The
differences in participation rates by race/ethnici-
ty and number of current charges are due to dif-
fering proportions of these cases by crime type.
There was a tendency for those charged with more
serious offenses and a greater number of offenses
to decline participation at higher rates than oth-
ers, though these differences are not statistically

significant given the number of cases.

total violent property
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residence

zip1| 33% 78 | 26% 35 40% 43

Zip2| 44% 66 | 36% 25 49% 41

zip3| 53% 30 | 36% 11 63% 19

other| 60% 15 | 40% 5 70% 10

x?pl_61 ns | 11 ns 48 ns
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among the property cases: 93 percent of
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the formally disposed property control
cases pled guilty (plea or accelerated disposition) compared to 74 percent of the property

decline cases.

Conclusions

The random assignment of violent offenders produced similar groups, alike in all
measured respects; this was not true for the random assignment of property offenders. In
spite of adhering to a strict random assignment, the control group of property offenders
differed in a number of respects from the treatment group of property offenders. This
control group was more likely to include multiple offenders per case compared to the
conference group or the decline group. Also, the property control group was much more
likely than either the conference or decline groups to reside in the Zipl area of Bethle-
hem. Finally, the control group of property offenders were more likely to have pled guilty

than other cases in the study disposed by court to date.
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Property offenders were more likely to participate in a conference, with half the
property offenders participating in a conference, compared to only a third of the violent
offenders. This great of a non-participation rate has serious implications for the internal
validity of the experiment, making program effects indistinguishable from the effects of
having the more cooperative cases. The empirical evicence of a pure program effect will
have to await the results of the RISE project (Sherman, 1996). Since cases in RISE are
randomly assigned to treatment only after offenders have agreed to participate, presum-
ably their entire sample is a subset of our sample. Excluded from the RISE sample are
those offenders who themselves decline to participate in addition to those cases not quali-
fying. Thus, as in any truly voluntary program, self-selection bias in the sample is un-
avoidable. This bias will have greater effect for the internal validity of the present study
and for the external validity of the RISE study.

In spite of the potential self-selection bias in the treatment group, much can be
learned about implementation from the external validity (generalizability) of the sample
which was maintained. For this experiment todemonstrate a “program effect” and differ-
ences in outcomes to reach statistical significance, the program effects would have to be
strong enough to be measured across the entire treatment-selected group, even though
less than half received the treatment. Presumably, the decline groups received the same
treatment conditions as their respective control groups, so the program effects should be
independent of the self-selection effect, only substantially watered-down by the low par-
ticipation rate. Thus, only differences between control group and combined treatment
group (conference and decline) are tests of pure program effects apart from self-selection
effects.

Questions about how police conducted conferences, whether this affected their cul-
ture, whether the community will accept the program,and how the program affected case
processing do not require equilivant comparison groups and are unaffected by the lack of
internal validiy of the random assignment (also see the discussion on limitations in the

final chapter below).
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3
Conference Observations

In October 1995, the Bethlehem Police Department was in the process of integrating
community and problem-oriented policing over the entire department. Family group
conferencing showed obvious potential for problem solving. The department sent 18 Bethle-
hem police officers to a three-day training by several of the Australian innovators of police-
based conferencing. Two officers had received similar training six months earlier. The officers
who had volunteered were enthusiastic about this new approach.

This training was one of a series of large trainings conducted by the Australians and
arranged by REAL JUSTICE, a not-for-profit training organization in Bethlehem, Pennsyl-
vania. These large trainings (60 to 80 police, probation and school officials) were necessary to
support the cost of transporting the Australians tothe U.S.REAL JUSTICE has since evolved
the training model as a U.S .- and Canada-based organization and limits training size, often
conducting trainings for as few as 15 people at a time. The three-day training seemed to be
insufficient in providing the officers with proper personal attention and rationale for doing
the new process. Nonetheless, the trained officers and the department recognized the prob-
lem-solving potential in the process and proceeded enthusiastically.

Once every trained officer had conducted at least one conference, a one-day meeting
was held with the facilitating officers where feedback on their performance evaluations was
provided by the police lieutenant in charge of in-service training.” There had been a tendency
among some officers to be unprepared for the conferences, meeting many of the participants
for the first time at the conference, straying from or paraphrasing the conference script, and
in two cases, deciding for the group that the offender should perform community service.
Shaming offenders in a stigmatizing manner is antithetical to restorative policing, which should
involve reintegrative shaming. Yet, in spite of the training the officers had received, some seemed
surprised that they were not supposed to lecture the offender or affect the conference agreements.

The other criticism was that conferences tended to be too small, without enough sup-
porters for the victims and the offenders, especially other young people and extended family
members. The officer with the poorest performance evaluation withdrew from the program
and a total of five officers (20 percent) never conferenced a second case. There were 27 confer-
ences involving 34 offenders conducted before this meeting and 37 conducted after involving
46 offenders.

The following is a report on the conference observations and performance evaluations,
including an analysis of how various observations relate toeach other and to other variables,

and a report on conference outcomes.

*The project’s research advisory board recommended taking this corrective action. It was agreed that, because the
officers were not conducting conferences according to protocol, such a direct intervention in the program operation
was warranted.
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Methods

Toenhance consistency in evaluations of conference facilitator performance, an obser-
vation form was developed (see appendix for complete form). The three observers discussed
the observation form, gave each other feedback and practiced using the form with conference
role plays from the REAL JUSTICE training until there was reasonable consistency between
ratings on the scales. The principal investigator observed and rated 95 percent of all observed
conferences. In two cases only the observations of the project researcher were used, and in
one case, only the observations of the police liaison officer was used. Scales developed from
the combined observers ratings were found to be reliable as described below.

There were three parts to the conference observations. The first was a checklist of

seven items that facilitators were supposed to do in every conference. These included:

1) Introducing all participants.

2) Obtaining permission for observers.

3) Acknowledging appreciation of everyone’s effort to attend.

4) Setting the conference focus.

5) Telling offenders they had the right to terminate the conference at any time.

6) Checking that offenders understood this right.

7) Making sure offenders took clear responsibility for their behavior as they told their
story in the conference.

The second part of conference observation was to watch the conference and observe
any of six types of actions, inappropriate and appropriate, that facilitators might do. Observ-

ers made a check for each occurrence. These included:

1) Avoidance of emotion (inappropriate)
2) Use of silence (appropriate)

3) Refocus discussion (appropriate)

4) Failure to refocus (inappropriate)

5) Interrupt participant (inappropriate)
6) Redundant question (inappropriate)

The last part was a list of questions about the facilitator, victim, offender and other

participants which were completed after the conference. These were each five-point items:

About facilitator
1) Did the officer maintain the distinction between the person and behavior? (deeddoer)
2) Was any reparation suggested by the officer? (suggest)
3) Was the reparation outcome affected by the officer? (affect)
4) Did the officer lecture the offender? (lecture)
5) To what extent did the officer adhere to conference facilitation protocol? (adhere)

About victim
1) Did the victim seem satisfied with the outcome?
2) Did the victim indicate a sense of forgiveness?
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About offender
1) Did the offender appear to understand the injury caused to the victim?
2) Did the offender seem to express sincere remorse?
3) Did the offender appear to end with a feeling of pride?

About other participants
1) Did the offender’s family volunteer future responsibility for the offender?
2) Did the offender’s supporters volunteer future responsibility for the offender?
3) Was there a strong sense of reconciliation (reintegration)?

The relative reintegration of each conference was scored on a five-point scale item
evaluating the relative overall punitiveness based on nature of outcome, lack of offender
support shown, and the observed social interaction in the aftermath of the conference.

Facilitator performance was rated using the following scales:

1) a count of the number of missing checks in the seven-item checklist (check 0-7)

2) a count of the number of inappropriate actions by the facilitator (inapprop 0-6)

3) each of the five-point ordinal items asking about the facilitator’s overall compliance
with conference protocol (deeddoer, suggest, affect, lecture, adhere)

An overall grade of performance was calculated by dividing the sum of the items (posi-
tively scored) from the 33 possible points. This produces a percentage scale measuring the
extent to which officers adhered to protocol (alpha = .77). The overall grades ranged from 21
percent to 100 percent (eight conferences had scores of 100 percent). Additionally, the number

of participants was used as part of the overall facilitator performance.

Results

Conference Observations

Conferencing began November 1, 1995 and by the end of April 1997, the Bethlehem
Police had conducted 64 conferences involving 80 offenders. Among these, 56 conferences
were observed by at least one of three trained observers (27 prior to the in-service training
and 29 following), including 14 of the 16 violent cases (82 percent) and 42 of the 48 property
cases (88 percent). The participating victims were mostly institutional victims—59 percent
retailers and 18 percent schools, as shown in Exhibit 13.1n these cases,representatives from
the businesses and schools —including store managers and owners, security personnel, and
school administrators and faculty—attended the conferences. Exhibit 13
The remaining 23 percent were personal victims. Type of victims

The conferences lasted an average of 34 minutes (min =

10,max="72),and the post-conference contract preparation and school

18%

social time lasted an average of 10 minutes (min =5,max =25). ret:gf/r
o
The retail theft conferences took less time than other types of

offenses, lasted an average of 27 minutes while non-retail theft person

conferences lasted an average of 47 minutes, F(1,53)=373,p < 23%

001.There was no other significant difference in length of con-
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ference or social time between crime types or between the period before the in-service train-
ing and the period after the in-service training.

Offenders were conferenced an average of 37 days from the day of the offense (min =3,
max =121). The average time between crime and conference in the early period was 30 days
compared to 43 days in the later period, F(1,78) = 4.8, p < .05, with no difference between
crime types. The Bethlehem Police Department had originally intended to conference cases
within two weeks of the offense. Only 18 percent of conferenced offenders (n = 80) were
conferenced within two weeks.

There were an average of 6 participants per conference (min = 3, max = 17). Retail
theft conferences were smaller with an average of 5 participants compared to 8 participants
for other types of cases, F(1,54)=14.5,p < .001. There was nochange in the average number
of participants between periods. The arresting officer was a participant in 25 percent of con-
ferences, 14 percent of retail and 47 percent of others, 2(1,n = 56) =7.7, p < 0l. Young
persons other than the offender (or victim) were present in 35 percent of the conferences. This
was consistent across crime type and time period.

Conference protocol requires that the officer follow a scripted process for the confer-
ence (McDonald, et al., 1995). The conference script includes three parts: the preamble, the
conference phase and the agreement phase. The preamble is designed to set a non-accusing
focus and protect the due process rights of the offender. It requires telling offenders that the
conference is voluntary and they have the right to have the case processed through court.
This is something of a formality because this should have been made clear to offenders since
the initial contact. The conference process is a series of open-ended questions asked of the
offender, the victim, the victims supporters, the offender s supporters and the arresting offic-
ers, if present. The agreement phase begins by asking the victim, and then all others, what
they would like get out of the conference.

Overall, in 5 (9 percent) of the 56 conferences observed, the facilitating officer either
failed to introduce the participants or had them introduce themselves. The facilitator got
permission for the observers, expressed appreciation, and set the conference focus in all but 4
(5 percent) of the conferences. In all but 6 (10 percent) of the conferences observed, the facili-
tator explained the offenders’rights and in all but 8 cases (12 percent) the facilitator checked
that the offender understood this right. Facilitators did all of these preamble parts of the
conference process in 75 percent of the conferences. There were no significant differences in
the number of missing preamble items by crime type or by whether the conference was before
or after the in-service meeting.

Conference protocol is followed best when the facilitator does not avoid the emotions of
participants, but allows space for the expression of appropriate feelings. Should expressions
of feeling become inappropriate—for example, if a participant is angrily browbeating the

offender —the facilitator should refocus the conference. Failing to do so is a deviation from
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protocol. Also, facilitators should allow enough space for each
participant to express themselves fully and not inappropri-
ately interrupt. Half the facilitators were completely appro-
priate, 30 percent had one inappropriate behavior, 9 percent
had two and 11 percent had 3 or more.

As shown in Exhibit 14, the average number of inap-
propriate facilitator responses increased for violent cases and
decreased for property cases following the in-service meet-
ing, F(1,55)=6.8,p < .05 for interaction effect.

Part of setting the conference focus is to explain that
“we are not here todecide whether [offender] is a good or bad
person, but to examine who has been affected by his/her in-
appropriate behavior.” Since maintaining the distinction be-

tween deed and doer is important—that is, disapproving of

Exhibit 14
Mean number of inappropriate
coordinator responses by
period of experiment

violent property
crime type

the offense, but not disapproving of the offender as a person —facilitators were evaluated on

how well they themselves did at maintaining such a distinction. Seventy-nine percent of all

conference facilitators maintained the distinction between person and behavior “completely”,

14 percent “mostly”, 4 percent “somewhat”, 4 percent “a little”, and 1 percent “not at all”.

Facilitators were much more likely tomaintain the distinction completely after the in-service

training, from 63 percent to 93 percent, x> (1,n =56)=7.5,p < .01. As shown in Exhibit 15,

there was general improvement in this score following the in-service training in both crime

types, F(1,54)=7.9,p < .01, with facilitators of violent cases all scoring a perfect 5 in the later

period.
Conference protocol makes it very clear that the
facilitator is not todetermine the outcomes of conferences;

the outcomes should be an agreement between confer-

Exhibit 15
Mean score for distinguishing

deed from doer by period of experiment

ence participants. Suggesting or affecting the nature of

the agreement is inappropriate for facilitators. Yet, only

59 percent of all facilitators suggested reparation outcomes
“not at all”,21 percent “a little”, 7 percent “somewhat”, 7
percent “mostly”, and 5 percent “completely”. The pro-
portion not suggesting reparation improved following the
in-service training, from 41 percent before to 76 percent
after,y2(1,n=56)=7.1,p < 01.

Only 57 percent of all facilitators were scored as

not having affected the reparation outcome, 17 percent

“a little”, 7 percent “somewhat”, 14 percent “mostly”, and

violent property
crime type

4 percent “completely”. Fifty-five percent of conference facilitators affected the outcome some
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before the in-service and 31 percent after the in-service, not quite a significant difference, %2
(1,n=56)=34,p =.064. While facilitators of property cases were less likely to suggest or
affect the outcome than for violent cases, these differences were not statistically significant.

It was made clear tothe facilitating officers that conferencing was not tobe just a more
formal “counsel and release” process and that it is inappropriate for the facilitator to lecture
offenders. Yet only 61 percent of all conference facilitators lectured the offender “not at all”,27
percent “a little”,7 percent “somewhat”, 1 percent “mostly”,and 4 percent “completely”. Fifty-
two percent before the in-service and 69 percent after the in-service totally avoided lecturing,
though this difference is not significant. Forty-nine percent of retail theft conference facilita-
tors and 21 percent of all other conference facilitators lectured the offender some, %2 (1,n =56)
=4.0,p < .05.

Only 39 percent of all facilitators were scored as having adhered to conference facilita-
tion protocol “completely”,41 percent “mostly”, 6 percent “somewhat”,and 5 percent “a little”.

Before the in-service, 70 percent were scored as completely or mostly adhering to protocol,

compared to 90 percent after, though this difference was not quite significant,y2 (1,n =56) =

3.3,p = .070. Exhibit 16
Mean facilitator grade by
period of experiment

The average grade for facilitator compliance
with protocol was 84.7 percent (median = 87.9 per-
cent). There was a significant improvement in
grades after the in-service, with the average grade
increasing from 79.8 percent to 89.3 percent, F(1,
54)=6.4,p < .05.As shown in Exhibit 16,the great-
est improvement in grade was for property offenses,
F(1,54)=7.0,p< 05.

It appears that facilitators of retail theft

O early
H jater

conferences were more likely tolecture the offender

(65 percent) than facilitators of other types of con-

ferences (20 percent), at least during the early pe- violent ‘ oroperty

riod, x> (1,n =56)=5.0,p < .05. There was not a crime type

significant overall reduction in the use of lecturing, and the relationship between lecturing
and crime type became insignificant after the in-service training (non-retail 22 percent and
retail 35 percent).

There were dramaticimprovements in overall scores and subscale scores following the
in-service training. Scores improved for making introductions, getting permission for observ-
ers, expressing appreciation of attendance and setting the focus of the conference. However,
scores for explaining offender rights and checking for understanding were lower for cases
conducted after May 1, 1996. Overall, the proportion of conferences missing one of the pre-

amble components increased from 22 percent to 34 percent following the in-service training.
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However,the proportion of conferences where the
facilitator either influenced the outcomes or lec-
tured the offenders dropped from 70 percent to48
percent following the in-service training. The au-
thoritarian tone of the conferences was dramati-
cally reduced by providing the corrective feedback.
Because the total number of mistakes grew, it sug-
gests that as officers became more comfortable
with conferencing, they tended to improvise on
the conference script and miss important pieces

of the preamble.

To test improvement in individual officers’

performance over time, it is necessary tocompare
first conference performance with subsequent con-

ferences. There were 19 officers who conducted

Exhibit 17
Mean coordinator grade
by conference sequence

80%
78%

1only  first second third fourth fifth+
coordinator conference sequence

the 56 conferences observed. Five officers conducted 1 conference, four officers conducted 2,

three conducted 3, two conducted 4, four conducted 5 and one conducted 6 conferences. Of-

ficer performance was scored with an overall grade and the number of conference partici-

pants as described above.

As shown in Exhibit 17, the average grade for officers conducting only one conference

(n =5)was nolower than the first conference conducted by other officers (n = 14). The average

grade increased for the second conference conducted (n = 14) and again for the third confer-

ence (n = 10). However, the grade peaked at 93 percent for the fourth conference (n =7) and

appears to have declined for the fifth and sixth
conference (n = 6). Given the small number of
cases involved, these differences are not statis-
tically significant.

Since officers were encouraged to conduct
larger conferences at the in-service, this prompt-
ing appears to have had an effect, as shown in
Exhibit 18. There was an average of 5.4 partici-
pants for facilitators’first conferences (whether
or not they conducted additional conferences).
Following the in-service training, the average
number of participants increased to 6.6 for
officer’s second conferences. However, the size

ofthe conferences continued todecline with sub-

Exhibit 18

Mean number of participants
by conference sequence

6.6
6.4

5.9

5.7

5.4 5.4

"1only = first 'second third

sequent conferences.

fourth = fifth+
coordinator conference sequence
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Because of the small number of cases available for a within-facilitator analysis, none
of these differences are statistically significant. These results are suggestive rather than
definitive. There appears to have been an improvement in officers’ performance after the in-
service training and after the five officers dropped out of the program. Overall grades appear
toimprove with experience up tothe third conference. In-service training did improve perfor-
mance, and such meetings might best be planned before the fourth or fifth conference. These
results are consistent with a need for ongoing evaluation and regular in-service feedback.

An analysis was conducted examining relationships between the measures from the
conference observations and other variables available in the study. First, variables related to
conference composition (time to conference, length of conference, number of participants,and
the presence of the arresting officer) were examined. The longer the period from crime to
conference, the more likely the victim judged the process as fair, r(46) = .33, p < .05. The
longer the conference took, the more likely the offender felt that their opinion had been ad-
equately considered, r(45) = .35, p < .05. Retail theft cases took less time torun, r(55) = -.64,
p < 001, had fewer participants, r(56)= -46, p < .001, and were less likely to include the
arresting officer, r(56)= -37, p < .01. Among these variables, only days to conference was
related to the in-service training, r(56)= .28, p < .05, with the time from crime to conference
being greater after the in-service. The conference composition variables (total participants,
presence of other young people, and presence of arresting officer) were unrelated to other
participant perception variables or outcome variables.

The offender was less likely toreport being held accountable when facilitators failed to
introduce participants, failed to set the focus, made suggestions about the outcome or af-
fected the outcome, r(47)=.38,r(47)= 38,r(47)= .40 and r(47) = 46, respectively,all p < 01.
When the facilitators were inappropriate, r(56)=-.40,p < .01, failed to maintain the distinc-
tion between person and behavior, r(56)= -.57, p < .001, affected the conference outcome,
r(56)=-.28,p < .05, or failed to adhere to protocol, r(56)=-.37,p < .05, the observers reported
less offender remorse. Adherence to conference protocol was positively related to the family
assuming responsibility for the offenders’behavior, r(56)= .28, p < .05. None of these protocol
variables were related to offender, victim or parent satisfaction with how the case was handled,
or toagreement compliance or recidivism.

Observer ratings of victim satisfaction was positively related to the number of partici-
pants, r(56) = .27, p < .05, and compliance with protocol, r(56)= .38, p < .01), and negatively
related to the facilitator affecting the outcome, r(56)=-42, p < .01. Observer ratings of vic-
tims’sense of forgiveness was positively related to the facilitator protocol score, r(56)= .34, p
< .05, and facilitators maintaining the distinction between person and behavior, 7(56) = .30,p
< .05;and was negatively related to officer suggesting or affecting the outcome, r(56) =-.30,p
< .05 and r(56) = -.38, p < .01, respectively. There was a positive relationship between ob-

server ratings of victim satisfaction and sense of forgiveness at the end of the conference and
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the victims’self-reported satisfaction later, r(46) = .32,p < .05 and r(46)= 31,p < .05, respec-
tively. Finally, observer ratings of victim satisfaction or sense of forgiveness was unrelated to
offender compliance with agreement or recidivism.

The higher the observers rated the offender sense of remorse, the more likely the
victim rated the offender as being held adequately accountable, r(56) = 32, p < .05. The
higher the observers rated the offender understanding of the harm caused, the more likely
the victim rated the system as fair, r(46) = .31, p < .05. There was a positive relationship
between how satisfied the offender said he was with the way his case was handled and his
showing of remorse, r(48) = .36, p < .05,ending with a sense of pride,r (48)=.37,p < .01,and
the amount of reintegration after the conference, r(48)=.36,p < .05. Victims were more likely
to report that their opinion was considered when the offender seemed to understand the
harm, r(46) = 42, p < 01, expressed remorse, r(46) = 45, p < .01, and ended the conference
with a sense of pride,r(46) = .30,p < .05. The more punitive the conference was rated, the less
the victim felt their own opinion was considered, r(46) =-39,p < .01. Among these observer-
rated variables, offender expression of remorse was positively related to compliance with the
agreement, r(56) = .30, p < .05. Also, the more the offenders family volunteered future re-
sponsibility for the offender’s behavior, the more likely the offender is to comply with the
agreement,r(56)=.29,p < .05,and the less likely the offender is tohave a future arrest, r(56)
=-28,p < .05.

Finally, whether or not the offender complied with the agreement was related to how
accountable they felt they had been held, r(47)=.38,p < .01,how fair the offender, r(40) = .37,
p < 01, and victim, r(44) = 37, p < .01, felt the process was, how satisfied the offender was,
r(48)=.53,p < .01,how fair the offender thought the conference was to the victim,r(39)= .37,
p < .05, and whether the offender felt their own opinion had adequately been considered,
r(46) = .38, p < .05. Whether the offender was rearrested after the conference was related to
their experience of fairness, r(47) = .34, p < .05, whether offenders felt their opinion had been
considered, r(46) = .34, p < .05, and whether offenders felt it had been their own choice to

participate in the conference,r(47)=.34,p < .05.None Exhibit 19
of the compliance or recidivism outcomes differed Observer ratings of

most punitive participant
across crime type,age or gender of offender, or period

o offender
facilitator 29

of the experiment. _ _
arresting officer

The observers were also asked to judge which

. . victim
participant was most punitive at each conference. As

shown in Exhibit 19, the parents of the offenders were victim

seen as the most punitive in 33 percent of the confer- supporter

offender
supporter

33%

ences, the victim or victim supporter in 22 percent,
and others in 10 percent of the conferences.In 35 per-
cent of observed conferences, no participant could be

identified as punitive at all.
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Conference Outcomes

There were 80 offenders involved in 64 conferences. Of the offenders, 70 percent com-
mitted property crimes and 30 percent violent crimes. There were 48 conferenced offenders
charged with retail theft, 10 with disorderly conduct, 13 with harassment, 6 with criminal
mischief, 2 with theft, and 1 with noise-a-nuisance. One of the 80 offenders, besides going
through a conference, also made a guilty plea at the district court without the knowledge of
the police department.

Fifty-three percent of conferenced offenders were male, 47 percent female. They were
primarily Hispanic (51 percent) and white (41 percent). Of the remaining 8 percent, 1 was
black and 5 were other races. Eighty-nine percent were resi- Exhibit 20
dents of the city of Bethlehem —33 percent from Zipl, 36 Conference agreement terms
percent from Zip2,and 20 percent from Zip3 —with the other n=80

11 percent from surrounding suburbs.
. 79%
As shown in Exhibit 20, the types of outcomes from 7%

conferences varied by type of offense. Of the agreements popeny D
reached in conferences for property crimes, 27 percent in- jgjent D >7%
cluded payment of restitution, 77 percent included commu-
nity service, and 57 percent included some other reparative
action. For violent crimes cases, 17 percent included pay- 27% 29%

ment, 29 percent included community service, and 79 per- 17%

cent included some other reparative action. Property cases

"restitution community  other

were nearly three times more likely to include community service action

service as a condition of the agreement than violent cases, %2

(1,n=80)=16.3,p <.0001.The average amount of community service was 24 hours,ranging
from 2 to 100 hours (§SD =19.4,n =50). For property cases,the average amount was 26 hours
(SD = 20.0, n = 43). For violent cases, it was 11 hours (§SD = 3.5, n = 7). The amount of
community service for property cases was nearly three times higher than for violent cases
among those offenders agreeing tocommunity service as part of the conference contract, F(1,
48)=4.2,p < .05.

The average amount of restitution payments was $124.95, ranging from $28 to $233
(SD=56.3,n=19).For property cases, the average payment was $136.87 (SD =33.5,n =15).
As shown in Exhibit 21, restitution was higher for property cases than it was for violent
cases. For violent cases, it was $80.25 (§D = 101.8, n = 4). This was not a significant differ-
ence. Payments were either restitution for damages or losses incurred (n = 8), or $150 civil
demand payments for retail theft (n = 11).

The most common action other than community service and restitution was the of-
fender agreeing to write personal letters of apology (n = 24) and making personal apologies (n

= 8). The other types of reparative actions were meeting together to discuss the problem
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Exhibit 21 further (n = 4), being referred to counseling or youth services (n =
Average restitution for cases

agreeing to restitution 4),avoiding contact with a person (n =4),attending counseling (n =

3), promising not tore-offend (n = 3),attending English tutoring (n

=2),aiding a teacher in class (n = 1), taking a tour of prison (n = 1),

$137 having a structured summer (n = 1), and adhering to a behavior
contract (n = 1).

$80 There was an attempt by the participants, especially in the

violent cases, to fashion specificreparative action which attempted

to address a source of difficulty for offenders. Some retailers were

property  violent . . . . .
crime type constrained by their company policy to seek compliance with the

civil claim and did not have the authority to alter that condition.
These retailer representatives were sometimes satisfied with the offender agreement to “not
contest” that civil action, and sometimes they asked for letters of apology in addition. Two of
the large retail stores regularly asked for 40 hours of community service and included new
security personnel in their conferences as victim supporters as part of their in-service train-
ing.

In spite of the varied conditions of the agreements in conferences involving a various
amount of offender time and energy, all but five of the 80 offenders (94 percent) complied with
their agreements, which replicates Moore’s original Wagga findings. Four of the five compli-
ance failures were retail theft; the other was the first case conferenced in the project. Three
retail theft offenders failed to show for their community service and had their cases referred
tocourt, and the other retail theft case pled guilty after the conference so he was not held to
his agreement contract. The offender charged with harassment who failed to comply with
washing ten police cars was rearrested over conflict involving the same victim after agreeing
to avoid her and had his case referred to court for disposition. Therefore, the conference

compliance rates were 93 percent for property cases and 96 percent for violent cases.

Conclusions

The initial training received by the police conducting conferences was insufficient to
make it clear to officers the purpose of restorative conferences. While they easily picked up
the mechanics of the scripted process, an in-service training was necessary early in the ex-
periment to reinforce the reintegrative intention of the conferences. Officers were less likely
to lecture or interfere with agreement conditions following this retraining session. However,
some felt uncomfortable reading directly from the script and therefore had a tendency tomiss
some important parts of the process. Overall, the facilitators complied with conference proto-
col in nearly 90 percent of the conferences following the in-service. Facilitator performance
improved with each officer s subsequent conferences.

Conferences were held an average of 34 days after the offense, had an average of 6

participants and took an average of 34 minutes with 5 minutes social time. Retail theft con-
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ferences were 20 minutes shorter than other conferences. Conferences for property crimes
had an average of three fewer participants, were more likely to involve payment of restitu-
tion,and were more likely toinclude community service. The community service for conferenced
property cases was also greater than conferences for violent cases.

There were a number of important differences between the specific type of criminal
offense conferenced. Since 60 percent of conferences were for retail theft, most crime victims
participating in the conferences were retail stores. Individuals were the victims in only 23
percent of all the conferences. Schools were the victims of record for 54 percent of the violent
crimes, many involving a fight between students who were mutually charged with fighting
on school grounds.

Conferences involving a personal victim or fights at school had a very different charac-
ter than retail theft conferences. These conferences had a greater expression of emotion and
a higher sense of reintegration between participants. Agreements fashioned for violent of-
fenders included fewer and lesser sanctions, were more likely to involve only an apology, and
were more individualized, with personal service rather than community service.

Conferencing appears to work better with violent offenses, yet conferencing for prop-
erty offenses is still beneficial, especially where a personal victim can be identified. Confer-
ences between mutual antagonists appear to produce the most restorative process, regard-

less of the age, gender, race or language of the participants involved.
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4

Police Surveys

The study of police-based conferencing in Wagga Wagga, New South Wales, Australia,
suggested that the program had significant effects on changing the attitude and orientation
of the police department, from a punitive, legalistic approach to a problem-solving, restor-
ative approach (Moore, 1995). The present study empirically tested this assertion by examin-
ing how police attitudes and role orientation changed as a result of a number of officers
conducting restorative conferences. An officer attitudinal and work environmental survey
was administered to the Bethlehem Police Department on two occasions, just before the con-
ferencing program commenced (pre-test) and eighteen months later (post-test).

Methods
Participants

At the time of the pre-test, the Bethlehem Police Department had a total of 132 police,
including 98 line-level officers (60 percent), 17 sergeants (13 percent), 5 detectives (4 per-
cent), 7 lieutenants (5 percent), 3 captains (2 percent), and one commissioner (1 percent) and
deputy commissioner (1 percent). Most of the 98 line-level officers were in patrol divisions (68
percent); the others were divided among community service (11 percent), traffic (5 percent),
staff-administration (2 percent), investigations (6 percent) and special operations (7 percent).
There were three female officers. Officers’ages ranged from 23 years to 63 years (M = 39.3,
SD =9.5),and their length of service in Bethlehem ranged from 1 to36 years (M =13.4,SD =
9.7). At pre-test time, 60 percent of the department had only a high school diploma, 16 per-
cent had an associate degree, and 24 percent had a bachelor degree.

At the time of the post-test, the composition of the Bethlehem Police Department was
largely the same. There was a 5 percent increase in personnel to a total of 140 officers as the
result of retirements and new hires. The proportion of the personnel were distributed much
the same as at pre-test time. There was only one female officer at the time of the post-test.
The one female officer trained in conferencing was no longer with the department. The de-
partment was slightly older (M =40.7,SD =9.4) and more experienced (M =13.5,SD =10.0).
At post-test time, the department was also slightly better educated, with 29 percent of the
department having a bachelor degree, 16 percent an associate degree, and 56 percent a high
school diploma.

Eighteen Bethlehem police officers —17 line-level officers and one lieutenant —were
trained to conduct family group conferences as part of the experiment. Two additional line-
level officers had been trained previously. This group of 20 trained officers differed signifi-
cantly from the rest of the department in that officers trained were on average 6.5 years
younger, #(130)=2.9,p < .01,and had on average 6.8 fewer years of experience #(130)=3.0,p

< .01, than those who were not trained.
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Apparatus

The survey developed for this project was a combination of two sets of scales reported
reliable in previously published studies. The first set of scales was the 112-item Police Daily
Hassles scales and the 82-item Police Uplifts scales as reported by Hart, Wearing and Headey
(1993, 1994). They created these scales to measure the positive and negative work-related
experiences common to police officers, as part of an exploration into understanding how a
person’s well-being is determined by multivariate relationships within a work environment.
These scales were developed from a systematic sample of 330 officers drawn from all ranks
and work sections within the Victoria Police Department in Australia. The construct validity
of the scales was supported by a series of factor analyses and cross-validated on a second
sample of 404 police officers. Each of these scales was divided into operational and organiza-
tional items, hassles and uplifts scales and specific item subscales.

Overall Hassles and Uplifts scales were found to be somewhat more reliable among
the Bethlehem Police than reported in either study by Hart, Wearing & Headey. This was
true for Operational and Organizational Hassles and Uplifts scales. As shown in Exhibit 22,
all six of the overall scales and 23 of the 31 subscales were found to be reliable on both the pre-
and post-tests samples (alpha > .60). Six subscales failed to maintain reliability on the pre-
test and five on the post-test. Hassles from equipment and complaints, and uplifts from ros-
ters were unreliable only on the pre-test; hassles from supervision and uplifts from equip-

ment were unreliable only on the post-test; and hassles from promotions and uplifts from

Exhibit 22a
Reliability of Hassles and Uplifts Scales
Bethlehem | Hart, et al. Hart, et al.
HASSLES SCALES | Belflehem | forlooat | ko | e
n=75 n =51 n=1,130 n =330
Alpha Means| Alpha Means Alpha Alpha Means
Hassles 0.97 24| 0.97 2.3 0.87 0.91 1.7
Organizational Hassles 0.96 25| 0.96 2.5 0.81 0.87 1.7
Communication 0.82 24| 0.83 2.5 0.83 0.88 1.5
Morale 0.71 22| 0.70 2.1 0.83 0.83 1.4
Co-workers 0.88 28| 0.90 2.9 0.93 0.93 1.7
Ratings 0.91 2.7| 0.98 2.5 0.86 0.79 1.8
Supervision 0.64 21| 0.57 2.0 0.72 0.80 1.3
Administration 0.87 29| 0.90 2.9 0.90 0.93 2.0
Individual 0.79 23| 0.81 2.2 0.86 0.88 1.7
Amenities 0.63 21| 0.63 2.1 0.89 0.87 1.9
Equipment 0.56 24| 0.66 2.6 0.81 0.86 2.2
Promotions 0.52 1.8| 0.49 1.7 0.89 0.93 1.7
Operational Hassles 0.94 23| 0.95 2.3 0.78 0.83 1.6
Danger 0.85 1.9 0.81 1.8 0.90 0.81 1.0
Victims 0.84 22| 0.79 2.1 0.90 0.89 1.3
Frustration 0.79 2.6| 0.80 2.4 0.85 0.86 1.6
External 0.77 26| 0.84 2.5 0.86 0.90 1.8
Activity 0.83 2.3| 0.88 2.2 0.88 0.88 1.6
Complaints 0.55 26| 0.70 2.6 0.82 0.80 1.7
People 0.62 24| 0.75 2.4 0.85 0.77 1.8
Workload 0.86 24| 0.88 2.4 0.88 0.82 1.7
Driving 0.70 25| 0.84 2.4 0.77 0.82 2.2
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Exhibit 22b
Reliability of Hassles and Uplifts Scales
Bethlehem | Hart, etal. | Hart, et al.
UPLIFTS SCALES Bethlehem | postiest 50 88
RELIABILITY n=75 n =51 n=1,130 n =330
Alpha Means| Alpha Means Alpha Alpha Means
Uplifts 0.96 3.3] 0.96 3.2 0.80 0.77 2.7
Organizational Uplifts 0.95 3.4 094 3.3 0.83 0.81 2.8
Amenities 0.72 29| 0.79 2.9 0.90 0.79 2.8
Co-workers 0.90 3.7 0.88 3.6 0.91 0.92 3.1
Administration 0.45 3.1 0.29 3.0 0.86 0.85 2.1
Decision-making | 0.75 3.6/ 0.85 3.5 0.82 0.88 3.0
Supervision 0.81 3.5| 0.79 3.3 0.83 0.77 2.8
Workload 0.82 3.7| 0.72 3.4 0.81 0.79 3.0
Equipment 0.92 34| 0.34 3.6 0.93 0.92 2.6
Family 0.49 3.1| 0.35 3.3 0.67 0.52 2.8
Promotions 0.72 3.0/ 0.71 3.1 0.88 0.87 2.6
Operational Uplifts 0.88 3.2 0.93 3.0 0.73 0.65 2.3
Offenders 0.84 3.0, 0.89 2.7 0.94 0.92 1.9
Victims 0.85 3.5 0.92 3.1 0.94 0.90 2.3
Rosters 0.49 3.3| 0.72 3.2 0.83 0.67 2.8

administration and family were unreliable on both pre- and post-tests.

The second set of scales used to measure changes in the Bethlehem Police was taken
from a study examining factors influencing the attitudes of police officers toward their roles
and communities. These scales were developed with 761 officers employed by two large police
departments in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area (Brooks, Piquero & Cronin, 1993).
While this study did not report reliability coefficients, the present study found that five of the
nine scales produced adequate reliability ratings in both pre-test and post-test (alpha > .60).
A scale measuring perception of community support was deemed reliable in the pre-test but
unreliable in the post-test. A scale measuring belief in police discretion was unreliable in the
pre-test but reliable in the post-test. Scales measuring perception of the quality of police
services and orientation toward force had inadequate reliability ratings in both pre-and post-
tests (see Exhibit 23).

Two scales measuring police orientation toward their roles and two scales measuring

Exhibit 23
Police attitude scales reliability
Bethlehem Bethlehem Brooks,
Pre-Test Post-Test et al.
ATTITUDES SCALES RELIABILITY n=75 n=>51 n =330
Alpha Means | Alpha Means Means
Crime Control Orientation 0.71 2.9 0.72 2.8 2.9
Service Orientation 069 35| 080 35 3.2
Perception of Community Support 063 28 | 041 3.2 2.7
Perception of Community Cooperation 069 64% | 087 61% 64%
Belief in Police Discretion 055 35 0.85 3.3 3.6
Perception of CJ System Support | 0.67 3.6 | 0.61 3.4 3.0
Perception of the Quality of Police Services | 0.57 3.8 | 055 3.8 3.5
Orientation Toward Force 0.41 29 0.33 2.7 3.1
Orientation Toward Police Solidarity 086 3.0 | 0.81 3.0 3.3
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police attitudes toward their work activities were developed using factor analysis of the com-
bined pre-test elements of both survey items (see Exhibit 24). The two scales measuring
orientation toward police roles were (1) the Authority Scale, measuring the degree to which
officers felt that police generally require more formal authority, and (2) the Service Scale,
measuring the degree to which officers felt that police generally should provide service assis-
tance tocitizens. The two scales measuring attitudes toward their specific tasks were (1) the
Arrest Scale, measuring positive attitudes toward activities involved in exercising formal
authority, and (2) the Helping Scale, measuring positive attitudes toward helping citizens
through actual provision of service activities. All of these scales held their reliability on the

post-test sample, except the Authority Scale.

The items in the Authority Scale were: . _ Exhibit 24 I
. . . Police orientation scales reliability
1) Police should handle public nui-
sance problems (4—p0il’lt item) CONSTRUCTED POLICE P;;e:r?ess'[ P%St__-g?St
2) Pohc§ should help s§ttle family | ORIENTATION SCALES alpha mean | alpha mean
disputes (4-point item) Authority | 0.75 2.64 | 0.48 263
3) Policing should be seen as a ser- Service | 0.71 3.49 | 071 3.51
vice organization (4-point Arrest | 0.84 298 | 0.89 272
item) Helping | 0.89 3.54 0.92 3.12

The items in the Service Scale were:

1) Many of the decisions by the Supreme Court interfere with the ability of police to fight
crime (4-point item)

2) Officers would be more effective if they didnt have to worry about “probable cause”
requirements for searching citizens (4-point item)

3) If police officers in high crime areas had fewer restrictions on their use of force, many
of the serious crime problems in those neighborhoods would be greatly reduced (4-
point item)

4) Lack of police powers (5-point hassle item)

The items in the Arrest Scale were:
1) Getting a good result at court (5-point uplift item)
2) Getting a good “pinch” (5-point uplift item)
3) Going to good calls (5-point uplift item)
4) Charging someone (5-point uplift item)
5) Obtaining an admission from a crook (5-point uplift item)
6) Going on a raid (5-point uplift item)

The items in the Helping Scale were:
1) Helping the public (5-point uplift item)
2) Helping children (5-point uplift item)
3) Helping complainants (5-point uplift item)
4) Helping motorists (5-point uplift item)
Five-point ordinal items measuring knowledge and support of family group conferenc-
ing for moderately serious juvenile offenses were also included in the questionnaire. In addi-

tion, on the post-test questionnaire, there were five-point ordinal items measuring support of



Police Surveys 43

family group conferencing for use with domestic dispute calls and for moderately serious
adult offenses.

Two additional scales measuring exposure to conferencing and support for conferenc-
ing were developed (see Exhibit 25), which were both found to be reliable on the post-test
sample (alpha > .60).

The Exposure Scale had two items:

1) How much an officer knew about conferencing (5-point item)
2) Whether an officer had conducted a conference (dichotomous item)

The Support scale had three items:
1) Level of support for conferencing for moderately seri-

_ : & 10 Exhibit 25
ous juvenile offenders (5-point item) Conferencing scales reliability
2) Level of support for conferengng for moderately seri- CONFERENCING =51
ous adult offenders (5-point item) SCALES alpha mean
3) Level of support for conferencing for responding to do- Exposure | 0.75 2.63
mestic dispute calls (5-point item) Support | 0.84 9.43
Procedure

Surveys were distributed toall members of the Bethlehem Police Department dur-
ing roll calls. Officers were required to give identifying information in the form of badge
number but were informed, in a cover letter signed by the commissioner and the research
director, that their survey responses would be kept confidential and would not be shown
to police administration. Stamped return envelopes addressed to the research director
were included with all surveys. The surveys were non-anonymous to allow matching of
pre-test and post-test scores for each respondent. This matched-subjects design allows
for a more powerful test of difference than a between-groups design.

Seventy-seven of the 131 (59 percent) officers on the force responded to the pre-
test. The response rate on the post-test declined with only 51 of the 139 total (36 percent)
responding. The overall response rates for the pre- and post-tests were deemed adequate,
with a response rate for the pre-test exceeding those reported in two of the other studies
using anonymous versions of these questionnaires (Hart, Wearing & Headey, 1993; Brooks,
Piquero & Cronin, 1993), and the post-test response equaling that of one of these other
studies (Hart, Wearing & Headey, 1994), as shown in Exhibit 26.

Analysis of response bias across years of experience, age,rank and education dem-
onstrated that those whoresponded were generally representative of the force as a whole.
The only significant difference between respondents and non-respondents was in the pre-
test. Officers with 5 or fewer years of service and a college degree were more likely to
respond than other officers, y: (1,n =37)=5.8,p < .05. Feedback from those refusing to
complete the survey suggested that they primarily objected to questions relating to police
solidarity (e.g., “would you arrest fellow officers who . .. ?7”).

To assess retest response bias, those whoresponded to both surveys and those who
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Exhibit 26
responded to the pre-test only Police survey response rates
were compared by years of ex- [Survey #police responses response rate
perience, age, rank and educa- Bethlehem Police Pre-Test 131 77 59%

. Th v sienifi diff Bethlehem Police Post-Test 139 51 36%
tion. The only significant ditter- 1y ot o1 49 491 340 67%
ence between pre-test sample |Hart, etal. #2 1130 404 36%
and post-test sample was that Brooks, et al. 1384 761 55%

there was a higher proportion of line-level officers and a lower proportion of sergeants
and detectives and lieutenants and above who responded to both surveys versus the pre-
test only, %2 (2,n =71)=6.5,p < .05. There were no other significant differences in years
of experience, age,rank and education based on whether someone responded to both pre-
and post-tests, pre-test only, post-test only or neither.

Thus, the response bias for the two surveys was deemed minimal. The newer offic-
ers were somewhat over-represented in the pre-test and line-level officers were some-
what over-represented in the matched pre-post sample. Officers trained in conferencing
were equally likely torespond to the survey as other officers in the department.

As a further test of the possibility of a response bias, a series of t-tests were con-
ducted comparing the pre-test scores for the pre-test only group and the pre-post matched
group on the 50 Hassles and Uplifts and Police Attitudes scales. The only scale showing a
significant difference in means between groups was the attitude scale measuring percep-
tion of community support,#(73.7)=-2.2,p < .05. This suggests that those whoresponded
to the pre-test but not the post-test had a slightly more favorable perception of commu-
nity support than those whoresponded to both the pre-test and post-test. However, given
the number of t-tests conducted, finding one of 50 tests significant could be accounted for
by chance alone. Therefore, there was essentially no bias in pre-test scores between those

who responded to the pre-test only and those who responded to both pre- and post-tests.

Results

Ofthe 75 pre-test respondents, 44 percent said they knew nothing about family group
conferencing, 20 percent heard about it, 28 percent knew a little, 5 percent knew quite a bit,
and 3 percent knew a great deal. Of the 51 post-test respondents, 14 percent said they knew
nothing about family group conferencing, 18 percent heard about it, 39 percent knew a little,
22 percent knew quite a bit,and 8 percent knew a great deal (see Exhibit 27).

There was a significant increase in how much officers said they knew about conferenc-
ing, t(34) = 4.9, p < .001. However, there was no overall significant change in support for
family group conferencing for moderately serious juvenile offenses. While knowledge of con-
ferencing increased over the course of the experiment, support for conferencing did not on a
department-wide basis.

Paired t-tests of pre- and post-test scores were conducted on all 50 scales to determine
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if there was any change in police attitudes and perceptions of the role of police during the
experimental period. Only perception of community support changed significantly, indicating
a moderate increase in how police perceived the community’s support of their department,
t(34)=-2.2,p < .05.Given the number of t-tests con-

Exhibit 27
ducted and the lack of reliability of this measure on Knowledge of conferencing
the post-test, this too may have been due to chance
. . a great deal

alone. Thus,conferencing cannot be said tohave had Mag
a significant impact on changing police attitudes to- _ _

) o ) [] quite a bit
ward their activities or the role of police.

In spite of the lack of a systemic effect, it is O a little

possible that there were changes at the individual

level for some officers, based on their exposure to [ heard about

and support for conferencing. Using partial correla-

tions,an analysis was conducted todetermine if there [ nothing

were significant changes in scores for the Police At- 14%

titudes and Hassles and Uplifts scales based on

pre-test post-test

scores for the Exposure scale and the Support scale.

The Exposure scale was significantly correlated with Perception of Community
Cooperation and Orientation Toward the Use of Force,r(32)= 44,p <.05and r(32)=-.37,
p < .05,respectively. Because of the relationship between conducting conferences and age
and years of experience, the partial correlations were run again controlling for these
variables. The correlations remained significant. Because Orientation Toward Force was
unreliable on both pre-test and post-test, caution must be used in interpreting relation-
ships involving these scales. As shown in Exhibit 28, those with a higher exposure to
conferencing had a moderate increase in Perception of Community Cooperation and as
shown in Exhibit 29, those with a higher exposure to conferencing had a decrease in
Orientation Toward the Use of Force.

The Support scale was significantly correlated with Crime Control Orientation
and Individual Hassles. However, controlling for age and years of experience, only the
correlation with Crime Control Orientation remained signifi- Exhibit 28
cant, r(30) = -.54, p < .01 as shown in Exhibit 30. Mfgwnaﬁgat?]geu'sneocg'ﬁgtrigon

Paired t-tests were run on pre- and post-test scores among
those who conducted family group conferences. There was a sig- Iﬂ,

nificant increase in Perception of Community Cooperation, #(8) !oW exposure | -0.33
to conferencing
=-2.5,p <.05,a moderate decrease in Uplift From Administra- n=23

tion, #(8)=3.6,p < .01,and a moderate decrease in Uplift From

_ high exposure
Workload, #(8) =4.3,p < .01. to conferencing

n=12
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; ; Exhibit 29
Nonparametrictests were conducted using pre-and post- . change in perception

test scores of those who had conducted conferences (n = 9) for ©of community cooperation

several individual items (4 Hassle/Uplift and 4 Attitudes items)
which were deemed likely tochange because of exposure to con- »
+7.
ducting restorative conferences: helping children (uplift), han-
dling juveniles (hassle), dealing with parents (hassle), thanks low exposure
to conferencing
from the public (uplift), police should help settle family disputes, n=23
people in Bethlehem lack respect for police, police should not high exposure
. . to conferencing
handle social or personal problems, young people in Bethlehem 55 n=12
respect police. There were no significant changes in these items.
Conclusions
MeanEc)ﬂ;ggg?n crime It appears that although there were no significant

control orientation changes in attitudes and role perceptions over the entire Beth-

high support lehem Police Department during the course of the experiment,

+0.14 | for conferencing there were some significant changes observed among those with

low support =16 the most exposure toconferencing. Those whoknew more about
for conferencing conferencing and had conducted conferences showed significant
n=19 increases in their perceptions of community cooperation and a
-0.34 significant decrease in their orientation toward a crime control

approach to policing. This suggests movement toward an ap-

proach to policing more consistent with problem-oriented polic-

ing and community policing among those who were exposed to

and supportive of conferencing. Based on these analyses, it is likely that as more officers
are exposed to conferencing, these effects will become more widespread in the Bethlehem
Police Department.

It is perhaps not surprising that there were no systematic changes in the percep-
tions of officers who were not directly involved in conferencing. There appear to be offic-
ers who are oriented toward use of force and crime control activities who do not feel that
conferencing is “real” police work. However, the “police culture” is not a single perspec-
tive, with more and more officers recognizing the importance of problem-solving and pro-
viding community services as essential parts of real police work. Rather than change
everyone’s minds, experience with conferencing appears to draw its supporters and find
its detractors among the same groups who support or oppose community policing in gen-

eral.
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5
Participant Surveys

An important part of this study was to assess how victims, offenders and the commu-
nity would react toa restorative policing strategy such as conferencing and alsoto get a sense
of people’s affinity to restorative justice principles. Part of this assessment would involve
exploring how perceptions of conferencing compared to perceptions of formal adjudication
procedures. Surveys were developed for victims, offenders and parents of offenders who had
either gone through a conference or through formal adjudication processes to collect data on
people’s perceptions of how their cases were handled and their general views of the nature of
justice. Those who participated in conferences received a different questionnaire than those
whose cases went through formal adjudication, with some similar questions to allow for com-

parison and some questions particular to the type of case processing.

Methods

Participants

There were 215 criminal incidents included in the study. These involved the arrest
of 292 juveniles and the victimization of 217 victims: 85 individuals, 107 retail stores,
and 25 schools. Some retail stores and schools were the victims in multiple cases, but
were treated separately for each criminal incident.

Offenders. Offenders assigned to the control group, offenders who declined to par-
ticipate, and offenders whose victim declined to participate were processed through the
normal adjudicatory process. Offenders charged with summary offenses are required to
appear and enter a plea before the district magistrate in the jurisdiction where the of-
fense took place. Offenders charged with a misdemeanor or felony have their cases re-

ferred for intake to the juvenile court probation department of the county where the

offense took place. Some offenders have their Exhibit 31

. Case dispositions of
charge dropped by the police (non-arrest) or by offenders in study
the magistrate (withdrawn or dismissed), es- counsel

& release

pecially when requested by the complainant. As
shown in Exhibit 31, 52 percent of the 292 of- informal

fenders in this study had their cases handled
conference

27%

by a district magistrate (dropped, guilty plea,

guilty trial, or not guilty), 9 percent were dis- not guilty 4 4o,

posed by juvenile probation (supervision or in- guilty trial

guilty plea
33%

formal adjustment), and 8 percent had not yet
been disposed. The other 32 percent were dis- dropped
posed by the police (counsel & release or con-

ference).
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Parents. Parents of juvenile offenders are often as much victimized by their child’s
behavior as is the actual victim. Parents of offenders are required to pick up their child
from the police station after arrest processing is completed. The call from the police that
their child has been arrested is just the beginning of a series of emotional hurdles they
must face. Parents whose children must appear before the magistrate usually accompany
their child and are often given an opportunity to speak. Parents of offenders whose cases
are conferenced had to agree to let their child participate in the program and to accom-
pany their child at the conference. Parents were generally very responsive to the idea of
a restorative conference and seemed to have a better understanding than their child of
the advantage of avoiding a juvenile record. In many ways, parents of young offenders
are in a much better position toevaluate the justness of the process than are their misbe-
having children.

Victims. Victims of juvenile crime are generally also the complainants to the po-
lice. To a certain extent, then, victims are the “customers” of police services. The crime
victims in this study differed in a number of respects from the broader population of
crime victims. First, the victims included in this study could identify their offenders.
Second, these offenders had been arrested by the police. Third, the offenders were all
juveniles. Because of these factors, we cannot confidently generalize findings to the en-
tire population of crime victims, nor to the population of victims of juvenile crime. How-
ever, we can regard this sample as representative of the population of victims of lesser
juvenile crime with a known offender who has been arrested. There is no reason to sus-
pect that this subpopulation of victims in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, differs in important
ways from such victims in other mid-sized American cities. In interpreting the results,
however, we must take the limitations of the sample population into account.

There is an additional consideration in interpreting the results of this survey. Among
the victims responding to the survey, victims of violent crimes were much more likely to
have known the offender before the conference (77 percent) compared to victims of prop-
erty crimes (5 percent). Differences between crime types and between personal versus
institutional victims are relevant for both the generalizability of these results to other
crime victims not included in this study as well as generalizing to similar victims in other

localities.

Apparatus

Surveys were developed using questionnaires from Mark Umbreit’s book, Victim
Meets Offender (1994). Questions related to perceptions of how the case was handled by
the justice system, attitudes and beliefs about the justice system, attitudes toward the
victim and offender, attitudes toward how the particular case was handled and percep-

tions of fairness. Surveys were available in English and Spanish translations because of
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the large Spanish-speaking population in Bethlehem. Originally, surveys had only been
developed for victims and offenders, but it became apparent that offenders’parents were
often enthusiasticabout conferencing and sometimes completing their childs survey them-
selves. Thus, a separate offender’s parent survey was developed (see research instru-

ments in appendix).
Procedure

Each victim, offender and offender’s parent was sent a questionnaire following the
disposition of their case, whether it was diverted through a restorative justice conference,
disposed in magistrate court for summary offenses, or disposed in juvenile court for mis-
demeanors.

The original intent was to send surveys to subjects approximately two weeks after
the disposition of the case. This did not occur in practice. The actual time from disposition
to sending the survey varied. It was longer for court-adjudicated cases because informa-
tion on times of disposition was not usually available from the magistrate immediately
after disposition and required searching a computer database. Conferenced cases were
tracked by the Bethlehem Police for agreement compliance; therefore, current address
information was readily available for these cases. In no cases were participants sent
questionnaires before two weeks time had elapsed in an effort toavoid measuring a “bubble
effect” immediately following conferences. An analysis of time elapsed from disposition to
completion of questionnaire failed to detect any relationship to participant responses.

Surveys were mailed and accompanied by a letter signed by the police commis-
sioner and a stamped return envelope addressed to the police liaison officer. To increase
the sample size, follow-up phone calls were conducted no sooner than two weeks after the
surveys were first sent. When appropriate, survey interviews were conducted over the
phone. In several cases where attempts to contact had failed, personal visits were made.
Of the 180 victim surveys received, 75 percent were received by mail and 25 percent by
phone interview. Of the 233 offender surveys received, 52 percent were received by mail,
45 percent by phone interview, and 3 percent through a personal visit. Of the 169 parent
surveys received, 53 percent were received by mail, 45 percent by phone interview, and 2
percent through a personal visit.

The overall survey response rates were 67 percent for victims, 67 percent for of-
fenders,and 54 percent for parents. As shown in Exhibit 32, there were significant differ-
ences in response rates, depending on experimental group and crime type. The confer-
ence groups had the highest response rates for victims, offenders and parents. This did
not remain significant for violent cases, when controlling for crime type. However, it did
hold true for property case offenders, parents and victims, }°(1,n = 148)=15.6,p < .001,
X>(1,n=107)=11.0,p < .001 and }*°(1,n =117)=13.3,p < .001, respectively. In violent
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cases, conferenced offenders and victims did have slightly higher response rates than
decline and control group offenders and victims, but these differences were not signifi-

cant. The response rates for conference, o Exhibit 32
Participant survey response rates

control and decline group parents were

) ) ] ] offenders parents victims
virtually identical among violent cases. % n % n % n
There were no significant differences in totall  67% 233 | 54% 169 | 67% 180

control 63% 83 | 44% 64 61% 57
response rates between control and de- onferencel 84% 80| 7200 46 | 83% 65

cline groups among offenders, parents or decline] 51% 70| 53% 59 | 55% 58

victims.

Response rates were also compared across a number of other variables. Overall,
offenders in retail theft cases were more likely than offenders in other types of cases to
respond to the survey, 75 percent versus 61 percent, X>(1,n = 233) =4.5, p < .05. Also,
parents of offenders who were white were more likely than parents of nonwhite offenders
to respond to the survey, 64 percent versus 47 percent, x*(1,n = 169)=4.5,p < .05. The
difference in response rates between white and nonwhite offenders, 73 percent versus 61
percent, was not quite significant, }°(1, n = 233) = 3.6, p = .056. There were no overall
differences among victims.

Among just the conference group, the race effect was no longer significant for of-
fenders or parents. Offenders who lived in Zip3 were more likely than offenders who lived
in other zip codes torespond to the post-conference survey, 100 percent versus 80 percent,
X>(1,n=80)=3.9,p < .05. Property offenders were more likely than violent offenders to
respond to the survey, 89 percent versus 71 percent, }X°(1,n = 80) = 4.2, p < .05. Also,
offenders with no prior arrests were more likely than offenders with at least one prior
arrest torespond to the survey, 88 percent versus 64 percent, x*(1,n =80)=4.7,p < .05.
Offenders and parents of offenders whose victim was a retail store or an individual were
more likely than offenders and parents of offenders whose victim was a school torespond
to the survey, for offenders 88 percent versus 50 percent, X°(1,n =80)=7.4,p < .01, for
parents 78 percent versus 20 percent, x>(1,n =46)=7.4,p < 0l.

Among just the control and decline groups, the race effect remained significant for
parents of offenders, }¥°(1,n =123)=4.1,p < .05,and almost significant for offenders, % (1,
n=153)=3.8,p =.053.That is, parents of white offenders were more likely than parents
of nonwhite offenders to respond to the court survey, 59 percent versus 40 percent, and
white offenders were more likely than nonwhite offenders to respond to the survey, 66
percent versus 51 percent. Victims of violent crimes were more likely than victims of
property crimes to respond to the survey, 72 percent versus 49 percent, }°(1,n = 115) =
6.5, p < .05. Similarly, individual or school victims were more likely than retail theft
victims torespond tothe survey, 67 percent versus 47 percent, X’(1,n=115)=4.5,p < .05.

The conference group had the highest response rate for victims, offenders and par-
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ents. Among the overall sample of offenders and their parents, white offenders and their
parents were over-represented compared to Latino offenders and their parents. Also, prop-
erty offenders and their parents responding were over-represented compared to violent
offenders and their parents. For victims, however, the opposite was true: responding vic-
tims of violent crimes were over-represented compared to victims of property crimes.
Within the conference group, offenders were more likely to respond if they had no prior
arrests and lived in Zip3. Again, we were unable to determine what factors might be
involved in differences between zip codes.

This chapter presents the results of the participant surveys for victims, offenders
and parents of offenders, summarizing the results and drawing conclusions after each
section. Chapter 9 draws these conclusions together and relates them more directly to

the hypotheses articulated in Chapter 1.

VICTIM SURVEY RESULTS

Of the total of 180 victims who were sent a survey, 67 percent responded. The
highest response was in the conference group with 83 percent (n = 65), then the control

group with 61 percent (n =57) and the decline group with 55 percent (n = 58).

Conference versus Court
Four questions were asked both of victims who attended conferences and victims

whose cases were processed by formal adjudication:

1) How satisfied were you with the way your case was handled?

2) Did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

3) Was the offender adequately held accountable for the offense committed?

4) Do you feel your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances were adequately
considered in this case?

As shown in Exhibit 33, crime victims who participated in a conference were more
satisfied with the way their case was handled than those whose cases were processed
through court: 96 percent of conference group victims, compared to 79 percent of control
group victims and 73 percent of decline group victims, }*(2,n =116)=9.6,p < .01.Among
the court cases, victim satisfaction was not significantly related to the disposition of the
offender (handled informally, acquit or guilty).

As shown in Exhibit 34, 96 percent of conferenced victims, 79 percent of the control
group victims and 81 percent of the decline group victims said they experienced fairness in
the handling of their case. Conferenced victims were more likely than control or decline group
victims to experience fairness, X>(2,n =112)=7.1,p < .05. Crime victims whose offenders had
pled guilty in court are generally unaware of the court disposition. In fact, among the court
cases, victim experience of fairness was not significantly related to the disposition of the

offender. The control and decline group victims were presumably rating the handling of the
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Exhibit 33

case by the police rather than the justice

Victim satisfaction

system as a whole. Of course, all

59%

conferenced victims knew precisely the out-
< very

satisfied come of the case as they played a primary

role in designing that outcome.
When asked if the offenders had been
< satisfied adequately held accountable, 93 percent of
conferenced victims agreed,compared with

| < dissatisfied 74 percent of the control group and 77 per-

very cent of the decline group victims as shown
=3, 3% ' dissatisfied  jn Exhibit 35. These differences were not
conference control decline . L Exhibi
quite statisti- xhibit 34

cally significant, X° (2, n = 115) = 5.9, p = .053. Again, for non-

Victims experiencing fairness

conferenced crime victims, the arrest of the offender may be a suf-
ficient sign of offender accountability, even if they do not know the
ultimate resolution of the case. This did not appear tobe true, how-
ever; among the court cases, victims’ sense of accountability was
significantly related tothe disposition of the offender. Victims whose

offenders were found guilty were significantly more likely to feel

conference control decline
experimental group

that the offender had been held accountable, 90 percent for guilty dispositions versus 50

percent for other dispositions (does not include cases not yet disposed), }*(1,n =59)=11.5,p

Exhibit 35 < .001.
Victims agreeing offender

was held accountable Finally, when asked if their opinion was adequately considered,

conference control  decline
experimental group

94 percent of conferenced victims agreed,compared with 91 percent
of the control group and 94 percent of the decline group as shown in
Exhibit 36.In general,crime victims felt that their opinion had been
considered, probably influenced greatly by the fact that police had
decided to press formal charges against the offender, since disposi-
tion was not significantly related to victims feeling their opinion

was considered.

There were no significant differences between the control and Exhibit 36

treatment (decline and conference combined) victims for the sat-
isfaction, fairness, accountability and opinion items. When con-
trolling for crime type, however, there was a significant differ-
ence among victims of property crime. In this subgroup, the treat-
ment group was more likely to say the offender was adequately
held accountable for the offense, }°(1,n =71)=4.2,p < .05.
Within the treatment group, there were significant differences

Victims agreeing their
opinion was considered

conference control  decline
experimental group
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between the decline and conference groups. Conferenced victims were more likely than
decline group victims to be satisfied with how their case was handled, to experience fair-
ness and to feel the offender was held accountable. Controlling for crime type, the differ-
ence in satisfaction rates remained significant for both property crime victims and vio-
lent crime victims—)?>(1,n =52)=43,p < .05and X* (1,n=31)=4.3,p < .05, respec-
tively —but differences in fairness and accountability rates were no longer significant for
either crime grouping of victims.

There were significant differences between conferenced victims and a collapsed court
group (decline and control combined). Crime victims attending a conference were more
likely than court victims to be satisfied with how their case was handled, to experience
fairness, and to feel the offender was held accountable. Controlling for crime type, the
difference in satisfaction rates remained significant for both property crime victims and
violent crime victims—)?>(1,n =72)=4.6,p < .05and ¥*(1,n =44)=4.1,p < .05, respec-
tively —but differences in fairness and accountability rates were no longer significant for

either crime grouping of victims.

Court Only

Several questions were asked only of victims whose cases were disposed via the
formal adjudication process. As shown in Exhibit 37,79 percent said they felt a meeting
with the offender might be helpful, 23 percent said they had a positive attitude toward
the offender, 39 percent said they were no longer upset about the crime, and 74 percent
said they were not afraid that the offender would commit another crime against them.
There were no significant differences when the group was divided by crime type (violent

crime versus property crime) or experimental group (control or decline).

Conference Only

Several questions were asked only of victims who attended family group confer-
ences. As shown in Exhibit 38, 96 percent said they felt that participating in the confer-
ence was their own choice; 92 percent said they would recommend conferences to others;
94 percent said they would choose a conference if they had todo it over again; 93 percent

said meeting with the offender was helpful; 94 percent said the tone of the conference was

Exhibit 37
Court victims attitudes toward offense and offender
total control decline property  violent
% n % n % n % n % _n

meeting offender helpful| 79% 62 || 79% 33 79% 29| 81% 32 77% 30
positive toward offender| 23% 65 || 21% 34 26% 31| 18% 33 28% 32
no longer upset about crime| 39% 64 || 44% 34 33% 30| 39% 33 39% 31
not afraid of reoffense| 74% 65 || 74% 34 74% 31| 70% 33 78% 32

basically friendly. Additionally, 96 percent of conferenced victims said the offender apolo-

gized; 88 percent said the offender seemed sorry about what he or she did; and 81 percent
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said they thought conferences should be offered to all victims.

Regarding the tone of the conference, some respondents gave descriptions other

99 ¢¢.

than “friendly” or “hostile” including “stressful,”“casual and comfortable,” “mixed,” “busi-

ness-like,” “tense” and “all emotions but Exhibit 38

. Conferenced victims perceptions
mostly embarrassment. percep

A major difference between prop- tone was
erty and violent crime victims who par- friendly
ticipated in conferences was that victims meetirr:g IWfaSI

elpfu

of violent crimes were much more likely

tohave known the offender before the of- would Cg%%?ﬁ

fense than victims of property crimes, X°
o would recommend
(1I,n =53)=29.0,p < .001. In addition, to others

there were slight differences in feeling participation

was voluntary

that participation in the conference was

percent agreeing with statement

their own choice and the likelihood that
the offender apologized, X>(1,n =53)=6.4,p <.05,x*(1,n=52)=6.2,p < .05, respectively;
there were two victims of violent crimes who said that participation was not their own
choice, and two victims of violent crimes who said that the offender did not apologize
(versus no victims of property crimes who said participation was not their own choice and
that the offender did not apologize).

Victims who participated in conferences were also asked what the most significant
effects of the offense were for them, why they chose to participate in the conference, if
they were surprised by anything in the conference, and if so, what surprised them.

The most frequent effect of the offense mentioned by victims was the loss of prop-
erty (n = 35), then damage to property (n = 7), a feeling of powerlessness (n = 6), the
hassle of dealing with police and court officials (n =4),and a greater sense of fear (n = 3).

The most frequent reasons given for choosing to participate in the conference were
tohelp the offender (n =35),totell the offender how they were affected (n =21),toreceive
an apology (n = 13),toreceive answers to questions they wanted to ask the offender (n =
9),and to get paid pack for their losses (n =8). Other reasons that victims added included “to
hold the offender accountable in front of parents”(n = 2), “to see the effect of the study”(n =2),
“to assist in study to find alternatives in juvenile justice system” (n = 1), “to have kids under-
stand what was done was wrong” (n = 1), and “I was asked to participate” (n = 1).

Of all conferenced victims, 31 percent said they were surprised by something in the
conference. The reasons were: “it went better than expected” (n = 8), “the offender seemed
sincere” (n = 8), “the offender was arrogant” (n = 2), “it was so friendly” (n = 1), “the way the
offenders opened up in front of parents” (n = 1).

Conferenced victims were asked to say whether they agreed or disagreed with six
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statements made by victims who have participated in family group conferences. As shown in
Exhibit 39, 98 percent agreed that “Family Group Conferencing allowed me to express my
feelings about being victimized”; 94 percent agreed that “Conferencing allows for fuller par-
ticipation in the justice system™; 75 percent disagreed that “The offender’s participation was
insincere”; 62 percent agreed that “I have a better understanding of why the offense was
committed against me”; 56 percent disagreed that “The offender participated only because
he/she was trying to avoid punishment”; and 92 percent agreed that “Conferences make the
justice process more responsive to my needs as a human being.”

When the group was divided by crime type, there were significant differences among

~ Exhibit 39 . two items. Victims of
Conferenced victims attitudes toward conferencing

2 violent crime were
total violent property

% n| % n % n | more likely to agree

Agreed that "Conferencing allowed me to

° ° o that the offender’s
express my feelings about being victimized." 98% 52 | 100% 13 97% 39

participation was in-

Agreed that "Conferencing allows for fuller

participation in the justice system." 94% 51 |100% 12 92% 39

sincere and that the

Disagreed that "The offender's participation

o o o offender participated
was insincere." 75% 52 | 54% 13 82% 39 P P

only because they

Agreed that "I have a better understanding of

why the offense was committed against me." 62% 50 | 46% 11 67% 39

were trying to avoid

Disagreed that "The offender participated punishment, x>(1,n =
only because he/she were trying to avoid 56% 52 | 31% 13 64% 39
punishment." 52)=4.1,p < .05 and
Agreed that "Conferences make the justice X(,n=52)=44,p
process more responsive to my needs asa | 92% 52 | 100% 13 90% 39 )
human being." < .05, respectively.

Perceptions of Justice and the Justice System

Victims were asked to specify their most important concern about fairness in the
justice system, from a list of six items. The top three general concerns about fairness for
victims in both the conference and court groups were “helping the offender,” “having the
offender personally make things right,” and “punishing the offender.”

Victims were also asked to indicate how important specific items regarding how
the case should be handled were to them as shown in Exhibit 40. Of all victims, 80 per-
cent said it was important “toreceive answers from the offender”; 89 percent said it was
important “to tell the offender how I was affected”; 76 percent said it was important “to
get paid back for losses™; 92 percent said it was important “to see that the offender gets
counseling or some other type of help”; 80 percent said it was important “to have the
offender punished”; 84 percent said it was important “tohave the offender say he/she was
sorry”; and 73 percent said it was important “to have the opportunity to negotiate a re-
payment agreement”. There were no significant differences between the control and treat-

ment groups.
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Among treatment group victims (conference and decline), receiving answers to
questions and telling the offender how they were affected was more important for confer-
enced victims than decline victims. When controlling for crime type, receiving answers to
questions and telling the offender how they were affected was significant only among
violent crimes victims, }X>(1,n=30)=5.1,p < .05and *(1,n =31)=4.9,p < .05, respec-

tively. Also, among violent crimes victims, helping the offender was more important for

decline victims Exhibit 40

than conferenced Importance of issues for victims .
L , total control  conference  decline

victims, X (1 , N = %o n %o n % n %o n

29)=4.1,p < .05. Toreceive answers from offender| 80% 115 | 82% 34  87% 52 66% 29
To tell offender how affected| 89% 118 | 85% 34 98% 54 77% 30

W h e n To get paid back for losses| 76% 111 | 79% 33  74% 50 75% 28
comparing court To see that offender gets help| 92% 116 | 88% 34  91% 53  100% 29
o To have offender punished| 80% 115 | 85% 34 72% 54 89% 27
victims to To have offender say sorry| 84% 117 | 82% 34 89% 54 76% 29

conferenced vic- 10 nhegotiate acceptable agreement| 73% 115 | 77% 34  73% 52 69% 29

tims, telling the offender how they were affected was more important for conferenced
victims and having the offender punished was more important for court victims. When
controlling for crime type, telling the offender how they were affected was more impor-
tant for conferenced victims among the violent crime group, X’(1,n =45)=5.1,p < .05,
but not significantly different among the property crimes group. Differences in wanting
tohave the offender punished were no longer statistically significant.Also,among violent
crimes victims, receiving answers to questions was significantly more important for

conferenced victims, X’ (1,n =44)=4.2,p < .05.

Additional Comments
Some victims who participated in conferences made additional comments on
their surveys. Positive comments generally said the process was helpful and the po-

lice handled the case well. One convenience store owner commented:

The offenders were honest and friendly. They wanted tomake things right, which
I appreciate. The police department as a whole is very efficient and helpful to
everybody, which enables me to say I am impressed by their work. The police
officers involved in this case were really working behind getting the offenders
on track.

One young victim commented:

I was really scared but my mom said this is how to do things, because fighting
will never get anybody anywhere. It has also helped get the others back toreal-
ity. My mom says sometimes there is something missing and they are somehow
looking for it and hurt people on the way. My mom also says the conferences are
like a push on the right track.
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A couple people commented that the process was preferable to court because it helps
teach kids right and wrong. For instance, one victim wrote:

This is an important community service. The children need to be taught what is
right and wrong. I think that education is more important than punishment.
Educating a person could prevent them from committing crimes by showing them
what impact it has on all of us.

Others thought the process went well but were skeptical about the offender’s sincer-
ity and commitment not to re-offend. For example:

I enjoyed taking part in this program!I do not feel that one meeting will change
the offender’s behavior. It was easy for the offender to predict what we wanted
tohear.I’'m not sure this program will be successful for all offenders. It’s a great
start though!

A few victims expressed their concern about follow-up on agreements because
they either did not receive their restitution or did not know if the agreement had been
carried out yet. A couple of victims commented that there should have been more
guidelines for appropriate restitution and community service options. One store man-
ager said:

My expectations of what the conference was werent met. I view court as getting
out of punishment and thought they would learn a lesson from the conference. |
felt more needed to be done. The offenders and their parents were given too
much of a say. There were no guidelines—when I said 30 hours of community
service, everyone looked at me like I was a monster. I felt my participation didnt
mean that much.

One store owner was concerned because he lost the offender’s parents as cus-
tomers, while another retailer commented that the offender’s mother was coming to
the store again.

There were a couple of comments related to the problem of having English-
speaking and non-English-speaking participants in a conference,one that there needed
to be an interpreter, another that the interpreter needed to be a neutral individual
rather than a family member.

Victims of offenders whose cases were referred to formal adjudication also made
comments on their surveys. The most frequent comment was that they did not know
what happened to the offender because they were never informed of the hearing or its

outcome.
Most positive comments were related tohow the police department handled the
case. Some examples:

I have five service stations and convenience stores and have dealt frequently
with police departments in Allentown, Palmer and now the new Colonial Police.
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Without question the Bethlehem Police are the most responsive tobusinessmen’s
needs and concerns and do the most effective job. I appreciate the job you all are
doing!

The officer was kind, considerate, understanding and very professional.

A few victims expressed dissatisfaction with outcomes. For example:

I felt I wasn’t asked to be involved in the hearing. I thought there should have
been community service. He didn’t learn a lesson.

The court costs made the restitution paid inadequate in repairing the store’s
expenses.

Conclusions

The comparisons of conference versus court show a clear pattern: victims who partici-
pated in conferences were more satisfied with how their case was handled, had higher
perceptions of fairness, and were more likely to feel the offender was held accountable
than victims whose cases went through formal adjudication. While the evidence suggests
that the conferencing process was responsible for these more favorable perceptions, the
findings are not conclusive, since victims self-selected to participate and reactions were
favorable for court-processed victims as well. Nevertheless, conferencing appears tobe as
good as formal adjudication in facilitating a satisfying experience of justice for victims of
lesser juvenile offenses.

The results of the conference-only questions and the additional comments made by
victims further illustrates the satisfying experience of justice from conferences. Victim
dissatisfaction with conferencing in the twocases related toinadequate follow-up on agree-
ments and the mishandling of conference protocol on the part of the facilitator.

Victims whose cases were processed through formal adjudication alsoreported sat-
isfying experiences of justice. Comments suggested that dissatisfaction with the court
process were related to not knowing about the hearing and not knowing the outcome of
the case. Nevertheless, the results suggest that a conference may have been useful for
these victims, especially given the large proportion of control and decline group victims
who felt a meeting with the offender might be helpful and who had negative feelings
about the offense and the offender.

Lastly, restorative responses—such as apologies, reparation, making things right
and helping the offender —are equally if not more important than punishment of offend-

ers for victims of juvenile crime.
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OFFENDER SURVEY RESULTS

Of the total of 233 offenders who were sent a survey, 67 percent responded. The
highest response was in the conference group with 84 percent (n = 80), then the control

group with 63 percent (n = 83) and the decline group with 51 percent (n = 70).

Conference versus Court
Four questions were asked both of offenders who participated in conferences and
offenders who were referred to formal adjudication:

1) How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?
2) Did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

3) Were you adequately held accountable for the offense you committed?

4) What is your attitude toward the victim?

When asked how satisfied they were with the way their case was handled, 97 per-
cent of the conferenced offenders, 96 percent of the control group, and 86 percent of the
decline group said they were satisfied. These differences were not quite significant, X?(2,
n=145)=5.6,p = .06. However, as shown Exhibit 41

in Exhibit 41, conferenced offenders were Offender satisfaction

much more likely tosay they were very sat-

< very
isfied, with 63 percent reporting that they satisfied
were very satisfied,compared to 34 percent 63%
for the control group and 24 percent for the
decline group, X*(2, n = 145) = 169, p < < satisfied
.001. Among the court cases, offender sat-
isfaction was not significantly related tothe

. - . . § < dissatisfi
disposition (handled informally, acquit or 34% edlssa isfied

i very

guilty). =30, 5% dissatisfied

Ninety-seven percent of conferenced  conference  control decline
offenders, 93 percent of the control group, experimental group
and 79 percent of the decline group said they experienced fairness in their case. These
differences were statistically significant, }¥*(2,n = 145)=9.3, p < .01. Among the court
cases, offender experience of fairness was not significantly related to the disposition.
Ninety-one percent of conferenced offenders, 82 percent of the control group, and
94 percent of the decline group felt that they had been adequately held accountable. This
was not a significant difference. Offenders’ sense of their own accountability was unre-
lated to the court disposition of the case for those cases going through magistrate court.
As shown in Exhibit 42, 80 percent of conferenced offenders, 62 percent of the control

group,and 47 percent of the decline group said they had a positive attitude toward the victim.



60 Restorative Policing Experiment

Conferenced offenders were more likely than court or decline Exhibit 42 o
o ) o Offender attitude toward victim
group offenders tohave a positive attitude toward the victim, X* percent reporting positive attitude
2,n=141)=11.5,p < Ol.
There were no significant differences between the con-
trol and treatment groups (combined conference and decline)
for any of these four items. When comparing the two treatment

groups (decline and conference), three of these four items were

significantly different. Conferenced offenders were more likely

conference control decline

to say they were satisfied and experienced fairness, and more experimental group

often had positive attitudes toward their victims. Controlling
for crime type, these differences remained significant only for the property offender group, x>
(1,n=70)=4.5,p<.05,X(1,n=70)=10.6,p < .01 and ¥>(1,n =69)=8.4,p < .01, respectively.
There were significant differences between the conference group and a collapsed court
group (decline and control combined). Conferenced offenders were more likely than court
offenders to experience fairness and to have a positive attitude toward their victim. Control-
ling for crime type, these differences remained significant for property cases only, }*(1,n =
100)=5.3,p < .05and x(1,n=99)=79,p < .01, respectively.
Court Only
Several questions were asked only of offenders whose cases were referred to formal
adjudication.As shown in Exhibit 43,75 percent said they thought a meeting with the victim
might be helpful; 37 percent had a positive attitude toward meeting the victim; 51 percent

said they would Exhibit 43

be nervous about Court offenders attitudes toward victims
percent agreeing with statement

a meeting at- total control decline  property  person

tended by the % n % n % n % n % n

meeting victim helpful| 75% 77 ||86% 44 61% 33|/78% 50 70% 27
. positive about meeting victim| 37% 76 ||42% 43 30% 33[[40% 50 31% 26
family and  nervous about meeting victim|51% 77 [[52% 44 49% 33([58% 50 37% 27
friends; and 43 care what victim thinks | 43% 77 ||52% 44 30% 33|(48% 50 33% 27

victim and their

percent said they cared what the victim thought about them.

The only significant difference between control and decline groups was that the con-
trol group was more likely to say that a meeting with the victim might be helpful. When
controlling for crime type, this remained a significant difference for the property offender
group, X°(1, n = 50) = 6.3, p < .05, but not for the violent offender group. This would be
expected given that the decline group is comprised mostly of offenders who had already de-
clined to participate in a conference with their victims. In addition,among property offenders
only, control group offenders were more likely than decline group offenders to care what the
victim thinks about them, ¥*(1, n = 50) = 4.3, p < .05. Among the combined court group
(control and decline), there were no significant differences between the property and violent

offender groups.
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Conference Only
Several questions were asked only of offenders who participated in family group con-

ferences. As shown in Exhibit 44,92 percent indicated that it was their own choice to partici-
pate in the conference; 92 percent said they would recommend conferencing to others who
faced similar trouble; 94 percent said if they had to do it over again, they would choose to
participate in a conference; all said that meeting with the victim was helpful; 96 percent said
the tone of the conference was friendly. Additionally, 95 percent said they apologized to the

victim; 80 percent had a positive attitude Exhibit 44

Conference offenders perceptions toward conferencing

toward the conference; 92 percent said bercent agreeing with statement

they thought the victim had a better opin-

ion of them after the conference; and 89 tone friendly 96% ’
percent said they thought their family had

a better opinion of them after the confer- meetinh%r;?j 100% '
ence.

Some respondents wrote in descrip- would Ch;;:ien 94% '
tions other than “friendly” or “hostile” re- would recommend 00 ’
garding the tone of the conference, includ- to others °
ing “mixed,” “professional” and “hostile  participation was — ’
then friendly.” Property offenders were voluntary

P
more likely than violent offenders to think that their family had a better opinion of them after

the conference, ¥>(1,n =61)=3.9,p < .05. All other differences between crime types were not
statistically significant.

Offenders who participated in conferences were also asked why they chose to partici-
pate in the conference, if they were surprised by anything in the conference, and if so, what
surprised them. The reasons given for choosing to participate in the conference were to offer
an apology (n =32),tomake things right (n = 30), to let the victim know why they did it (n =
13),tohelp the victim (n =5),and to pay back the victim (n = 3). Other reasons given included
“to avoid going to the magistrate” (n = 3),“I didn't want to pay them back” (n =2) and “to get
out of trouble” (n = 1).

Forty-eight percent of conferenced offenders were surprised by something that occurred
in the conference. The reasons were: “it went better than expected” (n = 20), “the victim
seemed to care about me” (n = 11), “how much I affected people” (n =2), “l found out she lied”
(n =1),“the victim was soangry” (n = 1), and “it went worse than expected” (n = 1).

Conferenced offenders were asked tosay whether they agreed or disagreed with seven
statements made by offenders who had participated in family group conferences.As shown in
Exhibit 45,77 percent disagreed that “Too much pressure was put on me todo all the talking
in the conference”; 81 percent disagreed that “I had no choice about participating in the

conference”; 76 percent disagreed that “The victims participation was insincere”; 76 percent



62

Restorative Policing Experiment

disagreed that “The victim
participated only because he/
she wanted the money back
or tobe paid for damages™; 94
percent agreed that “I have
a better understanding of
how my behavior affected the
victim”; 92 percent agreed
that “Conferences are more
responsive to my needs as a
human being”; and 87 per-
cent agreed that “Without
Family Group Conferences I
probably would have gotten
punished much worse.” Prop-

erty offenders were more

Exhibit 45

Conferenced offenders attitudes toward conferencing

Disagreed that "Too much pressure was
put on me to do all the talking in the
conference."

Disagreed that "l had no choice about
participating in the conference."

Disagreed that "The victim's
participation was insincere."

Disagreed that "The victim participated
only because he/she wanted the money
back or to be paid for damages."

Agreed that "l have a better
understanding of how my behavior
affected the victim."

Agreed that "Conferences are more
responsive to my needs as a human
being."

Agreed that "Without Family Group
Conferences, | would have gotten
punished much worse."

total violent property
% n % n % n
77% 64 | 80% 15 76% 49
81% 62| 80% 15 81% 47
76% 63 | 47% 15 85% 48
76% 63| 79% 14 76% 49
94% 65| 94% 16 94% 49
92% 63 | 87% 15 94% 48
87% 63| 73% 15 92% 48

likely to disagree that the victim’s participation was insincere, X*(2,n =63)=9.5,p < .01.All

other differences were not significant by crime type.

Perceptions of Justice and the Justice System

Offenders were asked to specify their most important concern about fairness in the

justice system, from a list of six items. The top three general concerns about fairness for

offenders in both the conference and court groups were “allowing the offender to apologize to

the victim,”*“having the offender personally make things right,”and “paying back the victim .’

b

As shown in Exhibit 46, offenders were also asked to indicate the importance of spe-

cific items regarding how their case could be handled. Of all offenders, 92 percent thought it

was important “to be able to tell the victim what happened”; 87 percent thought it was

important “tocompensate the victim by paying money or doing work™; 93 percent thought

it was important “to be able to apologize to the victim”; and 96 percent thought it was

important “to have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agreement.”

The only sig-

Exhibit 46

Importance of issues for offenders

nificant differences percent agreeing issue important

between control and .
total control conference decline

treatment groups % n % n % n % n
were among property TOfe ape lotellvietmwhat - go0, 146 | 91% 46 94% 67 88% 33
offenders only. Treat- To compensate victim by payin o o

y moneF;, or doing worie) PAYING | 87% 141 | 89% 45 89% 63 79% 33
ment group offenders o po api6 1o apologize to victim | 93% 145 | 91% 46 97% 66 88% 33
rated the importance To have opportunity to negotiate | gro 0 0 0

repayment agreement 96% 145 | 94% 46 99% 66 94% 33
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of apologizing to the victim slightly higher than control group offenders, x*(1,n = 99) =
39, p < .05. There were no significant differences between the two treatment groups,
decline and conference. The only significant differences between court and conference
groups were again among property offenders only. Conference group offenders rated the
importance of apologizing to the victim slightly higher than court group offenders, X*>(1, n
=99)=4.1,p < .05.

Additional Comments

Some offenders who participated in conferences made comments on their surveys.
These comments were generally positive statements about the conferences and with how
the case was handled, sometimes expressing thanks tothe police department and further
apology for the offense. Some examples:

It’s a good program for you to keep alive and I believe that it would help others in
the future.

The conference was good. It was fair. Thank you for letting me participate in the
program.

Well I would like to say that these conferences are good. It brings out everyone’s
feelings. So I think they are helpful, and thank you for helping me put the confer-
ence together.

I really liked the chance it gave me to apologize and also gave me a wake-up call
with minimal punishment.

I just want to say I really am sorry I committed a stupid mistake and I wish this
wouldnt go on my record, because I believe everyone deserves a second chance
because no on is perfect!

The one negative comment related to the officer conducting the conference:

I think we should have a younger and more understanding officer.

Some offenders referred to formal adjudication made comments on their surveys
as well, about evenly positive and negative. Some offenders expressed that they were
treated fairly, that the case was handled well, that the police did a good job, and that they
were remorseful for what they had done. Some examples:

I was treated adequately and fairly. It’s a good system and I am really very sorry
that I was caught up in it. I wish to thank the officer for all he did for me.

I think it was right for them to make me accountable for my actions and not my
mom. | think that the magistrate was very fair with my case.

I feel that the punishment fit the crime. I think that I speak for all of us who took
part in this that it was foolish and we regret it.

Other offenders had a more negative view of how the case was handled. A few

thought that it was unfair that they were attributed full responsibility for the offense
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when others played a part. For example, one offender said:

Iunderstand what I did was wrong and I now regret the actions I made, but the victim
had a very big part in this problem and she did not receive any punishment or suspension.

A number of offenders complained about how the police, the court, and store secu-
rity officers handled the matter. Some examples:
They treated my mother badly. They screamed at and embarrassed her.

The guy from the store lied his ass off. The judge is a prick and didnt want to hear
what we had to say.

The police officer lied to us. Our lawyers were good.
Conclusions

Offenders who participated in conferences were more satisfied with how their case
was handled, had higher perceptions of fairness, and had substantially more positive
attitudes toward their victims than offenders who went through formal adjudication.
This suggests, but does not conclusively prove, that conferences help produce more satis-
fying experiences of justice for offenders than formal adjudication processes, which was
further supported by the results of the conference-only questions. It should be noted that
all offenders in the study had considerably high levels of satisfaction and perceptions of
fairness, regardless of method of disposition.

Conferenced offenders reported that participating in the conference was more fa-
vorable than going to court. Most reported that apology and reparation to victims and
being held accountable was an important part of the justice process. Most offenders re-
ported they would have gotten punished worse without the conference. Their responses
also confirmed the reintegrative quality of conferences; most conferenced offenders indi-
cated that they thought their family and the victim had a better opinion of them after the
conference.

A substantial proportion of court-processed offenders said they thought a meeting
with the victim might be helpful. It also appeared that more court-processed offenders

had lingering resentments about how they were treated by the justice system.
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PARENT SURVEY RESULTS

Of the total of 169 parents of offenders who were sent a survey, 67 percent responded.
The highest response was in the conference group with 72 percent (n = 46), then the decline
group with 53 percent (n = 59) and the control group with 44 percent (n = 64).

Conference versus Court
Eleven questions were asked of both parents of offenders whose cases were referred to

court and parents of offenders who cases were conferenced:

1) How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?

2) Did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

3) Do you believe your child was adequately held accountable for the offense committed?

4) Did you feel your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately

considered in this case?

5) How likely is it that your child will commit another similar offense?

6) Was the payment or community service agreement fair to you?

7) Was the payment or community service agreement fair to the victim?

8) Was the payment or community service agreement fair to your child?

9) What is your attitude toward your child now?

10) Do you have a better opinion of your child now?

11) Does the victim have a better opinion of your child now?

As shown in Exhibit 47, 97 percent of the conference group, 93 percent of the control

group, and 80 percent of the decline group said Exhibit 47

Offender's parent satisfaction
they were satisfied with how the justice sys-

tem handled their case. As with their children,

<< very satisfied

parents were much more likely tosay they were
very satisfied with the conference compared to 69%
the control or decline group parents, x> (2,n = << gatisfied
95)=11.9,p < 01. Satisfaction among parents
of youth whose cases were formally adjudicated
was unrelated tothe case outcome for their child | <~ dissatisfied
(uilty or noo s, D I

As shown in Exhibit 48, 97 percent of °°”fere”:§perf;’::;'al groie:"”e
the conference group, 87 percent of the control Exhibit 48

group, and 72 percent of the decline group of parents said they ex- Offender parents reporting
sense of fairness

perienced fairness, }*(2,n =88)=8.4,p < .05.Parents of conferenced
youth were more likely to report fairness in their childs case than
those disposed by courts. Still, a majority of all parents in our sur-
vey experienced fairness at the handling of their child’ case. Expe-

rience of fairness among parents of youth whose cases were for-

mally adjudicated was unrelated to the case outcome for their child  conference control " decline
. experimental group
(guilty or not).
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When asked if the payment or community service agreement from court/conference
was fair to themselves, their child, and the victim(s), most parents agreed with all three
regardless of how the case was processed. Asked about fairness to themselves, 93 percent of
the conferenced parents, 88 percent of the control group parents, and 64 percent of the de-
cline group parents said the outcome was fair tothem, X>(2,n =67)=7.8,p <.05. When asked
about fairness to the victim, 97 percent of the conferenced parents, 92 percent of the control
group parents, and 86 percent of the decline group parents reported the outcome was fair to
the victim. Finally, asked about fairness to their child, most parents agreed regardless of how
the case was handled: 97 percent of the conferenced parents, all of the control group parents,
and 68 percent of the decline group parents reported the outcome was fair to their child.
These differences were statistically significant, *(2,n =68)=12.7,p < 01.

Parents of conferenced offenders were more likely to agree that their child had been
adequately held accountable: 94 percent of conferenced parents, 92 percent of control group
parents,and 83 percent of the decline group parents felt their child had been adequately held
accountable. These differences are not statistically significant, but it is clear that the parents
of most offenders in this study felt their child had been held accountable. Sense of account-
ability among parents of youth whose cases were formally adjudicated was unrelated to the
case outcome for their child (guilty or not).

As shown in Exhibit 49, conferenced parents were more likely to have felt their opin-
ion had been adequately considered in their childs case than court-disposed parents. Ninety-

Exhibit 49 two percent of the conference group, 84 percent of the control group,
tr%freg,ﬂﬁ{o%a\rfanstscgﬁg?ﬁgr'gd and 55 percent of the decline group parents felt was their opinion
was adequately considered, X* (2, n =90) = 13.2, p < .01. Feelings
about whether their opinions were considered among parents of
youth whose cases were formally adjudicated was unrelated to the
case outcome for their child (guilty or not).

. Although other differences between groups of parents were
conference control decline

experimental group not statistically significant, the results of questions asked broken
down by experimental group of parent were:

86 percent of the conferenced parents, 92 percent of the control group, and 86 percent of the
decline group said their child was unlikely to re-offend;

81 percent of the conferenced parents, 78 percent of the control group parents,and 83 percent
of the decline group parents said they had a positive attitude toward their child now;

89 percent of the conferenced parents, 82 percent of the control group, and 88 percent of the
decline group reported they had a better opinion of their child now;

82 percent of the conferenced parents, 65 percent of the control group, and 48 percent of the
decline group reported they thought the victim had a better opinion of their child now.

There were no statistically significant differences between the control and treat-

ment groups. When comparing the two treatment groups (decline and conference), 6 of
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these 11 items were significantly different. Parents of conferenced offenders were more
likely to be satisfied with how their case was handled, to experience fairness, to feel their
opinion was considered, to say the payment or community service agreement was fair to
them, tosay the payment or community service agreement was fair to their child, and to
think the victim had a better opinion of their child now.

Controlling for crime type, satisfaction and experience of fairness were no longer
significantly different. Feeling that their opinion was considered remained significantly
higher only among parents of violent offenders, X*(1, n =25) = 6.6, p < .05. Saying the
payment or community service agreement was fair to them and saying the payment or
community service agreement was fair to their child was significantly higher only among
parents of property offenders, X°(1,n =38)=4.1,p < .05 and X*(1,n =38)=3.9,p < .05,
respectively. Thinking the victim had a better of their child now was significantly greater
among parents of both property and violent offenders, }*(1,n =35)=4.7,p < .05 and X*(1,
n=20)=4.6,p < .05, respectively.

When comparing the collapsed court group (control and decline) with the confer-
ence group, 4 of the 11 items were significantly different. Parents of conferenced offend-
ers were more likely to experience fairness, to feel their opinion was considered, to say
the payment or community service agreement was fair to them, and to think the victim
had a better opinion of their child now.

Only feeling their opinion was considered and thinking the victim had a better
opinion remained significant when controlling for crime type,and only among parents of
violent offenders, }X>(1,n =34)=4.4,p < .05and X*(1,n =26)=4.3,p < .05, respectively.

Court Only

Several items were only asked of parents of offenders whose cases were referred to
formal adjudication, including:

1) Do you think a meeting with the victim might be helpful?

2) What is your attitude toward the idea of meeting with the victim?

3) What is your attitude toward the victim now?

4) Would you be nervous about a meeting with the victim attend by your child, friends
and family?

Fifty-five percent of the parents of these offenders reported they thought a meet-

ing with the victim might be helpful; 50 percent said Exhibit 50
conferenced offenders parent's

they had a positive attitude toward the idea of meeting attitudes toward conferencing

with the victim; 53 percent said they had a positive atti- ,
o ) meeting was 97%

tude toward the victim; and 26 percent said they would helpful |
be nervous about meeting with the victim. There were no would choose 94% '

D . . again
significant differences between the control and decline

would recommend o '

groups or by crime type. to others 97%

percent agreeing with statement
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When com- Offender’s parentsEp)g;ic?gpﬁéns of conferencing
paring the parents total violent property
of violent offenders % N % n % n
to parents of prop- A%eﬁq;hﬁé;gg':gfﬂ%%saanr%é?%? responsive 97% 35 | 100% 8 96% 27
and decline groups, in the confe¥ence" P 100% 35 | 100% & 100% 27
the violent crime  Adrse it Winou confaronces oS, "ags, 53 | 100% 8 so% 25
4 L R | 2
property crime  insincere" 77% 341 7% 7 78% 27
group to believe Disagree that "Too much pressure was put on 91% 34 86% 7  93% 07

my child to do all the talking"

that a meeting with

the victim would be helpful, ¥>(1,n =49)=5.0,p < .05. Also, the parents of property offenders
were over twice as likely tohave a positive attitude toward the victim, ¥>(1,n=47)=6.0,p <
05.

Conference Only

Several questions were asked only of parents of offenders who went through family
group conferences. As shown in Exhibit 50, nearly all parents of conferenced offenders said
they would recommend conferencing to others (97 percent), they would choose to participate
in a conference if they had to do it over again (94 percent), they thought that meeting the
victim was helpful (97 percent), and they had a positive or very positive attitude toward the
conference (91 percent). There were no significant differences between parents of property or
violent offenders.

Parents of conferenced offenders were asked to say whether they agreed or disagreed
with seven statements made by parents of offenders who participated in family group confer-
ences. As shown in Exhibit 51,97 percent agreed that “Conferences make the justice process
more responsive to my needs as a human being”; all parents agreed that “I have a better
understanding of how my child’s behavior affected the victim™; all parents agreed that “My
child was treated with respect during the conference”; 85 percent agreed that “Without Fam-
ily Group Conferences my child probably would have gotten punished much worse”; 75 per-
cent disagreed that “The victim participated only because they wanted the money back or to
be paid for damages™; 77 percent disagreed that “The victim’ participation was insincere”;
and 91 percent disagreed that “Too much pressure was put on my child todoall the talking in
the conference.” There were no significant differences between property and violent crime

groups.
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Among parents of conferenced offenders, 44 percent said something surprised them
about the conference. They were surprised that “it went better than expected” (n = 11) and
that “the victim seemed to care about my child” (n = 8). Other reasons given for being sur-
prised were “my child realized the harm caused” (n = 1), “they werent hard enough on my
child” (n = 1), “my child’s police record was eliminated” (n = 1), and “the police were very

compassionate” (n = 1).

Perceptions of Justice and the Justice System
Parents were asked to specify their most important concern about fairness in the jus-

tice system, from a list of six items. The top three general concerns about fairness for parents
of offenders in both the conference group and court group were “allowing the offender to
apologize to the victim,” “having the offender personally make things right,” and “paying
back the victim.”

Parents of offenders were also asked to indicate how important specific items regard-
ing how the case should be handled were tothem.As shown in Exhibit 52,88 percent thought
it was important “totell the victim how I felt”; 99 percent thought it was important “totell my
child how they felt”; 96 percent thought it was important “to have my child apologize to the
victim”; 92 percent thought it was important “to apologize for what my child did”; and 96

percent thought it was important “to have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agree-

Exhibit 52
Importance of issues for offender parents
percent agreeing issue important

ment.” There were no

significant differ-

ences between con- total control  conference decline
trol and treatment w % [ 7o
groups. To tell the victim how felt| 88% 90 88% 25 94% 36 79% 29
To tell child how felt| 99% 92 | 100% 27 97% 35 100% 30

Comparing To have child apologize| 96% 92 | 100% 27 97% 36 90% 29
conference and de- To apologize for what child did| 92% 90 92% 25 100% 36 83% 29
To negotiate repayment agreement| 96% 90 92% 25 97% 36 97% 29

cline groups, the con-
ference group was more likely to indicate it was important to be able to apologize for what
their child did. Controlling for crime type, this remained significant only among parents of
property offenders, x>(1,n =41)=7.0, p < .01. Also, among parents of property offenders,
those whose children attended conferences were more likely to indicate it was important for
them to be able to tell the victim how they felt, ¥*(1,n =41)=6.1,p < .05.

Comparing court and conference groups, the conference group was more likely to indi-
cate it was important to be able to apologize for what their child did. Controlling for crime
type, this remained significant only among parents of property offenders, x*(1,n =57)=5.3,
p <.05.Alsoamong parents of property offenders, those whose children attended conferences
were more likely to indicate it was important for them to be able to tell the victim how they
felt, }*(1,n =57)=3.9,p < .05.
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Additional Comments

Most of the comments written on surveys came from parents of offenders. On the

conference surveys, most of these comments were very positive. Parents said that the confer-

ences went very well and that it was a great learning experience for their child. Here are a

few examples:

I think it is a great idea.I think her being fined and having to face the District Magis-
trate would be a little too harsh. Thanks tothe Family Conference we found out exactly
what happened and knew it would never happen again. My daughter suffered enough.

I'm glad it was handled in a conference instead of going through the system.I think my
son has a lot more respect for police because they listened to different sides of the story.

I was very pleased at how this whole situation was handled. My son learned some very
important things. One being that he is held responsible for his actions. Second was that
people are forgiving if you are truly sorry for your actions. Having to look someone in
the eye and apologize for hurting them and their family taught my son what the conse-
quences are for irresponsible behavior. He learned a valuable lesson that just paying a
fine could never have taught him.

It was great that they had the victim there. It wasnt as easy as my daughter thought it
would be. The police officer did a great job. The girls were really sweating it. I'm glad
there was a little scare to it.

It was helpful tome and my child. I wanted to tell her how I feel with other “productive
members of society” around me. The conference gave me that chance.

I feel positive about the whole event. It was part of a learning process for my child. She
learned she can't get away with it. The conference drove the points home. It brought the
family together around the incident and my child had to be accountable in front of
people she didn't know.

There were a few negative comments, mostly related to how the police handled the

arrest and what their child’s behavior was like after the conference:

their surveys. A few wished their case had gone into the conferencing program. For example:

If a child were really sorry for their actions, the Family Group Conference would be of
great help in allowing the child and his family to apologize to the victims. My son could
care less! He loves the community service—when he attends—and he likes the fact it
puts more pressure on me.

It was a positive experience, but the follow-up community service is not demanding
enough. He has yet to tour the prison also.

The arresting officer was rude. My son didnt deserve that kind of treatment from the
officer.

The conference should have taken more time. My child should have had to talk more.
Also, these conferences should only be a one-time thing.

Parents whose children went through formal adjudication also made comments on

The officer did a very good, fair, stern job in his interview with my son. He was also very
supportive tome the night he had toinform me of the offense. The only problem I have
is that my son was put in a position to decide on a meeting with the victim. It was to
have happened, didnt and then it took a lot of time to get everything settled.
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We felt that our son should have had the opportunity to apologize in person. This was
discussed with the police and we were told that the victim’s family wouldnt allow it.

There were several statements commenting on how well the magistrate and the police
handled the case. For example:

I liked that the magistrate asked both sides if they were happy with the judgment he
gave. He made my child agree to write an essay and tobring in her report card tomake
sure she was doing well in school. He didnt make me pay a fine because I didnt do it.
This way she will think twice about what she does next time. There should be more like
this magistrate. Thank God for him.

I thought it was excellent. The boys were held accountable, had to see the magistrate
twotimes. Through the experience they had toexamine the seriousness of their actions
and what could have happened. I truly believe they will think before committing mis-
chievous acts again. I'm grateful that their records are not blemished by this foolish-
ness, but that they had to constructively deal with some consequences of their actions.

I feel the officer was quite professional,and the magistrate attentive, involved and fair.
I'm confident the boys learned from the experience and all felt fairly treated.

There were alsoseveral statements criticizing how the police,the magistrate and story
security handled the case. For example:

Cuffing a 16 year old and taking him toheadquarters without reading him his rights is
abusive. The arresting officer needs to be watched.

I didn't like the attitude of the police officer. That made me more upset than anything.
People from the store said he stole stuffthat he didnt steal. The policeman lectured the
kid like he was an adult,not a child, which was very disrespectful. We are Hispanic and
I sensed prejudice from the officer. I just wanted to get it over with.

We were treated rudely by the security and the police. This wasnt handled in the
proper way, especially for first-time stealing. It would have been better to make the
child do work, rather than have them arrested and make a big issue out of it. It was a
waste of money and it didnt teach them not todo it again.

It was handled like it wasn't a big deal,but tome it was a big deal. He only got a slap on
the wrist.

I think everyone should have an opportunity to say something and express their opin-
ion on what happened. All the facts should be put on the table. I was most upset with
the officer s attitude toward me in front of my children. It was terrible.

I wish I would have known the case was dropped. The complainant’s family moved. I
wished we would have been told formally that the charges were dropped. I think my
son did learn a lesson from being arrested and was held accountable.
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Conclusions

Again, all parents of offenders in the study, including those whose cases went through
formal adjudication, had high rates of satisfaction and perceptions of fairness. Nevertheless,
parents of offenders who participated in conferences had higher rates of satisfaction and
perceptions of fairness than parents of court-processed offenses. Also, parents of conferenced
offenders were more likely to feel their opinion was considered and that the victim had a
better opinion of their child now.

Parents consistently showed positive perceptions of and attitudes toward conferences.
They reported that the conference was beneficial to their child as well as to themselves, and
appreciated the opportunity for their child to learn a lesson and for them to tell the victim
how they felt about what happened. A few parents, however, did indicate that the conference
did not hold their child accountable enough.

The results suggest that parents of court-processed offenders would have benefited by
a conference. Over half thought that meeting with the victim would be helpful and had posi-
tive attitudes toward the victim and the idea of meeting with the victim. Some of the com-
ments also illustrated that parents would have liked a chance for their child to meet the
victim and apologize. Overall, parents reported that punishment of offenders was less impor-

tant than apology, reparation and making things right.
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6
Recidivism

Restorative justice is a new paradigm of justice. Evaluating a new paradigm by the
criteria of the old paradigms is inappropriate. While reduction in recidivism is not the
central goal of restorative justice, neither is it irrelevant to the paradigm. The goals of
restorative justice are tomeet the real needs of victims, offenders, and their communities
created by the criminal act. Offenders are expected to be held accountable for the conse-
quences of their misbehavior, as a way to begin to address the offender’s need to learn
responsible behavior. Holding offenders accountable in a reintegrative manner is expected
to affect their future behavior, but changing that behavior is not the primary purpose of
restoration.

Crime victims need to have their injuries acknowledged and to be reassured that
the offenses was not their fault. They need to feel a restoration of safety and to know that
something is being done to address their needs. Victim surveys have demonstrated that
one of the primary reasons for victims to report crimes to the police is to prevent the
future victimization of themselves or others by the offender (Karmen, 1990, p.166, citing
National Crime Survey). To the degree that restorative processes are able to address this
need, offender recidivism is important for crime victims.

Communities need to know that hurtful behavior will not be tolerated and that
concrete measures are being taken to hold offenders accountable to help prevent a reoc-
currence of the offense. Thus,reducing offender recidivism is one measure of the capacity
of restorative approaches toaddress the important needs created by a criminal offense. A
reduction in reoffending is not the primary purpose, as in deterrence theory, but is one of
a number of important goals for the restorative approach to crime. It is assumed that
holding offenders accountable to their victims torepair the harm caused should increase
offender empathy and thereby lead to a reduction in offending behavior. Thus, recidivism
reduction might be considered a secondary goal of restorative justice.

A standard measure of a program’s success has been to compare the recidivism
rates of offenders receiving the program with offenders not receiving the program. A
program’ effect of reducing reoffenses is taken as a central measure of success. Cer-
tainly, for programs operating from within a deterrence perspective,recidivism is a make-
or-break test of program success. This is as it should be for punitive responses to crime
since the only justification for inflicting the social “evil” of punishment on the offender is
that it will produce the greater good of fewer crimes (specific and/or general deterrence).
This was Bentham' justification for punishment, the utilitarian calculus. Thus, from a

deterrent perspective punitive programs that cannot demonstrate a reduction in offend-
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ing have failed to meet the justification for punishment.

However, programs which clearly do not reduce recidivism are often continued. If
they cannot demonstrate a deterrent effect, then they may be justified based upon a “just
desert” theory of punishment. Thus, punitive approaches become justified, even when
they fail to deter, because punitive approaches often resort to multiple goals, with retri-
bution as the last justification for otherwise failing programs. Under a desert theory, a
program may still be considered a success even if it is demonstrated that recidivism is
higher for those offenders involved —if the punishment was in proportion to the offense,
because that punishment would be seen as fair and deserved.

Restorative justice rejects both rationales for punishment and, therefore, cannot
fall back on a desert justification should the programs fail to reduce recidivism. Even if
recidivism is not reduced, restorative approaches could be justified if they significantly
meet other needs of victims, offenders and their communities. This is not a change in
justification, but is consistent with the paradigm’ priority of goals (McCold, 1997). If it
were demonstrated that a restorative program increased reoffending, then it could not be
justified as it would fail to meet the restorative purpose, because it would increase rather
than reduce the needs of victims, offenders and communities. Thus, restorative justice
attempts to balance the needs of victim, offender and communities rather than being
solely offender-focused as are the punishment theories of justice.

Reduction in recidivism is central to deterrence-based approaches, central toreha-
bilitative approaches, and central to incapacitative approaches (at least for the period of
incapacitation). Reduction in recidivism is irrelevant to pure desert-based approaches
since appropriate punishment is not seen as a social evil but as a positive good. Reduction
in recidivism is important, but is not central to the practice of restorative justice. Still,
restorative programs which reduce recidivism are to be preferred over programs which
have no measurable effect on recidivism. Only restorative programs which tend to in-

crease reoffending would be considered failures from within the paradigm.

Methods

In this study a recidivist event is defined as a rearrest by the Bethlehem Police
Department. Each offender included in the study was tracked for rearrests for up to 12
months following the precipitating arrest event, or through the end of October 1997. The
number of offenders rearrested was calculated at 30-day intervals and at the one-year
point. More recently processed cases whose rearrest follow-up period is shorter than ear-
lier cases censors the number of valid cases, thus decreasing the denominator during the
later months. It is possible for the cumulative rates to decrease since the number of cases
included in the follow-up period may decrease independent of the number of recidivism

events. The cumulative recidivism rates were calculated using the number of valid “non-
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censored” cases at each point.
There are four possible hypotheses about recidivism:
1) Notreatment or self-selection effect
2) Self-selection effect, but no treatment effect
3) Treatment effect, but no self-selection effect

4) Treatment and a self-selection effect

If there was no treatment effect or self-selection effect (hypothesis #1), control,
decline and conference groups would all have the same recidivism rates. If there was a
self-selection effect, but no treatment effect (hypothesis #2), the conference group should
have a lower recidivism rate than the decline group, because “higher-risk offenders” are
less likely to participate in conferences. The control group recidivism rate should be ex-
actly between the conference and decline groups.

If there were a treatment effect but no self-selection effect (hypothesis #3), the
conference group would have the lowest recidivism rate and control and decline groups
would be equal. If there were a treatment effect and a self-selection effect (hypothesis #4),
the pattern would be similar to that under hypothesis #2, but the control group rate

would be closer to the decline group rate than the conference group rate.

Results

The cumulative recidivism rates are shown in Exhibit 53. There is a statistical prob-
lem with the small number of cases recidivating by 12 months. For example, 4 of the 20

(20 percent) violent conferenced offenders have been rearrested at least once since their

precipitating arrest compared Exhibit 53a
to9 of the 26 (35 percent) vio- Rearrest rates by days of exposure
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Exhibit 53b
Rearrest rates by days of exposure
for property offenders

with this small a sample size,

and caution should be exercised

in generalizing the results.
However, even with the small
numbers of cases in the study,
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be rearrested in a 12-month pe-
riod than violent offenders
whose cases were unable to be
conferenced, X’(1,n =90)=4.3,
p < .05.Differences in the recidi-
vism rates of property offenders
is statistically negligible.

The findings for violent

offenders illustrated in Exhibit

S54a support the hypothesis that there was a self-selection effect, but no treatment effect

(hypothesis #2). Violent offenders participating in conferences had significantly lower 12-

month rearrest rates than those who were referred to a conference but did not partici-

pate. However, the control group rearrest rate is almost exactly between the decline and

conference group rearrest rates,indicating that there was no additional treatment effect.

Exhibit 54a
Rearrest rates for violent offenders
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The graph of recidivism rates for the property offenders demonstrates a very dif-
ferent trend than that seen among violent offenders, as shown in Exhibit 54b. Any self-
selection bias between conference and decline group property offenders appears to be
transitory. Except for differences between the decline group and conference group at 30,
90, 120 and 150 days, differences in the overall trends are not statistically significant. It
is curious why control group property offenders appear to have recidivated at such a low
rate (see Ch. 7 for further analysis). Other than this low rate for the control group, the
results support the hypothesis of a self-selection effect, but no treatment effect (hypoth-
esis #2),among property offenders. However, any self-selection or recidivism suppression
effects appear to be transitory, and nonexistent after 12 months of follow-up.

The self-selection hypothesis is further supported when comparing recidivism rates

by reasons for declining Exhibit 55
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although the number of cases
is too small for definitive con-
clusions.
Conclusions

In a preliminary report on the RISE project in Canberra, Australia, the research-
ers advised that the “evaluation is still at least two years away from learning the answer
tothe crime prevention question”. However, they emphasized that the results “show that
conferences work better than court in helping victims to heal” and that “even if we later
find that conferences are no more effective than courts in preventing future offending, they
might be justified as a better way to help crime victims recover from the crime”. (Sherman

and Strang, 1997a). This appears to be the case with the Bethlehem conferencing project.
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Recidivism rates could have been calculated in a number of ways. Because of the
small number of cases in this study, exposure time began following the initial arrest, not
following either court or conference “treatments.” Measuring recidivism in this way is
actually a test of the system’ response to reduce reoffending. The difficulty with this
kind of field experiment is that other effects cannot be controlled. The young offenders
who attended a family group conference may have received sanctions from their parents,
some punitive effects from being arrested, and even self-incrimination from being caught.
Youths who declined to participate in a conference and youths assigned to the control
group both received similar criminal justice interventions. Presumably,any consequences
imposed by schools and parents were imposed equally on offenders in the control, confer-
ence, and decline groups.

The programmatic effect of conferencing on recidivism for property offenders ap-
pears negligible. Without much higher participation rates, positive programmatic effects
cannot be demonstrated. However, diverting such cases from formal adjudication pro-
cesses is beneficial for the justice system by reducing workloads and removing cases that
donot appear toneed more intensive interventions. The capacity of this process to divert
young offenders without increasing reoffense rates makes it a viable court diversion pro-
gram for moderately serious juvenile offenders.

Conferencing had a significantly different effect on violent cases than on property
cases. In spite of the lower participation rates of violent cases, the difference in recidi-
vism persisted beyond the 12-month follow-up period. This result supports the hypoth-
esis that conferencing affects recidivism by resolving conflict between disputing parties
rather than any reduction in recidivism from an offender rehabilitation effect. A short-
term reduction in recidivism among property offenses suggests that conferencing has a
transitory effect consistent with specific deterrent from holding offenders accountable.
Confirmation of these operational hypotheses must await future research. The two clear
important implication of these results for future research is that crime type matters and
must be taken into account, and there is a strong self-selection bias that is related to

recidivism rates.
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7

Systemic Responses

The present research was designed to maintain the external validity of the experi-
ment;therefore, cases selected for the study should be representative of similar cases not
selected and comparable to juvenile arrest cases in other jurisdictions. Thus, if we are to
generalize the results for juveniles arrested in Bethlehem to juveniles arrested in other
U.S. jurisdictions, we need to consider some specific characteristics of the juveniles ar-
rested in Bethlehem. Since the section on recidivism concluded that the primary effect of
the program was to divert from formal processing those youth most likely to have the
lowest rearrest rates, two questions arise in the use of this self-selection diversion pro-
cess: (1) How representative are the selected cases of other juvenile offenders in Bethle-
hem?and (2) Towhat proportion of cases in other jurisdictions might these results apply?

Differing jurisdictions in the U.S. have dramatically different juvenile crime prob-
lems. The seriousness of the juvenile crime problem locally will determine what propor-
tion of juveniles arrested might be candidates for a police-based restorative diversion.
Large urban police departments may be primarily involved with violent gangs, weapons
and drugs problems. Perhaps only a small proportion of their juvenile arrests involve
crimes like shoplifting or harassment, which comprise a large proportion of the Bethle-
hem sample. Yet even in large urban areas, these types of charges comprise a significant
proportion of juvenile court dockets for youth early in their criminal careers. Offense-and
offender-specific information could be used to estimate the proportion of juvenile cases
that could be safely diverted in other jurisdictions.

Generalizing the results of the Bethlehem experiment to other jurisdictions de-
pends upon the representativeness of the selected offenders to the more general popula-
tion of offense- and offender-specific eligible arrests. If the proportion of cases selected for
the study is not a representative sample of the eligible pool, this has serious implications
for the generalizability of the results. This chapter tests this assumption in light of the
recidivism rates for the entire population of juvenile arrests in Bethlehem. In addition,
potential changes in the justice processing system by police and magistrates —which may

have been unintentional consequences of the experiment—are considered.
Methods

The Bethlehem experiment began November 1, 1995, and ended April 31, 1997,
during which the Bethlehem police diverted 80 young people from the formal court sys-
tem through a restorative justice conference. There were a total of 1,285 juvenile arrests
in the 18-month period, with an average number of 71 arrests per month. This was down

slightly from the 77-per-month average during the 12 months prior to the experiment.
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Exhibit 56
There was no apparent Monthly juvenile arrests
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as possible from computerized police arrest data—according to the selection criteria dis-
cussed in Chapter 2. The reasons for disqualification were offender history (having a
number of prior arrests or a prior adjudication), crime seriousness, inappropriate crime
(drug/alcohol offense or no direct victim), case handled informally and non-Bethlehem
residents. A series of analyses were conducted among these cases deemed eligible for
conferencing to determine the representativeness of the sample used in the study and
whether there was any net-widening or other systemic effects from conferencing.

A database of disposition records from the five magistrates serving Bethlehem —
including arrests made between January 1,1993 through September 12,1997 —was also
used to fill in any missing dispositions and determine if any changes in magistrate case
processing occurred after the experiment began. The database was provided by the Ad-

ministrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts from a statewide magistrate court database.

Results

As shown in Exhibit 57, 36 percent (1,190) of the arrests were deemed eligible for
diversion. The main reason for disqualifying cases related to offender history (28 per-

_ Exhibit 57 cent). Interestingly, only 10 percent of ar-

Juvenile arrests 1995 to 10/1997 ) )
by eligibility rests were deemed too serious of a crime
non-resident for diversion, and only 12 percent of ar-

handled . . . .
informally rests were disqualified for solely involving
eligible drug or alcohol use or because no direct
36% crime victim was involved. Those cases that were

o . .
Inappropriate 14 dled informally (7 percent) and those
/ cases that were ineligible because of out-
of-town residency (7 percent) were the
8% smallest group of ineligibles.

offender C s
history Thus, from the computer eligibility
crime criteria, just over a third of all juvenile

too serious
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arrests could have qualified for the study since the Proportion oEfXinigiitb?escases selected
beginning of 1994. However, before we can gener- during experimental period
alize results to the entire eligible population of ar-

rests, we must consider in what ways the cases se- 80%

lected differ from the non-selected eligibles. If these

non-selected cases are similar to selected cases,then 54%)

the number of possible diversion cases is nearly 49% sl 40% 42%)
twice the size suggested by the proportion in the

experiment.

Comparing the proportion of eligibles se- % % % w % 4 %‘
lected during the 18 months of the study does re- ‘9//% @%é Q% O»Oé 'é% 5’»@
veal significant differences. Only 56 percent of the % 7 % Z %o, ®‘°¢<7
519 cases deemed eligible were actually included crime subtype ¢

in the study. As shown in Exhibit 58, retail theft cases were much more likely than other
types of offenses to be selected for the experiment, with 80 percent of eligible retail theft
being selected, X°(5,n =519) = 64.4, p < .001. Further, while 61 percent of the summary
offenses were selected, only 39 percent of misdemeanor offenses were selected, X*(1,n =
519)=16.7,p < .001. Also, 64 percent of offenders without any prior arrest were selected,
compared to 40 percent of offenders with one to three prior summary arrests, X>(3,n =
519)=30.0,p < .001.

There were no significant differences between selected eligibles and non-selected
eligibles by the number of current charges or by age, race, gender or zip code. Thus, the
computer-generated eligibility criteria is less restrictive than the liaison officer who used
arrest report information. Compared to the selected eligibles, those not selected have a
somewhat higher crime class, are less likely tohave committed retail theft,and are more
likely to have prior summary arrests. Otherwise, the non-selected eligibles are statisti-
cally similar to the selected eligibles.

When those selected for the study were compared to the non-selected eligibles,
controlling for whether the offense was retail theft or not, a specification pattern emerges.
Among retail theft cases, 44 percent of the selected offenders were girls compared to 25
percent of non-selected offenders, }°(1,n = 161) = 3.9, p < .05. Retail theft cases selected
were more likely to involve offenders without a prior arrest than non-selected eligible
retail thefts, 88 percent versus 41 percent, X’(3,n = 161) =39.1, p < .001. These differ-
ences were not significant for non-retail theft cases. Thus, the gender differences be-
tween the non-selected eligibles and the selected eligibles are only true for retail theft.
For non-retail theft cases, the non-selected eligibles are statistically similar to the se-
lected eligibles looking at race, gender, zip code, age, age at first arrest, type of offense,

seriousness of current charge and number of prior arrests.
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The question remains of whether

Exhibit 59a

non-selected eligibles are more at risk than Rearrest rates property offenders
their selected counterparts, perhaps there- 35%; 35% decline
sult of case-specific factors not apparent in 30%) [‘ 32% conference
the computer data base. When recidivism T
rates for eligibles not selected are compared 25%| A nog[%?tlﬁg;ed
with recidivism rates for eligibles selected, 20%} e
an interesting pattern emerges. 15%)

Because 80 percent of retail theft eli-
gibles were included in the study, the gen- 10%)
eralizability of retail theft cases is of less 5%,
concern than other types of offenses. Pre- 0% ‘ . |
sumably, an 80 percent sample of a popula- °8838882IR8888
tion will be representative of that popula- days of exposure

tion. However, the recidivism rate for property offenders in the non-selected eligible group
(n=225) looked more like a control group—compared tothe conference and decline groups —
than the actual control group randomly selected for the experiment as shown in Exhibit
59a. It seems likely then that the randomly selected control group happened (by chance)
toinclude offenders with unusually low recidivism rates,relative to the conference group
and the decline group. While this does not change the findings presented in the recidi-
vism section of this study, it does help to explain the unusual control group. It also sup-

ports the self-selection hypothesis by suggesting that the short-term, six-month reduc-

Exhibit 59b tion in rearrest rates for property offenders is prob-
. Rearrest rates violent offenders ably due tothe declines being at much higher risk than
50%7 48% .
45%. decline 1s generally the case for property offenders.
40%1 As can be seen in Exhibit 59b, the violent non-

359+ non-selected
eligibles

//?D-DSS% selected eligible group (n=322) is nearly identical to

the randomly assigned control group.
Because rearrest data was available for every
0%  juvenile offender arrested, it is possible to compare re-
conference cidivism rates by a number of different factors. When

each of the crime subtypes included in the study are

compared using the entire arrest population, a clear

©338 33 pattern emerges as seen in Exhibit 60. Those youth
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of exposure charged with one of the violent crimes —harassment,
disorderly conduct and assault—have a much higher rearrest rate than those charged
with retail theft. In fact, shoplifters generally have the lowest rearrest rate of the crime

subtypes (28 percent), and the public order and drug/alcohol offenders not deemed appro-
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Exhibit 60 priate for the study had the next
., . Rearrestrates total juvenile arrests
50% g_arazsrr}ent lowest rate (33 percent). Crimi-
isorderly ) ] ]
45% + /-‘ﬁ 46% Other Assault nal mischief was the third low-
OtherTheft Ly

o est recidivism group (40 per-

40% T 40% Mischief . .
cent). All categories of violent
35% 7 crimes and personal theft have the

33% Other . . .
30% highest rearrest rates, virtually in-
28% Retail  gistinguishable from each other at 46
25% |
percent. Thus, the absence of an en-
20% 7 duringreduction in rearrest rates for property
15% 1+ offenders,demonstrated when comparing the
decline and conference groups, may be partly
10% 1 explained by the generally low rearrest rate
5% | for that offense.

These general recidivism trends suggest

330 T
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240 T
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360 T
365 —

that for a police diversionary program, retail
days of exposure theft is a good type of offense to include, even

if recidivism is not reduced by conferencing, because of the low reoffense risk for first-
time shoplifters. It is, after all, low recidivism offenders who are most appropriately di-
verted from formal adjudication.

These general recidivism trends alsosuggest that conferencing is useful for offend-
ers early in their criminal careers before they develop a history of arrests. Arearrest rate
of 20 percent for conferenced violent juvenile offenders is especially impressive compared
to the 46 percent rates usually seen for these crimes.

The possibility that willingness to participate in a conference is a screen filtering

out low-risk youth has additional programmatic implications. As can be seen in Exhibit

la,property offenders ineligible for the program Exhibit 61a

61a,property offenders ineligible for the prog Roarrest rats

because they had too extensive of an arrest his- 7q9, all property offenders

tory clearly were the highest-risk group, with a 60%. 64% ﬁ{;?ggler

12-month rearrest rate of 64 percent. The pool
of juvenile offenders who were ineligible because 50%1

399, crime too

they had committed a felony had a moderately corious

high rearrest rate of 39 percent, though this may 599, selected
be artificially low if the offenders were incarcer- 27% eligible

16% handled

ated and not at risk of rearrest. Selected cases ,
informal

and non-selected eligibles had moderately low

rearrest rates, although many of these are retail CobooO0O0o OO
N OOANLWOW— N~
~rmrra AN

S

theft cases which have the lowest rearrest rate. day

300
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Juveniles who were handled informally by the police or magistrates were the lowest-risk offenders
with a 16 percent rearrest rate. Thus, the offenders included in the study are representative of
offenders usually deemed too serious to be informally screened out of the system.

The same pattern of recidivism is evident for Exhibit 61b
Rearrest rates

violent offenders as shown in Exhibit 61b. Offenders 4qo, - all violent offenders

with prior arrest histories are rearrested at a much 65%0ffender
60% - history
higher rate (65 percent) than every other violent of-

fender group. However, those violent offenders whose 90%

crimes were too serious for police diversion had rear- 4 | 37%selected
rest rates (32 percent) very similar to those included Sg?iﬂﬁg‘fw
30% - Ceer
in the study (3 rcent) and their non-selected eli- pornons
e y (37 percent) eir non-selected e ) 24%handled
gible counterparts (35 percent). Again, those cases 20% | informal

handled informally had the lowest rate (24 percent). 10% -

Except for those with prior histories, all the categories 0 4

of violent offenders had about 5 percent higher rear- °C33INBI2IRS233
—FTTFAANNOOO®M

rest rates than the corresponding categories for prop- days of exposure

erty offenders.

To test the possibility that the police disposed of cases in a different manner during the
experiment than they did before (i.e., net-widening), a pre-post comparison of cases by eligibility
category should detect a change in arrest disposition. Exhibit 62 shows that the only arrest group
to experience a significant decline during the experimental period was the eligible (but not se-
lected) group. Thus, it is evident that most of the cases included in the program were actually

diverted from court and did not include youth who would normally have been handled informally.

Exhibit 62
45% 1 Total juvenile arrests by experimental period
40% | A0%
35% - i
359% ] pre- expenmc?nt
319% [ ] during experiment
30% P, [ | post-experiment
25%+ 24%
20%+ 189 18%
1 50/077 13%
12% 1%
10% 10% 9%
8% 7% 6%
5%+
09 \ \ \ \
selected eligible offender crime too crime informally
not selected history serious inappropriate handled

eligibility category
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When analyzed as a time series, the number of juvenile arrests per month of non-

selected eligibles declines during the experimental period as shown in Exhibit 63. It appears

that a majority of eligibles were
being selected for the study dur-
ing the early part of the experi-
ment, and a minority of such
cases were selected during the
latter period of the experiment.
Thus,the selection criteria seem
to have become more stringent
during the course of the experi-

ment.

number of arrests

Exhibit 63
Non-selected eligible and selected juvenile arrests by month

45 17 non-selected eligible
40 /
35 -

selected

Further, there were not enough cases handled informally to have accounted for the

selected offenders. There was an insufficient number of cases handled informally to have

produced a net-widening effect,
and this is the pool of offenders
whowould have been affected by
net-widening. The time series for
the cases disposed of informally
shows no disruption from the
pattern prior to the experiment
as shown in Exhibit 64.

number of arrests

Exhibit 64 _

Arrests handled informally and selected juvenile arrests by month

40 T

35 1 selected
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year/month of arrest

The evidence supports the contention that the only change in police processing of juve-

nile offenders as a result of the implementation of conferencing was to divert youth who

otherwise would have been formally processed. As shown in Exhibit 65, police disposed of 18

percent of cases with known dispositions during the experimental period compared with less

Exhibit 65

Disposition of juvenile cases
prior and during experiment

1% 18% 20%)

Police | Magistrate | Probation
Disposing Authority

than 1 percent prior to implementing confer-
encing. The decline in the cases disposed by
the magistrates demonstrates the court diver-
sion effect of the program. Thus, the project

achieved true diversion with nonet-widening.

|| before experiment To determine if there were any changes

|| during experiment in the manner with which cases were disposed

by magistrates, disposition of offenders that
were not in the study, but which would have
qualified based on offense level and type, were
examined (where magistrate disposition infor-

mation was available). Before the study, 18 per-
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Exhibit 66 cent of offenders had charges dropped, 6 per-
DIS%?%EI?Q ;’f,g%i?isng"stt{,rgit”dy cent were acquitted, 64 percent made a guilty
total violent property | plea,and 10 percent were found guilty by trial.

prior during prior during prior during
nofcases| 551 441 || 276 250 275 191 | After the study began, 18 percent of offenders

dropped| 18% 18% | 21% 20% 14% 16%| had charges dropped, 9 percent were acquit-
acquit 8% 9% | 13% 13% 3% 3% .
plea| 64% 61% | 50% 52% 78% 74%  ted,0l percent made a guilty plea,and 12 per-
trial| 10% 12% || 16% 15% 5% 8%

cent were found guilty by trial. There were no

significant differences between how these cases were disposed before the study began and
after the study began by type of offense as shown in Exhibit 66.

Also, the proportions of offenders who were ordered to Exhibit 67

Percent payment ordered
make a payment of some sort were examined. Before the study, _ magistrate cases

prior to and during study
93 percent of offenders were ordered to make some type of pay- prior during

% n % n
total| 93% 410|90% 322
payment. This was not an overall significant difference. Con- violent| 95% 181 87% 166
property | 92% 229 |94% 156

ment. After the study began 90 percent were ordered to make

trolling for crime type, however, there was a significant differ-
ence among violent offenders, 95 percent pre-study versus 87 percent during the study, X°(1,
n =347)=7.3,p < 0l. A higher proportion of violent offenders were required to make a

payment before the study began than after the

, > Exhibit 68
study began as shown in Exhibit 67. Mean payment ordered — magistrate cases
. prior to and during study
The mean payments required were prior to study during study
also examined. Before the study, the mean mean sd n mean sd n

totall $128.38 69.16 383| $141.46 103.35 290
payment was $128.38 (§D=69.2,n=383). yiolent| $132.52 60.80 172 $143.69 12356 144

After the study began, the mean payment Property| $125.00 75.26 211/ $139.26  78.90 146

was $141.46 (SD =103.4,n =290). This was an overall significant difference. However, con-
trolling for crime type, it was no longer significant for either violent or property offender
groups as shown in Exhibit 68.

Dispositions of decline and control group cases handled by magistrates were compared
to dispositions of cases not in the study but with similar offenses. For offenders not in the
study, 16 percent had charges dropped, 8 percent were acquitted, 66 percent made a guilty
plea,and 11 percent were found guilty by trial. For cases in the study, 20 percent had charges

dropped, 9 percent were acquitted, 63 percent made a guilty plea, and 8 percent were found

guilty by trial. These were not significant dif- Disposi:izgr?éb(i:to?gparison

ferences. However, controlling for crime type, total violent property
L . notin in notin in notin in

there was a significant difference among prop- study study study study study study

erty offenders, X 3,n =829)=11.3,p < .05. n of cases| 1658 141 913 57 745 84

dropped| 16% 20% | 18% 21% 13% 19%

acquit| 8% 9% | 12% 11% 3% 8%
dropped charges and acquittals,and lower pro- plea| 66% 63% | 56% 53% 78% 70%
trial | 11% 8% | 14% 16% 6% 2%

Cases in the study had higher proportions of

portions of guilty pleas and guilt by trial, than
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cases not in the study as shown in Exhibit 69. Exhibit 70
Percent payment ordered
The proportion of offenders not in the study where magistrate cases
. prior to and during study
payment was ordered was 86 percent. For those in the not in study in study
% n % n

study, it was 83 percent. There were no significant dif-

‘ ‘ ‘ total| 86% 1270 | 83% 100
ferences in proportion of offenders required tomake pay-  violent| 84% 644 | 85% 39

ments between study and non-study groups as shown in ProPerty| 87% 626 | 82% 61
Exhibit 70.

Mean payments for offenders not

Exhibit 71
in the study were $139.52(SD=912,n= Mean payment ordered — magistrate cases
prior to and during study
1086), compared to $120.88 for offenders prior to study during study
in the study (SD = 52.63, n = 83). There mean sidev n__mean stdev  n

totall $128.38 69.16 383 $141.46 103.35 290
were no significant differences in the violent| $132.52 60.80 172| $143.69 123.56 144
property| $125.00 75.26 211] $139.26 78.90 146

mean payment required between study

and non-study groups as shown in Exhibit 71.
Conclusions

Among retail theft cases, non-selected eligibles had a somewhat higher crime class
and were more likely tohave prior summary arrests than selected cases. Otherwise, the non-
selected eligibles were statistically similar to the selected cases.

For retail theft cases, it appears that the randomly selected control group happened
(by chance) to include offenders with unusually low recidivism rates, relative to the confer-
ence group and the decline group.

The project achieved true diversion without net-widening effects. The general recidi-
vism trends suggest that retail theft is a good type of offense to include in a diversionary
program, even if recidivism is not reduced, because of the low reoffense risk for first-time
shoplifters. Also, it seems evident that the voluntary nature of the program creates a select-
ing process that diverts those offenders least likely to reoffend.

There did not appear to be any substantial differences in the manner in which magis-
trates disposed of cases before the study began versus after the study began. Ahigher propor-
tion of violent offenders were required to make a payment before the study began than after
the study began, which is opposite of what would have been expected by the removal of lesser
serious violent offenders from formal processing. This suggests the violent offenders partici-
pating in the conferences would likely have paid court fines without the diversion.

During the experimental period, cases in the study disposed by the magistrate courts
had higher proportions of dropped charges and acquittals, and lower proportions of guilty
pleas and guilt by trial, than cases not in the study. This suggests that cases selected for the
study were cases likely to have plead guilty. The proportion of remaining cases dismissed by
the court would have increased because some of the guilty pleas were diverted from the

denominator.
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8
Comparative Analyses

Despite the very different philosophies guiding formal adjudication processes ver-
sus restorative justice processes, it is worth pursuing ways in which conferences compare
to formal adjudication processes. Braithwaite urges a systemic solution to the problem of
breaching certain upper limits for sanctions:

Conferences should be constrained not only against any incarcerative order but
also against any order which is more punitive in its effects than courts typically
impose for such offenses. In other words, offenders should be able to appeal to juve-
nile courts to have overturned any intervention which is more severe than a court
would have imposed. An advocacy group . . . should be given state resources to
monitor outcomes of conferences . . . looking for cases for which it should be sug-
gested to the defendant that s/he might do better to have the case reheard before a
court. Under such a system, conferencing would result in fewer breaches of upper

limits than juvenile court adjudication of the same types of cases. (Braithwaite,
1994, p.204)

The other side of this is the concern that outcomes from conferences may be too
lenient, below some lower limit of proportionality. Through a retributive lens, this is
certainly a concern. Through a restorative lens, it is only a concern insofar as the inter-
vention is insufficient in preventing negative consequences. Braithwaite comments:

It is true that breaches of lower proportionality limits would be increased by confer-
encing. Often victims prefer to forgive and forget, or even to offer to give the young
offender some help rather than demand any punishment ... donot believe there

is any such thing as a disproportionately low sanction,as a matter of justice versus
mercy. (Braithwaite, 1994, pp.204-5)

In order to put into perspective the outcomes of police-based restorative conferenc-
ing for juveniles, it is necessary to compare these results with other disposition possibili-
ties for such cases. First we will compare the conference outcomes with the outcomes for
the cases in the study who were referred to court (the control and decline groups). Since
restorative justice processes are very different than court, it is also instructive to com-
pare the results from this study with results reported on other restorative justice pro-

grams, primarily victim-offender mediation.

Methods

All cases in the study were tracked to determine the eventual case outcome for
cases disposed prior to October 1, 1997. Conference data was obtained through confer-
ence observations and interviews with the program liaison officer. Disposition data for

control and decline group cases was obtained through the Bethlehem Police database and
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a statewide magistrate database mentioned in Chapter 7. Victim and offender satisfac-
tion and perceptions of fairness data was obtained through participant surveys. The present
Bethlehem study used many of the survey instruments from Umbreit’s mediation studies
(1994). Additional information on victim-offender mediation programs was obtained from
published results of four studies: Umbreit (1994) compared victim-offender mediation
(VOM) programs in Albuquerque, N.M., Minneapolis, Minn., Oakland, Ca., and Austin,
Tx.; Umbreit and Roberts (1996) compared VOM programs in Coventry and Leeds, U.K;
Umbreit (1996) compared VOM programs in four Canadian provinces; and Coates (1985)
and Coates (1985) and Coates and Gehm (1989) compared early VOM programs in one
county in Ohio and four counties in Indiana (the 1989 study included three additional
counties).

Family group conferencing is one of the latest developments in restorative justice
practices (McCold, 1997). Previously, most research in restorative justice has been lim-
ited to victim-offender mediation (VOM), the bulk of which has been done by Mark Um-
breit and associates.

There are a number of differences between conferences and mediation. Mediation
limits participation to victims and offenders and excludes family and other supporters
from direct participation. Some VOM programs allow parents to observe the mediation,
but many VOM programs feel that offenders are less likely to express honest feelings
with such parties present. Conferences always include at least one parent of the offender
and encourage other family and important social supporters of both victims and offend-
ers to directly participate in the process. But conferencing is not just mediation with
more participants (as suggested by Van Ness, 1997).

Mediators are much more likely to feel that they need to develop a personal rap-
port and trusting relationship between themselves and offenders and victims prior to the
mediation (although this was not the case in the Austin VOM discussed below), and stress
the importance of the mediator being seen as a neutral party in the dispute. Conferences
begin with the assumption that a wrong has been done and the offender has an obligation
torepair that wrong as much as possible (hardly a neutral position). Conference facilita-
tors do not attempt to create special relationships of trust between themselves and con-
ference participants, but rely on the bonds of trust which exists between victims and
their supporters and offenders and their supporters. Thus, VOM is much more depen-
dent upon the skills and capacities of the mediator to make the process work. Confer-
ences assume that the facilitator is only providing a forum for the affected parties to work
through totheir own resolution, merely providing a consistent process for such resolution
to occur. Thus the success of conferences is much less dependent upon the skills and

capacities of the facilitator, and much more trusting of the process and participants.
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Both VOM and conferences can be used at various stages of criminal processes.
Mediation programs are likely to be operated as adjuncts to court services or prosecution
services and may employ specially trained professional mediators or trained and screened
community volunteers. Conferencing programs may operate as adjuncts to court services
and have also been implemented using trained community volunteers. However, only
conferencing encourages criminal justice personnel themselves to facilitate the process,
including probation and corrections officers. While the Bethlehem Experiment used trained
police officers, conferencing is by no means limited to police-based restorative processes.

Both VOM and conferencing generally assume that participation of victims and
offenders must be voluntary and that either party may choose traditional court processes
if that is their wish. The voluntary nature of restorative processes may be a limiting
factor in some cases, but voluntary participation is central to either model in their pure
forms. However, this does create a problem for the scientific evaluation of such programs
since participation rates will vary from program to program and strict random assign-
ment of cases is problematic.

While the present study used trained on-duty police officers to set up and conduct
conferences, the mediation programs we will compare our results to differ in the sponsor-
ship and management of their programs. The Albuquerque, Minneapolis and Oakland
VOM programs are operated by private not-for-profit agencies using volunteer media-
tors. The Austin victim-offender reconciliation program is operated by both the juvenile
probation office and a not-for-profit agency using professional mediators. All of these
programs are for moderately serious juvenile offenders. Together, 87 percent of their cases
were property offenses, and of the cases handled, 69 percent were pre-adjudicatory diver-
sion (Umbreit, 1994, pp.43-59).

The four Canadian VOM programs in Langley, Calgary, Winnipeg and Ottawa are
run by not-for-profit organizations. Types of offenses addressed were primarily assaults,
followed by property offenses, including vandalism, theft and burglary. The sessions were
mostly used as pre-trial diversion. The Winnipeg and Ottawa sites addressed mostly adult
crimes, while the Langley and Calgary sites addressed mostly juvenile crimes. Volunteer
mediators as well as trained professionals conducted the mediation sessions (Umbreit
and Roberts, 1996).

The Coventry and Leeds programs were run by probation service agencies. They
dealt primarily with assault, burglary and theft cases, committed both by juveniles and
adults. Cases were referred by courts following a guilty plea. Mediators were trained
professionals. These two programs allowed for indirect mediation, involving shuttle ne-
gotiations between victims and offenders without meeting face-to-face and thus had a
much lower direct mediation proportion than traditional VOM programs (Umbreit and
Roberts, 1996).
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Cases mediated in the sites in the five-county U.S. study were mostly court-re-
ferred or court-ordered, as pre-trial diversion or as a condition of sentencing. Offenses
included burglary, theft, vandalism, fraud and assault. Seventy-three percent of offend-
ers were juveniles. Two-thirds of the mediators were trained community volunteers, the
rest professionals.

Clearly, offenders and cases are not necessarily directly comparable between these
programs. Some of these programs addressed offenses similar to those in the Bethlehem
Experiment. Others addressed some more serious offenses in addition. The Bethlehem
Experiment was a police diversionary program, using trained police officers to conduct
the meetings, while the other programs were diversionary and conditions of sentencing,
using trained professionals and volunteers to conduct the meetings. Despite these differ-
ences, comparisons are worthwhile to benchmark relative performance of police confer-
encing. It will remain for future research to determine whether the differences in pro-
grams are due todiffering types of cases, differences in program auspices, or the effects of

including a wider circle of the community directly in the process.

Results

Conference versus Court

Offenders who participated in family group conferences had to admit responsibil-
ity for the offense charged. During the conference process, they were asked to describe
what they did, what they were thinking about when they did it, and how people were
affected. They then heard from their victims and their family about how others were
affected and what they thought about what the offender had done. Then, all participants
were directed by the police officer facilitating the conference to come up with some way to
“repair the harm” caused by the offender s actions. During this time, offenders often apolo-
gized for what they did, sometimes prompted by others, sometimes by their own volition.
Once participants came to agreement on reparative action needed in the case, the confer-
ence was ended and there was an informal period where participants had refreshments
and signed the agreement contract. Agreements often included community service. For
many retail theft cases, stores insisted that offenders comply with paying a $150 civil
demand. In a few cases where damage was incurred, offenders agreed to restitution pay-
ments. Often there were agreements for written or personal apologies to people not present
at the conference, and other reparative or problem-solving actions.

Offenders who went through formal adjudication had toenter a plea tothe magis-
trate and then attend a hearing, probably accompanied by a parent. If they pled guilty,
they may have been assigned to an accelerated disposition program or required to pay
fines, costs, and/or restitution. If they pled not guilty, the complainant or police officer
may have been asked to present evidence, which would have been reviewed by the mag-

istrate. If a complainant did not show, or the magistrate deemed the evidence insuffi-
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cient,charges may have been dismissed or withdrawn. If they were found guilty, offend-
ers may have been required to pay fines, costs and/or restitution. The magistrate may

have lectured to them about their inap- Exhibit 72
Disposition of court-assigned cases in study

total  decline control property violent
why the offender committed the crime. nof cases | 141 60 81 84 57

They also may have assigned some com- dropped Charge 20% 20% 20% 19% 21%
) ) ) acquitted 9% 13% 6% 8% 11%
munity service if the offender was not guilty plea | 63% || 60% 65% | 70% 53%

able toeasily pay the fine,or required the ~ Quilty by trial | 8% 7% 9% 2% 16%

offender to write an essay about what they did and why they shouldnt have done it. Some

propriate behavior and tried to discover

magistrates require offenders to tour a local prison or attend classes about shoplifting.

Analysis was conducted of dispositions and average outcomes of cases in the study
that went through formal adjudication. As shown in Exhibit 72, 20 percent of offenders
had charges dropped, 9 percent were acquitted, 63 percent made a guilty plea, and 8
percent were found guilty by trial. Among the decline group offenders with disposition
information, 46 percent pled guilty (n = 28). Property offenders were more likely to make
a guilty plea than violent offenders. However, control- Exhibit 73

ling for experimental group, this difference was only sig- Percent of cases disposed via guilty plea

nificant among offenders in the control group, X*(3,n = i

81)=5.74,p < .01. Thus, property offenders in the con-

trol group were different from offenders in other groups

in that they were more likely to make a guilty plea,even 20 50%

when controlling for reason for decline, as shown in Ex-
hibit 73, %* (4,n = 161)=12.8, p < .05.

The average time from offense to disposition was

38%

31%

69 days, ranging from 2 to 426 days. For control group
offenders the average time was 89 days (§D =90.0,n =

n=32 n=13 n=22 n=60 n=34

91), and for decline group offenders the average time ‘ L — :
was 49 days (SD = 553, n = 97), which was a statisti- " decine decline " decine
cally significant difference, F(1, 186) = 13.4, p < .001. violent property
Among cases where offenders made a guilty plea, the average time from offense to
disposition was 35 days for the control group (SD = 39.1, n = 54) and 57 days for the
decline group (SD =83.0,n = 34). For conferenced cases, time from offense to conference
was 37 days (§D =25.8,n = 80). Differences between the three experimental groups were
not statistically significant. Courts disposed 60 percent of cases within a month where
offenders made a guilty plea (n = 88),compared toonly 45 percent of conferenced cases (n
=80),X*(1,n =168)=3.9,p < .05. Therefore, where offenders made a guilty plea, court

was more efficient than the conferencing program in disposing of cases within a month.
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Exhibit 74

) ) Proportion of guilty offenders paying monetary costs
guilty (plea or trial), 83 percent had tomake a

Of those offenders who were found

payment of some variety —fines, costs or res- —

titution. There were no differences between 859,
o, (o]
control and decline groups, or property and 82%

violent offender groups in the proportion or-
|| property

|| violent

dered to make such payments.

Since all offenders participating in a
conference are required toadmit they commit-
ted the acts charged, presumably they would
have all pled guilty had their cases been dis- 27%

posed by formal court processes. Thus, com- 17%

paring the proportions of types of dispositions

between court and conference cases is prob- court conference
lematic. However, it is possible tocompare the case disposition

sentences for those who are found guilty by a plea or trial with those whose cases dis-
posed by a conference. As shown in Exhibit 74, the proportion required to make payments
was much higher among the court cases in the study than among the conference cases, X
(1,n=180)=63.5,p <.001.

Where payments were required of offenders by court, they averaged $120.88,rang-
ing from $31 to $362.50 (SD = 52.63,n = 83). Among property offenders, the mean pay-
ment was $114.53 (§D =60.02,n = 50). Among violent offenders, the mean payment was
$130.49 (SD =37.72,n =33). This was not a significant difference. The mean payment for
offenders in the decline group was $135.25 (SD = 64.19, n = 33). The mean payment for
offenders in the control group was $111.39 (SD =41.39, n = 50). Decline group offenders
were levied higher average payments than control group offenders. However, when crime
type was controlled for, differences in costs between control and decline groups was only
significant among property offenders, F(1,48)=5.93,p < .05. Thus, property offenders in
the decline group were levied higher payments than property offenders in the control
group.

Because of the routine demand for civil judgments from two of the large retail
stores participating in the study, costs for property offenders conferenced was higher
than costs for violent offenders conferenced. Presumably, these same civil demands were
placed on offenders shoplifting from these two stores whose cases were disposed in court,
but the $150 is in addition to the fines and costs imposed by court making difference in
the cost associated with property offender cases disposed in court greater than that shown
in Exhibit 75. Thus,the amount of costs for the small proportion of cases conferenced who

agreed to pay restitution or civil demands was much lower than the amount ordered by
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the magistrates.

One difference between conference and
court outcomes were that conferenced offend-
ers were much more likely to have been as-
signed community service and other types of
reparative actions and court-processed offend-
ers were more likely to have been required to
make a payment. Part of the difficulty in mak-
ing such comparisons between court and con-
ference outcomes is that the magistrate’ court
is limited in their capacity toorder community
service. Many times when an offender does re-
ceive community service from the court, it is in
exchange for an accelerated disposition of their

case and the charges are withdrawn upon

was unavailable from computerized court records.

Exhibit 75

Mean monetary costs for offenders paying costs

case disposition
completion of their community service hours. Information on such court-ordered outcomes

$137
$130 D property
$115 || violent
$80
court conference

Since retail theft cases were routinely asked to perform 40 hours of community

service by two of the larger retailers participating in the conferences, there is the general

sense that, at least for property cases, offenders were agreeing to harsher outcomes than

they would have received in court. This is certainly the case for a 13-year-old girl who

completed 40 hours of community service for
the theft of one candy bar. However, since

many of the violent crime victims were satis-

fied with only a sincere apology in conferences, |450,

violent offenders were treated more harshly

in court than they were in conferences.

Conference versus Mediation

Participation rates were measured as
the proportion of cases participating among
the cases referred tothe program.As shown
in Exhibit 76, the participation rate for the

Bethlehem Experiment (42 percent) was

higher than those rates reported for the

Exhibit 76

Partidp ation rates

VOM programs (28 to 40 percent). The two
British VOM programs allow victims and of-
fenders to participate indirectly through

shuttle negotiations without meeting face-

40%
35%
28% 29%
O,
8% 6%I
w b Q > = o >
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to-face and thus had a much lower di-
rect mediation proportion than tradi-
tional VOM programs (Umbreit and
Roberts, 1996). The relatively high par-
ticipation rate for a police-based con-
ferencing program is something of a
surprise, and concerns raised by VOM
advocates that victims and offenders
are less trusting of police than they
would be of an impartial community
volunteer seem unfounded. The fact
that the majority of cases referred to
mediation or conferencing opt for tra-
ditional court process demonstrates
that participation is truly voluntary.
Restorative justice is a more bal-

anced approach tocrime and considers

~ Exhibit 77
— Victim satisfaction
96%)
89%
—1q |88%
85%l 83%
g 78%
75%
64 %)
-
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victim participation and healing as a significant goal of the process. Thus, victim satis-

faction is a critical dimension in evaluating the success of these programs. As shown in

Exhibit 77, the conferences conducted by the Bethlehem Police produced higher victim

satisfaction than all the VOM pro-
grams, much higher than the Albuquer-
que and British programs. Among vic-
tims of violent crimes, conferencing re-
ceived a 100 percent victim satisfaction
rating.

Since one purpose of restorative
justice practices is to help the offender
learn from their behavior, it is impor-
tant that offenders participate volun-
tarily and are treated with respect.
Thus, offender satisfaction is also an
important measure of successful pro-
grams. As shown in Exhibit 78,97 per-
cent of offenders participating in the
present study expressed general satis-
faction with the way their case was
handled. This is also higher than that

Exhibit 78
Offender satisfaction
97 %)
92%
86%) 85%( |85%| |85% —
83%
74%
62%)
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=) o} ) 5 > 5 = o wn
) ) E— c 8 5 -] a h
3 3 @ ° a <3
3 o = o
5 @ >

program site



Comparative Analyses 97

reported from the mediation studies,and Exhibit 79
Victim sense of fairness

much higher than the Leeds program =
and the four Canadian VOM programs. 96%
Only the professionally run program in
Austin had offender satisfaction ratings 89% -

comparable toratings from police-based

conferences in the present study. 80% e 80%
(]

It is possible that while victims ——

and offenders felt that their case was 72%

handled in a manner that satisfied them, 67%
they may have felt that something about
the process was unfair tothem.As shown
in Exhibit 79, 96 percent of victims in

the present study rated conferencing as

spaa

fair, higher than any of the mediation

ways|yieg
Anuano)
puepieQ
unsny
ueipeue)

programs evaluated (67 to 89 percent).
Likewise, offenders rated the po-

anbianbnq|y
sijodeauuipy

. . .. program site
lice-based conferencing process as fair in

97 percent of the cases. Offenders in the Minneapolis, Oakland and Austin VOM pro-

grams alsorated the process as fair in more than 90 percent of the cases (90 to 94 per-

cent), and the VOM program at Coven- Exchibit 80
try received the lowest offender satisfac- Offender sense of fairness
tion rating (71 percent) as shown in Ex- 979% ——
hibit 80. ——g | 94%
Victims in both types of restor- 0
yp p— 90% 91%

ative programs had high overall satis- —

faction ratings and perceptions of fair- 82% —
ness with the way the case was handled.

Victims’ perception of fairness of the

agreement tothemselves was 96 percent 1%

in the present study and 89 percent in

Umbreit’s multi-site VOM study. Victim

perception of fairness of the agreement

to the offender was 98 percent in the ‘ = = 5 = = = =

present study and 92 percent in the g g g ci—; § g g §

VOM study. e @ 5§ 2 3 & 5 3

: 5 @ -

Offenders also rated these vari- > s & >

ables high in both types of restorative program site
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programs. Offender satisfaction was 97 percent in the present study and 87 percent in
the multi-site VOM study. Perception of fairness with the way the case was handled was
97 percent in the present study and 89 percent in the VOM study. Offender perception of
fairness of the agreement to the victim was 96 percent in the present study and 93 per-
cent in the VOM study. Offender perception of fairness of the agreement to the offender
was 93 percent in the present study and 88 percent in the VOM study.

In the Bethlehem Experiment, 94 percent of offenders complied with the agree-
ments reached, which replicates Moore’s (1995) original Wagga findings. In the multi-site
VOM study, the rates of restitution completion were 77 percent in Minneapolis and 93
percent in Albuquerque. The five-county U.S. study had a completion rate of 90 percent
for performing service for victims; the authors reported that more than 80 percent of
financial restitution contracts had been completed at the time of their review of records
(Coates and Gehm, 1989). The studies in Canada and the U .K. cited above did not report
on agreement compliance.

Braithwaite (1997) reports on studies citing restitution completion rates, including:

* Areview of restorative justice programs in the U.S., Canada and Great Britain reveal-
ing reparation and compensation completion rates between 64 and 100 percent
(Haley and Neugebauer, 1992)

A study of mediation programs in Britain, showing an 80 percent rate of agreement
completion (Marshall, 1992)

A study of mediation programs in New Zealand with 58 percent completion of agree-
ments (Galaway, 1992)

A Finnish study reporting 85 percent completion of agreements reached through me-
diation (Iivari, 1992)

A study of a mediation program in England, with 91 percent of agreements honored in
full (Dignan, 1992)

Astudy of three pilot victim-offender reconciliation projects in West Germany with a 76
percent full completion rate (Trenczek, 1990)

A study of Canadian victim-offender reconciliation programs with agreement compli-
ance rates between 90 and 95 percent in Alberta and 99 percent in Calgary (Pate,
1990)

A report on South Australian conferences finding 86 percent full compliance with con-

ference agreements (Wundersitz and Hetzel, 1996)

Satisfaction and a general experience of fairness were significantly higher in the
FGC study for both victims and offenders than for the multi-site VOM study, as shown in
Exhibit 81 and Exhibit 82. Differences in perceptions of fairness of the restitution agree-
ment to victim and offender were not significant. Thus police-based conferences produced
greater victim satisfaction, greater offender satisfaction, greater victim sense of fairness
and greater offender sense of fairness than the VOM studies considered. Police-based

conferences produced at least as high victim and offender sense of fairness with outcomes
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Exhibit 81 Exhibit 82
Crime victim's ratings of process Criminal offender's ratings of process
satistaction n=53 '96% satisfaction [ ’ 97%
”=204| 79% n=181 ' 88%
fairness — ’96% fairness |l 97%
n=204 ' 83% n=178 QSCVO
fair to victim s ’ 96% fair to victim |l 96%
n=200 89% n=187 ' 89%
fair to offender | 98% fair to offender L= 93%
air to offender === '92% L’ p—
[T conferencing [Jconferencing
1 vom I VOM

as the multi-site VOM study. The agreement compliance rates in the Bethlehem study
are comparable to those cited in other mediation and conferencing studies.

Perhaps one of the most important distinctions between police-based conferencing
and VOM is the cost of program operation. Each of the four sites in Umbreit’s multi-site
VOM study operate as stand-alone mediation projects with staff, budgets and volunteer
recruitment and training plans. The costs per unit of mediation for each of these media-
tion projects can be calculated by dividing the program budget for a year by the number
of cases mediated per year to produce a unit cost of mediation. Such straightforward
computations of the cost for police-based conferencing is not possible. There is no sepa-
rate program operation budget for this type of conferencing. Police officers are expected
toset up and conduct conferences as part of their regular duties, thus requiring no addi-
tional operational expenses for the department. However, for rough comparisons, ap-
proximations of the number of officer hours away from other police duties can be used to
estimate the trade-off costs to the department.

The average conference lasted 33 minutes with 5 minutes of social time afterward.
The facilitating officers spent less than an hour to arrange and prepare for the average
conference. The project liaison officer used about 30 minutes per case screening out ineli-
gible cases and making initial contact with participants. Arresting officers in addition to
the facilitating officers participated in 25 percent of the conferences. Thus, the average
number of department man-hours was 2.3 hours per conference. At the current senior
patrolman salary of $26.33 per hour, the average salary cost to the department per con-
ference was $59.70.

Additionally, the department would have incurred training costs had the officers
not been trained through scholarships. The training tuition cost of $235 for each of the 20
officers trained was $4,700. Three eight-hour shifts for each of the officers trained also

cost the department an additional 480 man-hours or $12,638.40. Thus the department
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(would have) incurred an additional $17,338.40 or $267 per conference training expense.
Costs for ongoing supervision and in-service training are not included in this estimate.
While the operation costs for on-duty police officers . Exhibit 83
Unit cost of mediation/conference
to conduct restorative conferences may not be visible in
the department budget,even if we include the salary costs wj
with the initial training costs to the department, the total
cost per conference for the 18-month period of the project ﬁ
is $399 per conference. As shown in Exhibit 83, this is well o

below the unit cost of all but one of the mediation pro- —

grams evaluated in Umbreit’s multi-site study. $399 $432
The initial start-up cost for the department creates 6292

an ongoing capacity to conduct conferences. Most of this | |

expense was salary costs for the 20 officers to participate 4 $60 = ==

in, what was then, the three-day training. Real Justice is g § % g g

now providing two-day trainings which would reduce sal- % g § % >

ary costs for having officers trained by a third. Because of 3 % 5

the large number of officers trained in Bethlehem, the program site

$17,338 training costs is probably not a good estimate of the start-up costs for other police
departments, who generally train a few officers at a time. Further, the start-up costs for
a department is an investment in a capacity that should continue for a good number of
years, spreading out this initial cost over more than the 18 months considered in this

study, eventually returning total cost per conference to the man-hour only figure of $60.
Conclusions

Police-based restorative conferences produced outcomes for offenders comparable
in some respects to the court process. Conferenced juvenile offenders were less likely to
be required to pay monetary compensation or fines but were more likely to be required to
perform community service hours than similar offenders processed through the tradi-
tional court system. Conferences produced outcomes for property offenders that tended
to be harsher than would have been imposed by court, and conferences for violent offend-
ers tended to produce outcomes for offenders that might be seen as less harsh than courts
might have imposed.

When compared to another current restorative justice programs not operated by
police, police-based restorative conferences fare very well. The Bethlehem Police
Department’s “Operation PR.O.J .E.C.T”had a higher participation rates,included a larger
proportion of violent offenses, and produced higher victim and offender satisfaction and
perceptions of fairness than the mediation programs. Further, these police-based confer-

ences were rated by the victims as fair to themselves and their offenders, and outcomes
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that were rated by the offenders as fair to themselves and their victims as victims and
offenders participating in the mediation programs considered. Compliance with confer-
ence agreements was 94 percent, replicating the finding in Wagga Wagga and are compa-
rable to agreement compliance rates reported in other mediation and conferencing stud-
ies.

Overall program costs for the police-based conferencing program appear to be no
greater than costs for the mediation programs, and may be as much as ten times less
expensive to operate than the mediation programs considered. Once police officers are
trained, they can conduct conferences as part of their on-duty tasks, as part of a general
community and problem-oriented policing approach to problems of juvenile crime, with

little additional expense to the department beyond the normal duties of their officers.
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9
Conclusions

Let us now return tothe concerns and questions posed in the introduction and attempt

to answer them in light of the research findings. The six questions were:

1. Can typical American police officers conduct conferences consistent with due process and

restorative justice principles?
2.Does conferencing transform police attitudes, organizational culture and role perceptions?

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcomes by helping to solve ongoing prob-

lems and reduce recidivism?

4. Will victims, offenders and the community accept a police-based restorative justice re-
sponse?
5. How does the introduction of conferencing alter the case processing of juvenile offenders?

6. How does conferencing compare to the existing system and to victim-offender mediation?

1. Can typical American police officers conduct conferences consistent with due process and
restorative justice principles?

To safeguard due process in conferences, facilitators are instructed to let offenders
know they have the right toleave the conference at any stage and have the matter referred to
formal adjudication should they wish to exercise their rights against self-incrimination or to
legal counsel. Officers explicitly included this statement in 50 of the 56 conferences observed.
Ninety-two percent of conferenced offenders and 96 percent of conferenced victims indicated
it was their own choice to participate. The fact that a majority of offenders declined to partici-
pate also demonstrates that the police-based conferencing was voluntary. Therefore, offend-
ers were informed of their right to leave and understood that they had a right to a court
appearance if they chose.

Without adequate training and supervision, some officers tended toward authoritar-
ian behavior patterns and may have undermined the process of reintegrative shaming. Con-
ference facilitators need to realize the importance that all participants fully understand the
strictly voluntary nature of their participation and that the terms of conference agreements
are up to the participants alone.

Victims also have the right toleave the conference process at any stage and to pursue
their case in court,although this is not explicitly stated as part of conference facilitator proto-
col. Nevertheless, 96 percent of victims said that participating in the conference was their
own choice. The fact that 4 percent of victims may have felt some coercion to participate is a
concern. Perhaps instructing facilitators to ensure that victims understand this prior to the

conference and including a statement about the victims right to leave during the conference
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would further decrease the chance that victims would feel coerced into participating. It ap-
pears from the responses to the surveys that offenders and victims who felt some coercion to
participate were feeling that pressure from their family members and not from the facilitat-
ing officers.

The issue of disproportionate outcomes from conferences is worthy of examination. To
some degree, comparing conference outcomes to court outcomes is like comparing apples and
oranges.Courts are largely geared toward requiring offenders topay fines and costs,and only
sometimes requiring restitution or other reparative actions. Conferences are geared toward
facilitating a mutually acceptable agreement that often involves community service, apolo-
gies and other creative solutions. The community service hours assigned offenders in confer-
ences were often high, compared to what is normally assigned for similar crimes in district
courts. In courts, monetary payments are more common than community service,and when
community service is assigned, it is of less duration than that assigned in conferences.

Some officers showed a better understanding of restorative justice principles than
others. It should be noted, however, that the training that these officers received did not
include explicit instruction on the tenets of restorative justice. The current REAL JUSTICE®
training process does to a greater extent (REAL JUSTICE® trainer manual as of 7/25/97).
Restoration and reparation replace punishment in the restorative justice model. Most facili-
tators adequately explained that the purpose of the conference was torepair the harm and let
participants decide what they wanted to see happen. Some facilitators, however, asked ques-
tions such as “What do you think is an appropriate punishment?”or “How much community
service would like to see done?” when participants hadnt mentioned community service. The
tendency to affect conference agreements is clearly a deviation from the intended purpose of
the conference, which is to encourage participants to come up with their own reparative
solutions.

Some officers also engaged in lecturing of offenders about the wrongs and ill effects of
crime. This is inappropriate in a conference, where the officer plays a facilitative role in
encouraging those who were personally affected to let the offender know the offense was
wrong and how it was harmful. Such lecturing can be perceived as stigmatizing and have
negative effects. Analysis in Chapter 3 suggested that facilitator adherence to protocol and
non-authoritarian behavior is positively related to offender remorse, offender perceptions of
reintegration, fairness and accountability, as well as victim satisfaction and forgiveness.

There was some evidence to suggest that, after facilitators received feedback on con-
ferences during an in-service training, they began conducting conferences in a more restor-
ative manner. Ongoing feedback to ensure that facilitators are conducting conferences in
accordance with protocol may be necessary, especially where the police department as a whole

is not sympathetic to a restorative, problem-solving approach.
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Regarding the concern that police officers would not be sufficiently prepared for con-
ferences, significantly inhibiting the chances of meaningful exchange and resolution, this
generally did not appear to be the case. It was evident that a few officers were ill-prepared
and occasionally discouraged emotional exchange during conferences. For many of the retail
theft conferences, it is doubtful that more substantial preparation would have enhanced the
emotionality of the conferences. For some of the cases involving more personal victimization,
more preparation would have been preferable and could have enhanced the quality of the
conferences, although participant satisfaction was unrelated to conference preparation.

Young offenders did on some occasions seem to be intimidated by all the adults in the
conference. Whether the police officer facilitated the conference in uniform did not appear to
have an effect. Facilitators did not make sufficient efforts to invite members of the offender’s
peer group, in order to encourage the offender to feel safer to open up and express thoughts
and feelings. More preparation of the offender may have helped in encouraging offenders to
participate more fully in conferences.

The scripted conferencing process seemed generally acceptable to participants, re-
gardless of ethnicity. In several conferences where there were participants who did not un-
derstand or speak English proficiently, translators were present. These translators were mostly
members of the non-English-speaking person’s family. Facilitators could have been more sen-
sitive to the need to alter the process slightly so that proper translation could occur.

In general, officers did a sufficient but not exemplary job in adhering to principles of
restorative justice and ensuring due process. In spite of this, participants overwhelmingly
said they were satisfied with how their cases were handled, they perceived the process as fair,
they would choose to do the conference again, and they would recommend conferences to
others. These results should lay to rest the belief that police-based conferencing cannot be
implemented in the Unites States, or that American police cannot conduct conferences con-
sistent with restorative principles. These results, which are consistent with earlier evalua-
tions of police conferencing in Australia,lend support tothe generalizability of the Australian
findings to the United States.

2. Does conferencing transform police attitudes, organizational culture and role perceptions?

The police surveys show there were no significant changes in overall police attitudes,
organizational culture or role perceptions as the result of 18 police officers conducting confer-
ences in the Bethlehem Police Department over the year-and-a-half of the experiment. This
is contrary to conclusions reached on the conferencing program in Wagga Wagga, New South
Wales, Australia, which suggested that involvement in conferencing produced a cultural shift
from a punitive legalistic approach to a more problem-solving, restorative approach (Moore,
1995).
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It is likely that the lack of a department-wide change in attitudes is due to the
marginalization of the conferencing program in Bethlehem. Facilitating conferences was not
an organizational priority. Evidence suggests that officers and supervisors saw conferencing
as an extra task which interfered with and took time from patrol and responding to calls for
service. Officers were not given sufficient support from line supervisors to make adequate
preparations for conferences. There was support from administration, but while this support
is important, real change cannot occur without support from supervisors who oversee the
day-to-day activities of officers. If officers were to seriously rethink their views of policing, the
effect of exposure to conferencing would have to be complemented with sufficient organiza-
tional and managerial support. Otherwise, as shown in this experiment, it is business as
usual.

The program in Wagga Wagga had more support from the department as a whole. The
program was integrated into the everyday operations of the department, with a sergeants
review panel who selected cases and oversaw the facilitation of conferences. Additionally, the
process of developing and implementing the program involved more input from the police
department as a whole. This is dramatically different from the program in Bethlehem, which
was implemented in a “bottom-up” fashion with support from top administration. As of the
end of this experiment,the Bethlehem Police Department is in the process of implementing a
standard operating procedure for juvenile diversionary conferences and will include supervi-
sory responsibilities for the sergeants. It will remain to be seen if this effort will sufficiently
integrate conferencing into everyday operations and if such an integration will eventually
produce a shift in the police culture.

It is possible that the minimal amount of exposure to conferencing and the types of
cases dealt with in Bethlehem were responsible for the slight impact of the conferencing
program on individual officers. Those officers who were involved in conferencing only con-
ducted a few conferences over the 18-month experimental period, making it unlikely that the
positive effects of these conferences could have made a significant impact on their attitudes
toward policing generally. Also, most of the conferences dealt with retail thefts and were not
very dramatic in demonstrating the restorative possibilities of conferences. Because the vic-
tims in the majority of conferences were store representatives and the harm of these offenses
are somewhat abstract, there was less dramatic reintegration of offenders. Forgiveness by
these victims carried less emotional impact than was evident with the victims of violent
offenses. Perhaps if officers were consistently exposed to conferences that successfully dealt
with more serious instances of offending and victimization, they would be more inclined to
change their attitudes about policing and more favorably disposed to a restorative response.

This lack of a significant change in police culture is very similar tothat seen in numer-
ous evaluations of community policing programs across the United States. While there have

been isolated incidents of successes of community policing, attempts to implement commu-
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nity policing have been largely limited to specialized units of officers and have not permeated
the command-and-control functions of everyday police work (Couper & Loubitz, 1991). Fac-
tors working against the implementation of community policing are traditional police norms
(Skolnick & Bayley, 1988; Weisburd, McElroy & Hardyman, 1988; Nelligan & Taylor, 1994);
police organizational and subcultural resistance (Rosenbaum & Lurigio, 1994; Gaines, 1994;
Overman, Carey & Dolan, 1994; Walker, 1993; Goldstein, 1987); and lack of support from
middle management (Zhao, Thurman & Lovrich, 1995;Overman,Carey & Dolan, 1994; Walker,
1993; Riechers & Roberg, 1990; Goldstein, 1987; Koch & Bennett, 1993; Redlinger, 1994).
These factors all appear to be present in the Bethlehem study and represent obstacles for the
system-wide implementation of restorative policing.

The police culture and organizational climate must be compatible for community po-
licing to be successful (Lurigio & Skogan, 1994). It appears from the results of the attitudinal
and occupational surveys conducted in the present study that officers who are more support-
ive of the notions of community and problem-oriented policing will also be supportive of re-
storative approaches to policing. It was the case in the present study that those officers who
are not supportive of conferencing are also those most likely to oppose community policing
approaches. Thus, it seems likely that the whole effect of conferencing was to cause a few
officers who were positively disposed to community policing to become more supportive of

such approaches.

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcomes by helping to solve ongoing problems

and reduce recidivism ?

The low rates of recidivism for violent offenses suggests that conferencing helps re-
duce or resolve conflict. The universal ability of conference participants to come up with
mutually acceptable agreements also implies that conferences are useful in facilitating a
collective, community-based solution to these criminal problems. The ongoing acceptability
of these solutions are supported by the overwhelming satisfaction and perceptions of fairness
on the part of victims, offenders and parents of offenders as reported in survey responses. The
94 percent voluntary compliance with the terms of the agreements also supports the conclu-
sion that these criminal conflicts were resolved in a manner satisfactory to all participants.

With regard to recidivism, the evidence is not conclusive. It appears that any reduc-
tions in recidivism are the result of conferencing selecting out those juveniles who are least
likely to re-offend in the first place. Future studies will be necessary to determine whether
the lower recidivism of participating offenders is due to the conflict-reducing nature of the
conferencing process, an increase in offender empathy or a self-selection effect.

In addition to the strong evidence of a self-selection bias in the types of offenders willing to
participate in police conferencing, the long-term outcomes of conferencing on future re-offending
differs greatly by crime type. The much lower rearrest rate for violent offenders suggests that

conferencing did result in a reduction of conflict for the individuals involved in these cases.
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4. Will victims, offenders and the community accept a police-based restorative justice response?

Victims, offenders and parents of offenders were consistently satisfied with the confer-
encing process and perceived the process and the outcomes as fair,even more so than formal
adjudication. Nearly all respondents indicated they would choose to participate in the pro-
gram again and would recommend it to others facing similar trouble. Thus, for those partici-
pating in conferencing, the overwhelming support for police-based conferencing was evident
from the data.

The concern expressed by some critics of police-based conferencing that the police
should not run conferences because of the coercive nature of policing appears to be largely
unfounded and may be based upon a stereotyped vision of policing. Policing has undergone a
significant shift toward a more problem-solving approach in recent years. However, there
was a tendency by some officers early in the program touse an authoritarian posture and this
concern cannot be dismissed entirely. Some officers appear to have had problems using a
nondirective style, and this may be more a function of individual officers’ (mis)perception of
their roles. Those officers who were most supportive of a service-oriented community policing
approach were also supportive of conferencing for juveniles.

The concern raised by some critics of police-run conferences that police do not enjoy
the respect of young people may be a bit of a “chicken-and-egg” issue. There was some resis-
tance to participating in conferences, but no more than that found in studies of mediation
programs using community volunteers.In fact, participation rates were higher in the present
study than for any of the mediation programs considered. The fact that participation rates
were as high for Hispanic offenders as it was for white offenders,and that conferences requir-
ing translators were as positively received as those without, demonstrates that the police in
Bethlehem do have the respect of a majority of residents. The lower participation rate for
black offenders in the study suggests that for this minority group, police are not as trusted as
they are for other residents. However, given the small number of blacks selected for the study,
no definitive conclusion can be reached in this regard.

It is clear from the high satisfaction and sense of fairness of victims, offenders and
offender’s parents participating in conferencing that the community not only accepts a police-
based restorative justice process, but that they find it more fair and just than traditional

court processes.

5.How does the introduction of conferencing alter the case processing of juvenile offenders?

Conferencing did not appear to alter the way in which juvenile offenders were pro-
cessed and disposed. The police disposition of cases did not change as a result of the experi-
ment. Cases were successfully diverted without net-widening effects. Dispositions of cases
handled by court was substantially unchanged after the introduction of diversionary confer-

€nces.
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Offenders who agree to participate had a lower risk of rearrest than offenders declin-
ing to participate. Offenders participating in the study were those most likely to have pled
guilty and were less likely to have been fined had they gone to court. It remains a possibility
that the small proportion of all juvenile cases diverted through conferencing was insufficient
to produce a change in court processing. If the proportion of all juvenile cases diverted was
greater, those cases remaining in the formal system may be qualitatively different, and this
could eventually produce a detectable process effect on remaining court cases.

For the types of cases eligible for police-based diversion, there was no apparent effect
on court processing of cases not included in the study. The introduction of police-based confer-
ences into the existing system at the level in the present study had no discernible down-
stream processing effect on cases not included.

An ideal diversion programs would have a number of characteristics. It 1) would
actually divert cases from further formal processing, 2) would occur as early in the justice
system as possible, 3) would divert those offenders who have the lowest risk of reoffense,
and 4) would satisfy the victim-complainant. Additionally, an ideal diversion program
would also be respectful of offenders, empowering of their families and positive social
supporters, and provide an important lesson in accountability for everyone involved, i.e.
to be restorative. Thus it appears that police-based conferencing has the characteristics

of an ideal diversion program.

6. How does conferencing compare to the existing system and to other restorative justice pro-

grams?

We were surprised by the high degree of satisfaction expressed by victims, offenders
and offender s parents with the traditional criminal justice response to their case. Offenders
whose cases were processed by the magistrate court were satisfied with how their case was
handled in 96 percent of the control cases and 87 percent of the decline cases. While the
proportion of offenders whorated court as very satisfying was not as high as those attending
a conference, offender satisfaction with court was higher than in all of the aforementioned
studies of victim-offender mediation. The development of the lay magistrate court was in-
tended to create a justice process that was more informal and responsive to the needs of
individual cases than traditional juvenile court. The results of this study demonstrate that
offenders and their parents were generally satisfied with these community courts. An over-
whelming proportion of offenders felt that their case was handled fairly and that the process
was fair tothemselves and their victims, regardless of whether their case was handled by the
existing system or by a police-run conference.

Police-based conferences produced outcomes for offenders more specifically tailored to
the individual’s circumstances than the court process, especially for violent cases with per-

sonal victims. Conference participants were more likely to agree to community service as a
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reparative response and less likely to agree to monetary payments than imposed by the
existing system. This may be largely a function of the resources available to the magistrate
court, but police-based restorative responses appear to be more flexible and adaptable than
the court process.

Victims and offenders participating in conferences had higher satisfaction and percep-
tions of fairness than in victim-offender mediation programs. Both conferencing and media-
tion had higher satisfaction and perceptions of fairness than their respective court-compari-
son groups. How much these differences can be attributed to the voluntary programs them-
selves, and how much can be attributed to more cooperative cases choosing to participate

remains an open question.

Limitations of the current study

There were a number of substantive research issues raised by the Bethlehem experi-
ment. The first is that crime type matters. The effect of conferencing was quite different for
violent cases than for property cases,and researchers should block their survey designs by at
least this minimum distinction. Future research should also include the nature of the victim
as a factor in their sampling frames.

The support for restorative policing within police departments remains an open ques-
tion. Given the moderate response of police officers to surveys generally and the large attri-
tion rate this produces, a matched-cases design will always be limited. However, without it,
this study might have concluded (falsely) that the department had changed in measured
attitudes by comparing aggregate means at the two time periods. Anonymous questionnaires
might have improved the response rate slightly at the cost of important statistical power. The
responserate in this study was as good as those reported for other anonymous police surveys.
Thus, the promise of confidentiality without anonymity was sufficient to produce unbiased
matched pre-test/post-test samples.

Another important research implication is that voluntary restorative police-based di-
versionary programs produce a strong self-selection bias. Future research should attempt to
identify factors that distinguish the sample of the willing from the unwilling. More work
needs to explore what might be possible to bring a restorative response to cases involving
uncooperative offenders, for the sake of their victims and communities, perhaps in collaberation
with probation departments.

Experimental studies on restorative justice programs need to include a very large
number of subjects. Because uncooperative cases are less likely to participate, future experi-
mental studies of restorative programs should have a large enough sample so that some of
the self-selection factors can be used as control variables in a multivariate approach. In ex-
periments that randomize only participating cases, the number of cases needs to be large
enough to detect statistical significance with small differences at the extreme ends of the

scales.
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There is no such thing as a perfect research design. Every experiment is prone to
various threats to internal and external validity. The present study used a blocked ran-
domized post-test-only design (in the case assignment part of the experiment). This is the
same design as RISE. The difference between RISE and the present study is the point of
case sampling. RISE is randomizing cases referred by the arresting officer at the point
after the offender has already agreed to participate.

The present study randomized cases whose case profile fit the established criteria,
before anyone had been given information about the program. Thus, this study sampled
“typical” types of such cases handled by the police in Bethlehem. The sampling frame in
RISE is a subset of typical cases —offenders who have chosen to participate and whose
cases were referred by the arresting officer. It remains tobe seen how representative that
sampling frame is of typical cases handled by the police in Canberra.

RISE will be in a stronger position to assert comparability between treatment and
control groups. This should allow for a stronger analysis of program effects, since the
program effects will not be as “contaminated” with self-selection effects as the present
study. Presumably, RISEs control and treatment groups have been subjected to equal
amounts of these effects. However, the presence of self-selection effects in voluntary pro-
grams like the Australian National Police diversionary conferencing program are not
removed, only held constant. The RISE study can determine how the program affects
only on the kinds of cases that are predisposed to be cooperative and have low recidivism.
Because all of the cases in RISE are predisposed to be cooperative, it is expected that the
control cases will be equally predisposed. Thus, RISE will be looking for program effects
among cases predisposed to be satisfied and have low recidivism. RISE will be facing the
problem of finding significance between low and lower recidivism, or between high and
higher satisfaction. The lack of significant program effects at the margins would not dem-
onstrate the actual lack of program effects, only that these effects could not be demon-
strated at the margins. Only very large samples can achieve statistical significance un-
der such circumstances.

The present study was more interested in measuring the effects of the pilot pro-
gram on the police department, on typical offenders and their victims and parents, and
on the rest of the system. This was the first evaluation of police-based conferencing in the
United States. The available literature suggested that American police would not be able
toabandon their authoritarian role and empower communities to determine outcomes —
and that communities would not trust the police to be helpful. It was important to estab-
lish a true participation rate for the Bethlehem Police FGC project to address these con-
cerns.

Umbreit’s mediation evaluations reported the number of cases mediated as well as

the total number of cases referred to the program; computing the program participation
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rate is straightforward. There is every reason to expect that the sampling frame of cases
where victim and offender agree to mediation suffers from the same self-selection effects
as the present study. The nature and magnitude of this bias is unknown for the mediation
studies and could account for some of the differences in comparisons. The present re-
search suggests that such cases probably had higher satisfaction and lower recidivism
than their respective declining cases, even if the programs were no better than courts.

Both the VOM studies and RISE are prone to an additional threat to external
validity. Cases are referred by justice professionals at their discretion. Differences be-
tween referred cases and typical cases are unknown and unaccounted for in the research
designs. RISE will attempt to assess the magnitude of the referral bias in a “pipeline”
study, which should provide some interesting results.

Documenting the self-selection effect may be one of the present study’s unique
contributions tothe accumulating empirical knowledge about restorative justice programs.
It is likely that a very strong case self-selection effect will be present in all voluntary
programs, whether it is controlled for (as in RISE) or not (as in VOM and the present
study). This represents a major obstacle to all restorative justice research. If representa-
tive cases are sampled, internal validity is threatened; if only participating cases are
sampled, external validity is threatened. In the former, positive results should be ex-
pected even when there is no program effect; in the latter, differences among pre-selected
cooperative cases must be demonstrated, and even then the generalizability of the re-
sults will remain unknown.

This study did not find that police-based conferencing produced higher participant
satisfaction or lower recidivism than the traditional system. It found that participants in
conferences had higher satisfaction and lower recidivism than participants in the tradi-
tional system. Factors associated with the decision to participate were related to factors
associated with the outcome variables. The design in this study allowed for the demon-
stration of the effect, but not the disentanglement of the selection and program effects.

There was only one statistically significant program effect between conferencing
and court regarding satisfaction or recidivism. Among property victims, the treatment
group was more likely than the control group to feel the offender was held accountable.
Thus,retail store managers felt conferencing held offenders accountable more often than
court. In all other respects, conferencing outcomes were no better than court outcomes,
beyond the effects resulting from cooperative cases agreeing to participate and problem-
atic cases declining.

Limiting definitions of program success to recidivism, participation and satisfac-
tion rates is insufficient to evaluate restorative justice programs. Diversionary restor-
ative programs provide offenders who are willing to admit their wrongdoing and face up
totheir victims with an option tobe held accountable without an official court record. The

restorative option also provides the opportunity for victims, offenders’parents, and their
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respective communities to play central roles in determining the resolution of the case.
These are worthy accomplishments in themselves.

Where communities affected by a crime can voluntarily resolve such cases to their
own satisfaction, they should be encouraged to do so. Police-based diversionary confer-
ences provide the communities with this possibility. Courts are better equipped to re-
spond to the remaining 58% of cases where the affected parties cannot voluntarily agree
on reparation terms, as is their charge. The trend in restorative justice toward a bifur-
cated justice system will likely be increased due to the presence of a strong self-selection
effect.

The randomized experimental part of this study has implications for two of the six
research questions addressed. Regardless of the internal validity of that part of the ex-
periment, the other results remain valid. This study demonstrated that U.S. police can
be trained tohandle the first-time juvenile cases when the parties involved want a restor-
ative option. The Bethlehem Family Group Conferencing Program produced participa-
tion rates and participant satisfaction as high as other well regarded restorative justice
programs. It remains to be seen what restorative practices can be effective with more
serious offenses, with adult offenders, or with uncooperative offenders and their affected

communities.

General Conclusions

In summary, the following general conclusions can be made:

* Typical American police officers are capable of conducting conferences consistent with
due process and restorative justice principles.

* While conferencing did not transform police attitudes, organization culture or role
perceptions, it did move those with the most exposure to conferencing toward a more
community-oriented, problem-solving stance.

* Conferencing can produce conflict-reducing outcomes, most clearly in cases of
interpersonal violence. Because of a strong self-selection bias, this study could not confirm a
reduction in recidivism due to conferencing. Like other voluntary diversion programs,
cooperative cases participated, uncooperative cases did not.

* Victims, offenders and parents who participated almost universally accepted this police-
based restorative justice response, as indicated by high rates of satisfaction with the process
and experiences of fairness.

* Conferencing proved tobe an ideal early diversionary approach,diverting those offenders
least likely to re-offend while avoiding net-widening.

* Police-facilitated restorative conferences produced higher satisfaction, perceptions of
fairness and participation rates for less cost than victim-offender mediation programs.

* Conferencing effectively motivates offenders to the extent that they almost universally

complete financial reparation,community service, apologies and other obligations to victims.
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FAMILY GROUP CONFERENCE DATA SHEET

Date of conference: ___/ [ Date of offense: ___ [ [

(Please provide the following information on all FGCs conducted and return this form in the attached envelope to
REAL JUSTICE, P.O. Box 229, Bethlehem, PA 18016. YOUR PARTICIPATION IS IMPORTANT! Thank you.)

Program Site:

Name of coordinator:

Nature of offense:

Description of offense:

Name of primary offender (or case number):

Were the victim(s) and offender(s) acquainted before the offense?

] yes ] no

IF YES: How were they known to each other?
[] friend [ ] acquaintance [ ] neighbor [ ] other: specify

Who was present at the conference?

number of offenders: number of victims:
number of offender supporters: number of victim supporters:
total number of participants (excluding yourself):

Was a formal agreement signed? Jyes [ ]no (IFYES, attach a copy)
Was a formal apology offered? [lyes [ ]no

How would you rate this conference process?

[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative
How would you rate this conference outcome?

[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative
Would you say the tone of the conference was generally

[ ] friendly [ ] hostile [ ] other: specify:

How long did this conference take? (hours : minutes)

Not counting the time of the conference itself, how much time
did you spend preparing for the conference? (hours : minutes)

How would you rate your experience from 1 (horrible) to 10 (ecstatic)?

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
(e.g., offender parents difficult, victim found healing, offender refused responsibility, etc.)
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Age of offender #___:

[ Jmale [ ]female
[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic
[ ] other (specify):

PARTICIPANT DATA SHEET

Age of offender #___:

[ Jmale [ ]female
[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic
[ ] other (specify):

Age of offender #___:

[ |male [ ]|female
[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic
[ ] other (specify):

Check all offender supporters present:

Offender #
[ ] both parents

[ ] mother only

[ ] father only

[ ] siblings (number: )
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

Offender #
[ ] both parents

[ ] mother only

[ ] father only

[ ] siblings (number: )

[ ] other relative (specify):
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

Offender #
[ ] both parents

[ ] mother only

[ ] father only

[ ] siblings (number: )
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

Age of victim # __:
[ ]male [ ]female

[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic

[ ] other (specify):

Age of victim # __:
[ ]male [ ]female

[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic

[ ] other (specify):

Age of victim#
[ |male [ ]|female
[ Jwhite [ ]black [ ]Hispanic
[ ] other (specify):

Check all victim supporters present:
Victim #
[ ] both parents
[ ] mother only
[ ] father only
[ ] siblings (number: )
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

Victim #
[ ] both parents

[ ] mother only

[ ] father only

[ ] siblings (number: )

[ ] other relative (specify):
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

Victim #
[ ] both parents

[ ] mother only

[ ] father only

[ ] siblings (number: )
[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

[ ] other non-relative (specify):

USE ADDITIONAL FORMS IF NECESSARY. REPRODUCE AND ATTACH.
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POST CONFERENCE OFFENDER QUESTIONNAIRE

Date of conference: ___/ / Today'sdate: _ / /

(Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form in the attached envelope to
Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem Police Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION
MATTERS! Thank you.)

1. How satisfied were you with the way your case was handled?
[ ] very satisfied [ ] satisfied [ ] dissatisfied [ ] very dissatisfied

3. Do you feel that being in the conference was your own choice?
[ ]yes [ ] yes, but under pressure [ ]no
3a. IF YES: Why did you choose to participate in the Family Group Conference program?
[ ] to pay back the victim(s) for their losses [ ] to let the victim(s) know why | did it
[ ] to help the victim(s) [ ] to offer an apology
[ ] to take direct responsibility for making things right
[ ] other: specify

4. Would you say the tone of the conference was generally
[ ] friendly [ ] hostile [ ] other: specify
5. Did you apologize to the victim(s) for what you did? [ ] yes [ ] no

6. Was it helpful to meet with the victim(s) in a conference setting?
[ ] not at all helpful [ ] somewhat helpful [ ] very helpful
7. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? [ ] yes [ ] no
7a. IF YES: By what?
[ ] it went better than | expected [ ] the victim(s) seemed to care about me
[ ] it was worse than | expected [ ] the victim(s) was so angry
[ ] other: specify
8. For the following, please indicate how important each item was to you during the conference:
To be able to tell the victim(s) what happened.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To pay back the victim(s) by paying them money or doing some work.
[ ] veryimportant [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to both of us.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what | did.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To be able to apologize to my family and friends for what | did.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
9. Was a repayment or community service agreement negotiated during the conference? [ | yes [ | no
9a. IF YES: Was the agreement fair to you? [ ] yes []no
Was the agreement fair to the victim(s)? [ ] yes []no
10. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim(s) now?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative
11. Do you think the victim(s) has a better opinion of you after the conference? [ | yes [ ] no
12. Do you think your family/friends have a better opinion of you after the conference? [ Jyes [ ]no
13. How likely do you think it is that you will commit another similar offense?

[ ] very likely [ ] likely [ ] unlikely [ ] very unlikely
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14. Which of the following best describes your attitude about the conferencing session?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative
15. If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?

[ ]vyes [ ] no
16. Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to other friends who might get in trouble?
[ ] yes [ ] no

17. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately
considered in this case? ] yes [ no

18. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? [ ]yes [ ] no

19. Of the following items, please rank the 3 most important concerns you have related to
fairness in the system when kids do something wrong, with #1 being the most important.

rank

__ punishing the offender

—___paying back the victim

____getting help for the offender

_ having the offender personally make things right
—allowing the offender to apologize to the victim
—allowing the offender to apologize to their family

— other: specify
20. The following represent statements that are sometimes made by people in trouble who participate
in Family Group Conferences. Please mark whether you agree or disagree with each statement.

Too much pressure was put on me to do all the talking in the conference.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
| felt I had no choice about participating in the conference with my victim(s).
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
The victim(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
| have a better understanding of how my behavior affected the victim(s).
[ ]strongly agree [ ]agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree
The victim(s) participated only because he/she wanted the money back or to be paid for damages.
[ ]strongly agree [ ]agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree
Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my needs as a human being.
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
Without Family Group Conferences | probably would have gotten punished much worse.
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

21. Is there anything else you would like to say about the Family Group Conference session
or about how your case was handled?
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POST CONFERENCE VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

Date of conference: _/  / Today's date: / /

1.

5.

6.
7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

(Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form to Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem Police
Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION MATTERS! Thank you.)

Did you know the offender before the offense occurred? [ ] yes [ | no
if multiple offenders: [] knew all [ ] knew one or more [ | knew none

1a. IF YES: How did you know the offender?_if multiple offenders, check all that apply
[ ] friend [ ] acquaintance [ | neighbor [ ] other: specify

. Of the following possible effects of the offense on your life, which one was the most important for you?

[ ] a greater sense of fear [ ] the loss of property
[ ] the damage to property [ ] afeeling of powerlessness
[ ] the hassle of dealing with police and court officials

. How satisfied were you with the way the system handled your case?

[ ] very satisfied [ ] satisfied [ ] dissatisfied [ ] very dissatisfied

. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and offender(s) was adequately considered in this case?

[ Jyes [ ]no
Do you believe the offender was adequately held accountable for his/her behavior? [ ] yes [ | no
if multiple offenders: [ ] all were held accountable [ Jone or more were held accountable [ | none were
Do you believe that Family Group Conferencing should be offered, on a voluntary basis, to all victims? [ Jyes [ | no
Do you feel that being in the conference was your own choice?

[ ]yes [ ] yes, but under pressure [ ] no

7a. IF YES: Why did you choose to participate in the Family Group Conference program?
[ ] to get paid back for losses [ ] to receive answers to questions | had
[ ] to help the offender(s) [ ] to receive an apology

[ ] to let the offender(s) know how | felt about the offense
[ ] other: specify

. Would you say the tone of the conference was generally

[ ] friendly [ ] hostile [ ] other: specify

. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? [ Jyes [ ] no

9a. IF YES: By what?
[ ] it went better than | expected [ ] the offender(s) seemed sincere
[ ] itwas worse than | expected [ ] the offender(s) was arrogant
[ ] other: specify

Did the offender seem to be sorry about the way he/she hurt you? [Jyes []no
if multiple offenders: [ ] all seemed sorry | ] one or more seemed sorry | | none seemed sorry
Did the offender offer an apology? [ |yes [ ]no
if multiple offenders: [ ] all apologized [ ] one or more apologized [ ] none apologized
Was it helpful to meet the offender(s) in the conference setting?
[ ] not at all helpful [ ] somewhat helpful [ ] very helpful
Was a restitution or community service agreement negotiated during the conference? [ ] yes [ ] no

13a. IF YES: Was the agreement fairtoyou? [ Jyes [ |no
Was the agreement fair to the offender? [ Jyes [ | no

if multiple offenders: [ ] fairto all [ ] fairto one or more [ ] fair to none
How likely do you think it is that the offender will commit a similar offense against somebody?

[ ] verylikely [ ]likely [ ] unlikely [ ] very unlikely
if multiple offenders: likely for offender(s) unlikely for offender(s)
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15. Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to other victims? [ | yes [ | no
16. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? [ | yes [ ] no

17.

18.

For the following, please indicate how important each item was to you during the conference:
To receive answers to questions | wanted to ask the offender(s).

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To tell the offender(s) how the offense affected me.

[ ] veryimportant [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To get paid back for my losses by the offender(s).

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To see that the offender(s) got come counseling or other type of help.

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have the offender(s) punished.

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have the offender(s) say he or she is sorry.

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant

To have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agreement with the offender(s) that was acceptable to both of us.

[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?

[] yes ] no

19. The following represent statements that are sometimes made by victims who participate in Family Group Conferences.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement.
Family Group Conferencing allowed me to express my feelings about being victimized.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
Family Group Conferencing allowed me to participate more fully in the system.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
The offender(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.

[ ]strongly agree [ ] agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
| have a better understanding of why the offense was committed against me.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree
The offender(s) participated only because he/she was trying to avoid punishment.

[ ]strongly agree [ ] agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree
Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my needs as a human being.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

20. Of the following items, please rank the 3 most important concerns you have related to fairness in the

21.

system, with #1 being the most important.
rank

___ punishing the offender

___ paying back the victim

— getting help for the offender

____ having the offender personally make things right
___ actively participating in the process

__ receiving the offender’s expression of apology
____ other: specify

Is there anything else you would like to say about the Family Group Conference session with your offender(s) or
about how your case was handled?
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case# — POST CONFERENCE PARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Date of conference: / / Today'sdate: __ / [/

Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form in the attached envelope to
Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem Police Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION MATTERS!
Thank you.

1. How satisfied were you with the way your child's case was handled?
[ ] very satisfied [ ] satisfied [ ] dissatisfied [ ] very dissatisfied

N

. Do you believe your child was adequately held accountable for the offense committed?
[ ] yes[ ] no

w

. Was it helpful to meet with the victim(s) in a conference setting?
[ ] not at all helpful [ ] somewhat helpful [ ] very helpful

N

. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? [ ] yes [ ] no
4a. IF YES: By what?
[ ] it went better than | expected [ ] the victim(s) seemed to care about my child
[ ] it was worse than | expected [ ] the victim(s) was so angry
[ ] other: specify

o

For the following, please indicate how important each item was to you during the conference:
To be able to tell the victim(s) how you felt.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To be able to tell your child how you felt.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to everyone.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant

To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what my child did.
[] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant

To have my child apologize for what he/she did.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant

6. Was a repayment or community service agreement negotiated during the conference? [ |yes [ ]no

6a. IF YES: was the agreement fair to you? [ | yes []no
Was the agreement fair to your child? [ ] yes [ ]no

Was the agreement fair to the victim(s)? [ ] yes [ ]no

7. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward your child now?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative

8. Do you think the victim(s) has a better opinion of your child after the conference? [ ] yes [ ] no
9. Do you have a better opinion of your child after the conference? [Jyes [ ]no

10. How likely do you think it is that your child will commit another similar offense?
[ ] very likely [ ] likely [ ] unlikely [ ] very unlikely



Appendix

123

11. Which of the following best describes your attitude about the conferencing session?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative

12. If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?

[ ]vyes [ ] no
13. Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to others who face similar trouble?
[ ]vyes [ ] no

14. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately
considered in this case? ] yes ] no

15. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? [ ]yes [ ] no

16. Of the following items, please rank the 3 most important concerns you have related to
fairness in the system when kids do something wrong, with #1 being the most important.

rank

— punishing the offender

—paying back the victim

____getting help for the offender

—having the offender personally make things right
___allowing the offender to apologize to the victim
___allowing the offender to apologize to their family
___other: specify

17. The following represent statements that are sometimes made by parents of kids in trouble who
participate in Family Group Conferences. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with
each statement.

Too much pressure was put on my child to do all the talking in the conference.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

My child was treated with respect during the conference.
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree

The victim(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

| have a better understanding of how my child's behavior affected the victim(s).
[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

The victim(s) participated only because he/she wanted the money back or to be paid for damages.
[ ]strongly agree [ ]agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree

Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my child's needs as a human being.
[ ]strongly agree [ ]agree [ ]disagree [ ] strongly disagree

Without Family Group Conferences my child probably would have gotten punished much worse.

[ ] strongly agree [ ]agree [ ] disagree [ ] strongly disagree

18. Is there anything else you would like to say about the Family Group Conference session
or about how your child's case was handled?
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OFFENDER QUESTIONNAIRE

(Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form in the enclosed envelope to Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem
Police Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION MATTERS! Thank you.)

Name of offender:

Type of offense: today's date

Description of offense:

E] male E] female E]white E] black E] Hispanic E]other (specify)—

How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?
E] very satisfied E] satisfied E] dissatified E] very dissatisfied

age

Do you believe you were adequately held accountable for the offense you committed?
[ ves [ no

For the following items, please indicate if the item is very important, important, unimportant or very unimportant.

To be able to tell the victim what happened.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant

To compensate the victim by paying them money or doing some work.
[ ] veryimportant [ Jimportant [ ]unimportant [ ] very unimportant

To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim that is acceptable to both of you.
very important E]important E] unimportant E] very unimportant

To be able to apologize to the victim for what you did.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant

Do you think that a meeting with the victim might be helpful?
E] not at all helpful E] somewhat helpful E] very helpful

Would you feel nervous about a structured meeting with the victim attended by your friends and family?
[ ves [Jno

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim at this point in time?
very positive E] positive E] mixed E] negative E] very negative

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the idea of meeting your victim?
[] very positive [] positive [[] mixed [[] negative [] very negative

Do you care about what the victim thinks of you?

E] yes E] no

Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the justice system?

E] punishing the offender E] having the offender personally make things right
[ ] paying back the victim [ ] allowing the offender to apologize to the victim

[ ] getting help for the offender [ ] allowing the offender to apologize to his/her family

Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

[] ves [] no

How was your case eventually disposed of?

Is there anything else you would like to say about how your case was handled by the justice system?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH.
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VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

(Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form in the enclosed envelope to Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem
Police Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION MATTERS! Thank you.)

Name of offender:

Type of offense: today's date

Description of offense:
victim'sage [ | male [ ] female [ ]white [ |black [ |Hispanic [ ] other (specify)
How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?
E] very satisfied E] satisfied E] dissatified E] very dissatisfied
Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and offender was adequately considered in this case?

[] ves [] no

Do you believe the offender was adequately held accountable for his/her behavior?
[] ves [] no
For the following items, please indicate if the item is very important, important, unimportant or very unimportant.
To receive answers to questions you would like to ask the offender.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To tell the offender how the offense affected you.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To get paid back for your losses by the offender.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To see that the offender gets some counseling or other type of help.

E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To have the offender punished.

E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To have the offender say he/she is sorry.
E] very important E] important E] unimportant E] very unimportant
To have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agreement with the offender that is acceptable to you both.
[ ] veryimportant [ ]important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
Do you think that a structured meeting with the offender might be helpful?
[] notatall helpful [[] somewhat helpful [] very helpful
Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the offender at this point in time?
E] very positive E] positive E] mixed E] negative E] very negative
Are you afraid the offender will commit another crime against you?
[] ves [] no
How do you now feel about the offense committed against you?
[] very upset [ ] somewhat upset [] notupset
Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the justice system?

E] punishing the offender E] having the offender personally make things right
E] paying back the victim E] allowing the offender to apologize to the victim
E] getting help for the offender E] allowing the offender to apologize to his/her family
Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

[] yes []no

Is there anything else you would like to say about how your case was handled by the justice system?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH.
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PARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE

case#

Date of court hearing: / [ Today's date: /

Please indicate your answer to the following questions and return this form in the attached envelope to

Cpt. Stahr, Bethlehem Police Department, 10 E. Church Street, Bethlehem, PA 18018. YOUR OPINION MATTERS!

Thank you.

1. How satisfied were you with the way your child's case was handled?
[ ] very satisfied [ ] satisfied [ ] dissatisfied [ ] very dissatisfied

2. Do you believe your child was adequately held accountable for the offense committed?

[ ]yes[ ] no
3. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the court session? [Jyes []no
3a. IF YES: By what?
[ ] it went better than | expected [ ] the victim(s) seemed to care about my child
[ ] it was worse than | expected [ ] the victim(s) was so angry

[ ] other: specify

4. For the following, please indicate how important each item is to you:
To be able to tell the victim(s) how you felt.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To be able to tell your child how you felt.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to everyone.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what my child did.
[ ] very important [ ] important [ ] unimportant [ ] very unimportant
To have my child apologize for what he/she did.
[ ] very important [] important [] unimportant [] very unimportant

5. Was payment or community service ordered during the court session? []yes [ ]no
5a. IF YES: restitution $
fine §

community service (No. Hours)

5b. IF YES: Was this fair to you? []yes []no
Was this fair to your child? [ ]vyes []no
Was this fair to the victim(s)? [ ]yes []no

6. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward your child now?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative

7. Do you think the victim(s) has a better opinion of your child after court? [] yes

8. Do you have a better opinion of your child after court? [Jyes []no

] no
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9. How likely do you think it is that your child will commit another similar offense?
[ ] very likely [] likely [ ] unlikely [ ] very unlikely

10. Do you think that a meeting with the victim might be helpful?
[ ] not at all helpful [ ] somewhat helpful [ ] very helpful

11. Would you feel nervous about a structured meeting with the victim attended by your
child, friends and family?

[ ] yes [ ] no

12. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim(s) now?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [ ] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative

13. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward meeting the victim?
[ ] very positive [ ] positive [] mixed [ ] negative [ ] very negative

14. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately
considered in this case? —yes [ no

15. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? [ ]yes [ ] no

16. Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the
justice system?
D punishing the offender D having the offender personally make things right

D paying back the victim D allowing the offender to apologize to the victim

[] getting help for the offender [] allowing the offender to apologize to his/her family

17. How was this case eventually disposed of?

18. Is there anything else you would like to say about how your child's case was handled?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH.
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CONFERENCE OBSERVATION SHEET

Observer: Paul Ben Other case number:
Coordinator: Offense:
) ) am. a.m. S_OC a.m.
date:______ time beginn — pm. timeend: —— pm time:
Introductions

avoidance of emotion

Permission for observers

use of silence

Appreciation of effort

refocus discussion

Set conference focus

failure to refocus

Offender right to terminate

interrupt participant

Check for understanding

redundant question

Stay with offender

appropriately Victim Offender

Offender Victim Supporters Supporters Coordinator

respect for offender

respect for victim

disapproval of act

disapproval of offender

offender apologizes

offender is forgiven

offender is defiant

consequences of act

suggest reparation to
victim

suggest reparation to
community
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Did the officer maintain the distinction between person and behavior?
not at all L ! ! ! ! I completely
Was any reparation suggested by the officer?
COORDINATOR not at all | ‘ ‘ I completely
Was the reparation outcome affected by the officer?
not at all | ‘ ‘ I completely
Did the officer “lecture” the offender?
never | ‘ ‘ ‘ I all the time
To what extent did the officer adhere to conference coordination protocol?
not at all | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ I completely
Did the victim seem satisfied with the outcome?
not at all | I completely
VICTIM Did the victim indicate a sense of forgiveness?
not at all | ‘ ‘ I completely
Did the offender appear to understand the injury caused to the victim?
not at all | \ \ \ \ | completely
Did the offender seem to express sincere remorse?
OFFENDER not at all | ‘ ‘ I completely
Did the offender appear to end with a feeling of pride?
not at all | ‘ ‘ I completely
Did the offender’s family volunteer future responsibility for the offender?
not at all | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ I completely
OTHER Did the offender’s other supporters volunteer future responsibility for the offender?
PARTICIPANTS not at all | \ \ \ \ | completely

Was there a strong sense of reconciliation (reintegration)?
not at all | ‘ ‘ ‘ I completely

Which participant seemed most punitive?

Was restitution from the offender agreed to?

no []

yes D money  amount total $ amount monthly $

D personal service total hours

D community service total hours

D other: specify

Was action proposed to prevent future similar injuries?

no

yes: describe

Was a follow-up plan agreed to?

] o

Other deviations

D yes: describe

from protocol
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Police Attitudes Scales and Items

Crime Control Orientation

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

* If police officers in high crime areas had fewer restrictions on their use of force, many of the
serious crime problems in those neighborhoods would be greatly reduced.

* Police officers would be more effective if they didn’t have to worry about “probable cause” re-
quirements for searching citizens.

* Police officers must sometimes use unethical means to accomplish enforcement of the law.

* Many of the decisions by the Supreme Court interfere with the ability of police to fight crime.
* Sometimes police are justified using “questionable practices” to achieve good ends.

Service Orientation

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

Police officers should assist citizens who are locked out of their cars.

* Police should assist sick or injured persons.

* Police should handle public nuisance problems.

* If police officers act in a service capacity, this detracts from their ability to fight crime.

* Policing should be seen as service organization.

* Police officers should not have to handle calls that involve social or personal problems where no
crime is involved.

Perception of Community Support

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

* The likelihood of a police officer being physically assaulted in Bethlehem is very high.
* Most of the time the media treat police fairly.

* Most people in Bethlehem lack the appropriate level of respect for police.

* Most young people in Bethlehem respect police officers.

Perception of Community Cooperation

(1-100%)

* Percent of citizens in Bethlehem willing to call the police if they see something suspicious.
* Percent of citizens in Bethlehem willing to press charges in minor crimes.

* Percent of citizens in Bethlehem willing to press charges in serious crimes.

* Percent of citizens in Bethlehem willing to report a crime to police if they are victimized.

Belief in Police Discretion

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

* Police officers should be able to decide whether or not to enforce laws.

* Patrol officers on the street are more effective if they are able to decide on their own when to
enforce particular laws.

Perception of Criminal Justice System Support

(very poor —inadequate — adequate — good — outstanding)

* How would you rate the support of the local courts for your police department?

* How would you rate the cooperation of the Lehigh prosecutor’s office with your department?

* How would you rate the cooperation of the Northampton prosecutor’s office with your department?
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Belief in the Quality of Police Services

(very poor —inadequate — adequate — good — outstanding)

* How would you rate the quality of police services provided by your police department?

* How would the residents rate the quality of police services provided by your police department?

Orientation Toward Force

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

* Police officers should be allowed to use chokeholds.

* Police officers should only able to use deadly force when someone’s life is in danger.

* When a police officer is accused of using too much force, only other police officers are qualified to
judge.

* Police officers should be allowed to use stun guns.

Orientation Toward Police Solidarity

(strongly disagree —disagree —no opinion—agree —strongly agree)

* [ would report a fellow officer for violating a citizen’s civil rights.

* | would report a fellow officer for using unnecessary force (e.g. hitting, kicking, punching) when
making an arrest.

* [ would arrest a fellow officer for driving while intoxicated.

* [ would give a fellow officer a speeding ticket.
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Police Hassles and Uplifts Scales and Items

Hassle items: “Please indicate the degree to which each experience below hassled or bothered you
during the past month as a result of police work.”

Uplift items: “Please indicate the degree to which each experience below made you feel good as a
result of police work during the past month.”

(5-point scale: definitely does not apply to me <—> strongly applies to me)

Organizational Hassles

Communication

* Lack of honesty about my work by superiors

* Interference in my decisions by others

* Having no say in decisions that affect me

* Not receiving recognition for a job well done

* Responsibility without authority to make decisions
* Not being able to speak my mind

Morale

* Feelings of having to conform to “pressure” from peers
* Station instability

* Low morale

* Personality clashes at work

Coworkers

* Problems with coworkers

* Disagreement about how to do something

* Working with people who are inconsiderate

* Working with people who do not listen

* Working with people who are not suited for police work
* Working with people who lack professionalism

* Other members not pulling their weight

Rating
* Unfair promotional policy
e Unfair rating system

Supervision
* Too much supervision
* Being told what to do by others
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Administration

* Poor administration

* Inconsistent application of rules and policy
* Inability to change the system

* Lack of clarity in operational guidelines

* Unnecessary forms

* Excessive paperwork

* Lack of forward planning

* Too much red tape to get something done

* Inappropriate rules and regulations

Individual

* Concerns about the status of police

* Feelings of not being able to do anything

* Feeling generally inadequate

* Feelings of just being a number

* Difficulty staying objective (not expressing my emotions)
* “Bottling up” my feelings

Amenities

* Dirty mess rooms
* Poor facilities

* Untidy work areas

Equipment
* Lack of equipment
* Equipment failure

Promotions
* Exams (for work purposes)
* Studying (for work purposes)

Operational Hassles

Danger

* Going to dangerous calls

* Having to make a forcible arrest
* Going on a raid

Victims

* Dealing with abused children
* Taking a road accident report
* Dealing with assault victims
* Giving bad news

* Delivering a death message

* Seeing other people in misery
* Dealing with domestics

* Dealing with road victims
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Frustration

* Dealing with people who abuse the police

* Not being able to get an admission from someone who is guilty
* Not being able to charge someone who is guilty

* Doing things I don’t agree with

* Doing work I don’t like

* Hoax calls

External

* Courts setting inconvenient dates

* Unreasonable expectations from others outside the department
* Outside interference with police work

* Court decisions being too lenient

* Poor media coverage

* Lack of police powers

» Wasting time at court

Activity

* Quick change overs

* Rushed eating

* Irregular meal times

* Missing meals

* Shift work interfering with other activities
* Sitting around then suddenly active

Complaints
* Departmental handling of complaints
* Complaints by the public

People

* Trying to show interest in people

* Dealing with other people’s problems
* Being responsible for others

Workload

* Meeting deadlines

* Too much expected of me

* Insufficient time to complete a job
* Too much work to do

Driving
¢ Poor drivers on road
* Heavy traffic
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Organizational Uplifts

Amenities

* Good facilities
* Tidy mess room
* Tidy work area

Coworkers

* Working with people who are considerate

* Working with people who know what they are doing
* Working with people who listen

* Getting along with peers

* Working with people I like

* Working with good performers

* Personal reaction from other officers

* Other officers doing the right thing

Administration

* Clarity of operational guidelines
* Results of my plans taking effect
* Application of rules and policy

Decision-making

* Having a say in decisions
* Making popular decisions
* Accepting responsibility

* Solving a problem

* Making tough decisions

Supervision

* Having someone to turn to for help or advice
* Honesty about my work by superiors

* Helpful supervision

Workload

* Meeting deadlines

* Getting things done

* Working hard

* Achieving a heavy workload

Equipment
* Equipment being available
* Equipment working

Family
* Support for my work from my partner
* Sufficient time with family
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Promotions

* Getting a good job

* Receiving a good performance rating
* Opportunity for promotion

* Receiving a good promotions rating

Operational Uplifts

Offenders

* Obtaining an admission from a crook
* Charging someone

* Getting a good result at court

* Going to good calls

* Getting a good “pinch”

* Going on a raid

Victims

* Helping children

* Helping complainants

* Delivering good news

* Public showing interest in my work
* Helping motorists

* Helping the public

* Receiving thanks from the public

Rosters

* Days off

* Good roster

* Shift work fitting in with other activities
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