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ABSTRACT

This is a report  on the Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project .
First-t ime moderately serious juvenile offenders were randomly assigned either to formal
adjudication or to a 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 ’s 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, offender ’s parents and police officers and by
examining outcomes of conferences and formal adjudication. Results are related to six ques-
t ions 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

Restora t ive just ice is the la test  t rend in  cr imina l just ice pract ice tha t  conta ins the
seeds of a  radica lly differen t  paradigm on  cr ime and just ice than  the t radit iona l deter-
rence or  deser t -based approaches. This repor t  is an  eva lua t ion  of one restora t ive just ice
program opera ted by the police in  Beth lehem, Pennsylvania , a  mid-sized Amer ican  city
whose just ice pract ices a re typica l of thousands of such  communit ies across the count ry.

Although developed independent ly from the restora t ive just ice movement , family
group conferencing is considered an  impor tan t  new development  in  restora t ive just ice
pract ice as a  means of dea ling more effect ively with  young offenders by diver t ing them
from cour t  and involving their  extended families and vict ims in  addressing their  wrong-
doing. Or igina t ing in  New Zea land in  1989, conferencing was substan t ia lly revised as a
community policing technique in  Wagga  Wagga , New South  Wales, Aust ra lia , in  1991.
This was the fir st  program to direct ly involve a  just ice officia l in  conduct ing restora t ive
just ice, and has since broadened to include school officia ls, proba t ion  officers and others.
The “Wagga  model” was in t roduced to Nor th  Amer ica  in  1995 by the Rea l J ust ice® orga-
nizat ion, and more than 2,000 police, probat ion officers, educators and others in  the United
Sta tes and Canada  have now been  t ra ined as conference facilit a tors.

Purpose
The Beth lehem Pennsylvania  Police Family Group Conferencing Project  was de-

signed to answer  six programmat ic quest ions about  police-based conferencing as it  is
being applied in  the United Sta tes.

1. Can  typica l Amer ican  police officers conduct  conferences consisten t  with  due
process and restora t ive just ice pr inciples?

2. Does involvement  in  conferencing t ransform police a t t itudes, organiza t iona l
cu lture and role percept ions?

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

4. Will vict ims, offenders and the community accept  a  police-based restora t ive just ice
response?

5. Does the in t roduct ion  of diversionary conferencing a lter  the case processing of
juvenile offenders (e.g., net -widening)?

6. How does police-based conferencing compare to the exist ing system and to other
restora t ive just ice pract ices?

*This project was supported under award number 95-IJ-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 fu ll-t ime police officers volunteered to be t ra ined and conduct
conferences. Over  an  18-month  per iod, fir st -t ime juvenile offenders a r rested for  selected
misdemeanor  and summary offenses were randomly assigned either  to formal adjudica-
t ion  or  to a  diversionary restora t ive policing conference. Cases were blocked by cr ime
type: cr imes pr imar ily directed aga inst  the person  (violen t  offenses) and cr imes pr imar ily
directed aga inst  proper ty (proper ty offenses).

The effect  of the program was measured through surveys of vict ims, offenders and
offenders’ paren ts. Addit iona l da ta  was obta ined from direct  observa t ions of conferences
and review of officia l police and cour t  records. Two depar tment -wide surveys were con-
ducted, pr ior  to the fir st  conference and aga in  a fter  18 months of program opera t ion .
Officer  a t t itudes on  a  wide range of quest ions about  their  work environment  and the
na ture of policing were matched by officer  for  pre- and post -test  compar isons.

Dur ing the course of the exper iment , 215 cr imina l incidents involving the a r rest s
of 292 juveniles qua lified for  the study, represen t ing 23% of a ll juvenile offenders a r-
rested in  Beth lehem dur ing the t ime per iod. These included 75 violen t  cr imes and 140
proper ty cr imes. A store was the vict im in  76% of the proper ty cases and a  school was the
vict im in  29% of the violen t  cases.

Par t icipa t ion  in  the program was volunta ry, crea t ing three groups of subjects: (1)
sta t ist ica l cont rol group (n=68 proper ty, 35 violen t ), (2) selected for  conferencing and
par t icipa t ing (n=56 proper ty, 24 violen t ), and (3) selected for  conferencing but  not  par t ici-
pa t ing (n=57 proper ty, 52 violen t ). Conferences for  violen t  offenses were conducted in
32% of cases selected for  the t rea tment  group, and in  50% of proper ty cases, for  an  overa ll
raw par t icipa t ion  ra te of 42% (propor t ion  of conferences to cases selected). Offenders
were much more likely to decline in  proper ty offenses and vict ims more likely in  violen t
offenses. Among cr ime ser iousness, number  of charges, age, race, and gender  of offender,
on ly gender  was sign ifican t ly rela ted to par t icipa t ion  ra te, and only among violen t  of-
fenders with  females par t icipa t ing a t  twice the ra te as their  male counterpar t s.

In  spite of the probable self-select ion  bias in  the t rea tment  group, the genera liz-
ability of the sample was main ta ined. However, for  th is exper iment  to demonst ra te a
recidivism reduct ion  or  an  improvement  over  magist ra te cour t  cases, differences had to
be st rong enough to be measured across the en t ire t rea tment -selected group, even  though
less than  ha lf received the t rea tment . Quest ions about  how police conducted conferences,
whether  th is a ffected their  cu lture, whether  the community will accept  the program, and
how the program affected case processing do not  require equiva len t  compar ison  groups
and a re unaffected by the th rea t  to the in terna l va lidity of the exper imenta l 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-
cant difference: the treatment group was more likely to say the of-
fender was adequately held accountable for the offense.

Sixty-three percent of conferenced offenders said they were
very satisfied with the way their case was handled, compared to 34%
of the control group and 24% of the decline group. Similarly, parents
were also more likely to say they were very satisfied with the confer-
ence compared to the control or decline group parents. Parents of
conferenced youth were more likely to report fairness in their child’s
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.

Conferenced parents were more likely to have felt their opin-
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.

Offenders

Victims

93%
80%

97%
control

decline

CONFERENCE

86%
96%
97%

decline

control

CONFERENCE

73%
79%

96%

decline

control

CONFERENCE

Parents

Exhibit S1. Satisfaction with
handling of case



6     R estorative Policing Experim ent

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
participant results and program participation rates higher than
any of the reported VOM programs (Exhibit S2). The agreement
compliance rates in the Bethlehem study are comparable to those
cited in other mediation and conferencing studies. In light of
these findings, concerns raised by VOM advocates that victims
and offenders would be less trusting of police than of impartial
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

Re storative  P olic in g

This is a  repor t  on  the Beth lehem Pennsylvania  Police Family Group Conferenc-
ing Project , Nat iona l Inst itu te of J ust ice research  gran t .* J uvenile offenders who qua li-
fied for  the study were randomly assigned either  to formal adjudica t ion  or  to a  diversion-
ary “restora t ive policing” process ca lled family group conferencing. Police-based family
group conferencing employs t ra ined police officers to facilit a te a  meet ing a t tended by
juvenile offenders, their  vict ims, and their  respect ive family and fr iends, to discuss the
harm caused by the offender ’s act ions and to develop a  plan  to repa ir  the harm. Vict im
and offender  par t icipa t ion  is volunta ry. The effect  of the program was measured through
surveys of vict ims, offenders, offender ’s paren ts and police officers and by examining
outcomes of conferences and formal adjudica t ion .

Family group conferencing (a lso ca lled community conferencing) or igina ted in  New
Zealand in  1989 under  the auspices of the socia l welfa re depar tment  as a  means of diver t -
ing young offenders from formal adjudica t ion . Conferencing was substan t ia lly revised
and pioneered as a  community policing technique in  Wagga  Wagga , New South  Wales,
Aust ra lia  in  1991 (Moore and McDonald, 1995). The “Wagga  model” was in t roduced to
Nor th  Amer ica  in  1995 by the REAL J USTICE® organiza t ion , and more than  2,000 po-
lice, proba t ion  officers, educa tors and others in  the United Sta tes and Canada  have been
t ra ined as conference facilit a tors (Umbreit  and Zehr, 1996; Wachtel, 1995).

Police-based conferencing provides a  forum for  the police to br ing together  juvenile
offenders and their  vict ims with  their  respect ive families and suppor ters. This micro-
community of cit izens direct ly a ffected by the cr ime collect ively seeks resolu t ion  of the
in jur ies, which  may include apology, repara t ion  to the vict im, and rein tegra t ion  of the
offender. Idea lly, solu t ions a re not  imposed by the facilit a tor, bu t  instead resu lt  from the
dynamic in teract ion  of par t icipants. Goals of the conference a re: to encourage young of-
fenders to ach ieve empathy toward their  vict ims and take responsibility for  their  cr imes,
a llow vict ims to move toward forgiveness and hea ling, and empower  cit izens to appropr i-
a tely address their  own loca l problems (McCold, 1997; Moore and O’Connell, 1994).

The pract ice of restora t ive policing is rela ted to th ree t rends in  re-examining the
Western system of just ice: 1) community policing and problem-oriented policing (Goldstein ,
1990); 2) rein tegra t ive shaming theory (Bra ithwaite, 1989); and 3) restora t ive just ice
(Zehr, 1990; McCold, 1997a).

*This project was supported under award number 95-IJ-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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Com m unity and  Problem -Orien ted  Policing
Conferencing is more consisten t  with  Herman Goldstein’s defin it ion  of problem-

or ien ted policing than  with  the vague and var ied not ions of community policing often  set
for th  by pract it ioners and researchers. Community policing means many differen t  th ings
to differen t  people (Hunter  and Barker, 1993; Bayley, 1994). There is some consensus
tha t  it s genera l a ims a re to prevent  cr ime and crea te a  bet ter  qua lity of life and to change
the react ive, cont rol-or ien ted style of policing to a  proact ive, problem-solving, service-
or ien ted style. The sta ted object ives of community policing, however, a re var ied: to re-
duce cr ime, fea r  of cr ime, ca lls for  service and compla in ts aga inst  police; to increase pre-
venta t ive knowledge, cr ime clearance ra tes, public sa t isfact ion , number  of volunteers,
police sa t isfact ion , efficiency and effect iveness; and to bu ild police-community par tner-
sh ips (Normandeau , 1993). The specific methods of ach ieving these a ims may differ  very
lit t le from previous policing approaches, and despite it s popula r ity, community policing
is descr ibed as “more rhetor ic than  rea lity” (Mast rofski, 1988; Klockars, 1988; J ones et
a l., 1994; Bull & St ra t ta , 1994; Stenson , 1993).

Herman Goldstein , considered by many to be “the fa ther  of problem-or ien ted polic-
ing,” differen t ia tes between  community policing and problem-or ien ted policing. He says
tha t  community policing is “designed to place grea t  emphasis on  one grea t  need in  polic-
ing, which is to engage the community” (1997, p.8); problem-oriented policing has a  broader
focus—to adopt  an  ana lyt ica l approach  to iden t ify and solve the specific problems tha t
police confront . A key element  in  th is is in tensively engaging the community in  problem
solving (Goldstein , 1990; 1997).

Goldstein  a rgues tha t  the job of socia l cont rol in  society u lt imately depends upon net -
works other  than  the police, networks tha t  the police can  only facilit a te and suppor t . The
community should become responsible for  policing it self:

Severa l a rguments can  be made for  maximum use of in formal cont rols tha t  a re
a lready ava ilable in  the community. F ir st , invoking informal nongovernmenta l con-
t rol may t ru ly be the most  effect ive means for  dea ling with  the problem. Second,
doing so reinforces the concept  of the police as facilit a tors in  get t ing the community
to cont rol it self ra ther  than  depending on  the police and the cr imina l just ice system
for  cont rol. Third, it  suppor t s the st rong preference, when  an  opt ion  exist s, for  us-
ing the least  rest r ict ive, least  in t rusive method of dealing with  a  problem. (Goldstein ,
1990, p.121).

Goldstein  offers numerous examples of police mobilizing the community and making
use of exist ing forms of in formal socia l cont rols, such  as: involving cit izens in  developing
solu t ions to specific cr ime problems; promot ing in teract ion  among popula t ions of varying
age and racia l composit ion  to reduce fear ; holding meet ings to resolve ongoing conflict s
among neighborhood residents; and seeking the help of “those who, because they have
some power  over  an  individual, may be able to influence h is or  her  behavior” (1990, p.121).



R estorative Policing   9

Goldstein  cla ims tha t  individua l police tend to have a  clear  defin it ion  of community:
In  what  I have observed of the pract ice, as dist inct  from the rhetor ic of community
policing, police tend to engage the cit izenry in  a  very pragmat ic and more relaxed
manner. They use “community” ra ther  deft ly to descr ibe those a ffected in  any way
by the specific problem they are at tempting to address, or  the program being launched
in  response to the problem. (1990, p.25)

It  is the involvement  of the micro-community of those a ffected by a  specific cr ime
in  providing informal socia l cont rol and developing a  mutua lly acceptable plan  for  resolu-
t ion  tha t  makes family group conferencing consisten t  with  Goldstein’s view of problem-
or ien ted policing.

R ein tegrative S ham ing T heory
J ohn  Bra ithwaite’s (1989) theory of rein tegra t ive shaming cont r ibu ted to the de-

velopment  of the Wagga  model of conferencing. This theory about  the causes of cr ime in
societ ies has two par ts. The fir st  par t  suggests tha t  the manner  in  which  a  society handles
the emot ion  of shame will determine it s degree of cr ime and violence. When shame is
used to humilia te or  st igmat ize, those who a re st igmat ized will seek out  cr imina l subcul-
tures where they can  find posit ive self-images. According to the theory, there is a  posit ive
rela t ionsh ip in  societ ies between  the in tensity of st igmat izing shaming and the preva-
lence of cr ime, violence and cr imina l subcultures.

The second par t  of the theory seeks to expla in  why people genera lly adhere to
behaviora l norms, tu rn ing the t radit iona l “What  causes cr ime?” quest ion  upside down.
Bra ithwaite asser t s tha t  societ ies tha t  use “rein tegra t ive shaming” have lower  levels of
cr ime and violence. Rein tegra t ive shaming involves encouraging wrongdoers to exper i-
ence shame for  their  act ions while a llowing them to main ta in  their  dign ity. This is accom-
plished by holding wrongdoers accountable for  their  act ions and providing them with  an
oppor tun ity to make th ings r igh t . Conferencing is designed to facilit a te a  process of rein-
tegra t ive shaming.

R estorative J ustice
Although developed independent ly from the restora t ive just ice movement , confer-

encing is considered an  impor tan t  new development  in  restora t ive just ice pract ice. Re-
stora t ive just ice views cr ime, not  pr imar ily as a  viola t ion  of law, bu t  as an  offense aga inst
people and rela t ionsh ips. Restora t ive just ice iden t ifies th ree main  stakeholders in  cr ime:
vict im, offender  and community. According to the ph ilosophy, the community (however
vaguely defined) has a  responsibility in  facilit a t ing a  restora t ive response to wrongdoing;
tha t  response should include holding offenders accountable for  their  act ions and requir-
ing them to make repara t ion  to the vict im and the community. Punishment  and “just
deser t s” a re not  goa ls of restora t ive just ice, and a re viewed as ineffect ive, undesirable
and counterproduct ive responses to cr ime (McCold, 1995).
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Vict im-offender  media t ion , rest itu t ion  and community service programs have t ra -
dit iona lly been  cen t ra l pract ices for  restora t ive just ice advoca tes. With  the advent  of fam-
ily group conferencing and sen tencing circles, the restora t ive just ice movement  has rec-
ognized the impor tance of including the persona l communit ies of ca re of both  offenders
and vict ims in  the resolu t ion  of cr imina l conflict  (Umbreit  & Zehr, 1996). Restora t ive
just ice pract ice is moving from excluding the micro-community under  ear ly vict im-of-
fender  media t ion  models to including them as a  cen t ra l par t  of the restora t ive process
(Van Ness and St rong, 1997; Wright , 1996).

Tony Marsha ll (1994) suggests tha t  restora t ive just ice seeks to reduce cr ime by
st rengthening bonds of in terdependency while holding offenders accountable. Marsha ll
defines restora t ive just ice as:

a  process whereby a ll the par t ies with  a  stake in  a  par t icu la r  offence come together
to resolve collect ively how to dea l with  the a ftermath  of the offence and it s implica-
t ions for  the fu ture. Par t ies with  a  stake in  an  offence include, of course, the vict im
and the offender, bu t  they a lso include the families of each , and any other  members
of their  respect ive communit ies who may be a ffected, or  who may be able to cont r ib-
u te to prevent ion  of a  reoccur rence. (Marsha ll in  McCold, 1997b, p.2)

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

lem-or ien ted policing (especia lly as conceived by Goldstein), rein tegra t ive shaming and
restora t ive just ice—a union  which  could be termed “restora t ive policing” (McCold and
Wachtel, 1998). As an  opera t iona l ph ilosophy for  police, restora t ive policing seeks to:

1) Encourage accountability, repara t ion , rein tegra t ion  and hea ling.
2) Reduce recidivism.
3) Resolve conflict  and elimina te ongoing problems.
4) Provide communit ies with  a  sa t isfying exper ience of just ice.
5) Reduce reliance on  the cr imina l just ice system and formal processes.
6) Transform police a t t itudes, organiza t iona l cu lture and role percept ions.

Some have expressed concerns and cr it icisms about  police-based family group con-
ferencing, which  could be extended to restora t ive policing as a  whole. Effor t s to inst itu te
restora t ive policing programs such  as conferencing should consider  these as par t  of their
eva lua t ion . These concerns and cr it icisms include:

1) The focus on  improving cr imina l just ice responses dist ract s from the broader  goa l
of tackling socia l in just ice.

2) Conferencing may lead to net -widening.
3) Conferencing threa tens pr inciples of propor t iona lity; tha t  is, ou tcomes from con-

ferencing may be too severe or  too len ien t  compared to ou tcomes from formal
just ice processes.

4) Conferencing poses a  r isk of double jeopardy,
5) Conferencing coerces offenders to admit  gu ilt  and threa tens due process.
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6) Police should not  run  conferences because they “have a  coercive role, their  legit i-
macy is grounded in  the invoca t ion  of punishment  and they do not  en joy the
respect  of young people, especia lly young people from oppressed racia l groups.
So, it  is argued, it  is naive to believe the police could do a  good job.” (Braithwaite,
1994, p.207).

Proponents of vict im-offender  media t ion  have a r t icu la ted a  number  of possible
dangers of police-based conferencing, simila r  to the concerns a r t icu la ted above (Umbreit
and Zehr, 1996):

1) Inadequa te prepara t ion  could “sign ifican t ly limit  the impact  of FGC in  humaniz-
ing the process in  such  a  manner  tha t  par t ies feel sa fe and prepared to a t tend
and par t icipa te freely in  a  genuine dia logue” (p.6).

2) Conferencing and conference facilit a tors may be insensit ive to vict ims’ needs and
coercive in  encouraging their  par t icipa t ion  in  the process.

3) Young offenders may be in t imida ted by adult s and uniformed police officers; they
may not  feel sa fe or  comfor table enough to share thoughts and feelings and to
genuinely “own up” to the cr imina l behavior.

4) Police may be incapable of being neut ra l facilit a tors, fa lling in to au thor ita r ian
behavior  pa t terns and undermining the process of rein tegra t ive shaming.

5) The scr ipted conferencing process may be too r igid and insensit ive to cultura l needs
and preferences with in  a  community.

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

Developing Hypotheses
The only completed empir ica l eva lua t ion  of restora t ive policing to da te is a  study

of the program in  Wagga  Wagga , which  used a  before/a fter  design  (Moore, 1995). The
“Wagga  repor t” concluded tha t  implementa t ion  of conferencing for  juvenile offenders had
decreased the number  of cases being dea lt  with  by formal processing in  the cour t  without
increasing the overa ll recidivism ra te. The in t roduct ion  of FGC provided the police with
an  addit iona l in formal process beyond counsel and release, and changed the manner  tha t
police disposed of youthfu l offenders. The ra te of refer ra l to cour t  was reduced from 51
percent  to 28 percent  following the in t roduct ion  of conferencing. The resu lt s a lso sug-
gested tha t  the in t roduct ion  of FGC was t ru ly diversionary, without  producing a  net -
widening effect .

The program in  Wagga  Wagga  received widespread suppor t  from front line police
personnel and loca l community members (Graham, 1993; Moore, 1995, 1993; Moore and
McDonald, 1995; Moore and O’Connell, 1994). The in it ia l eva lua t ion  of the approach  dem-
onst ra ted tha t  juveniles were able to be diver ted from formal cour t  processing without
increasing the ra te of recidivism. Cr ime vict ims found overwhelming sa t isfact ion  by be-
ing act ively involved in  the process, and families were suppor ted in  their  effor t s to dea l
with  the misbehavior  of their  ch ildren . Vict im par t icipa t ion  exceeded 90 percent , mutu-
a lly accepted rest itu t ion  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 t ime. The
act ive involvement  of the community in  resolving juvenile cr ime a ltered 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 inheren t  weaknesses. Due to the lack of a  random-
ized design , the group of offenders processed before the in t roduct ion  of FGC were not
st r ict ly comparable to those processed a fter  it s in t roduct ion . Ra tes of re-apprehension
were somewhat  h igher  for  those processed by the cour t s following in t roduct ion  of FGC,
and appeared to have remained unchanged for  those processed informally by the police
(warn ing versus conferencing). This suggests tha t  re-offending was more a  funct ion  of
choice of processing than  the effect s of the conferencing, per  se.

The few qua lita t ive studies of the Wagga  Wagga  program have suggested tha t  one
of the most  sign ifican t  effect s of conferencing was on  the a t t itude tha t  the police depar t -
ment  had toward it self. These studies suggest  tha t  involvement  by the police in  confer-
encing produced a  cu ltura l sh ift  from a  punit ive lega list ic approach  to a  more problem-
solving, restora t ive approach . Addit iona lly, “. . .when  police a re involved with  th is more
complex model [conferencing], they find it  fa r  more sa t isfying than  the t radit iona l a lter-
na t ive” (Moore, 1995, p.212).

J ohn  Bra ithwaite, Lawrence Sherman and Heather  St rang a re cur ren t ly collabo-
ra t ing in  the Reintegrat ive Shaming Exper iment  (RISE) in  Canberra , Austra lia  (Sherman,
1996; Sherman and Barnes, 1997; Sherman and St rang, 1997a , 1997b; St rang, 1997;
St rang, H. & Sherman, 1997). The RISE project  is randomly assign ing juvenile offenders
and adult  “dr ink dr iving” offenders to police-run  “community accountability conferences”
or  to t radit iona l cour t . They a re conduct ing in-depth  eva lua t ions of par t icipants’ percep-
t ions, vict im and offender  background informat ion , and systemat ica lly observing both
the conferences and the cour t  processes. The resu lt s of RISE will be an  impor tan t  supple-
ment  to the presen t  study and should a llow for  a  cross-na t iona l compar ison  of police-
based conferencing.

The pr imary purpose of the presen t  study is to eva lua te the implementa t ion  of
conferencing as a  restora t ive policing pract ice, examining the effect s of the pract ice on
police and the community and compar ing those resu lt s to equiva len t  da ta  on  formal adju-
dica t ion  and other  restora t ive just ice approaches. Reflect ing the goa ls of restora t ive po-
licing and the concerns about  police-based conferencing previously descr ibed, the presen t
study asks the following quest ions:
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1. Can  typica l Amer ican  police officers conduct  conferences consisten t  with  due pro-
cess and restora t ive just ice pr inciples?

2. Does conferencing t ransform police a t t itudes, organiza t iona l cu lture and role per-
cept ions?

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 in t roduct ion  of conferencing a lter  the case processing of juvenile

offenders?
6. How does conferencing compare to the exist ing system and to other  restora t ive

just ice programs?

Chapter  2 descr ibes the Beth lehem Police Family Group Conferencing Project  in
deta il. Chapters 3 th rough 8 examine the presen t  research  in  ligh t  of these six quest ions.
The fina l chapter  draws together  the conclusions from the other  chapters to address what
can  be known about  these quest ions from the presen t  findings.
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2

Th e  Be th le h e m  Expe rim e n t

In  the summer  of 1995, the Beth lehem Police Depar tment  and the Community
Service Foundat ion  (a  pr iva te not -for-profit  organiza t ion) began  planning a  two-year  re-
search  par tnersh ip to study the effect iveness of police-based family group conferencing.
Sponsored by the Nat iona l Inst itu te of J ust ice*, the study began  November  1, 1995, a fter
a  th ree-day REAL J USTICE® t ra in ing for  18 Beth lehem Police officers, conducted by
three Aust ra lian  pioneers in  family group conferencing.

The Beth lehem Police Depar tment  has 140 sworn  police officers and is act ively
involved in  addressing the needs of city residents. The depar tment  has ongoing cr ime
prevent ion  and community policing programs which  include four  permanent  substa t ions,
a  mobile substa t ion , bicycle pa t rols, and four  fu ll-t ime officers assigned to middle schools.

The city of Beth lehem is loca ted in  southeastern  Pennsylvania , a  two-hour  dr ive
west  of New York City and a  one-and-a-ha lf hour  dr ive nor th  of Philadelphia . Beth lehem,
Allen town and Easton  compr ise a  th ree-city met ropolitan  a rea , sur rounded by approxi-
mately 25 townships and boroughs of varying sizes. Beth lehem has an  a rea  sligh t ly over
19 square miles with  a  popula t ion  of approximately 72,000. It  is par t  of both  Nor thampton
and Lehigh  count ies.

Before the exper iment  began , the depar tment  began  a  vigorous market ing effor t  to
ga in  the community’s suppor t  for  the diversion  program, which  included presen ta t ions to
service organiza t ions, merchant  associa t ions, school administ ra tors and church  groups.
Severa l a r t icles appeared in  the loca l newspapers.

Over  the course of the exper iment , the 18 police officers par t icipa t ing in  the pro-
gram had quar ter ly meet ings to review the progress of the program, iden t ify and resolve
problems and be appra ised of cur ren t  research  sta t ist ics. The group opera ted as a  self-
directed work team with  a  sen ior  officer  as lia ison  (program lia ison  officer ) between  the
depar tment , cour t s, proba t ion  and schools. The group formula ted a  program name, “Op-
era t ion  P.R.O.J .E .C.T.” (Program for  Redirect ion  of Offending J uveniles th rough Empa-
thy-building and Conferencing Techniques), and developed a  mission  sta tement  and goa ls
for  the program. The mission  sta tement  reads:

The Beth lehem Police Depar tment ’s “Opera t ion  P.R.O.J .E .C.T.” is an  a lterna t ive
just ice program for  juvenile offenders and their  vict ims. By providing a  forum for
vict ims to express feeling and take par t  in  the repa ir  of harm, the offenders must
own and eva lua te their  behavior  and how it  a ffect s other  people.

The program goa ls the officers a r t icu la ted were sa t isfying vict ims, repa ir ing harm/dam-
age, re-educa t ing juvenile offenders, offenders “owning” their  behavior, lower ing recidi-
*This project was supported under award number 95-IJ-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 ra tes, providing an  a lterna t ive to punishment , increasing community sa t isfact ion ,
and reducing cour t  system workload.

The following sect ion  descr ibes the methods used for  select ing cases for  the study
and solicit ing par t icipa t ion  in  the program. A presen ta t ion  and discussion  of case selec-
t ion  resu lt s and par t icipa t ion  ra tes follows.

Methods

The Beth lehem Police Depar tment  adopted the following policy for  eligibility in
the juvenile diversion  program:

•  Only juveniles a r rested by the Beth lehem Police Depar tment  a re eligible.*
•  Only fir st -t ime offenders a re eligible. (For  the purpose of the research  project , a

fir st -t ime offender  is defined as a  juvenile who has not  been  through the juvenile
proba t ion  system.)

•  No felony level cr imes a re eligible un less specifica lly agreed to by the ch ief of
juvenile proba t ion .

•  No drug or  a lcohol cr imes (possession  or  delivery) a re eligible.
•  No sex offenses a re eligible.
•  Only assau lt s which  meet  the following condit ions a re eligible:

a ) graded as simple assau lt s (or  th rea t  or  harassment ) where:
1) there is no ser ious bodily in jury
2) no weapons were used
3) juvenile assau lt s a  juvenile where there is less than  a  5- year  age gap

b) graded as a  summary viola t ion
•  Theft s of a  misdemeanor  or  summary level a re eligible.
•  Proper ty cr imes of a  misdemeanor  or  summary level a re eligible.

The above policy and guidelines were established a fter  confer r ing with  the juve-
nile cour t  judges, dist r ict  a t torneys, and chief juvenile probat ion  officers from both  Lehigh
and Nor thampton  count ies. Because th is was a  pilot  program, the cases selected for  in -
clusion  were confined to the least  ser ious cases ava ilable. A limited number  of pr ior  sum-
mary a r rest s did not  au tomat ica lly disqua lify a  juvenile from the program, a llowing for
some discret ion  by the program lia ison  officer, in  consulta t ion  with  the pr incipa l invest i-
ga tor. Cases where the on ly ident ifiable vict im was the a r rest ing officer—so-ca lled “con-
tempt  of cop” cases—were not  included in  the study, a t  the request  of the pr incipa l inves-
t iga tor.

The program lia ison  officer  regula r ly reviewed a r rest  records submit ted by officers
over  the course of the exper iment—November  1, 1995 through May 1, 1997—earmarking
cases that  appeared to qualify for  the study. Criminal history informat ion was then checked
to confirm eligibility. The lia ison  officer  then  phoned the pr incipa l invest iga tor  to submit
the selected cases to random assignment .

There were to be a  tota l of 150 cr ime-aga inst -proper ty cases and 75 cr ime-aga inst -
* As of October  1996, th is requirement  was amended with  the Heller town Police Depar tment  join ing the project .
Heller town is a  smaller  ju r isdict ion  adjacent  to Beth lehem. The Heller town Police cont r ibu ted one case to the
exper iment .
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person  cases selected for  the exper iment , two-th irds assigned to a  t rea tment  group and
one-th ird assigned to a  cont rol group. Cases were defined as a  cr imina l incident , and each
case could involve mult iple offenders.

Two list s of random numbers had been  genera ted (n = 150 and n = 75), each  with
equa l dist r ibu t ions of in tegers 1, 2 and 3. The cases were placed on  a  list  in  the order  they
were repor ted to the researcher. All incidents with  1’s were coded as the cont rol group, 2’s
and 3’s the t rea tment  group. The random assignment  list  was never  revea led to the lia i-
son  officer, and he could not  an t icipa te the next  assignment . When a  case was included, a
determina t ion  was made whether  the offense was pr imar ily a  cr ime-aga inst -proper ty or
pr imar ily a  cr ime-aga inst -person , hereafter  refer red to as proper ty cr imes and violen t
cr imes. The case in format ion  was then  en tered in to the next  line of the relevant  random
list  and the lia ison  officer  was in formed whether  the case was cont rol or  t rea tment .

None of the vict ims or  offenders for  cont rol group cases were in formed about  the
existence of the diversion  program. These cases were left  to be processed without  police
diversion . When a  case was assigned to the t rea tment  group, the lia ison  officer  began  to
a t tempt  to contact  the offender (s) involved, expla in  the program and elicit  their  par t ici-
pa t ion . Because the program is mindfu l of the due process r igh ts of offenders, they must
understand tha t  they can  opt  ou t  of the program and decide to face cour t  with  a ll their
r igh ts in tact . Acceptance in to the program required the offender  to admit  non-inculpa-
tory responsibility for  the charge (actus reus). When offenders agreed to par t icipa te, the
lia ison  officer  then  contacted the vict ims to expla in  the program and elicit  their  par t ici-
pa t ion . Only where both  offender  and vict im were willing to par t icipa te was the case
assigned to the facilit a t ing officer. If either  par ty was unwilling to par t icipa te, the case
was not  conferenced and, thus, was processed through normal channels like the cont rol
cases. After  the key par t ies agreed to par t icipa te, the facilit a t ing officer  then  had the
responsibility of invit ing other  suppor ters, a r ranging a  t ime and place to meet , and speak-
ing with  a ll par t icipants to prepare them for  the conference.

Result s

There were 1,285 juveniles a r rest s between  November  1, 1995, and May 1, 1997
(excluding t ra ffic viola t ions). As reflected in  the select ion  cr iter ia  above, the Beth lehem
Police Depar tment  wanted to exclude repea t  offenders, offenders charged with  felony
offenses, and those not  residing loca lly; the county prosecutors wanted to exclude drug
and a lcohol offenses, sex offenses, weapon offenses, and assau lt s where offenders used a
weapon or  were more than  four  years apar t  in  age from the vict im; the pr incipa l invest i-
ga tor  wanted to avoid cr imes where the on ly ava ilable vict im was the a r rest ing officer
and cases disposed without  formal a r rest . These a re not  mutua lly exclusive ca tegor ies.
For  example, 56 percent  of the offenders charged with  a  felony were a lso disqua lified
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because of pr ior  records.
As shown in  Exhibit  1, pr ior  refer ra l to juve-

n ile proba t ion  (i.e., pr ior  misdemeanor  or  felony a r-
rest ) was the la rgest  single reason  for  disqua lifying
cases from the study, with  29 percent  who could have
been  disqua lified for  tha t  reason  a lone. Overa ll, 35
percent  of offenders could have been  disqua lified for
one or  more of the th ree pr ior  h istory reasons (pr ior
refer ra l to juvenile cour t , more than  3 pr ior  a r rest s
or  adjudica ted youth), 18 percent  for  inappropr ia te
cr imes (drug and a lcohol or  public order  offenses),
15 percent  for  non-Beth lehem-residency, 14 percent
for  too t r ivia l an  offense (handled informally), and
10 percent  for  too ser ious a  cr ime (felony, weapons
or  sexua l offenses).

There were 227 juven ile a r rest s dur ing the
study—18 percent  of the tota l number  of a r rest s (n  =
1,285)—who could not  be disqua lified based on  any

of the known reasons sta ted above. Some of these cases were not  selected because of
offenders who were charged with  a  simple assau lt  in  spite of using a  weapon or  who had
commit ted disorder ly conduct  without  a  vict im other  than  the a r rest ing officer. This de-
ta iled in format ion  was on ly ava ilable from the a r rest  repor t s, and thus these offenders
could not  be disqualified based upon informat ion  available from the computer ized records.
Nonetheless, th is apparen t ly qua lifying but  not  selected group of offenders will provide a
usefu l compar ison  group la ter  in  th is re-
por t .

In  order  to compare the propor t ions
of cases disqua lified for  differen t  reasons,
it  is necessary to crea te mutua lly exclusive
categor ies. If cases are first  disqualified be-
cause the cr ime was too ser ious, then  be-
cause the offender ’s pr ior  h istory was too
ser ious, then  because the offenses were in -
appropr ia t e, t hen  because t he ca se was
handled informally, and finally because the
offender  was not  a  loca l resident , an  ap-
proxima t ion  of propor t ions of ca ses dis-
qua lified by reason  can  be considered.

non-selected
eligible

crime
too

serious

offender
history

crime
inappropriate

handled
informally

non-
resident

selected

Exhibit 2
Offender eligibility categories
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As shown in  Exhibit  2, offender  pr ior  h istory remains the most  common disqua li-
fier  (28 percent ), followed by inappropr ia te offenses (11 percent ) and cr ime ser iousness (9
percent ). E ighteen  percent  of a ll juvenile a r rest s were disqua lified for  reasons not  ava il-
able in  computer ized records. Thus, dur ing the course of the exper iment , 215 cr imina l
incidents involving the a r rest s of 292 juveniles qua lified for  the study, represen t ing 23
percent  of a ll juvenile offenders a r rested by the Beth lehem Police dur ing the t ime per iod.

Qualifying cases were submit ted to random assignment  un t il the ta rget  ra te of 75
violen t  cr imes was ach ieved. The project  included 140 proper ty cr imes, 93 percent  of the
150-case ta rget . The resu lt s of the random assignment  a re shown in  Exhibit  3. The ran-
domized exper imenta l assignment  was adhered to in  a ll 215 cases in  the study, ach ieving
the one-th ird/two-th irds a ssignmen t  with  less
than .24 percent  devia t ion. The number  of offend-
ers per  case ranged from 1 to 6, with  an  overa ll
average of 1.36 persons-per-cr ime (ppc). This ra -
t io did not  dist r ibu te equa lly across the exper i-
menta l groups. Among violen t  cases, t rea tment  and cont rol groups were about  equa lly as
likely to involve mult iple offenders with  1.40 ppc in  the cont rol group and 1.52 ppc in  the
t rea tment  group. However, among proper ty cases, the t rea tment  group, with  1.22 ppc,
was less likely to involve mult iple offenders than
the control group, with  1.45 ppc. Thus, t rea tment
group proper ty cases were less likely to have in-
volved mult iple offenders than  cases in  the other
groups. As a  resu lt , the assignment  of offenders
sligh t ly devia tes from the case dist r ibu t ion  as shown in  Exhibit  4, though not  by a  sta t is-
t ica lly sign ifican t  amount .

The par t icipa t ion  ra tes in  the program for  those cases assigned to be conferenced
(t rea tment  group) var ied, with  32 percent  of violen t  cases
and 52 percent  of proper ty cases par t icipa t ing. Taking in to
account  tha t  there were mult iple offenders for  some cases,
the offender-based par t icipa t ion  ra tes were sligh t ly lower,
with  32 percent  of violen t  offenders and 50 percent  of prop-
er ty offenders par t icipa t ing, as shown in  Exhibit  5. Thus,
two-th irds of the violen t  offenders and ha lf of the proper ty
offenders selected for  exper imenta l t rea tment  were actu-
a lly processed the same as those selected for  the cont rol
group, th rough the t radit iona l cour t  processes, χ2  (1, n  =
189) = 6.06, p < .05.

It  was expected tha t  the randomly assigned groups

Treatment group participation rates
Exhibit 5

crime type
violent property total
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would be simila r  in  a ll impor tan t  respects. Because a  propor t ion  of those cases selected
for  t rea tment  fa iled to resu lt  in  a  conference, the assumpt ion  of equa lity of groups is in
doubt . Thus, there a re essen t ia lly th ree exper imenta l groups—the cont rol group, the con-
ference group (t rea tment /par t icipa t ion) and the decline group (t rea tment /non-par t icipa-
t ion). Knowledge of any ways the groups differ  will be helpfu l in  in terpret ing resu lt s from
this study.

The specific cr iminal offenses included in  the sample are shown in  Exhibit  6. Among
proper ty cr imes, 74 percent  were reta il theft  cases. Among the violen t  cr imes, 88 percent
were harassment  or  disorder ly conduct . Harassment -by-communica t ion  is included in
the harassment  ca tegory, and a ll other  cr imes a re collapsed to produce the specific cr ime
groupings used in  th is study. Thus, proper ty cr imes a re divided in to reta il theft  and other
proper ty cr imes, and violen t  offenders a re divided in to th ree cr ime types—disorder ly,
harassment  and other  violen t  cr imes—as shown in  Exhibit  7.

Among proper ty cr imes, reta il theft  cases were somewhat  under-represen ted in
the cont rol group and over-represen ted in  the conference group. Par t icipa t ion  ra tes were

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%  

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  reta il theft  and 29 percent  for  other  proper ty cr imes. Among violen t  offend-
ers, the cr ime subca tegor ies a re more equa lly dist r ibu ted across a ll th ree exper imenta l
groups, and the par t icipa t ion  ra tes were comparable, with  35 percent  for  disorder ly, 32
percent  for  harassment , and 40 percent  for  other  violen t  cr imes. Thus, the on ly difference
in  the dist r ibu t ion  of cr ime subca tegor ies across exper imenta l groups was tha t  among
proper ty offenders those offenders a t tending a  conference were more likely to be charged
with  reta il theft  versus other
proper ty cr imes than  those of-
fenders in  the con t rol or  de-
cline groups.

Exhibit  8 shows the ex-
p er im en t a l  gr ou p s  b r ok en
down  by a ge, ser iou sn ess of
charge, race/ethn icity, gender
and residence. Differences be-
tween  exper imenta l groups in
seriousness of charge and race/
ethn icity a re not  sta t ist ica lly
s ign ifica n t  con t r ol l in g for
cr im e t ype. H owever, differ-
ences in  age, gender  and resi-
dence a re sta t ist ica lly sign ifi-
cant  after  controlling for  cr ime
type. Thus, the exper imenta l
groups differed in  severa l re-
spects. Among violen t  offend-
ers, males compr ised ha lf the
conference group and 75 per-
cen t  of t h e  d ecl in e  gr ou p .
Among proper ty offenders, the
decline group had a  lower  pro-
por t ion  of 13-year-olds and a
h igher  propor t ion  of Zip1 resi-
dents than  the conference and
decline groups; t he proper ty
con t r ol gr ou p h a d a  h igh er
propor t ion  of Zip3 r esiden t s
than  the proper ty decline and
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conference groups. There was no discernable differences in  the th ree Zip codes which
might  expla in  these differences in  par t icipa t ion  by loca lity (residents differed as much
with in  zip code as between  zip codes in  S.E .S. and racia l composit ion). In  a ll other  re-
spects, based on  the ava ilable da ta , the decline group is sta t ist ica lly simila r  to the confer-
ence group, and the cont rol group is sta t ist ica lly simila r  to the conference and decline
groups.

Understanding the reasons for
declin ing to par t icipa te may help ex-
pose a  self-select ion  bias should one
exist . Because conferencing is volun-
tary, either  vict im or  offender  could de-
cline to par t icipa te. Other  factors be-
sides dir ect  r efu sa ls  t o pa r t icipa t e
could a lso resu lt  in  fa ilu re of confer-
ences to proceed. Cases were coded by
the reason  for  declin ing to par t icipa te
as shown in  Exhibit  9a . Among the 52 selected violen t  offenders not  conferenced, offend-
ers declined in  29 percent  of the cases and the vict im declined in  62 percent  of the cases.
Among the 57 selected proper ty offenders not  conferenced, the cor responding decline pro-
por t ions were 70 percent  for  offenders, and 14 percent  for  vict ims. Thus, offenders were
much more likely to be the reason  for  declin ing conferencing in  proper ty offenses, vict ims
more likely in  violen t  offenses.

The program par t icipa t ion  ra te is the number  of conferences divided by the num-
ber  of cases selected in  the t rea tment  group. In  order  to ca lcu la te individua l vict im and
offender  par t icipa t ion  ra tes, it  is necesary to limit  the ca tegor ies in  the denomina tor  of
the ra te. For  example, offenders who could not  be found could not  have agreed or  declined
to par t icipa te, so they should not  be counted in  the offender  decline figure. Likewise,
vict ims of offenders who declined to par t icipa te were never  ask to par t icipa te, so the
n u m ber  of ca ses
for  v ict im s  t o
a va i la b le  t o d e -
cline is limited to
the number  of con-
ferences (where of-
fender  has agreed
t o p a r t icip a t e )
plus the number of
vict ims declin ing.

violent property
offender declined

contests charges
prefers court
reoffend prior to contact
unable to contact

victim declined
victim declined
victim nonresponsive

case excluded

29%

62%

10%

70%

14%

16%
settled prior to contact
administrative error

column

15
5
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1
3

32
14
18

5
4
1

52
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7
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8
0
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total
50%

37%

13%

55
12
20
6

17
40
22
18
14
9
5

109

Reasons for cases declining to participate
Exhibit 9a

Corrected participation rates
total violent property   formulas

total selected for treatment 189 76 113
total cases declined 109 52 57

excluded cases 14 5 9
reoffend prior to contact 6 1 5

offenders unable to contact 17 3 14
offender decline 32 11 21

victim decline 40 32 8
conferenced 80 24 56

offender participate rate 79% 84% 75%  =(vic+conf)/(off+vic+conf)
victim participate rate 67% 43% 88%  =(conf)/(vic+conf)
total participation rate 53% 36% 66%  =conf/(off+vic+conf)

program participation rate 42% 32% 50%  =conf/total selected

Exhibit 9b
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The formulas for  comput ing individua l vict im
and offender  par t icipat ion ra tes is shown in  Ex-
h ibit   9b. Offenders agreed to par t icipa ted 79%
of the t imes they were asked (85% violen t  and
75% proper ty). Vict ims agreed to par t icipa te
67% of the t imes they were asked (43% violen t ;
88% proper ty). When offered a  conference vic-
t ims and offenders agreed to par t icipa te 53%
of the t ime (36% violen t ; 66% proper ty). Thus
the program par t icipat ion ra te of 42% (and 32%
and 50%, respect ively) underest imate the t rue
par t icipa t ion  ra te.

Par t  of the reason  for  cr ime-specific dif-
ferences in  pa r t icipa t ion  ra tes rela tes to the
type of vict im for  each offense. Inst itut ions were
the vict ims in  61 percent  of the cases included
in  th is study. A store was the vict im in  76 per-
cen t  of a ll proper ty cases (n = 140). The school

was the vict im in  29 percent  of violen t  cases (n = 75). Although the loca l schools did
par t icipa te in  the program, the number  of cases occur r ing a t  one loca l h igh  school crea ted
scheduling problems for  the school administ ra tors. A number  of cases were excluded from
the diversion  program because the schools were unresponsive in  scheduling a  t ime for
the conference to occur.

Par t icipa t ion  ra tes a lso differed by race and
gender  and, to a  lesser  exten t  by ser iousness and
number  of cur ren t  charges, as shown in  Exhibit
10a  and Exhibit  10b. However, when  type of cr ime
is cont rolled for, the only difference which  remains
sign ifican t  is gender, with  females par t icipa t ing
a t  twice the ra te as males for  violen t  cases. The
differences in  par t icipa t ion  ra tes by race/ethn ici-
ty and number  of cur ren t  charges a re due to dif-
fer ing propor t ions of these cases by cr ime type.
There was a  tendency for  those charged with  more
ser ious offenses and a  grea ter  number  of offenses
to decline par t icipa t ion  a t  h igher  ra tes than  oth-
ers, though these differences a re not  sta t ist ica lly
sign ifican t  given  the number  of cases.
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A quest ion  remains about  the dif-
ferences between the cont rol groups and
the decline groups. The degree to which
the cases are different  in  legally relevant
wa ys  (e .g., cr im e ser iou sn ess , p r ior
record) should be reflected in  the cour t
disposit ion  of these cases. However, as
shown  in  Exh ibit  11, on ly the con t rol
proper ty cases had a  grea ter  chance of
convict ion , though  th is difference was
not  sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t . Thus, there
is some reason  to th ink tha t  the prop-
er ty control group is different  in  relevant
wa ys fr om  t h e ot h er  cou r t  pr ocessed
cases (violen t  cont rol group and the vio-
len t  and proper ty decline groups).

Consider ing the disposit ion  of a ll
the cour t  cases in  the study, as shown in
Exhibit  12, there were no sta t ist ica lly
sign ifican t  difference in  the propor t ion
of cases dismissed (withdrawn  or  dis-
missed) or  in  gu ilty plea  r a t es except
among the proper ty cases: 93 percent  of
the formally disposed proper ty cont rol

cases pled guilty (plea  or  accelera ted disposit ion) compared to 74 percent  of the proper ty
decline cases.

Conclusions

The random assignment  of violen t  offenders produced simila r  groups, a like in  a ll
measured respects; th is was not  t rue for  the random assignment  of proper ty offenders. In
spite of adher ing to a  st r ict  random assignment , the cont rol group of proper ty offenders
differed in  a  number  of respects from the t rea tment  group of proper ty offenders. This
cont rol group was more likely to include mult iple offenders per  case compared to the
conference group or  the decline group. Also, the proper ty cont rol group was much more
likely than  either  the conference or  decline groups to reside in  the Zip1 a rea  of Beth le-
hem. F ina lly, the cont rol group of proper ty offenders were more likely to have pled guilty
than  other  cases in  the study disposed by cour t  to da te.
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Proper ty offenders were more likely to par t icipa te in  a  conference, with  ha lf the
proper ty offenders par t icipa t ing in  a  conference, compared to on ly a  th ird of the violen t
offenders. This grea t  of a  non-par t icipa t ion  ra te has ser ious implica t ions for  the in terna l
va lidity of the exper iment , making program effect s indist inguishable from the effect s of
having the more coopera t ive cases. The empir ica l evicence of a  pure program effect  will
have to await  the resu lt s of the RISE project  (Sherman, 1996). Since cases in  RISE are
randomly assigned to t rea tment  on ly a fter  offenders have agreed to par t icipa te, presum-
ably their  en t ire sample is a  subset  of our  sample. Excluded from the RISE sample a re
those offenders who themselves decline to par t icipa te in  addit ion  to those cases not  qua li-
fying. Thus, as in  any t ru ly volunta ry program, self-select ion  bias in  the sample is un-
avoidable. This bias will have grea ter  effect  for  the in terna l va lidity of the presen t  study
and for  the externa l va lidity of the RISE study.

In  spite of the poten t ia l self-select ion  bias in  the t rea tment  group, much can  be
learned about  implementa t ion  from the externa l va lidity (genera lizability) of the sample
which  was main ta ined. For  th is exper iment  to demonst ra te a  “program effect” and differ-
ences in  ou tcomes to reach  sta t ist ica l sign ificance, the program effect s would have to be
st rong enough to be measured across the en t ire t rea tment -selected group, even  though
less than  ha lf received the t rea tment . Presumably, the decline groups received the same
t rea tment  condit ions as their  respect ive cont rol groups, so the program effect s should be
independent  of the self-select ion  effect , on ly substan t ia lly watered-down by the low par-
t icipa t ion  ra te. Thus, on ly differences between  cont rol group and combined t rea tment
group (conference and decline) a re test s of pure program effect s apar t  from self-select ion
effect s.

Quest ions about  how police conducted conferences, whether  th is a ffected their  cu l-
tu re, whether  the community will accept  the program, and how the program affected case
processing do not  require equilivan t  compar ison  groups and a re unaffected by the lack of
in terna l va lidiy of the random assignment  (a lso see the discussion  on  limita t ions in  the
fina l  chapter  below).
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3

Con fe re n ce  Obse rvation s

In October 1995, the Bethlehem Police Department was in the process of integrating
community and problem-or ien ted policing over  the en t ir e depar tment . 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 J USTICE, 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 to the U.S. REAL J USTICE 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 t ime. The three-day training seemed to be
insufficient in providing the officers with proper personal at tention 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 facilitat ing 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  t ime 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 crit icism 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 to each other and to other variables,
and a report  on conference outcomes.
* The project ’s research  advisory board recommended taking th is cor rect ive act ion . It  was agreed tha t , because the
officers were not  conduct ing conferences according to protocol, such  a  direct  in tervent ion  in  the program opera t ion
was warran ted.
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Methods

To enhance 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 J USTICE 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 part icipants.
2) Obtaining permission for observers.
3) Acknowledging appreciation of everyone’s effort  to attend.
4) Sett ing the conference focus.
5) Telling offenders they had the right to terminate the conference at  any t ime.
6) Checking that  offenders understood this r ight.
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 part icipant (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 dist inction 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 facilitat ion 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 reconciliat ion (reintegration)?

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

Facilit a tor  per formance was ra ted using the following sca les:
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-
t ively 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. In these cases, representatives from
the businesses and schools—including store managers and owners, security personnel, and
school administrators and faculty—attended the conferences.
The remaining 23 percent were personal victims.

The conferences lasted an average of 34 minutes (m in =
10, m ax = 72), and the post-conference contract  preparation and
social t ime lasted an average of 10 minutes (m in = 5, m ax = 25).
The retail theft  conferences took less t ime than other types of
offenses, lasted an average of 27 minutes while non-retail theft
conferences lasted an average of 47 minutes, F(1, 53) = 37.3, p <
.001. There was no other significant difference in length of con-

Exhibit 13
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ference or social t ime 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 (m in  = 3,
m ax = 121). The average t ime 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 (m in = 3, m ax = 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 no change 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, χ2 (1, n  = 56) = 7.7, p < .01. Young
persons other than the offender (or victim) were present in 35 percent of the conferences. This
was consistent across crime type and t ime 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 init ial contact . The conference process is a series of open-ended questions asked of the
offender, the victim, the victim’s 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 facilitat ing 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’ r ights and in all but 8 cases (12 percent) the facilitator checked
that the offender understood this r ight. 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  part icipant 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 sett ing the conference focus is to explain that
“we are not here to decide whether [offender] is a good or bad
person, but to examine who has been affected by his/her in-
appropriate behavior.” Since maintaining the dist inction be-
tween deed and doer is important—that is, disapproving of
the offense, but not disapproving of the offender as a person—facilitators were evaluated on
how well they themselves did at  maintaining such a dist inction. Seventy-nine percent of all
conference facilitators maintained the dist inction between person and behavior “completely”,
14 percent “mostly”, 4 percent “somewhat”, 4 percent “a lit t le”, and 1 percent “not at  all”.
Facilitators were much more likely to maintain the dist inction completely after the in-service
training, from 63 percent to 93 percent, χ2 (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 to determine the outcomes of conferences;
the outcomes should be an agreement between confer-
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 lit t le”, 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, χ2 (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 lit t le”, 7 percent “somewhat”, 14 percent “mostly”, and
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, χ2

(1, n  = 56) = 3.4, p = .064. While facilitators of property cases were less likely to suggest  or
affect  the outcome than for violent cases, these differences were not stat ist ically significant.

It  was made clear to the facilitat ing officers that  conferencing was not to be 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 lit t le”, 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, χ2 (1, n  = 56)
= 4.0, p < .05.

Only 39 percent of all facilitators were scored as having adhered to conference facilita-
t ion protocol “completely”, 41 percent “mostly”, 6 percent “somewhat”, and 5 percent “a lit t le”.
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, χ2 (1, n  = 56) =
3.3, p = .070.

The average grade for facilitator compliance
with protocol was 84.7 percent (m edian = 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
conferences were more likely to lecture the offender
(65 percent) than facilitators of other types of con-
ferences (20 percent), at  least  during the early pe-
riod, χ2 (1, n  = 56) = 5.0, p < .05. There was not a
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 dramatic improvements in overall scores and subscale scores following the
in-service training. Scores improved for making introductions, gett ing permission for observ-
ers, expressing appreciation of at tendance and sett ing the focus of the conference. However,
scores for explaining offender r ights 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 to 48
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 t ime, it  is necessary to compare
first conference performance with subsequent con-
ferences. There were 19 officers who conducted
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 no lower 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 stat is-
t ically 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 addit ional conferences).
Following the in-service training, the average
number  of pa r t icipan t s increased to 6.6 for
officer ’s second conferences. However, the size
of the conferences continued to decline with sub-
sequent conferences.
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Because of the small number of cases available for a within-facilitator analysis, none
of these differences are statist ically significant. These results are suggestive rather than
definit ive. 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
to improve with experience up to the 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 composit ion (t ime to conference, length of conference, number of part icipants, 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 t ime to run, 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 t ime from crime to conference
being greater after  the in-service. The conference composit ion variables (total part icipants,
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 to report  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 dist inc-
t ion 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 posit ively 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 to agreement compliance or recidivism.

Observer ratings of victim satisfaction was posit ively related to the number of part ici-
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-
t ims’ sense of forgiveness was posit ively related to the facilitator protocol score, r(56)= .34, p
< .05, and facilitators maintaining the dist inction between person and behavior, r(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 posit ive 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 posit ive 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 punit ive 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 posit ively related to compliance with the
agreement, r(56) = .30, p < .05. Also, the more the offender ’s 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 to have 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
of the compliance or  recidivism outcomes differed
across crime type, age or gender of offender, or period
of the experiment.

The observers were also asked to judge which
participant was most punit ive at  each conference. As
shown in Exhibit  19, the parents of the offenders were
seen as the most punit ive in 33 percent of the confer-
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 punit ive at  all.

offender
arresting officer

victim

victim
supporter

facilitator

33%

13%

9%
4% 4%

2%

offender
supporter

Exhibit 19
Observer ratings of

most punitive participant

35%
none
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Conference Outcom es

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 distr ict  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-
dents of the city of Bethlehem—33 percent from Zip1, 36
percent from Zip2, and 20 percent from Zip3—with the other
11 percent from surrounding suburbs.

As shown in Exhibit  20, the types of outcomes from
conferences varied by type of offense. Of the agreements
reached in conferences for property crimes, 27 percent in-
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-
ment, 29 percent included community service, and 79 per-
cent included some other reparative action. Property cases
were nearly three t imes more likely to include community
service as a condition of the agreement than violent cases, χ2

(1, n  = 80) = 16.3, p < .0001. The average amount of community service was 24 hours, ranging
from 2 to 100 hours (S D = 19.4, n  = 50). For property cases, the average amount was 26 hours
(S D = 20.0, n  = 43). For violent cases, it  was 11 hours (S D = 3.5, n  = 7). The amount of
community service for property cases was nearly three t imes higher than for violent cases
among those offenders agreeing to community 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
(S D = 56.3, n  = 19). For property cases, the average payment was $136.87 (S D = 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 (S 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 let ters of apology (n  = 24) and making personal apologies (n
= 8). The other types of reparative actions were meeting together to discuss the problem

restitution community
service

other

27%

17%

77%

29%

57%

79%

Conference agreement terms

violent

property

n=80

action

Exhibit 20
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further (n  = 4), being referred to counseling or youth services (n  =
4), avoiding contact  with a person (n  = 4), at tending counseling (n  =
3), promising not to re-offend (n  = 3), at tending English tutoring (n
= 2), aiding a teacher in class (n  = 1), taking a tour of prison (n  = 1),
having a structured summer (n  = 1), and adhering to a behavior
contract  (n  = 1).

There was an attempt by the participants, especially in the
violent cases, to fashion specific reparative action which attempted
to address a source of difficulty for offenders. Some retailers were
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 let ters of apology in addit ion. 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 t ime 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
to court , 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 disposit ion. Therefore, the conference
compliance rates were 93 percent for property cases and 96 percent for violent cases.

Conclusions

The init ial 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 to miss
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 t ime. Retail theft  con-

property violent

$137

$80

crime type

Average restitution for cases
agreeing to restitution

Exhibit 21
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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 to include 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 st ill 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

P olice  Su rve ys
The study of police-based conferencing in Wagga Wagga, New South Wales, Australia,

suggested that  the program had significant effects on changing the att itude and orientation
of the police department, from a punit ive, legalist ic approach to a problem-solving, restor-
ative approach (Moore, 1995). The present study empirically tested this assert ion by examin-
ing how police att itudes and role orientation changed as a result  of a number of officers
conducting restorative conferences. An officer at t itudinal 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 t ime 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,
S D = 9.5), and their  length of service in Bethlehem ranged from 1 to 36 years (M = 13.4, S D =
9.7). At pre-test  t ime, 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 t ime of the post-test , the composit ion 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 distr ibuted much
the same as at  pre-test  t ime. There was only one female officer at  the t ime 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, S D = 9.4) and more experienced (M = 13.5, S D = 10.0).
At post-test  t ime, 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 addit ional 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, t(130) = 2.9, p < .01, and had on average 6.8 fewer years of experience t(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 posit ive 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

HASSLES SCALES 
RELIABILITY

Bethlehem

n = 75

Bethlehem 
Post-test 

n = 51

Hart, et al. 
'90 

n = 1,130

Hart, et al. 
'88     

n = 330
Alpha Means Alpha Means Alpha Means

Hassles 0.97 2.4 0.97 2.3 0.91 1.7
   Organizational Hassles 0.96 2.5 0.96 2.5 0.87 1.7

Communication 0.82 2.4 0.83 2.5 0.88 1.5
Morale 0.71 2.2 0.70 2.1 0.83 1.4
Co-workers 0.88 2.8 0.90 2.9 0.93 1.7
Ratings 0.91 2.7 0.98 2.5 0.79 1.8
Supervision 0.64 2.1 0.57 2.0 0.80 1.3
Administration 0.87 2.9 0.90 2.9 0.93 2.0
Individual 0.79 2.3 0.81 2.2 0.88 1.7
Amenities 0.63 2.1 0.63 2.1 0.87 1.9
Equipment 0.56 2.4 0.66 2.6 0.86 2.2
Promotions 0.52 1.8 0.49 1.7 0.93 1.7

   Operational Hassles 0.94 2.3 0.95 2.3 0.83 1.6
Danger 0.85 1.9 0.81 1.8 0.81 1.0
Victims 0.84 2.2 0.79 2.1 0.89 1.3
Frustration 0.79 2.6 0.80 2.4 0.86 1.6
External 0.77 2.6 0.84 2.5 0.90 1.8
Activity 0.83 2.3 0.88 2.2 0.88 1.6
Complaints 0.55 2.6 0.70 2.6 0.80 1.7
People 0.62 2.4 0.75 2.4 0.77 1.8
Workload 0.86 2.4 0.88 2.4 0.82 1.7
Driving 0.70 2.5 0.84 2.4

Alpha
0.87
0.81
0.83
0.83
0.93
0.86
0.72
0.90
0.86
0.89
0.81
0.89
0.78
0.90
0.90
0.85
0.86
0.88
0.82
0.85
0.88
0.77 0.82 2.2

Pre-test 

Exhibit 22a
Reliability of Hassles and Uplifts Scales
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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 att itudes 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

Bethlehem

n = 75

Bethlehem 
Post-test 

n = 51

Hart, et al. 
'90 

n = 1,130

Hart, et al. 
'88     

n = 330
Alpha Means Alpha Means Alpha Alpha Means

Pre-test UPLIFTS SCALES 
RELIABILITY

Uplifts 0.96 3.3 0.96 3.2 0.80 0.77 2.7
   Organizational Uplifts 0.95 3.4 0.94 3.3 0.83 0.81 2.8

Amenities 0.72 2.9 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 3.4 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

Exhibit 22b
Reliability of Hassles and Uplifts Scales

ATTITUDES SCALES RELIABILITY

Bethlehem  
Pre-Test 

n = 75

Bethlehem 
Post-Test 

n = 51

Brooks, 
et al. 

n = 330
Alpha Means Alpha Means Means

Crime Control Orientation 0.71 2.9 0.72 2.8 2.9
Service Orientation 0.69 3.5 0.80 3.5 3.2

Perception of Community Support 0.63 2.8 0.41 3.2 2.7
Perception of Community Cooperation 0.69 64% 0.87 61% 64%

Belief in Police Discretion 0.55 3.5 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 0.55 3.8 3.5
Orientation Toward Force 0.41 2.9 0.33 2.7 3.1

Orientation Toward Police Solidarity 0.86 3.0 0.81 3.0 3.3

Exhibit 23
Police attitude scales reliability
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police att itudes toward their  work activit ies 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 to cit izens. The two scales measuring att itudes toward their  specific tasks were (1) the
Arrest  Scale, measuring posit ive att itudes toward activit ies involved in exercising formal
authority, and (2) the Helping Scale, measuring posit ive att itudes toward helping cit izens
through actual provision of service activit ies. All of these scales held their  reliability on the
post-test  sample, except the Authority Scale.

The items in the Authority Scale were:
1) Police should handle public nui-

sance problems (4-point item)
2) Police should help set t le family

disputes (4-point item)
3) Policing should be seen as a ser-

vice or ga n iza t ion  (4-poin t
item)

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 didn’t  have to worry about “probable cause”

requirements for searching cit izens (4-point item)
3) If police officers in high crime areas had fewer restrict ions 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-
t ion, on the post-test  questionnaire, there were five-point ordinal items measuring support  of

Pre-Test Post-TestCONSTRUCTED POLICE n = 75 n = 51ORIENTATION SCALES
Authority

Service
Arrest

Helping

alpha
0.75
0.71
0.84
0.89

mean
2.64
3.49
2.98
3.54

alpha
0.48
0.71
0.89
0.92

mean
2.63
3.51
2.72
3.12

Exhibit 24
Police orientation scales reliability
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family group conferencing for use with domestic dispute calls and for moderately serious
adult  offenses.

Two addit ional 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-

ous juvenile offenders (5-point item)
2) Level of support  for conferencing for moderately seri-

ous adult  offenders (5-point item)
3) Level of support  for conferencing for responding to do-

mestic dispute calls (5-point item)

Procedure

Surveys were dist r ibu ted to a ll members of the Beth lehem Police Depar tment  dur-
ing roll ca lls. Officers were required to give ident ifying informat ion  in  the form of badge
number  bu t  were in formed, in  a  cover  let ter  signed by the commissioner  and the research
director, tha t  their  survey responses would be kept  confident ia l and would not  be shown
to police administ ra t ion . Stamped return  envelopes addressed to the research  director
were included with  a ll surveys. The surveys were non-anonymous to a llow match ing of
pre-test  and post -test  scores for  each  respondent . This matched-subjects design  a llows
for  a  more powerfu l t est  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 ra te on  the post -test  declined with  on ly 51 of the 139 tota l (36 percent )
responding. The overa ll response ra tes for  the pre- and post -test s were deemed adequa te,
with  a  response ra te for  the pre-test  exceeding those repor ted in  two of the other  studies
using anonymous versions of these quest ionnaires (Hart , Wearing & Headey, 1993; Brooks,
P iquero & Cronin , 1993), and the post -test  response equa ling tha t  of one of these other
studies (Har t , Wear ing & Headey, 1994), as shown in  Exhibit  26.

Analysis of response bias across years of exper ience, age, rank and educa t ion  dem-
onst ra ted tha t  those who responded were genera lly represen ta t ive of the force as a  whole.
The only sign ifican t  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, χ2 (1, n  = 37) = 5.8, p < .05. Feedback from those refusing to
complete the survey suggested tha t  they pr imar ily objected to quest ions rela t ing to police
solidar ity (e.g., “would you  a r rest  fellow officers who . . . ?”).

To assess retest  response bias, those who responded to both  surveys and those who

CONFERENCING n = 51
SCALES alpha mean

Exposure 0.75 2.63
Support 0.84 9.43

Exhibit 25
Conferencing scales reliability
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responded to the pre-test  on ly
were compared by years of ex-
per ience, age, rank and educa-
t ion . The only sign ifican t  differ-
ence bet ween  pr e-t est  sa mple
and post -test  sample was tha t
there was a  h igher  propor t ion  of line-level officers and a  lower  propor t ion  of sergeants
and detect ives and lieu tenants and above who responded to both  surveys versus the pre-
test  on ly, χ2 (2, n = 71) = 6.5, p < .05. There were no other  sign ifican t  differences in  years
of exper ience, age, rank and educa t ion  based on  whether  someone responded to both  pre-
and post -test s, pre-test  on ly, post -test  on ly or  neither.

Thus, the response bias for  the two surveys was deemed minimal. The newer  offic-
ers were somewhat  over-represen ted in  the pre-test  and line-level officers were some-
what  over-represen ted in  the matched pre-post  sample. Officers t ra ined in  conferencing
were equa lly likely to respond to the survey as other  officers in  the depar tment .

As a  fur ther  test  of the possibility of a  response bias, a  ser ies of t -t est s were con-
ducted compar ing the pre-test  scores for  the pre-test  on ly group and the pre-post  matched
group on  the 50 Hassles and Uplift s and Police At t itudes sca les. The only sca le showing a
sign ifican t  difference in  means between  groups was the a t t itude sca le measur ing percep-
t ion  of community suppor t , t(73.7) = -2.2, p < .05. This suggests tha t  those who responded
to the pre-test  bu t  not  the post -test  had a  sligh t ly more favorable percept ion  of commu-
nity suppor t  than  those who responded to both  the pre-test  and post -test . However, given
the number  of t -test s conducted, finding one of 50 test s sign ifican t  could be accounted for
by chance a lone. Therefore, there was essen t ia lly no bias in  pre-test  scores between  those
who responded to the pre-test  on ly and those who responded to both  pre- and post -test s.

Result s

Of the 75 pre-test  respondents, 44 percent said they knew nothing about family group
conferencing, 20 percent heard about it , 28 percent knew a lit t le, 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 lit t le,
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

Survey #police responses response rate
Bethlehem Police Pre-Test
Bethlehem Police Post-Test
Hart, et al. #1
Hart, et al. #2
Brooks, et al.

131
139
491

1130
1384

77
51

340
404
761

59%
36%
67%
36%
55%

Exhibit 26
Police survey response rates
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if there was any change in police att itudes 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-
ducted and the lack of reliability of this measure on
the post-test , this too may have been due to chance
alone. Thus, conferencing cannot be said to have had
a significant impact on changing police att itudes to-
ward their  activit ies or the role of police.

In spite of the lack of a systemic effect , it  is
possible that  there were changes at  the individual
level for some officers, based on their  exposure to
and support  for conferencing. Using partial correla-
tions, an analysis was conducted to determine if there
were significant changes in scores for the Police At-
t itudes and Hassles and Uplift s sca les based on
scores for the Exposure scale and the Support  scale.

The Exposure sca le was sign ifican t ly cor rela ted with  Percept ion  of Community
Coopera t ion  and Or ien ta t ion  Toward the Use of Force, r(32) = .44, p < .05 and r (32) = -.37,
p < .05, respect ively. Because of the rela t ionsh ip between  conduct ing conferences and age
and years of exper ience, the par t ia l cor rela t ions were run  aga in  cont rolling for  these
var iables. The cor rela t ions remained sign ifican t . Because Or ien ta t ion  Toward Force was
unreliable on  both  pre-test  and post -test , cau t ion  must  be used in  in terpret ing rela t ion-
sh ips involving these sca les. As shown in  Exhibit  28, those with  a  h igher  exposure to
conferencing had a  modera te increase in  Percept ion  of Community Coopera t ion  and as
shown in  Exhibit  29, those with  a  h igher  exposure to conferencing had a  decrease in
Or ien ta t ion  Toward the Use of Force.

The Suppor t  sca le was sign ifican t ly cor rela ted with  Cr ime Cont rol Or ien ta t ion
and Individua l Hassles. However, cont rolling for  age and years of exper ience, on ly the
cor rela t ion  with  Cr ime Cont rol Or ien ta t ion  remained sign ifi-
can t , r(30) = -.54, p < .01 as shown in  Exhibit  30.

Paired t -tests were run on pre- and post-test  scores among
those who conducted family group conferences. There was a  sig-
n ifican t  increase in  Percept ion  of Community Coopera t ion , t(8)
= -2.5, p < .05, a  modera te decrease in  Uplift  From Administ ra -
t ion , t(8) = 3.6, p < .01, and a  modera te decrease in  Uplift  From
Workload, t(8) = 4.3, p < .01.

Exhibit 28
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Nonparametr ic tests were conducted using pre- and post -
test  scores of those who had conducted conferences (n  = 9) for
severa l individua l it ems (4 Hassle/Uplift  and 4 At t itudes items)
which  were deemed likely to change because of exposure to con-
duct ing restora t ive conferences: helping ch ildren  (uplift ), han-
dling juveniles (hassle), dea ling with  paren ts (hassle), thanks
from the public (uplift ), police should help set t le family disputes,
people in  Beth lehem lack respect  for  police, police should not
handle socia l or  persona l problems, young people in  Beth lehem
respect  police. There were no significant  changes in  these items.

Conclusions

I t  a ppea r s  t h a t  a lt h ou gh  t h er e wer e n o s ign ifica n t
changes in  a t t itudes and role percept ions over  the en t ire Beth-
lehem Police Depar tment  dur ing the course of the exper iment ,
there were some significant  changes observed among those with
the most  exposure to conferencing. Those who knew more about
conferencing and had conducted conferences showed significant
increases in  their  percept ions of community coopera t ion  and a
sign ifican t  decrease in  their  or ien ta t ion  toward a  cr ime cont rol
approach  to policing. This suggests movement  toward an  ap-
proach  to policing more consisten t  with  problem-or ien ted polic-
ing and community policing among those who were exposed to

and suppor t ive of conferencing. Based on  these ana lyses, it  is likely tha t  as more officers
a re exposed to conferencing, these effect s will become more widespread in  the Beth lehem
Police Depar tment .

It  is perhaps not  surpr ising tha t  there were no systemat ic changes in  the percep-
t ions of officers who were not  direct ly involved in  conferencing. There appear  to be offic-
ers who a re or ien ted toward use of force and cr ime cont rol act ivit ies who do not  feel tha t
conferencing is “rea l” police work. However, the “police cu lture” is not  a  single perspec-
t ive, with  more and more officers recognizing the impor tance of problem-solving and pro-
viding community services as essen t ia l par t s of rea l police work. Ra ther  than  change
everyone’s minds, exper ience with  conferencing appears to draw it s suppor ters and find
it s det ractors among the same groups who suppor t  or  oppose community policing in  gen-
era l.
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5

P artic ipan t Su rve ys

An important part  of this study was to assess how victims, offenders and the commu-
nity would react  to a restorative policing strategy such as conferencing and also to 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 cr imina l incidents included in  the study. These involved the a r rest
of 292 juveniles and the vict imiza t ion  of 217 vict ims: 85 individua ls, 107 reta il stores,
and 25 schools. Some reta il stores and schools were the vict ims in  mult iple cases, bu t
were t rea ted separa tely for  each  cr imina l incident .

Offenders. Offenders assigned to the cont rol group, offenders who declined to par-
t icipa te, and offenders whose vict im declined to par t icipa te were processed through the
normal adjudica tory process. Offenders charged with  summary offenses a re required to
appear  and en ter  a  plea  before the dist r ict  magist ra te in  the ju r isdict ion  where the of-
fense took place. Offenders charged with  a  misdemeanor  or  felony have their  cases re-
fer red for  in take to the juvenile cour t  proba t ion  depar tment  of the county where the
offense took place. Some offenders have their
charge dropped by the police (non-ar rest ) or  by
the magist ra te (withdrawn or  dismissed), es-
pecia lly when requested by the complainant . As
shown in  Exhibit  31, 52 percent  of the 292 of-
fenders in  th is study had their  cases handled
by a  dist r ict  magist ra te (dropped, gu ilty plea ,
gu ilty t r ia l, or  not  gu ilty), 9 percent  were dis-
posed by juvenile proba t ion  (supervision  or  in -
formal adjustment ), and 8 percent  had not  yet
been  disposed. The other  32 percent  were dis-
posed by the police (counsel & release or  con-
ference).

counsel
& release

other
informal

adjustment

supervision
not guilty

guilty trial
guilty plea

dropped

conference

4%

8%
6%

3%

33%

11%

27%

4%

4%

Exhibit 31
Case dispositions of

offenders in study
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Parents. Parents of juvenile offenders a re often  as much vict imized by their  ch ild’s
behavior  as is the actua l vict im. Paren ts of offenders a re required to pick up their  ch ild
from the police sta t ion  a fter  a r rest  processing is completed. The ca ll from the police tha t
their  ch ild has been  a r rested is just  the beginning of a  ser ies of emot iona l hurdles they
must  face. Paren ts whose ch ildren  must  appear  before the magist ra te usua lly accompany
their  ch ild and a re often  given  an  oppor tun ity to speak. Paren ts of offenders whose cases
are conferenced had to agree to let  their  ch ild par t icipa te in  the program and to accom-
pany their  ch ild a t  the conference. Paren ts were genera lly very responsive to the idea  of
a  restora t ive conference and seemed to have a  bet ter  understanding than  their  ch ild of
the advantage of avoiding a  juvenile record. In  many ways, paren ts of young offenders
are in  a  much bet ter  posit ion  to eva lua te the justness of the process than  a re their  misbe-
having ch ildren .

Victim s. Vict ims of juvenile cr ime a re genera lly a lso the compla inants to the po-
lice. To a  cer ta in  exten t , then , vict ims a re the “customers” of police services. The cr ime
vict ims in  th is study differed in  a  number  of respects from the broader  popula t ion  of
cr ime vict ims. F ir st , the vict ims included in  th is study could ident ify their  offenders.
Second, these offenders had been  a r rested by the police. Third, the offenders were a ll
juveniles. Because of these factors, we cannot  confident ly genera lize findings to the en-
t ire popula t ion  of cr ime vict ims, nor  to the popula t ion  of vict ims of juvenile cr ime. How-
ever, we can  regard th is sample as represen ta t ive of the popula t ion  of vict ims of lesser
juvenile cr ime with  a  known offender  who has been  a r rested. There is no reason  to sus-
pect  tha t  th is subpopula t ion  of vict ims in  Beth lehem, Pennsylvania , differs in  impor tan t
ways from such  vict ims in  other  mid-sized Amer ican  cit ies. In  in terpret ing the resu lt s,
however, we must  t ake the limita t ions of the sample popula t ion  in to account .

There is an addit ional considerat ion in  interpret ing the results of this survey. Among
the vict ims responding to the survey, vict ims of violen t  cr imes were much more likely to
have known the offender  before the conference (77 percent ) compared to vict ims of prop-
er ty cr imes (5 percent ). Differences between  cr ime types and between  persona l versus
inst itu t iona l vict ims a re relevant  for  both  the genera lizability of these resu lt s to other
cr ime vict ims not  included in  th is study as well as genera lizing to simila r  vict ims in  other
loca lit ies.

Apparatus

Surveys were developed using quest ionna ires from Mark Umbreit ’s book, Victim
Meets Offender (1994). Quest ions rela ted to percept ions of how the case was handled by
the just ice system, a t t itudes and beliefs about  the just ice system, a t t itudes toward the
vict im and offender, a t t itudes toward how the par t icu la r  case was handled and percep-
t ions of fa irness. Surveys were ava ilable in  English  and Spanish  t ransla t ions because of
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the la rge Spanish-speaking popula t ion  in  Beth lehem. Or igina lly, surveys had only been
developed for  vict ims and offenders, bu t  it  became apparen t  tha t  offenders’ paren ts were
often enthusiast ic about  conferencing and somet imes complet ing their  child’s survey them-
selves. Thus, a  separa te offender ’s paren t  survey was developed (see research  inst ru-
ments in  appendix).

Procedure

Each vict im, offender  and offender ’s paren t  was sen t  a  quest ionna ire following the
disposit ion  of their  case, whether  it  was diver ted th rough a  restora t ive just ice conference,
disposed in  magist ra te cour t  for  summary offenses, or  disposed in  juvenile cour t  for  mis-
demeanors.

The or igina l in ten t  was to send surveys to subjects approximately two weeks a fter
the disposit ion  of the case. This did not  occur  in  pract ice. The actua l t ime from disposit ion
to sending the survey var ied. It  was longer  for  cour t -adjudica ted cases because in forma-
t ion  on  t imes of disposit ion  was not  usua lly ava ilable from the magist ra te immedia tely
after  disposit ion  and required search ing a  computer  da tabase. Conferenced cases were
t racked by the Beth lehem Police for  agreement  compliance; therefore, cur ren t  address
informat ion  was readily ava ilable for  these cases. In  no cases were par t icipants sen t
quest ionnaires before two weeks t ime had elapsed in  an effor t  to avoid measur ing a  “bubble
effect” immedia tely following conferences. An ana lysis of t ime elapsed from disposit ion  to
complet ion  of quest ionna ire fa iled to detect  any rela t ionsh ip to par t icipant  responses.

Surveys were mailed and accompanied by a  let ter  signed by the police commis-
sioner  and a  stamped return  envelope addressed to the police lia ison  officer. To increase
the sample size, follow-up phone ca lls were conducted no sooner  than  two weeks a fter  the
surveys were fir st  sen t . When appropr ia te, survey in terviews were conducted over  the
phone. In  severa l cases where a t tempts to contact  had fa iled, persona l visit s were made.
Of the 180 vict im surveys received, 75 percent  were received by mail and 25 percent  by
phone in terview. Of the 233 offender  surveys received, 52 percent  were received by mail,
45 percent  by phone in terview, and 3 percent  th rough a  persona l visit . Of the 169 paren t
surveys received, 53 percent  were received by mail, 45 percent  by phone in terview, and 2
percent  th rough a  persona l visit .

The overa ll survey response ra tes were 67 percent  for  vict ims, 67 percent  for  of-
fenders, and 54 percent  for  paren ts. As shown in  Exhibit  32, there were sign ifican t  differ-
ences in  response ra tes, depending on  exper imenta l group and cr ime type. The confer-
ence groups had the h ighest  response ra tes for  vict ims, offenders and paren ts. This did
not  remain  sign ifican t  for  violen t  cases, when  cont rolling for  cr ime type. However, it  did
hold t rue for  proper ty case offenders, paren ts and vict ims, χ2  (1, n  = 148) = 15.6, p  < .001,
χ2  (1, n  = 107) = 11.0, p < .001 and χ2  (1, n  = 117) = 13.3, p < .001, respect ively. In  violen t
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cases, conferenced offenders and vict ims did have sligh t ly h igher  response ra tes than
decline and cont rol group offenders and vict ims, bu t  these differences were not  sign ifi-
can t . The response ra tes for  conference,
cont rol and decline group paren ts were
vir tua lly iden t ica l among violen t  cases.
There were no sign ifican t  differences in
response ra tes between  cont rol and de-
cline groups among offenders, paren ts or
vict ims.

Response ra tes were a lso compared across a  number  of other  var iables. Overa ll,
offenders in  reta il theft  cases were more likely than  offenders in  other  types of cases to
respond to the survey, 75 percent  versus 61 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 233) = 4.5, p < .05. Also,
paren ts of offenders who were white were more likely than  paren ts of nonwhite offenders
to respond to the survey, 64 percent  versus 47 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 169) = 4.5, p < .05. The
difference in  response ra tes between  white and nonwhite offenders, 73 percent  versus 61
percent , was not  qu ite sign ifican t , χ2  (1, n  = 233) = 3.6, p = .056. There were no overa ll
differences among vict ims.

Among just  the conference group, the race effect  was no longer  sign ifican t  for  of-
fenders or  paren ts. Offenders who lived in  Zip3 were more likely than  offenders who lived
in  other  zip codes to respond to the post -conference survey, 100 percent  versus 80 percent ,
χ2  (1, n  = 80) = 3.9, p < .05. Proper ty offenders were more likely than  violen t  offenders to
respond to the survey, 89 percent  versus 71 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 80) = 4.2, p < .05. Also,
offenders with  no pr ior  a r rest s were more likely than  offenders with  a t  least  one pr ior
a r rest  to respond to the survey, 88 percent  versus 64 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 80) = 4.7, p < .05.
Offenders and paren ts of offenders whose vict im was a  reta il store or  an  individua l were
more likely than  offenders and paren ts of offenders whose vict im was a  school to respond
to the survey, for  offenders 88 percent  versus 50 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 80) = 7.4, p < .01, for
paren ts 78 percent  versus 20 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 46) = 7.4, p < .01.

Among just  the cont rol and decline groups, the race effect  remained sign ifican t  for
paren ts of offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 123) = 4.1, p < .05, and a lmost  sign ifican t  for  offenders, χ2 (1,
n  = 153) = 3.8, p  = .053. Tha t  is, paren ts of white offenders were more likely than  paren ts
of nonwhite offenders to respond to the cour t  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 . Vict ims of violen t  cr imes were more likely than  vict ims of
proper ty cr imes to respond to the survey, 72 percent  versus 49 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 115) =
6.5, p < .05. Simila r ly, individua l or  school vict ims were more likely than  reta il theft
vict ims to respond to the survey, 67 percent  versus 47 percent , χ2  (1, n  = 115) = 4.5, p < .05.

The conference group had the h ighest  response ra te for  vict ims, offenders and par-
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ents. Among the overa ll sample of offenders and their  paren ts, white offenders and their
parents were over-represented compared to Lat ino offenders and their  parents. Also, prop-
er ty offenders and their  paren ts responding were over-represen ted compared to violen t
offenders and their  paren ts. For  vict ims, however, the opposite was t rue: responding vic-
t ims of violen t  cr imes were over-represen ted compared to vict ims of proper ty cr imes.
With in  the conference group, offenders were more likely to respond if they had no pr ior
a r rest s and lived in  Zip3. Again , we were unable to determine what  factors might  be
involved in  differences between  zip codes.

This chapter  presen ts the resu lt s of the par t icipant  surveys for  vict ims, offenders
and paren ts of offenders, summar izing the resu lt s and drawing conclusions a fter  each
sect ion . Chapter  9 draws these conclusions together  and rela tes them more direct ly to
the hypotheses a r t icu la ted in  Chapter  1.

VICTIM SURVEY RESULTS

Of the tota l of 180 vict ims who were sen t  a  survey, 67 percent  responded. The
highest  response was in  the conference group with  83 percent  (n  = 65), then  the cont rol
group with  61 percent  (n  = 57) and the decline group with  55 percent  (n  = 58).

Conference versus Court
Four  quest ions were asked both  of vict ims who a t tended conferences and vict ims

whose cases were processed by formal adjudica t ion :
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, cr ime vict ims who par t icipa ted in  a  conference were more

sa t isfied with  the way their  case was handled than  those whose cases were processed
through cour t : 96 percent  of conference group vict ims, compared to 79 percent  of cont rol
group vict ims and 73 percent  of decline group vict ims, χ2  (2, n  = 116) = 9.6, p  < .01. Among
the cour t  cases, vict im sa t isfact ion  was not  sign ifican t ly rela ted to the disposit ion  of the
offender  (handled informally, acquit  or  gu ilty).

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, χ2 (2, n  = 112) = 7.1, p < .05. Crime victims whose offenders had
pled guilty in court  are generally unaware of the court  disposit ion. In fact , among the court
cases, victim experience of fairness was not significantly related to the disposit ion of the
offender. The control and decline group victims were presumably rating the handling of the
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case by the police rather than the justice
sys t em  a s  a  wh ole . Of cou r se , a ll
conferenced victims knew precisely the out-
come of the case as they played a primary
role in designing that  outcome.

When asked if the offenders had been
adequately held accountable, 93 percent of
conferenced victims agreed, compared with
74 percent of the control group and 77 per-
cent of the decline group victims as shown
in Exhibit  35. These differences were not
qu it e  s t a t is t i-

cally significant , χ2  (2, n  = 115) = 5.9, p = .053. Again, for  non-
conferenced crime victims, the arrest  of the offender may be a suf-
ficient sign of offender accountability, even if they do not know the
ult imate resolution of the case. This did not appear to be true, how-
ever; among the court  cases, victims’ sense of accountability was
significantly related to the disposition of the offender. Victims whose
offenders were found guilty were significantly more likely to feel
that  the offender had been held accountable, 90 percent for guilty disposit ions versus 50
percent for other disposit ions (does not include cases not yet  disposed), χ2 (1, n  = 59) = 11.5, p

< .001.
Finally, when asked if their  opinion was adequately considered,

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-
t ion was not significantly related to victims feeling their  opinion
was considered.

There were no significant  differences between the cont rol and
t rea tment  (decline and conference combined) vict ims for  the sa t -
isfact ion , fa irness, accountability and opin ion  items. When con-
t rolling for  cr ime type, however, there was a  sign ifican t  differ-
ence among vict ims of proper ty cr ime. In  th is subgroup, the t rea t -
ment  group was more likely to say the offender  was adequa tely
held accountable for  the offense, χ2  (1, n  = 71) = 4.2, p < .05.

Within the t reatment  group, there were significant  differences
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between  the decline and conference groups. Conferenced vict ims were more likely than
decline group vict ims to be sa t isfied with  how their  case was handled, to exper ience fa ir-
ness and to feel the offender  was held accountable. Cont rolling for  cr ime type, the differ-
ence in  sa t isfact ion  ra tes remained sign ifican t  for  both  proper ty cr ime vict ims and vio-
len t  cr ime vict ims—χ2  (1, n  = 52) = 4.3, p < .05 and χ2   (1, n  = 31) = 4.3, p < .05, respec-
t ively—but  differences in  fa irness and accountability ra tes were no longer  sign ifican t  for
either  cr ime grouping of vict ims.

There were sign ifican t  differences between  conferenced vict ims and a  collapsed cour t
group (decline and cont rol combined). Cr ime vict ims a t tending a  conference were more
likely than  cour t  vict ims to be sa t isfied with  how their  case was handled, to exper ience
fa irness, and to feel the offender  was held accountable. Cont rolling for  cr ime type, the
difference in  sa t isfact ion  ra tes remained sign ifican t  for  both  proper ty cr ime vict ims and
violen t  cr ime vict ims—χ2  (1, n  = 72) = 4.6, p < .05 and χ2  (1, n  = 44) = 4.1, p < .05, respec-
t ively—but  differences in  fa irness and accountability ra tes were no longer  sign ifican t  for
either  cr ime grouping of vict ims.

Court Only
Severa l quest ions were asked only of vict ims whose cases were disposed via  the

formal adjudica t ion  process. As shown in  Exhibit  37, 79 percent  sa id they felt  a  meet ing
with  the offender  might  be helpfu l, 23 percent  sa id they had a  posit ive a t t itude toward
the offender, 39 percent  sa id they were no longer  upset  about  the cr ime, and 74 percent
sa id they were not  a fra id tha t  the offender  would commit  another  cr ime aga inst  them.
There were no sign ifican t  differences when  the group was divided by cr ime type (violen t
cr ime versus proper ty cr ime) or  exper imenta l group (cont rol or  decline).

Conference Only
Severa l quest ions were asked only of vict ims who a t tended family group confer-

ences. As shown in  Exhibit  38, 96 percent  sa id they felt  tha t  par t icipa t ing in  the confer-
ence was their  own choice; 92 percent  sa id they would recommend conferences to others;
94 percent  sa id they would choose a  conference if they had to do it  over  aga in ; 93 percent
sa id meet ing with  the offender  was helpfu l; 94 percent  sa id the tone of the conference was

basica lly fr iendly. Addit iona lly, 96 percent  of conferenced vict ims sa id the offender  apolo-
gized; 88 percent  sa id the offender  seemed sor ry about  what  he or  she did; and 81 percent
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sa id they thought  conferences should be offered to a ll vict ims.
Regarding the tone of the conference, some respondents gave descr ipt ions other

than  “fr iendly” or  “host ile” including “st ressfu l,” “casua l and comfor table,” “mixed,” “busi-
ness-like,” “tense” and “a ll emot ions bu t
most ly embarrassment .”

A major  difference between  prop-
er ty and violen t  cr ime vict ims who par-
t icipa ted in  conferences was tha t  vict ims
of violen t  cr imes were much more likely
to have known the offender  before the of-
fense than  vict ims of proper ty cr imes, χ2

(1, n  = 53)= 29.0, p < .001. In  addit ion ,
there were sligh t  differences in  feeling
tha t  par t icipa t ion  in  the conference was
their  own choice and the likelihood tha t
the offender  apologized, χ2  (1, n  = 53) = 6.4, p < .05, χ2  (1, n  = 52) = 6.2, p < .05, respect ively;
there were two vict ims of violen t  cr imes who sa id tha t  par t icipa t ion  was not  their  own
choice, and two vict ims of violen t  cr imes who sa id tha t  the offender  did not  apologize
(versus no vict ims of proper ty cr imes who sa id par t icipa t ion  was not  their  own choice and
tha t  the offender  did not  apologize).

Vict ims who par t icipa ted in  conferences were a lso asked what  the most  sign ifican t
effect s of the offense were for  them, why they chose to par t icipa te in  the conference, if
they were surpr ised by anyth ing in  the conference, and if so, what  surpr ised them.

The most  frequent  effect  of the offense ment ioned by vict ims was the loss of prop-
er ty (n = 35), then  damage to proper ty (n = 7), a  feeling of power lessness (n = 6), the
hassle of dea ling with  police and cour t  officia ls (n = 4), and a  grea ter  sense of fear  (n = 3).

The most  frequent  reasons given  for  choosing to par t icipa te in  the conference were
to help the offender  (n = 35), to tell the offender  how they were a ffected (n = 21), to receive
an  apology (n = 13), to receive answers to quest ions they wanted to ask the offender  (n =
9), and to get  pa id 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-
t icipation in the justice system”; 75 percent disagreed that  “The offender ’s part icipation 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
two items. Victims of
violen t  cr im e wer e
more likely to agree
t h a t  t h e offen der ’s
participation was in-
sincere and that  the
offender participated
on ly beca u se  t h ey
were trying to avoid
punishment, χ2 (1, n  =
52) = 4.1, p < .05 and
χ2  (1, n  = 52) = 4.4, p
< .05, respectively.

Perceptions of J ustice and  the J ustice S ystem

Vict ims were asked to specify their  most  impor tan t  concern  about  fa irness in  the
just ice system, from a  list  of six it ems. The top three genera l concerns about  fa irness for
vict ims in  both  the conference and cour t  groups were “helping the offender,” “having the
offender  persona lly make th ings r igh t ,” and “punish ing the offender.”

Vict ims were a lso asked to indica te how impor tan t  specific it ems regarding how
the case should be handled were to them as shown in  Exhibit  40. Of a ll vict ims, 80 per-
cen t  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to receive answers from the offender”; 89 percent  sa id it  was
impor tan t  “to tell the offender  how I was a ffected”; 76 percent  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to
get  pa id back for  losses”; 92 percent  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to see tha t  the offender  gets
counseling or  some other  type of help”; 80 percent  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to have the
offender  punished”; 84 percent  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to have the offender  say he/she was
sor ry”; and 73 percent  sa id it  was impor tan t  “to have the oppor tun ity to negot ia te a  re-
payment  agreement”. There were no significant  differences between the cont rol and t rea t -
ment  groups.

Exhibit 39
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Among t rea tment  group vict ims (conference and decline), receiving answers to
quest ions and telling the offender  how they were a ffected was more impor tan t  for  confer-
enced vict ims than  decline vict ims. When cont rolling for  cr ime type, receiving answers to
quest ions and telling the offender  how they were a ffected was sign ifican t  on ly among
violen t  cr imes vict ims, χ2  (1, n  = 30) = 5.1, p < .05 and χ2  (1, n  = 31) = 4.9, p < .05, respec-
t ively. Also, among violen t  cr imes vict ims, helping the offender  was more impor tan t  for
d eclin e  vict im s
than  conferenced
vict ims, χ2  (1, n  =
29) = 4.1, p < .05.

W h e n
compar ing cou r t
v ict im s  t o
con fer en ced vic-
t ims, t elling the offender  how they were a ffected was more impor tan t  for  conferenced
vict ims and having the offender  punished was more impor tan t  for  cour t  vict ims. When
cont rolling for  cr ime type, t elling the offender  how they were a ffected was more impor-
tan t  for  conferenced vict ims among the violen t  cr ime group, χ2  (1, n  = 45) = 5.1, p < .05,
bu t  not  sign ifican t ly differen t  among the proper ty cr imes group. Differences in  want ing
to have the offender  punished were no longer  sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t . Also, among violen t
cr imes vict ims, r eceiving answers to quest ions was sign ifican t ly more impor tan t  for
conferenced vict ims, χ2  (1, n  = 44) = 4.2, p < .05.

Ad d it ion al Com m en ts
Som e vict im s wh o pa r t icipa t ed in  con fer en ces m a de a ddit ion a l com m en t s on

t h eir  su r veys. P osit ive com m en t s gen er a lly sa id t h e pr ocess wa s h elpfu l a n d t h e po-
lice h a n dled t h e ca se well. On e con ven ien ce st or e own er  com m en t ed:

The offender s were honest  a nd fr iendly. They wa n t ed t o ma ke t h ings r igh t , wh ich
I a ppr ecia t e. Th e police depa r t m en t  a s a  wh ole is  ver y efficien t  a n d h elpfu l t o
ever ybody, wh ich  en a bles m e t o sa y I  a m  im pr essed by t h eir  wor k . Th e police
officer s in volved in  t h is  ca se wer e r ea lly wor k in g beh in d get t in g t h e offen der s
on  t r a ck .

On e you n g vict im  com m en t ed:
I  wa s r ea lly sca r ed bu t  m y m om  sa id t h is  is  h ow t o do t h in gs, beca u se figh t in g
will n ever  get  a n ybody a n ywh er e. I t  h a s a lso h elped get  t h e ot h er s ba ck  t o r ea l-
it y. My m om  sa ys som et im es t h er e is  som et h in g m issin g a n d t h ey a r e som eh ow
lookin g for  it  a n d h u r t  people on  t h e wa y. My m om  a lso sa ys t h e con fer en ces a r e
like a  pu sh  on  t h e r igh t  t r a ck .

To receive answers from offender
To tell offender how affected

To get paid back for losses
To see that offender gets help

To have offender punished
To have offender say sorry

To negotiate acceptable agreement
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A cou ple people com m en t ed t h a t  t h e pr ocess wa s pr efer a ble t o cou r t  beca u se it  h elps
t ea ch  k ids r igh t  a n d wr on g. F or  in st a n ce, on e vict im  wr ot e:

Th is is  a n  im por t a n t  com m u n it y ser vice. Th e ch ildr en  n eed t o be t a u gh t  wh a t  is
r igh t  a n d wr on g. I  t h in k  t h a t  edu ca t ion  is  m or e im por t a n t  t h a n  pu n ish m en t .
Educa t ing a  per son  cou ld pr even t  t hem from commit t ing cr imes by showing t hem
wh a t  im pa ct  it  h a s on  a ll of u s.

Ot h er s t h ou gh t  t h e pr ocess wen t  well bu t  wer e skept ica l a bou t  t h e offen der ’s sin cer -
it y a n d com m it m en t  n ot  t o r e-offen d. F or  exa m ple:

I  en joyed t a k in g pa r t  in  t h is  pr ogr a m ! I  do n ot  feel t h a t  on e m eet in g will ch a n ge
t h e offen der ’s beh a vior. I t  wa s ea sy for  t h e offen der  t o pr edict  wh a t  we wa n t ed
t o h ea r. I’m  n ot  su r e t h is  pr ogr a m  will be su ccessfu l for  a ll offen der s. I t ’s  a  gr ea t
st a r t  t h ou gh !

A few vict im s expr essed t h eir  con cer n  a bou t  follow-u p on  a gr eem en t s beca u se
t h ey eit h er  did n ot  r eceive t h eir  r est it u t ion  or  did n ot  kn ow if t h e a gr eem en t  h a d been
ca r r ied ou t  yet . A cou ple of vict im s com m en t ed t h a t  t h er e sh ou ld h a ve been  m or e
gu idelin es for  a ppr opr ia t e r est it u t ion  a n d com m u n it y ser vice opt ion s. On e st or e m a n -
a ger  sa id:

My expect a t ion s of wh a t  t h e con fer en ce wa s wer en ’t  m et . I  view cou r t  a s get t in g
ou t  of pu n ish m en t  a n d t h ou gh t  t h ey wou ld lea r n  a  lesson  fr om  t h e con fer en ce. I
felt  m or e n eeded t o be don e. Th e offen der s a n d t h eir  pa r en t s wer e given  t oo
m u ch  of a  sa y. Th er e wer e n o gu idelin es—wh en  I  sa id 30 h ou r s of com m u n it y
ser vice, ever yon e looked a t  m e like I  wa s a  m on st er. I  felt  m y pa r t icipa t ion  didn ’t
m ea n  t h a t  m u ch .

On e st or e own er  wa s con cer n ed beca u se h e lost  t h e offen der ’s pa r en t s a s cu s-
t om er s, wh ile a n ot h er  r et a iler  com m en t ed t h a t  t h e offen der ’s m ot h er  wa s com in g t o
t h e st or e a ga in .

Th er e wer e a  cou ple of com m en t s r ela t ed t o t h e pr oblem  of h a vin g E n glish -
speaking and non-English -speaking pa r t icipan t s in  a  con ference, one t ha t  t here needed
t o be a n  in t er pr et er, a n ot h er  t h a t  t h e in t er pr et er  n eeded t o be a  n eu t r a l in dividu a l
r a t h er  t h a n  a  fa m ily m em ber.

Vict im s of offen der s wh ose ca ses wer e r efer r ed t o for m a l a dju dica t ion  a lso m a de
com m en t s on  t h eir  su r veys. Th e m ost  fr equ en t  com m en t  wa s t h a t  t h ey did n ot  kn ow
wh a t  h a ppen ed t o t h e offen der  beca u se t h ey wer e n ever  in for m ed of t h e h ea r in g or  it s
ou t com e.

Most  posit ive com m en t s wer e r ela t ed t o h ow t h e police depa r t m en t  h a n dled t h e
ca se. Som e exa m ples:

I  h a ve five ser vice st a t ion s a n d con ven ien ce st or es a n d h a ve dea lt  fr equ en t ly
wit h  police depa r t m en t s in  Allen t own , P a lm er  a n d n ow t h e n ew Colon ia l P olice.
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Wit h ou t  qu est ion  t h e Bet h leh em  P olice a r e t h e m ost  r espon sive t o bu sin essm en ’s
n eeds a n d con cer n s a n d do t h e m ost  effect ive job. I  a ppr ecia t e t h e job you  a ll a r e
doin g!

Th e officer  wa s k in d, con sider a t e, u n der st a n din g a n d ver y pr ofession a l.

 A few vict im s expr essed dissa t isfa ct ion  wit h  ou t com es. F or  exa m ple:
I  felt  I  wa sn ’t  a sked t o be in volved in  t h e h ea r in g. I  t h ou gh t  t h er e sh ou ld h a ve
been  com m u n it y ser vice. H e didn ’t  lea r n  a  lesson .

Th e cou r t  cost s  m a de t h e r est it u t ion  pa id in a dequ a t e in  r epa ir in g t h e st or e’s
expen ses.

Conclusions

The comparisons of conference versus court  show a clear  pat tern: vict ims who part ici-
pa ted in  conferences were more sa t isfied with  how their  case was handled, had h igher
percept ions of fa irness, and were more likely to feel the offender  was held accountable
than  vict ims whose cases went  th rough formal adjudica t ion . While the evidence suggests
tha t  the conferencing process was responsible for  these more favorable percept ions, the
findings a re not  conclusive, since vict ims self-selected to par t icipa te and react ions were
favorable for  cour t -processed vict ims as well. Never theless, conferencing appears to be as
good as formal adjudica t ion  in  facilit a t ing a  sa t isfying exper ience of just ice for  vict ims of
lesser  juvenile offenses.

The resu lt s of the conference-only quest ions and the addit iona l comments made by
vict ims fur ther  illust ra tes the sa t isfying exper ience of just ice from conferences. Vict im
dissat isfact ion with  conferencing in  the two cases rela ted to inadequate follow-up on agree-
ments and the mishandling of conference protocol on  the par t  of the facilit a tor.

Vict ims whose cases were processed through formal adjudica t ion  a lso repor ted sa t -
isfying exper iences of just ice. Comments suggested tha t  dissa t isfact ion  with  the cour t
process were rela ted to not  knowing about  the hear ing and not  knowing the ou tcome of
the case. Never theless, the resu lt s suggest  tha t  a  conference may have been  usefu l for
these vict ims, especia lly given  the la rge propor t ion  of cont rol and decline group vict ims
who felt  a  meet ing with  the offender  might  be helpfu l and who had nega t ive feelings
about  the offense and the offender.

Last ly, restora t ive responses—such as apologies, repara t ion , making th ings r igh t
and helping the offender—are equa lly if not  more impor tan t  than  punishment  of offend-
ers for  vict ims of juvenile cr ime.
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OFFENDER SURVEY RESULTS

Of the tota l of 233 offenders who were sen t  a  survey, 67 percent  responded. The
highest  response was in  the conference group with  84 percent  (n  = 80), then  the cont rol
group with  63 percent  (n  = 83) and the decline group with  51 percent  (n  = 70).

Conference versus Court
Four  quest ions were asked both  of offenders who par t icipa ted in  conferences and

offenders who were refer red to formal adjudica t ion :
1) How sa t isfied were you  with  the way the just ice system handled your  case?
2) Did you  exper ience fa irness with in  the just ice system in  your  case?
3) Were you  adequa tely held accountable for  the offense you  commit ted?
4) What  is your  a t t itude toward the vict im?

When asked how sa t isfied they were with  the way their  case was handled, 97 per-
cen t  of the conferenced offenders, 96 percent  of the cont rol group, and 86 percent  of the
decline group sa id they were sa t isfied. These differences were not  qu ite sign ifican t , χ2  (2,
n  = 145) = 5.6, p  = .06. However, as shown
in  Exhibit  41, conferenced offenders were
much more likely to say they were very sa t -
isfied, with  63 percent  repor t ing tha t  they
were very sa t isfied, compared to 34 percent
for  the cont rol group and 24 percent  for  the
decline group, χ2  (2, n  = 145) = 16.9, p <
.001. Among the cour t  cases, offender  sa t -
isfact ion was not  significant ly related to the
disposit ion  (handled informally, acquit  or
guilty).

Ninety-seven percent  of conferenced
offenders, 93 percent  of the cont rol group,
and 79 percent  of the decline group sa id they exper ienced fa irness in  their  case. These
differences were sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t , χ2  (2, n  = 145) = 9.3, p  < .01. Among the cour t
cases, offender  exper ience of fa irness was not  sign ifican t ly rela ted to the disposit ion .

Ninety-one percent  of conferenced offenders, 82 percent  of the cont rol group, and
94 percent  of the decline group felt  tha t  they had been  adequa tely held accountable. This
was not  a  sign ifican t  difference. Offenders’ sense of their  own accountability was unre-
la ted to the cour t  disposit ion  of the case for  those cases going through magist ra te cour t .

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 posit ive att itude toward the victim.

Offender satisfaction

3%

34%

63%

5%

61%

34%

12%
3%

62%

24%

conference control decline
experimental group

very
satisfied  

satisfied

dissatisfied
very
dissatisfied 

Exhibit 41



60     R estorative Policing Experim ent

Conferenced offenders were more likely than court  or decline
group offenders to have a posit ive att itude toward the victim, χ2

(2, n  =141) = 11.5, p < .01.
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
to say they were satisfied and experienced fairness, and more
often had posit ive att itudes toward their  victims. Controlling
for crime type, these differences remained significant only for the property offender group, χ2

(1, n  = 70) = 4.5, p < .05, χ2 (1, n  = 70) = 10.6, p < .01 and χ2  (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 posit ive att itude toward their  victim. Control-
ling for crime type, these differences remained significant for property cases only, χ2 (1, n  =
100) = 5.3, p < .05 and χ2 (1, n  = 99) = 7.9, 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 posit ive att itude toward meeting the victim; 51 percent
said they would
be nervous about
a  m eet in g a t -
t en ded  by t h e
victim and their
fa m ily a n d
fr iends; and 43
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, χ2 (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 addit ion, among property offenders
only, control group offenders were more likely than decline group offenders to care what the
victim thinks about them, χ2 (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.

Offender attitude toward victim
percent reporting positive attitude

experimental group

80%

conference control decline

62%
47%

Exhibit 42

Exhibit 43
Court offenders attitudes toward victims

percent agreeing with statement

meeting victim helpful
positive about meeting victim
nervous about meeting victim

care what victim thinks

control
%

86%
42%
52%
52%

n
44
43
44
44

decline
%

61%
30%
49%
30%

n
33
33
33
33

property
%

78%
40%
58%
48%

n
50
50
50
50

person
%

70%
31%
37%
33%

n
27
26
27
27

total
%

75%
37%
51%
43%

n
77
76
77
77
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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 posit ive att itude
toward the conference; 92 percent  sa id
they thought the victim had a better  opin-
ion of them after the conference; and 89
percent said they thought their family had
a better opinion of them after the confer-
ence.

Some respondents wrote in descrip-
t ions other than “friendly” or “hostile” re-
garding the tone of the conference, includ-
ing “mixed,” “professional” and “host ile
then fr iendly.” Proper ty offenders were
more likely than violent offenders to think that  their  family had a better  opinion of them after
the conference, χ2 (1, n  = 61) = 3.9, p < .05. All other differences between crime types were not
statist ically 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), to make things right (n = 30), to let  the victim know why they did it  (n =
13), to help 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), “I found out she lied”
(n = 1), “the victim was so angry” (n = 1), and “it  went worse than expected” (n = 1).

Conferenced offenders were asked to say 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 to do all the talking
in the conference”; 81 percent disagreed that  “I had no choice about participating in the
conference”; 76 percent disagreed that  “The victim’s participation was insincere”; 76 percent

Conference offenders perceptions toward conferencing
percent agreeing with statement

participation was
voluntary

would recommend
to others

would choose
again

meeting was
helpful

tone friendly 96%

92%

92%

94%

100%

Exhibit 44
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disagreed that  “The vict im
participated only because he/
she wanted the money back
or to be paid for damages”; 94
percent agreed that  “I have
a  bet t er  under st anding of
how my behavior affected the
vict im”; 92 percen t  agreed
that “Conferences are more
responsive to my needs as a
human being”; and 87 per-
cen t  agreed tha t  “Withou t
Family Group Conferences I
probably would have gotten
punished much worse.” Prop-
er t y offen der s  wer e m or e
likely to disagree that  the victim’s participation was insincere, χ2 (2, n  = 63) = 9.5, p < .01. All
other differences were not significant by crime type.

Perceptions of J ustice and the J ustice S ystem

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.”

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
impor tan t  “to compensa te the vict im by paying money or  doing work”; 93 percent  thought
it  was impor tan t  “to be able to apologize to the vict im”; and 96 percent  thought  it  was
impor tan t  “to have the oppor tun ity to negot ia te a  repayment  agreement .”

Th e  on ly s ig-
n ifica n t  d iffer en ces
bet ween  con t rol a nd
t r ea t m en t  gr ou p s
were among proper ty
offenders on ly. Trea t -
ment  group offenders
ra ted the impor tance

Exhibit 46
Importance of issues for offenders

To be able to tell victim what 
happened

To compensate victim by paying 
money or doing work

To be able to apologize to victim
To have opportunity to negotiate 

repayment agreement

control
% n

91% 46

89% 45

91% 46

94% 46

decline
% n

88% 33

79% 33

88% 33

94% 33

conference
% n

94% 67

89% 63

97% 66

99% 66

total
% n

92% 146

87% 141

93% 145

96% 145

percent agreeing issue important

Exhibit 45

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

Disagreed that "I 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 "I 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, I would have gotten 
punished much worse."

 property
% n

76% 49

81% 47

85% 48

76% 49

94% 49

94% 48

92% 48

 violent
% n

80% 15

80% 15

47% 15

79% 14

94% 16

87% 15

73% 15

 total
% n

77% 64

81% 62

76% 63

76% 63

94% 65

92% 63

87% 63

Conferenced offenders attitudes toward conferencing
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of apologizing to the vict im sligh t ly h igher  than  cont rol group offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 99) =
3.9, p < .05. There were no sign ifican t  differences between  the two t rea tment  groups,
decline and conference. The only sign ifican t  differences between  cour t  and conference
groups were aga in  among proper ty offenders on ly. Conference group offenders ra ted the
impor tance of apologizing to the vict im sligh t ly h igher  than  cour t  group offenders, χ2  (1, n
= 99) = 4.1, p < .05.

Additional Com m ents
Some offenders who par t icipa ted in  conferences made comments on  their  surveys.

These comments were genera lly posit ive sta tements about  the conferences and with  how
the case was handled, somet imes expressing thanks to the police depar tment  and fur ther
apology for  the offense. Some examples:

It ’s a  good program for  you  to keep a live and I believe tha t  it  would help others in
the fu ture.

The conference was good. It  was fa ir. Thank you  for  let t ing me par t icipa te in  the
program.

Well I would like to say tha t  these conferences a re good. It  br ings ou t  everyone’s
feelings. So I th ink they a re helpfu l, and thank you  for  helping me put  the confer-
ence together.

I rea lly liked the chance it  gave me to apologize and a lso gave me a  wake-up ca ll
with  min imal punishment .

I just  want  to say I rea lly am sor ry I commit ted a  stupid mistake and I wish  th is
wouldn’t  go on  my record, because I believe everyone deserves a  second chance
because no on  is per fect !

The one nega t ive comment  rela ted to the officer  conduct ing the conference:
I th ink we should have a  younger  and more understanding officer.

Some offenders refer red to formal adjudica t ion  made comments on  their  surveys
as well, about  evenly posit ive and nega t ive. Some offenders expressed tha t  they were
t rea ted fa ir ly, tha t  the case was handled well, tha t  the police did a  good job, and tha t  they
were remorsefu l for  what  they had done. Some examples:

I was t rea ted adequa tely and fa ir ly. It ’s a  good system and I am rea lly very sor ry
tha t  I was caught  up in  it . I wish  to thank the officer  for  a ll he did for  me.
I th ink it  was r igh t  for  them to make me accountable for  my act ions and not  my
mom. I th ink tha t  the magist ra te was very fa ir  with  my case.
I feel tha t  the punishment  fit  the cr ime. I th ink tha t  I speak for  a ll of us who took
par t  in  th is tha t  it  was foolish  and we regret  it .

Other  offenders had a  more nega t ive view of how the case was handled. A few
thought  tha t  it  was unfa ir  tha t  they were a t t r ibu ted fu ll responsibility for  the offense
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when others played a  par t . For  example, one offender  sa id:
I understand 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 compla ined about  how the police, the cour t , and store secu-
r ity officers handled the mat ter. Some examples:

They t rea ted my mother  badly. They screamed a t  and embarrassed her.
The guy from the store lied h is ass off. The judge is a  pr ick and didn’t  want  to hear
what  we had to say.
The police officer  lied to us. Our  lawyers were good.

Conclusions

Offenders who par t icipa ted in  conferences were more sa t isfied with  how their  case
was handled, had h igher  percept ions of fa irness, and had substan t ia lly more posit ive
a t t itudes toward their  vict ims than  offenders who went  th rough formal adjudica t ion .
This suggests, bu t  does not  conclusively prove, tha t  conferences help produce more sa t is-
fying exper iences of just ice for  offenders than  formal adjudica t ion  processes, which  was
fur ther  suppor ted by the resu lt s of the conference-only quest ions. It  should be noted tha t
a ll offenders in  the study had considerably h igh  levels of sa t isfact ion  and percept ions of
fa irness, regardless of method of disposit ion .

Conferenced offenders repor ted tha t  par t icipa t ing in  the conference was more fa -
vorable than  going to cour t . Most  repor ted tha t  apology and repara t ion  to vict ims and
being held accountable was an  impor tan t  par t  of the just ice process. Most  offenders re-
por ted they would have got ten  punished worse without  the conference. Their  responses
a lso confirmed the rein tegra t ive qua lity of conferences; most  conferenced offenders indi-
ca ted tha t  they thought  their  family and the vict im had a  bet ter  opin ion  of them after  the
conference.

A substan t ia l propor t ion  of cour t -processed offenders sa id they thought  a  meet ing
with  the vict im might  be helpfu l. It  a lso appeared tha t  more cour t -processed offenders
had linger ing resen tments about  how they were t rea ted by the just ice 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 att itude 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
they were satisfied with how the justice sys-
tem handled their  case. As with their  children,
parents were much more likely to say they were
very satisfied with the conference compared to
the control or decline group parents, χ2  (2, n  =
95) = 11.9, p < .01. Satisfaction 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  48, 97 percent of
the conference group, 87 percent of the control
group, and 72 percent of the decline group of parents said they ex-
perienced fairness, χ2 (2, n  = 88) = 8.4, p < .05. Parents of conferenced
youth were more likely to report  fairness in their  child’s case than
those disposed by courts. Still, a  majority of all parents in our sur-
vey experienced fairness at  the handling of their  child’s case. Expe-
rience of fairness among parents of youth whose cases were for-
mally adjudicated was unrelated to the case outcome for their  child
(guilty or not).

Exhibit 48
Offender parents reporting 

sense of fairness 

conference control decline
experimental group

97%

87%

72%

Exhibit 47
Offender's parent satisfaction

controlconference decline
3%

28%

69%

7%

56%

37%

7%
13%

57%

23%

very 
dissatisfied

very satisfied 

experimental group

satisfied   

dissatisfied  
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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  to them, χ2 (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 statist ically significant, χ2 (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 stat ist ically 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  child’s case than court-disposed parents. Ninety-

two percent of the conference group, 84 percent of the control group,
and 55 percent of the decline group parents felt  was their  opinion
was adequately considered, χ2 (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
not statist ically 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 posit ive att itude 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 sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t  differences between  the cont rol and t rea t -
ment  groups. When compar ing the two t rea tment  groups (decline and conference), 6 of

conference control decline

92%
84%

55%

experimental group

Offender parents agreeing
their opinion was considered

Exhibit 49
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these 11 items were sign ifican t ly differen t . Paren ts of conferenced offenders were more
likely to be sa t isfied with  how their  case was handled, to exper ience fa irness, to feel their
opin ion  was considered, to say the payment  or  community service agreement  was fa ir  to
them, to say the payment  or  community service agreement  was fa ir  to their  ch ild, and to
th ink the vict im had a  bet ter  opin ion  of their  ch ild now.

Cont rolling for  cr ime type, sa t isfact ion  and exper ience of fa irness were no longer
sign ifican t ly differen t . Feeling tha t  their  opin ion  was considered remained sign ifican t ly
h igher  on ly among paren ts of violen t  offenders, χ2  (1, n  =25) = 6.6, p < .05. Saying the
payment  or  community service agreement  was fa ir  to them and saying the payment  or
community service agreement  was fa ir  to their  ch ild was sign ifican t ly h igher  on ly among
paren ts of proper ty offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 38) = 4.1, p < .05 and χ2  (1, n  = 38) = 3.9, p < .05,
respect ively. Thinking the vict im had a  bet ter  of their  ch ild now was sign ifican t ly grea ter
among paren ts of both  proper ty and violen t  offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 35) = 4.7, p < .05 and χ2  (1,
n  = 20) = 4.6, p < .05, respect ively.

When compar ing the collapsed cour t  group (cont rol and decline) with  the confer-
ence group, 4 of the 11 items were sign ifican t ly differen t . Paren ts of conferenced offend-
ers were more likely to exper ience fa irness, to feel their  opin ion  was considered, to say
the payment  or  community service agreement  was fa ir  to them, and to th ink the vict im
had a  bet ter  opin ion  of their  ch ild now.

Only feeling their  opin ion  was considered and th inking the vict im had a  bet ter
opin ion  remained sign ifican t  when  cont rolling for  cr ime type, and only among paren ts of
violen t  offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 34) = 4.4, p < .05 and χ2  (1, n  = 26) = 4.3, p < .05, respect ively.

Court Only

Severa l it ems were on ly asked of paren ts of offenders whose cases were refer red to
formal adjudica t ion , including:

1) Do you  th ink a  meet ing with  the vict im might  be helpfu l?
2) What  is your  a t t itude toward the idea  of meet ing with  the vict im?
3) What  is your  a t t itude toward the vict im now?
4) Would you  be nervous about  a  meet ing with  the vict im a t tend by your  ch ild, fr iends

and family?
Fifty-five percent  of the paren ts of these offenders repor ted they thought  a  meet -

ing with  the vict im might  be helpfu l; 50 percent  sa id
they had a  posit ive a t t itude toward the idea  of meet ing
with  the vict im; 53 percent  sa id they had a  posit ive a t t i-
tude toward the victim; and 26 percent said they would
be nervous about meeting with the victim. There were no
significant  differences between the control and decline
groups or by crime type.

Exhibit 50

percent agreeing with statement

conferenced offenders parent's
attitudes toward conferencing

would recommend
to others

would choose
again

meeting was
helpful

97%

94%

97%
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Wh en  com -
paring the parents
of violent offenders
to parents of prop-
erty offenders com-
bin ing the con t rol
and decline groups,
t h e violen t  cr im e
gr ou p  wa s  m or e
lik ely t h a n  t h e
p r oper t y cr im e
gr ou p  t o believe
that a meeting with
the victim would be helpful, χ2 (1, n  = 49) = 5.0, p < .05. Also, the parents of property offenders
were over twice as likely to have a posit ive att itude toward the victim, χ2 (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 posit ive or very posit ive att itude 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’s participation was insincere”;
and 91 percent disagreed that  “Too much pressure was put on my child to do all the talking in
the conference.” There were no significant differences between property and violent crime
groups.

Exhibit 51

 total  property
% n

 violent
% n% n

Agree that "Conferences are more responsive
to my needs as a human being"   96% 27  100% 8  97% 35

Agree that "I have a better understanding of
how my child's behavior affected the victim"   100% 25  100% 6  100% 31

Agree that "My child was treated with respect
in the conference"   100% 27  100% 8  100% 35

Agree that "Without conferences my child
would have been punished much worse"   80% 25  100% 8  85% 33

Disagree that "The victim participated only
because he/she wanted to be paid for damages"   69% 26  100% 6  75% 32

Disagree that "The victim's participation was
insincere"   78% 27  71% 7  77% 34

Disagree that "Too much pressure was put on
my child to do all the talking"   93% 27  86% 7  91% 34

Offender’s parents perceptions of conferencing
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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 weren’t  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 J ustice and the J ustice S ystem
Parents were asked to specify their  most important concern about fairness in the jus-

t ice 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 to them. As shown in Exhibit  52, 88 percent thought
it  was important “to tell the victim how I felt”; 99 percent thought it  was important “to tell 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-
ment.” There were no
s ign ifica n t  d iffer -
ences between  con-
t r ol a n d t r ea t m en t
groups.

C om p a r i n g
con fer en ce a n d de-
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, χ2 (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 , χ2  (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, χ2  (1, n  = 57) = 5.3,
p < .05. 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 , χ2  (1, n  = 57) = 3.9, p < .05.

Exhibit 52
Importance of issues for offender parents

To tell the victim how felt
To tell child how felt

To have child apologize
To apologize for what child did

To negotiate repayment agreement

  control
%

88%
100%
100%
92%
92%

n
25
27
27
25
25

  decline
%

79%
100%

90%
83%
97%

n
29
30
29
29
29

  conference
%

94%
97%
97%

100%
97%

n
36
35
36
36
36

  total
%

88%
99%
96%
92%
96%

n
90
92
92
90
90

percent agreeing issue important
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Additional Com m ents
Most of the comments writ ten on surveys came from parents of offenders. On the

conference surveys, most of these comments were very posit ive. 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 lit t le too harsh. Thanks to the 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  wasn’t  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 lit t le scare to it .
It  was helpful to me 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 posit ive 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:

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 posit ive 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 didn’t  deserve that  kind of treatment from the
officer.
The conference should have taken more t ime. 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
their  surveys. A few wished their  case had gone into the conferencing program. For example:

The officer did a very good, fair, stern job in his interview with my son. He was also very
supportive to me the night he had to inform me of the offense. The only problem I have
is that  my son was put in a posit ion to decide on a meeting with the victim. It  was to
have happened, didn’t  and then it  took a lot  of t ime to get  everything sett led.
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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 wouldn’t  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 to bring in her report  card to make
sure she was doing well in school. He didn’t  make me pay a fine because I didn’t  do it .
This way she will think twice about what she does next t ime. 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
two times. Through the experience they had to examine 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 also several statements crit icizing how the police, the magistrate and story
security handled the case. For example:

Cuffing a 16 year old and taking him to headquarters without reading him his r ights is
abusive. The arresting officer needs to be watched.
I didn’t  like the att itude of the police officer. That made me more upset  than anything.
People from the store said he stole stuff that  he didn’t  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 wasn’t  handled in the
proper way, especially for first-t ime 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  didn’t  teach them not to do it  again.
It  was handled like it  wasn’t  a big deal, but to me 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 at t itude 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 posit ive perceptions of and att itudes 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-
t ive att itudes 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

Re cidiv ism

Restora t ive just ice is a  new paradigm of just ice. Eva lua t ing a  new paradigm by the
cr iter ia  of the old paradigms is inappropr ia te. While reduct ion  in  recidivism is not  the
cent ra l goa l of restora t ive just ice, neither  is it  ir relevant  to the paradigm. The goa ls of
restora t ive just ice a re to meet  the rea l needs of vict ims, offenders, and their  communit ies
crea ted by the cr imina l act . Offenders a re expected to be held accountable for  the conse-
quences of their  misbehavior, as a  way to begin  to address the offender ’s need to lea rn
responsible behavior. Holding offenders accountable in  a  rein tegra t ive manner  is expected
to a ffect  their  fu ture behavior, bu t  changing tha t  behavior  is not  the pr imary purpose of
restora t ion .

Cr ime vict ims need to have their  in jur ies acknowledged and to be reassured tha t
the offenses was not  their  fau lt . They need to feel a  restora t ion  of sa fety and to know tha t
someth ing is being done to address their  needs. Vict im surveys have demonst ra ted tha t
one of the pr imary reasons for  vict ims to repor t  cr imes to the police is to prevent  the
fu ture vict imiza t ion  of themselves or  others by the offender  (Karmen, 1990, p.166, cit ing
Nat iona l Cr ime Survey). To the degree tha t  restora t ive processes a re able to address th is
need, offender  recidivism is impor tan t  for  cr ime vict ims.

Communit ies need to know tha t  hur t fu l behavior  will not  be tolera ted and tha t
concrete measures a re being taken  to hold offenders accountable to help prevent  a  reoc-
cur rence of the offense. Thus, reducing offender  recidivism is one measure of the capacity
of restora t ive approaches to address the impor tan t  needs crea ted by a  cr imina l offense. A
reduct ion  in  reoffending is not  the pr imary purpose, as in  deter rence theory, bu t  is one of
a  number  of impor tan t  goa ls for  the restora t ive approach  to cr ime. It  is assumed tha t
holding offenders accountable to their  vict ims to repa ir  the harm caused should increase
offender  empathy and thereby lead to a  reduct ion  in  offending behavior. Thus, recidivism
reduct ion  might  be considered a  secondary goa l of restora t ive just ice.

A standard measure of a  program’s success has been  to compare the recidivism
ra tes of offenders receiving the program with  offenders not  receiving the program. A
program’s effect  of reducing reoffenses is t aken  as a  cen t ra l measure of success. Cer-
ta in ly, for  programs opera t ing from with in  a  deter rence perspect ive, recidivism is a  make-
or-break test  of program success. This is as it  should be for  punit ive responses to cr ime
since the on ly just ifica t ion  for  in flict ing the socia l “evil” of punishment  on  the offender  is
tha t  it  will produce the grea ter  good of fewer  cr imes (specific and/or  genera l deter rence).
This was Bentham’s just ifica t ion  for  punishment , the u t ilit a r ian  ca lcu lus. Thus, from a
deter ren t  perspect ive punit ive programs tha t  cannot  demonst ra te a  reduct ion  in  offend-
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ing have fa iled to meet  the just ifica t ion  for  punishment .
However, programs which  clear ly do not  reduce recidivism are often  cont inued. If

they cannot  demonst ra te a  deter ren t  effect , then  they may be just ified based upon a  “just
deser t” theory of punishment . Thus, punit ive approaches become just ified, even  when
they fa il to deter, because punit ive approaches often  resor t  to mult iple goa ls, with  ret r i-
bu t ion  as the last  just ifica t ion  for  otherwise fa iling programs. Under  a  deser t  theory, a
program may st ill be considered a  success even  if it  is demonst ra ted tha t  recidivism is
h igher  for  those offenders involved—if the punishment  was in  propor t ion  to the offense,
because tha t  punishment  would be seen  as fa ir  and deserved.

Restora t ive just ice reject s both  ra t iona les for  punishment  and, therefore, cannot
fa ll back on  a  deser t  just ifica t ion  should the programs fa il to reduce recidivism. Even  if
recidivism is not  reduced, restora t ive approaches could be just ified if they sign ifican t ly
meet  other  needs of vict ims, offenders and their  communit ies. This is not  a  change in
just ifica t ion , bu t  is consisten t  with  the paradigm’s pr ior ity of goa ls (McCold, 1997). If it
were demonst ra ted tha t  a  restora t ive program increased reoffending, then  it  could not  be
just ified as it  would fa il to meet  the restora t ive purpose, because it  would increase ra ther
than  reduce the needs of vict ims, offenders and communit ies. Thus, restora t ive just ice
a t tempts to ba lance the needs of vict im, offender  and communit ies ra ther  than  being
solely offender-focused as a re the punishment  theor ies of just ice.

Reduct ion  in  recidivism is cen t ra l to deter rence-based approaches, cen t ra l to reha-
bilit a t ive approaches, and cen t ra l to incapacita t ive approaches (a t  least  for  the per iod of
incapacita t ion). Reduct ion  in  recidivism is ir relevant  to pure deser t -based approaches
since appropr ia te punishment  is not  seen  as a  socia l evil bu t  as a  posit ive good. Reduct ion
in  recidivism is impor tan t , bu t  is not  cen t ra l to the pract ice of restora t ive just ice. St ill,
restora t ive programs which  reduce recidivism are to be prefer red over  programs which
have no measurable effect  on  recidivism. Only restora t ive programs which  tend to in -
crease reoffending would be considered fa ilu res from with in  the paradigm.

Methods

In  th is study a  recidivist  event  is defined as a  rear rest  by the Beth lehem Police
Depar tment . Each  offender  included in  the study was t racked for  rear rest s for  up to 12
months following the precipita t ing a r rest  event , or  th rough the end of October  1997. The
number  of offenders rear rested was ca lcu la ted a t  30-day in terva ls and a t  the one-year
poin t . More recent ly processed cases whose rear rest  follow-up per iod is shor ter  than  ear-
lier  cases censors the number  of va lid cases, thus decreasing the denomina tor  dur ing the
la ter  months. It  is possible for  the cumula t ive ra tes to decrease since the number  of cases
included in  the follow-up per iod may decrease independent  of the number  of recidivism
events. The cumula t ive recidivism ra tes were ca lcu la ted using the number  of va lid “non-
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censored” cases a t  each  poin t .
There a re four  possible hypotheses about  recidivism:
1) No t rea tment  or  self-select ion  effect
2) Self-select ion  effect , bu t  no t rea tment  effect
3) Trea tment  effect , bu t  no self-select ion  effect
4) Trea tment  and a  self-select ion  effect

If there was no t rea tment  effect  or  self-select ion  effect  (hypothesis #1), cont rol,
decline and conference groups would a ll have the same recidivism ra tes. If there was a
self-select ion  effect , bu t  no t rea tment  effect  (hypothesis #2), the conference group should
have a  lower  recidivism ra te than  the decline group, because “h igher-r isk offenders” a re
less likely to par t icipa te in  conferences. The cont rol group recidivism ra te should be ex-
act ly between  the conference and decline groups.

If there were a  t rea tment  effect  bu t  no self-select ion  effect  (hypothesis #3), the
conference group would have the lowest  recidivism ra te and cont rol and decline groups
would be equa l. If there were a  t rea tment  effect  and a  self-select ion  effect  (hypothesis #4),
the pa t tern  would be simila r  to tha t  under  hypothesis #2, bu t  the cont rol group ra te
would be closer  to the decline group ra te than  the conference group ra te.

Result s

The cumula t ive recidivism ra tes a re shown in  Exhibit  53. There is a  sta t ist ica l prob-
lem with  the small number  of cases recidiva t ing by 12 months. For  example, 4 of the 20
(20 percent ) violen t  conferenced offenders have been  rear rested a t  least  once since their
precipita t ing arrest  compared
to 9 of the 26 (35 percent ) vio-
len t  cont rol group offenders.
All fou r  con fer en ced r ecidi-
vist s were rear rested with in
6 months and the apparen t
ra te increase from 17 percent
to 20 percent  a fter  6 months
is  n ot  du e t o a n  in cr ea sed
number  of recidivist  events,
bu t  on ly to a  smaller  number
of uncensored cases in  the de-
nomina tor, un like the violen t
cont rols and declines.

Differences must  be huge
to be sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t

Exhibit  53a
Rear rest  ra tes by days of exposure

for  violen t  offenders
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30  9% 3 35  5% 4 76  0% 0 24  8% 4 52  
60  11% 4 35  13% 10 76  4% 1 24  17% 9 52  
90  14% 5 35  18% 14 76  8% 2 24  23% 12 52  

120  14% 5 35  20% 15 76  13% 3 24  23% 12 52  
150  17% 6 35  20% 15 76  13% 3 24  23% 12 52  
180  18% 6 33  24% 18 76  17% 4 24  27% 14 52  
210  19% 6 31  28% 21 75  17% 4 24  33% 17 51  
240  26% 7 27  30% 21 71  17% 4 24  36% 17 47  
270  31% 8 26  34% 20 59  18% 4 22  43% 16 37  
300  31% 8 26  34% 20 58  18% 4 22  44% 16 36  
330  35% 9 26  34% 20 58  18% 4 22  44% 16 36  
360  35% 9 26  37% 20 54  19% 4 21  48% 16 33  
365  35% 9 26  38% 20 53  20% 4 20  48% 16 33  
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with  th is small a  sample size,
and caut ion  should be exercised
in  gen er a lizin g t h e  r es u lt s .
However, even  with  the small
numbers of cases in  the study,
con fer en ced violen t  offen der s
were sign ifican t ly less likely to
be rear rested in  a  12-month  pe-
r iod  t h a n  violen t  offen d e r s
whose cases were unable to be
conferenced, χ2  (1, n  = 90) = 4.3,
p < .05. Differences in  the recidi-
vism ra tes of proper ty offenders
is sta t ist ica lly negligible.

The findings for  violen t
offenders illust ra ted in  Exhibit

54a  suppor t  the hypothesis tha t  there was a  self-select ion  effect , bu t  no t rea tment  effect
(hypothesis #2). Violen t  offenders par t icipa t ing in  conferences had sign ifican t ly lower  12-
month  rear rest  ra tes than  those who were refer red to a  conference but  did not  par t ici-
pa te. However, the cont rol group rear rest  ra te is a lmost  exact ly between  the decline and
conference group rear rest  ra tes, indica t ing tha t  there was no addit iona l t rea tment  effect .

Exhibit 54a
Rearrest rates for violent offenders
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Exhibit  53b
Rear rest  ra tes by days of exposure

for  proper ty offenders
control treatment conference decline
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30  0% 0 68  7% 8 113  0% 0 56  14% 8 57  
60  0% 0 68  12% 13 113  7% 4 56  16% 9 57  
90  3% 2 68  13% 15 113  7% 4 56  19% 11 57  

120  6% 4 68  14% 16 113  7% 4 56  21% 12 57  
150  6% 4 68  17% 19 113  11% 6 56  23% 13 57  
180  11% 7 64  20% 22 112  14% 8 56  25% 14 56  
210  11% 7 63  23% 24 106  18% 10 56  28% 14 50  
240  16% 9 56  27% 28 104  21% 12 56  33% 16 48  
270  16% 9 56  29% 28 97  24% 12 51  35% 16 46  
300  19% 10 54  31% 29 94  26% 13 50  36% 16 44  
330  19% 10 53  31% 29 94  26% 13 50  36% 16 44  
360  21% 11 53  33% 30 90  32% 15 47  35% 15 43  
365  21% 11 53  33% 30 90  32% 15 47  35% 15 43  
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Rearrest rates for property offenders
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The graph  of recidivism ra tes for  the proper ty offenders demonst ra tes a  very dif-
feren t  t rend than  tha t  seen  among violen t  offenders, as shown in  Exhibit  54b. Any self-
select ion  bias between  conference and decline group proper ty offenders appears to be
t ransitory. Except  for  differences between  the decline group and conference group a t  30,
90, 120 and 150 days, differences in  the overa ll t rends a re not  sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t . It
is cur ious why cont rol group proper ty offenders appear  to have recidiva ted a t  such  a  low
ra te (see Ch. 7 for  fur ther  ana lysis). Other  than  th is low ra te for  the cont rol group, the
resu lt s suppor t  the hypothesis of a  self-select ion  effect , bu t  no t rea tment  effect  (hypoth-
esis #2), among proper ty offenders. However, any self-select ion  or  recidivism suppression
effect s appear  to be t ransitory, and nonexisten t  a fter  12 months of follow-up.

The self-select ion  hypothesis is fur ther  suppor ted when compar ing recidivism ra tes
by r ea s on s  for  d ecl in in g
a m on g offen der s in  t h e de-
cline group only. As shown in
Exhibit  55, for  violen t  cr imes,
offenders who declined to par-
t icipa te had a  42 percent  re-
a r r est  r a t e, compared to 22
percent  for  cases where the of-
fender  had agreed to par t ici-
pa te bu t  the vict im declined.
Likewise, t he differ ence be-
tween the recidivism ra tes for
proper ty offenders is consis-
tent  with a  self-select ion effect
tha t  wears off by 12 months,
a lthough the number  of cases
is too small for  defin it ive con-
clusions.

Conclusions
In  a  preliminary repor t  on  the RISE project  in  Canber ra , Aust ra lia , the research-

ers advised tha t  the “eva lua t ion  is st ill a t  least  two years away from learn ing the answer
to the cr ime prevent ion  quest ion”. However, they emphasized tha t  the resu lt s “show tha t
conferences work bet ter  than  cour t  in  helping vict ims to hea l” and tha t  “even  if we la ter
find tha t  conferences a re no more effect ive 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 ra tes could have been  ca lcu la ted in  a  number  of ways. Because of the
small number  of cases in  th is study, exposure t ime began  following the in it ia l a r rest , not
following either  cour t  or  conference “t rea tments.” Measur ing recidivism in  th is way is
actua lly a  test  of the system’s response to reduce reoffending. The difficu lty with  th is
kind of field exper iment  is tha t  other  effect s cannot  be cont rolled. The young offenders
who a t tended a  family group conference may have received sanct ions from their  paren ts,
some punit ive effect s from being a r rested, and even  self-incr imina t ion  from being caught .
Youths who declined to par t icipa te in  a  conference and youths assigned to the cont rol
group both  received simila r  cr imina l just ice in tervent ions. Presumably, any consequences
imposed by schools and paren ts were imposed equa lly on  offenders in  the cont rol, confer-
ence, and decline groups.

The programmat ic effect  of conferencing on  recidivism for  proper ty offenders ap-
pears negligible. Without  much h igher  par t icipa t ion  ra tes, posit ive programmat ic effect s
cannot  be demonst ra ted. However, diver t ing such  cases from formal adjudica t ion  pro-
cesses is beneficia l for  the just ice system by reducing workloads and removing cases tha t
do not  appear  to need more in tensive in tervent ions. The capacity of th is process to diver t
young offenders without  increasing reoffense ra tes makes it  a  viable cour t  diversion  pro-
gram for  modera tely ser ious juvenile offenders.

Conferencing had a  sign ifican t ly differen t  effect  on  violen t  cases than  on  proper ty
cases. In  spite of the lower  par t icipa t ion  ra tes of violen t  cases, the difference in  recidi-
vism persisted beyond the 12-month  follow-up per iod. This resu lt  suppor t s the hypoth-
esis tha t  conferencing a ffect s recidivism by resolving conflict  between  disput ing par t ies
ra ther  than  any reduct ion  in  recidivism from an  offender  rehabilit a t ion  effect . A shor t -
term reduct ion  in  recidivism among proper ty offenses suggests tha t  conferencing has a
t ransitory effect  consisten t  with  specific deter ren t  from holding offenders accountable.
Confirmat ion  of these opera t iona l hypotheses must  await  fu ture research . The two clear
impor tan t  implica t ion  of these resu lt s for  fu ture research  is tha t  cr ime type mat ters and
must  be taken  in to account , and there is a  st rong self-select ion  bias tha t  is rela ted to
recidivism ra tes.
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7

Syste m ic  Re spon se s
The presen t  research  was designed to main ta in  the externa l va lidity of the exper i-

ment ; therefore, cases selected for  the study should be represen ta t ive of simila r  cases not
selected and comparable to juvenile a r rest  cases in  other  ju r isdict ions. Thus, if we a re to
genera lize the resu lt s for  juveniles a r rested in  Beth lehem to juveniles a r rested in  other
U.S. ju r isdict ions, we need to consider  some specific character ist ics of the juveniles a r-
rested in  Beth lehem. Since the sect ion  on  recidivism concluded tha t  the pr imary effect  of
the program was to diver t  from formal processing those youth  most  likely to have the
lowest  rea r rest  ra tes, two quest ions a r ise in  the use of th is self-select ion  diversion  pro-
cess: (1) How representa t ive a re the selected cases of other  juvenile offenders in  Beth le-
hem? and (2) To what  propor t ion  of cases in  other  ju r isdict ions might  these resu lt s apply?

Differ ing jur isdict ions in  the U.S. have dramat ica lly differen t  juvenile cr ime prob-
lems. The ser iousness of the juvenile cr ime problem loca lly will determine what  propor-
t ion  of juveniles a r rested might  be candida tes for  a  police-based restora t ive diversion .
Large urban  police depar tments may be pr imar ily involved with  violen t  gangs, weapons
and drugs problems. Perhaps on ly a  small propor t ion  of their  juvenile a r rest s involve
cr imes like shoplift ing or  harassment , which  compr ise a  la rge propor t ion  of the Beth le-
hem sample. Yet  even  in  la rge urban  a reas, these types of charges compr ise a  sign ifican t
propor t ion  of juvenile cour t  dockets for  youth  ear ly in  their  cr imina l ca reers. Offense- and
offender-specific in format ion  could be used to est imate the propor t ion  of juvenile cases
tha t  could be sa fely diver ted in  other  ju r isdict ions.

Genera lizing the resu lt s of the Beth lehem exper iment  to other  ju r isdict ions de-
pends upon the represen ta t iveness of the selected offenders to the more genera l popula -
t ion  of offense- and offender-specific eligible a r rest s. If the propor t ion  of cases selected for
the study is not  a  represen ta t ive sample of the eligible pool, th is has ser ious implica t ions
for  the genera lizability of the resu lt s. This chapter  t est s th is assumpt ion  in  ligh t  of the
recidivism ra tes for  the en t ire popula t ion  of juvenile a r rest s in  Beth lehem. In  addit ion ,
poten t ia l changes in  the just ice processing system by police and magist ra tes—which  may
have been  unin ten t iona l consequences of the exper iment—are considered.

Methods

The Beth lehem exper iment  began  November  1, 1995, and ended Apr il 31, 1997,
dur ing which  the Beth lehem police diver ted 80 young people from the formal cour t  sys-
tem through a  restora t ive just ice conference. There were a  tota l of 1,285 juvenile a r rest s
in  the 18-month  per iod, with  an  average number  of 71 a r rest s per  month . This was down
sligh t ly from the 77-per-month  average dur ing the 12 months pr ior  to the exper iment .
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Th e r e  wa s  n o a p p a r en t
change in  overa ll a r r est  pa t t erns
dur ing the exper imenta l per iod as
shown in  Exhibit  56. The gradua l
decline in  juvenile a r rest s th rough-
out  the per iod began  before the po-
lice began  conduct ing diversionary
conferences.

All 3,326 ju ven ile a r r es t s
since 1994 were classified—as best
as possible from computer ized police a r rest  da ta—according to the select ion  cr iter ia  dis-
cussed in  Chapter  2. The reasons for  disqua lifica t ion  were offender  h istory (having a
number  of pr ior  a r rest s or  a  pr ior  adjudica t ion), cr ime ser iousness, inappropr ia te cr ime
(drug/a lcohol offense or  no direct  vict im), case handled informally and non-Beth lehem
residents. A ser ies of ana lyses were conducted among these cases deemed eligible for
conferencing to determine the represen ta t iveness of the sample used in  the study and
whether  there was any net -widening or  other  systemic effect s from conferencing.

A da tabase of disposit ion  records from the five magist ra tes serving Beth lehem—
including a r rest s made between  J anuary 1, 1993 through September  12, 1997—was a lso
used to fill in  any missing disposit ions and determine if any changes in  magist ra te case
processing occur red a fter  the exper iment  began . The da tabase was provided by the Ad-
minist ra t ive Office of Pennsylvania  Cour t s from a  sta tewide magist ra te cour t  da tabase.

Result s

As shown in  Exhibit  57, 36 percent  (1,190) of the a r rest s were deemed eligible for
diversion . The main  reason  for  disqua lifying cases rela ted to offender  h istory (28 per-

cen t ). In terest ingly, on ly 10 percent  of a r-
rest s were deemed too ser ious of a  cr ime
for  diversion , and only 12 percent  of a r-
rest s were disqua lified for  solely involving
drug or  a lcohol use or  because no direct
vict im was involved. Those cases that  were
handled informally (7 percent ) and those
cases tha t  were ineligible because of ou t -
of-t own  r esiden cy (7 per cen t ) wer e t h e
smallest  group of ineligibles.

Thus, from the computer  eligibility
cr it er ia , just  over  a  th ird of a ll juven ile

Exhibit 56
Monthly juvenile arrests
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Juvenile arrests 1995 to 10/1997
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ar rest s could have qua lified for  the study since the
beginning of 1994. However, before we can  gener-
a lize resu lt s to the en t ire eligible popula t ion  of a r-
rest s, we must  consider  in  what  ways the cases se-
lected differ  from the non-selected eligibles. If these
non-selected cases are similar  to selected cases, then
the number  of possible diversion  cases is nea r ly
twice the size suggested by the propor t ion  in  the
exper iment .

Com pa r in g t h e pr opor t ion  of eligibles se-
lected dur ing the 18 months of the study does re-
vea l sign ifican t  differences. Only 56 percent  of the
519 cases deemed eligible were actua lly included
in  the study. As shown in  Exhibit  58, reta il theft  cases were much more likely than  other
types of offenses to be selected for  the exper iment , with  80 percent  of eligible reta il theft
being selected, χ2  (5, n  = 519) = 64.4, p < .001. Fur ther, while 61 percent  of the summary
offenses were selected, on ly 39 percent  of misdemeanor  offenses were selected, χ2  (1, n  =
519) = 16.7, p < .001. Also, 64 percent  of offenders without  any pr ior  a r rest  were selected,
compared to 40 percent  of offenders with  one to th ree pr ior  summary a r rest s, χ2  (3, n  =
519) = 30.0, p < .001.

There were no sign ifican t  differences between  selected eligibles and non-selected
eligibles by the number  of cur ren t  charges or  by age, race, gender  or  zip code. Thus, the
computer-genera ted eligibility cr iter ia  is less rest r ict ive than  the lia ison  officer  who used
ar rest  repor t  in format ion . Compared to the selected eligibles, those not  selected have a
somewhat  h igher  cr ime class, a re less likely to have commit ted reta il theft , and a re more
likely to have pr ior  summary a r rest s. Otherwise, the non-selected eligibles a re sta t ist i-
ca lly simila r  to the selected eligibles.

When those selected for  the study were compared to the non-selected eligibles,
cont rolling for  whether  the offense was reta il theft  or  not , a  specifica t ion  pa t tern  emerges.
Among reta il theft  cases, 44 percent  of the selected offenders were gir ls compared to 25
percent  of non-selected offenders, χ2  (1, n  = 161) = 3.9, p < .05. Reta il theft  cases selected
were more likely to involve offenders without  a  pr ior  a r rest  than  non-selected eligible
reta il theft s, 88 percent  versus 41 percent , χ2  (3, n  = 161) = 39.1, p < .001. These differ-
ences were not  sign ifican t  for  non-reta il theft  cases. Thus, the gender  differences be-
tween  the non-selected eligibles and the selected eligibles a re on ly t rue for  reta il theft .
For  non-reta il theft  cases, the non-selected eligibles a re sta t ist ica lly simila r  to the se-
lected eligibles looking a t  race, gender, zip code, age, age a t  fir st  a r rest , type of offense,
ser iousness of cur ren t  charge and number  of pr ior  a r rest s.

Exhibit 58
Proportion of eligible cases selected 
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Th e qu est ion  r em a in s  of wh et h er
non-selected eligibles a re more a t  r isk than
their  selected counterpar t s, perhaps the re-
su lt  of case-specific factors not  apparen t  in
the computer  da ta  base. When recidivism
rates for  eligibles not  selected are compared
with  recidivism ra tes for  eligibles selected,
an  in terest ing pa t tern  emerges.

Because 80 percent  of reta il theft  eli-
gibles were included in  the study, the gen-
era lizability of reta il theft  cases is of less
concern  than  other  types of offenses. Pre-
sumably, an  80 percent  sample of a  popula -
t ion  will be represen ta t ive of tha t  popula -
t ion . However, the recidivism ra te for  proper ty offenders in  the non-selected eligible group
(n=225) looked more like a  control group—compared to the conference and decline groups—
than  the actua l cont rol group randomly selected for  the exper iment  as shown in  Exhibit
59a . It  seems likely then  tha t  the randomly selected cont rol group happened (by chance)
to include offenders with  unusua lly low recidivism ra tes, rela t ive to the conference group
and the decline group. While th is does not  change the findings presen ted in  the recidi-
vism sect ion  of th is study, it  does help to expla in  the unusua l cont rol group. It  a lso sup-
por t s the self-select ion  hypothesis by suggest ing tha t  the shor t -term, six-month  reduc-

t ion  in  rear rest  ra tes for  proper ty offenders is prob-
ably due to the declines being a t  much higher  r isk than
is genera lly the case for  proper ty offenders.

As can  be seen  in  Exhibit  59b, the violen t  non-
selected eligible group (n=322) is near ly iden t ica l to
the randomly assigned cont rol group.

Because rear rest  da ta  was ava ilable for  every
juvenile offender  a r rested, it  is possible to compare re-
cidivism ra tes by a  number  of differen t  factors. When
each  of the cr ime subtypes included in  the study a re
compared using the en t ire a r rest  popula t ion , a  clear
pa t tern  emerges as seen  in  Exhibit  60. Those youth
charged with  one of the violen t  cr imes—harassment ,

disorder ly conduct  and assau lt—have a  much h igher  rear rest  ra te than  those charged
with  reta il theft . In  fact , shoplifters genera lly have the lowest  rea r rest  ra te of the cr ime
subtypes (28 percent ), and the public order  and drug/a lcohol offenders not  deemed appro-
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pria te for  the study had the next
lowest  ra te (33 percent ). Cr imi-
na l misch ief was the th ird low-
est  r ecidivism  gr ou p (40 per -

cen t ). All ca t egor ies  of violen t
cr imes and personal theft  have the

highest  rea r rest  ra tes, vir tua lly in -
dist inguishable from each other  a t  46

percent . Thus, the absence of an  en-
dur ing reduct ion  in  rear rest  ra tes for  proper ty
offenders, demonst ra ted when compar ing the
decline and conference groups, may be par t ly
expla ined by the genera lly low rear rest  ra te
for  tha t  offense.

These general recidivism trends suggest
tha t  for  a  police diversionary program, reta il
theft  is a  good type of offense to include, even

if recidivism is not  reduced by conferencing, because of the low reoffense r isk for  fir st -
t ime shoplifters. It  is, a fter  a ll, low recidivism offenders who a re most  appropr ia tely di-
ver ted from formal adjudica t ion .

These genera l recidivism t rends a lso suggest  tha t  conferencing is usefu l for  offend-
ers ea r ly in  their  cr imina l ca reers before they develop a  h istory of a r rest s. A rear rest  ra te
of 20 percent  for  conferenced violen t  juvenile offenders is especia lly impressive compared
to the 46 percent  ra tes usua lly seen  for  these cr imes.

The possibility tha t  willingness to par t icipa te in  a  conference is a  screen  filt er ing
out  low-r isk youth  has addit iona l programmat ic implica t ions. As can  be seen  in  Exhibit
61a, proper ty offenders ineligible for  the program
because they had too extensive of an  a r rest  h is-
tory clear ly were the h ighest -r isk group, with  a
12-month  rear rest  ra te of 64 percent . The pool
of juvenile offenders who were ineligible because
they had commit ted a  felony had a  modera tely
high rear rest  ra te of 39 percent , though th is may
be a r t ificia lly low if the offenders were incarcer-
a ted and not  a t  r isk of rear rest . Selected cases
and non-selected eligibles had modera tely low
rear rest  ra tes, a lthough many of these a re reta il
theft  cases which  have the lowest  rea r rest  ra te.

Exhibit 60
Rearrest rates total juvenile arrests

46%

40%

33%

28%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

0 30 60 90 12
0

15
0

18
0

21
0

24
0

27
0

30
0

33
0

36
0

36
5

days of exposure

Harassment
Disorderly
Other Assault
OtherTheft
Mischief

Other

Retail

Rearrest rates
all property offenders

64%

39%

29%
27%

16%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

0 30 60 90 12
0

15
0

18
0

21
0

24
0

27
0

30
0

33
0

36
0

36
5

days of exposure

offender
history

crime too
serious
selected
eligible

handled
informal

Exhibit 61a



84     R estorative Policing Experim ent

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
violent offenders as shown in Exhibit 61b. Offenders
with prior arrest histories are rearrested at a much
higher rate (65 percent) than every other violent of-
fender group. However, those violent offenders whose
crimes were too serious for police diversion had rear-
rest rates (32 percent) very similar to those included
in the study (37 percent) and their non-selected eli-
gible counterparts (35 percent). Again, those cases
handled informally had the lowest rate (24 percent).
Except for those with prior histories, all the categories
of violent offenders had about 5 percent higher rear-
rest rates than the corresponding categories for prop-
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.
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When analyzed as a t ime 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  minor ity of such
cases were selected during the
latter  period of the experiment.
Thus, the selection criteria seem
to have become more str ingent
during the course of the experi-
ment.

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
who would have been affected by
net-widening. The time series for
the cases disposed of informally
shows no disrupt ion  from the
pattern prior to the experiment
as shown in Exhibit  64.

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 disposit ions during the experimental period compared with less

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 no net-widening.

To determine if there were any changes
in the manner with which cases were disposed
by magistrates, disposit ion of offenders that
were not in the study, but which would have
qualified based on offense level and type, were
examined (where magistrate disposit ion infor-
mation was available). Before the study, 18 per-

Exhibit 64
Arrests handled informally and selected juvenile arrests by month
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Exhibit 63
Non-selected eligible and selected juvenile arrests by month
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cent of offenders had charges dropped, 6 per-
cent were acquit ted, 64 percent made a guilty
plea, and 10 percent were found guilty by trial.
After the study began, 18 percent of offenders
had charges dropped, 9 percent were acquit-
ted, 61 percent made a guilty plea, and 12 per-
cent were found guilty by tr ial. 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
make a payment of some sort  were examined. Before the study,
93 percent of offenders were ordered to make some type of pay-
ment. After the study began 90 percent were ordered to make
payment. This was not an overall significant difference. Con-
trolling for crime type, however, there was a significant differ-
ence among violent offenders, 95 percent pre-study versus 87 percent during the study, χ2  (1,
n  = 347) = 7.3, p < .01. A higher proportion of violent offenders were required to make a
payment before the study began than after the
study began as shown in Exhibit  67.

The mean payments required were
also examined. Before the study, the mean
payment was $128.38 (S D = 69.2, n  = 383).
After the study began, the mean payment
was $141.46 (S D = 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.

Disposit ions of decline and control group cases handled by magistrates were compared
to disposit ions of cases not in the study but with similar offenses. For offenders not in the
study, 16 percent had charges dropped, 8 percent were acquit ted, 66 percent made a guilty
plea, and 11 percent were found guilty by tr ial. For cases in the study, 20 percent had charges
dropped, 9 percent were acquit ted, 63 percent made a guilty plea, and 8 percent were found
guilty by tr ial. These were not significant dif-
ferences. However, controlling for crime type,
there was a significant difference among prop-
erty offenders, χ2 (3, n  = 829) = 11.3, p < .05.
Cases in the study had higher proportions of
dropped charges and acquittals, and lower pro-
portions of guilty pleas and guilt  by tr ial, than
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cases not in the study as shown in Exhibit  69.
The proportion of offenders not in the study where

payment was ordered was 86 percent. For those in the
study, it  was 83 percent. There were no significant dif-
ferences in proportion of offenders required to make pay-
ments between study and non-study groups as shown in
Exhibit  70.

Mean payments for offenders not
in the study were $139.52 (S D = 91.2, n  =
1086), compared to $120.88 for offenders
in the study (S D = 52.63, n  = 83). There
were no sign ifican t  differences in  the
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 to have prior summary arrests than selected cases. Otherwise, the non-
selected eligibles were statist ically 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-t ime
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. A higher propor-
t ion 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 tr ial, 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

Com parative  An alyse s

Despite the very differen t  ph ilosophies gu iding formal adjudica t ion  processes ver-
sus restora t ive just ice processes, it  is wor th  pursu ing ways in  which  conferences compare
to formal adjudica t ion  processes. Bra ithwaite urges a  systemic solu t ion  to the problem of
breaching cer ta in  upper  limit s for  sanct ions:

Conferences should be const ra ined not  on ly aga inst  any incarcera t ive order  bu t
a lso aga inst  any order  which  is more punit ive in  it s effect s than  cour t s typica lly
impose for  such  offenses. In  other  words, offenders should be able to appea l to juve-
n ile cour t s to have over turned any in tervent ion  which  is more severe than  a  cour t
would have imposed. An advocacy group . . . should be given  sta te resources to
monitor  ou tcomes of conferences . . . looking for  cases for  which  it  should be sug-
gested to the defendant  tha t  s/he might  do bet ter  to have the case reheard before a
cour t . Under  such  a  system, conferencing would resu lt  in  fewer  breaches of upper
limit s than  juvenile cour t  adjudica t ion  of the same types of cases. (Bra ithwaite,
1994, p.204)

The other  side of th is is the concern  tha t  ou tcomes from conferences may be too
len ien t , below some lower  limit  of propor t iona lity. Through a  ret r ibu t ive lens, th is is
cer ta in ly a  concern . Through a  restora t ive lens, it  is on ly a  concern  insofar  as the in ter-
vent ion  is insufficien t  in  prevent ing nega t ive consequences. Bra ithwaite comments:

It  is t rue tha t  breaches of lower  propor t iona lity limit s would be increased by confer-
encing. Often  vict ims prefer  to forgive and forget , or  even  to offer  to give the young
offender  some help ra ther  than  demand any punishment  . . . I do not  believe there
is any such  th ing as a  dispropor t iona tely low sanct ion , as a  mat ter  of just ice versus
mercy. (Bra ithwaite, 1994, pp.204-5)

In  order  to pu t  in to perspect ive the ou tcomes of police-based restora t ive conferenc-
ing for  juveniles, it  is necessary to compare these resu lt s with  other  disposit ion  possibili-
t ies for  such  cases. F ir st  we will compare the conference outcomes with  the ou tcomes for
the cases in  the study who were refer red to cour t  (the cont rol and decline groups). Since
restora t ive just ice processes a re very differen t  than  cour t , it  is a lso inst ruct ive to com-
pare the resu lt s from th is study with  resu lt s repor ted on  other  restora t ive just ice pro-
grams, pr imar ily vict im-offender  media t ion .

Methods

All cases in  the study were t racked to determine the eventua l case ou tcome for
cases disposed pr ior  to October  1, 1997. Conference da ta  was obta ined through confer-
ence observa t ions and in terviews with  the program lia ison  officer. Disposit ion  da ta  for
cont rol and decline group cases was obta ined through the Beth lehem Police da tabase and
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a  sta tewide magist ra te da tabase ment ioned in  Chapter  7. Vict im and offender  sa t isfac-
t ion and percept ions of fairness data  was obtained through part icipant  surveys. The present
Beth lehem study used many of the survey inst ruments from Umbreit ’s media t ion  studies
(1994). Addit iona l in format ion  on  vict im-offender  media t ion  programs was obta ined from
published resu lt s of four  studies: Umbreit  (1994) compared vict im-offender  media t ion
(VOM) programs in  Albuquerque, N.M., Minneapolis, Minn ., Oakland, Ca ., and Aust in ,
Tx.; Umbreit  and Rober t s (1996) compared VOM programs in  Covent ry 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 ear ly VOM programs in  one
county in  Ohio and four  count ies in  Indiana  (the 1989 study included three addit iona l
count ies).

Family group conferencing is one of the la test  developments in  restora t ive just ice
pract ices (McCold, 1997). Previously, most  research  in  restora t ive just ice has been  lim-
ited to vict im-offender  media t ion  (VOM), the bu lk of which  has been  done by Mark Um-
breit  and associa tes.

There a re a  number  of differences between  conferences and media t ion . Media t ion
limit s par t icipa t ion  to vict ims and offenders and excludes family and other  suppor ters
from direct  par t icipa t ion . Some VOM programs a llow paren ts to observe the media t ion ,
but  many VOM programs feel tha t  offenders a re less likely to express honest  feelings
with  such  par t ies presen t . Conferences a lways include a t  least  one paren t  of the offender
and encourage other  family and impor tan t  socia l suppor ters of both  vict ims and offend-
ers to direct ly par t icipa te in  the process. But  conferencing is not  just  media t ion  with
more par t icipants (as suggested by Van Ness, 1997).

Media tors a re much more likely to feel tha t  they need to develop a  persona l rap-
por t  and t rust ing rela t ionsh ip between  themselves and offenders and vict ims pr ior  to the
media t ion  (a lthough th is was not  the case in  the Aust in  VOM discussed below), and st ress
the impor tance of the media tor  being seen  as a  neut ra l par ty in  the dispute. Conferences
begin  with  the assumpt ion  tha t  a  wrong has been  done and the offender  has an  obliga t ion
to repa ir  tha t  wrong as much as possible (hardly a  neut ra l posit ion). Conference facilit a -
tors do not  a t tempt  to crea te specia l rela t ionsh ips of t rust  between  themselves and con-
ference par t icipants, bu t  rely on  the bonds of t rust  which  exist s between  vict ims and
their  suppor ters and offenders and their  suppor ters. Thus, VOM is much more depen-
dent  upon  the skills and capacit ies of the media tor  to make the process work. Confer-
ences assume tha t  the facilit a tor  is on ly providing a  forum for  the a ffected par t ies to work
through to their  own resolu t ion , merely providing a  consisten t  process for  such  resolu t ion
to occur. Thus the success of conferences is much less dependent  upon  the skills and
capacit ies of the facilit a tor, and much more t rust ing of the process and par t icipants.
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Both  VOM and conferences can  be used a t  var ious stages of cr imina l processes.
Media t ion  programs a re likely to be opera ted as adjuncts to cour t  services or  prosecut ion
services and may employ specia lly t ra ined professiona l media tors or  t ra ined and screened
community volunteers. Conferencing programs may opera te as adjuncts to cour t  services
and have a lso been  implemented using t ra ined community volunteers. However, on ly
conferencing encourages cr imina l just ice personnel themselves to facilit a te the process,
including probat ion and correct ions officers. While the Bethlehem Experiment  used t ra ined
police officers, conferencing is by no means limited to police-based restora t ive processes.

Both  VOM and conferencing genera lly assume tha t  par t icipa t ion  of vict ims and
offenders must  be volunta ry and tha t  either  par ty may choose t radit iona l cour t  processes
if tha t  is their  wish . The volunta ry na ture of restora t ive processes may be a  limit ing
factor  in  some cases, bu t  volunta ry par t icipa t ion  is cen t ra l to either  model in  their  pure
forms. However, th is does crea te a  problem for  the scien t ific eva lua t ion  of such  programs
since par t icipa t ion  ra tes will vary from program to program and st r ict  random assign-
ment  of cases is problemat ic.

While the presen t  study used t ra ined on-duty police officers to set  up and conduct
conferences, the media t ion  programs we will compare our  resu lt s to differ  in  the sponsor-
sh ip and management  of their  programs. The Albuquerque, Minneapolis and Oakland
VOM programs a re opera ted by pr iva te not -for-profit  agencies using volunteer  media-
tors. The Aust in  vict im-offender  reconcilia t ion  program is opera ted by both  the juvenile
proba t ion  office and a  not -for-profit  agency using professiona l media tors. All of these
programs are for  modera tely ser ious juvenile offenders. Together, 87 percent  of their  cases
were proper ty offenses, and of the cases handled, 69 percent  were pre-adjudica tory diver-
sion  (Umbreit , 1994, pp.43-59).

The four  Canadian  VOM programs in  Langley, Ca lgary, Winnipeg and Ot tawa a re
run  by not -for-profit  organiza t ions. Types of offenses addressed were pr imar ily assau lt s,
followed by proper ty offenses, including vanda lism, theft  and burgla ry. The sessions were
most ly used as pre-t r ia l diversion . The Winnipeg and Ot tawa sites addressed most ly adult
cr imes, while the Langley and Calgary sites addressed most ly juvenile cr imes. Volunteer
media tors as well as t ra ined professiona ls conducted the media t ion  sessions (Umbreit
and Rober t s, 1996).

The Covent ry and Leeds programs were run  by proba t ion  service agencies. They
dea lt  pr imar ily with  assau lt , burgla ry and theft  cases, commit ted both  by juveniles and
adult s. Cases were refer red by cour t s following a  gu ilty plea . Media tors were t ra ined
professiona ls. These two programs a llowed for  indirect  media t ion , involving shut t le ne-
got ia t ions between  vict ims and offenders without  meet ing face-to-face and thus had a
much lower  direct  media t ion  propor t ion  than  t radit iona l VOM programs (Umbreit  and
Rober t s, 1996).
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Cases media ted in  the sites in  the five-county U.S. study were most ly cour t -re-
fer red or  cour t -ordered, as pre-t r ia l diversion  or  as a  condit ion  of sen tencing. Offenses
included burgla ry, theft , vanda lism, fraud and assau lt . Seventy-three percent  of offend-
ers were juveniles. Two-th irds of the media tors were t ra ined community volunteers, the
rest  professiona ls.

Clear ly, offenders and cases a re not  necessar ily direct ly comparable between  these
programs. Some of these programs addressed offenses simila r  to those in  the Beth lehem
Exper iment . Others addressed some more ser ious offenses in  addit ion . The Beth lehem
Exper iment  was a  police diversionary program, using t ra ined police officers to conduct
the meet ings, while the other  programs were diversionary and condit ions of sen tencing,
using t ra ined professiona ls and volunteers to conduct  the meet ings. Despite these differ-
ences, compar isons a re wor thwhile to benchmark rela t ive per formance of police confer-
encing. It  will remain  for  fu ture research  to determine whether  the differences in  pro-
grams a re due to differ ing types of cases, differences in  program auspices, or  the effect s of
including a  wider  circle of the community direct ly in  the process.

Result s

Conference versus Court
Offenders who par t icipa ted in  family group conferences had to admit  responsibil-

ity for  the offense charged. Dur ing the conference process, they were asked to descr ibe
what  they did, what  they were th inking about  when  they did it , and how people were
affected. They then  heard from their  vict ims and their  family about  how others were
affected and what  they thought  about  what  the offender  had done. Then , a ll par t icipants
were directed by the police officer  facilit a t ing the conference to come up with  some way to
“repair  the harm” caused by the offender ’s act ions. Dur ing th is t ime, offenders often  apolo-
gized for  what  they did, somet imes prompted by others, somet imes by their  own volit ion .
Once par t icipants came to agreement  on  repara t ive act ion  needed in  the case, the confer-
ence was ended and there was an  in formal per iod where par t icipants had refreshments
and signed the agreement  cont ract . Agreements often  included community service. For
many reta il theft  cases, stores insisted tha t  offenders comply with  paying a  $150 civil
demand. In  a  few cases where damage was incur red, offenders agreed to rest itu t ion  pay-
ments. Often there were agreements for  writ ten  or  personal apologies to people not  present
a t  the conference, and other  repara t ive or  problem-solving act ions.

Offenders who went  th rough formal adjudica t ion  had to en ter  a  plea  to the magis-
t ra te and then  a t tend a  hear ing, probably accompanied by a  paren t . If they pled guilty,
they may have been  assigned to an  accelera ted disposit ion  program or  required to pay
fines, cost s, and/or  rest itu t ion . If they pled not  gu ilty, the compla inant  or  police officer
may have been  asked to presen t  evidence, which  would have been  reviewed by the mag-
ist ra te. If a  compla inant  did not  show, or  the magist ra te deemed the evidence insuffi-
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cien t , charges may have been  dismissed or  withdrawn. If they were found guilty, offend-
ers may have been  required to pay fines, cost s and/or  rest itu t ion . The magist ra te may
have lectured to them about  their  inap-
propr ia te behavior  and t r ied to discover
why the offender  commit ted the cr ime.
They a lso may have assigned some com-
munity service if the offender  was not
able to easily pay the fine, or  required the
offender  to wr ite an  essay about  what  they did and why they shouldn’t  have done it . Some
magist ra tes require offenders to tour  a  loca l pr ison  or  a t tend classes about  shoplift ing.

Analysis was conducted of disposit ions and average outcomes of cases in  the study
tha t  went  th rough formal adjudica t ion . As shown in  Exhibit  72, 20 percent  of offenders
had charges dropped, 9 percent  were acquit ted, 63 percent  made a  gu ilty plea , and 8
percent  were found guilty by t r ia l. Among the decline group offenders with  disposit ion
informat ion , 46 percent  pled guilty (n  = 28). Proper ty offenders were more likely to make
a  guilty plea  than  violen t  offenders. However, cont rol-
ling for  exper imenta l group, th is difference was only sig-
n ifican t  among offenders in  the cont rol group, χ2  (3, n  =
81) = 5.74, p < .01. Thus, proper ty offenders in  the con-
t rol group were differen t  from offenders in  other  groups
in  tha t  they were more likely to make a  gu ilty plea , even
when cont rolling for  reason  for  decline, as shown in  Ex-
h ibit  73, χ2   (4, n  = 161) = 12.8, p < .05.

The average t ime from offense to disposit ion  was
69 days, ranging from 2 to 426 days. For  cont rol group
offenders the average t ime was 89 days (S D = 90.0, n  =
91), and for  decline group offenders the average t ime
was 49 days (S D = 55.3, n  = 97), which  was a  sta t ist i-
ca lly sign ifican t  difference, F(1, 186) = 13.4, p < .001.

Among cases where offenders made a  gu ilty plea , the average t ime from offense to
disposit ion  was 35 days for  the cont rol group (S D = 39.1, n  = 54) and 57 days for  the
decline group (S D = 83.0, n  = 34). For  conferenced cases, t ime from offense to conference
was 37 days (S D = 25.8, n  = 80). Differences between  the th ree exper imenta l groups were
not  sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t . Cour t s disposed 60 percent  of cases with in  a  month  where
offenders made a  gu ilty plea  (n  = 88), compared to on ly 45 percent  of conferenced cases (n
= 80), χ2  (1, n  = 168) = 3.9, p < .05. Therefore, where offenders made a  gu ilty plea , cour t
was more efficien t  than  the conferencing program in  disposing of cases with in  a  month .
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Of t h ose offen der s  wh o wer e fou n d
guilty (plea  or  t r ia l), 83 percent  had to make a
payment  of some var iety—fines, cost s or  res-
t itu t ion . There were no differences between
cont rol and decline groups, or  proper ty and
violen t  offender  groups in  the propor t ion  or-
dered to make such  payments.

Since a ll offender s pa r t icipa t ing in  a
conference are required to admit  they commit-
ted the act s charged, presumably they would
have a ll pled gu ilty had their  cases been  dis-
posed by formal cour t  processes. Thus, com-
par ing the propor t ions of types of disposit ions
between  cour t  and conference cases is prob-
lemat ic. However, it  is possible to compare the
sentences for  those who a re found guilty by a  plea  or  t r ia l with  those whose cases dis-
posed by a  conference. As shown in  Exhibit  74, the propor t ion  required to make payments
was much h igher  among the cour t  cases in  the study than  among the conference cases, χ2

(1, n  = 180) = 63.5, p < .001.
Where payments were required of offenders by cour t , they averaged $120.88, rang-

ing from $31 to $362.50 (S D = 52.63, n = 83). Among proper ty offenders, the mean  pay-
ment  was $114.53 (S D = 60.02, n = 50). Among violen t  offenders, the mean  payment  was
$130.49 (S D = 37.72, n = 33). This was not  a  sign ifican t  difference. The mean  payment  for
offenders in  the decline group was $135.25 (S D = 64.19, n = 33). The mean  payment  for
offenders in  the cont rol group was $111.39 (S D = 41.39, n = 50). Decline group offenders
were levied h igher  average payments than  cont rol group offenders. However, when  cr ime
type was cont rolled for, differences in  cost s between  cont rol and decline groups was on ly
sign ifican t  among proper ty offenders, F(1, 48) = 5.93, p < .05. Thus, proper ty offenders in
the decline group were levied h igher  payments than  proper ty offenders in  the cont rol
group.

Because of the rou t ine demand for  civil judgments from two of the la rge reta il
stores par t icipa t ing in  the study, cost s for  proper ty offenders conferenced was h igher
than  cost s for  violen t  offenders conferenced. Presumably, these same civil demands were
placed on  offenders shoplift ing from these two stores whose cases were disposed in  cour t ,
bu t  the $150 is in  addit ion  to the fines and cost s imposed by cour t  making difference in
the cost  associa ted with  proper ty offender  cases disposed in  cour t  grea ter  than  tha t  shown
in  Exhibit  75. Thus, the amount  of cost s for  the small propor t ion  of cases conferenced who
agreed to pay rest itu t ion  or  civil demands was much lower  than  the amount  ordered by

Exhibit 74
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the magist ra tes.
One difference between  conference and

cour t  ou tcomes were tha t  conferenced offend-
ers were much  more likely to have been  as-
signed community service and other  types of
repara t ive act ions and cour t -processed offend-
ers were more likely to have been  required to
make a  payment . Par t  of the difficu lty in  mak-
ing such  compar isons between  cour t  and con-
ference outcomes is tha t  the magist ra te’s cour t
is limited in  their  capacity to order  community
service. Many t imes when an  offender  does re-
ceive community service from the cour t , it  is in
exchange for  an  accelera ted disposit ion  of their
ca se a n d t h e ch a r ges  a r e wit h dr a wn  u pon
complet ion  of their  community service hours. Informat ion  on such cour t -ordered outcomes
was unava ilable from computer ized cour t  records.

Since reta il theft  cases were rou t inely asked to per form 40 hours of community
service by two of the la rger  reta ilers par t icipa t ing in  the conferences, there is the genera l
sense tha t , a t  least  for  proper ty cases, offenders were agreeing to harsher  ou tcomes than
they would have received in  cour t . This is cer ta in ly the case for  a  13-year-old gir l 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,
violent offenders were treated more harshly
in court  than they were in conferences.

Conference versus Mediation
Par t icipa t ion  ra tes were measured as

the propor t ion  of cases par t icipa t ing among
the cases refer red to the program. As shown
in  Exhibit  76, the par t icipa t ion  ra te for  the
Bet h leh em  E xper im en t  (42 per cen t ) wa s
h igh er  t h a n  t h ose r a t es r epor t ed for  t h e
VOM programs (28 to 40 percent ). The two
Brit ish  VOM programs a llow vict ims and of-
fen der s t o pa r t icipa t e in dir ect ly t h r ou gh
shut t le negot ia t ions without  meet ing face-
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to-face and thus had a  much lower  di-
rect  media t ion  propor t ion  than  t radi-
t iona l VOM programs (Umbreit  and
Roberts, 1996). The rela t ively high par-
t icipa t ion  ra te for  a  police-based con-
ferencing program is someth ing of a
surpr ise, and concerns ra ised by VOM
advoca tes tha t  vict ims and offenders
a re less t ru st ing of police t han  they
would be of an  impar t ia l community
volun t eer  seem un founded. The fact
tha t  the major ity of cases refer red to
media t ion  or  conferencing opt  for  t ra -
dit ion a l cou r t  pr ocess dem on st r a t es
tha t  par t icipa t ion  is t ru ly volunta ry.

Restora t ive just ice is a  more bal-
anced approach  to cr ime and considers
vict im par t icipa t ion  and hea ling as a  sign ifican t  goa l of the process. Thus, vict im sa t is-
fact ion  is a  cr it ica l dimension  in  eva lua t ing the success of these programs. As shown in
Exhibit  77, the conferences conducted by the Beth lehem Police produced h igher  vict im
sa t is fa ct ion  t h a n  a ll t h e VOM pr o-
grams, much higher  than the Albuquer-
que and Br it ish  programs. Among vic-
t ims of violen t  cr imes, conferencing re-
ceived a  100 percent  vict im sa t isfact ion
ra t ing.

Since one purpose of restora t ive
just ice pract ices is to help the offender
learn  from their  behavior, it  is impor-
tan t  tha t  offenders par t icipa te volun-
t a r ily a n d a r e t r ea t ed wit h  r espect .
Thus, offender  sa t isfact ion  is a lso an
impor tan t  measure of successfu l pro-
grams. As shown in  Exhibit  78, 97 per-
cen t  of offenders par t icipa t ing in  the
present  study expressed genera l sa t is-
fa ct ion  wit h  t h e wa y t h eir  ca se wa s
handled. This is a lso h igher  than  tha t
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repor ted from the mediat ion studies, and
much  h igher  t han  the Leeds program
and the four  Canadian  VOM programs.
Only the professiona lly run  program in
Aust in  had offender  sa t isfact ion  ra t ings
comparable to ra t ings from police-based
conferences in  the presen t  study.

It  is possible tha t  while vict ims
and offender s felt  t ha t  t heir  ca se was
handled in  a  manner  that  sa t isfied them,
they may have felt  tha t  something about
the process was unfair  to them. As shown
in  Exhibit  79, 96 percent  of vict ims in
the presen t  study ra ted conferencing as
fa ir, h igher  than  any of the media t ion
programs eva lua ted (67 to 89 percent ).

Likewise, offenders ra ted the po-
lice-based conferencing process as fa ir  in
97 percent  of the cases. Offenders in  the Minneapolis, Oakland and Aust in  VOM pro-
grams a lso ra ted the process as fa ir  in  more than  90 percent  of the cases (90 to 94 per-
cen t ), and the VOM program a t  Coven-
t ry received the lowest  offender  sa t isfac-
t ion  ra t ing (71 percent ) as shown in  Ex-
h ibit  80.

Vict ims in  both  types of r estor-
a t ive programs had h igh  overa ll sa t is-
fact ion  ra t ings and percept ions of fa ir-
ness with  the way the case was handled.
Vict im s’ per cept ion  of fa ir n ess of t h e
agreement  to themselves was 96 percent
in  the presen t  study and 89 percent  in
Umbreit ’s mult i-site VOM study. Vict im
percept ion  of fa irness of the agreement
to the offender  was 98 percen t  in  the
pr esen t  s t u dy a n d 92 per cen t  in  t h e
VOM study.

Offenders a lso ra ted these var i-
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programs. Offender  sa t isfact ion  was 97 percent  in  the presen t  study and 87 percent  in
the mult i-site VOM study. Percept ion  of fa irness with  the way the case was handled was
97 percent  in  the presen t  study and 89 percent  in  the VOM study. Offender  percept ion  of
fa irness of the agreement  to the vict im was 96 percent  in  the presen t  study and 93 per-
cen t  in  the VOM study. Offender  percept ion  of fa irness of the agreement  to the offender
was 93 percent  in  the presen t  study and 88 percent  in  the VOM study.

In  the Beth lehem Exper iment , 94 percent  of offenders complied with  the agree-
ments reached, which  replica tes Moore’s (1995) or igina l Wagga  findings. In  the mult i-site
VOM study, the ra tes of rest itu t ion  complet ion  were 77 percent  in  Minneapolis and 93
percent  in  Albuquerque. The five-county U.S. study had a  complet ion  ra te of 90 percent
for  per forming service for  vict ims; the au thors repor ted tha t  more than  80 percent  of
financia l rest itu t ion  cont ract s had been  completed a t  the t ime of their  review of records
(Coates and Gehm, 1989). The studies in  Canada  and the U.K. cited above did not  repor t
on  agreement  compliance.

Braithwaite (1997) reports on studies cit ing restitution completion rates, including:
•  A review of restora t ive just ice programs in  the U.S., Canada  and Grea t  Br ita in  revea l-

ing repara t ion  and compensa t ion  complet ion  ra tes between  64 and 100 percent
(Haley and Neugebauer, 1992)

•  A study of media t ion  programs in  Br ita in , showing an  80 percent  ra te of agreement
complet ion  (Marsha ll, 1992)

•  A study of media t ion  programs in  New Zea land with  58 percent  complet ion  of agree-
ments (Galaway, 1992)

•  A Finnish  study repor t ing 85 percent  complet ion  of agreements reached through me-
dia t ion  (Iivar i, 1992)

•  A study of a  media t ion  program in  England, with  91 percent  of agreements honored in
fu ll (Dignan , 1992)

•  A study of th ree pilot  vict im-offender  reconcilia t ion  project s in  West  Germany with  a  76
percent  fu ll complet ion  ra te (Trenczek, 1990)

•  A study of Canadian  vict im-offender  reconcilia t ion  programs with  agreement  compli-
ance ra tes between  90 and 95 percent  in  Alber ta  and 99 percent  in  Calgary (Pa te,
1990)

•  A repor t  on  South  Aust ra lian  conferences finding 86 percent  fu ll compliance with  con-
ference agreements (Wundersitz and Hetzel, 1996)

Sa t isfact ion  and a  genera l exper ience of fa irness were sign ifican t ly h igher  in  the
FGC study for  both  vict ims and offenders than  for  the mult i-site VOM study, as shown in
Exhibit  81 and Exhibit   82. Differences in  percept ions of fa irness of the rest itu t ion  agree-
ment  to vict im and offender  were not  sign ifican t . Thus police-based conferences produced
grea ter  vict im sa t isfact ion , grea ter  offender  sa t isfact ion , grea ter  vict im sense of fa irness
and grea ter  offender  sense of fa irness than  the VOM studies considered. Police-based
conferences produced a t  least  as h igh  vict im and offender  sense of fa irness with  ou tcomes
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as the mult i-site VOM study. The agreement  compliance ra tes in  the Beth lehem study
are comparable to those cited in  other  media t ion  and conferencing studies.

Perhaps one of the most  impor tan t  dist inct ions between  police-based conferencing
and VOM is the cost  of program opera t ion . Each  of the four  sites in  Umbreit ’s mult i-site
VOM study opera te as stand-a lone media t ion  project s with  sta ff, budgets and volunteer
recru itment  and t ra in ing plans. The cost s per  un it  of media t ion  for  each  of these media-
t ion  project s can  be ca lcu la ted by dividing the program budget  for  a  year  by the number
of cases media ted per  year  to produce a  un it  cost  of media t ion . Such  st ra igh t forward
computa t ions of the cost  for  police-based conferencing is not  possible. There is no sepa-
ra te program opera t ion  budget  for  th is type of conferencing. Police officers a re expected
to set  up and conduct  conferences as par t  of their  regula r  du t ies, thus requir ing no addi-
t iona l opera t iona l expenses for  the depar tment . However, for  rough  compar isons, ap-
proximat ions of the number  of officer  hours away from other  police du t ies can  be used to
est imate the t rade-off cost s to the depar tment .

The average conference lasted 33 minutes with  5 minutes of socia l t ime a fterward.
The facilit a t ing officers spent  less than  an  hour  to a r range and prepare for  the average
conference. The project  lia ison  officer  used about  30 minutes per  case screening out  ineli-
gible cases and making in it ia l contact  with  par t icipants. Arrest ing officers in  addit ion  to
the facilit a t ing officers par t icipa ted in  25 percent  of the conferences. Thus, the average
number  of depar tment  man-hours was 2.3 hours per  conference. At  the cur ren t  sen ior
pa t rolman sa la ry of $26.33 per  hour, the average sa la ry cost  to the depar tment  per  con-
ference was $59.70.

Addit iona lly, the depar tment  would have incur red t ra in ing cost s had the officers
not  been  t ra ined through schola rsh ips. The t ra in ing tu it ion  cost  of $235 for  each  of the 20
officers t ra ined was $4,700. Three eigh t -hour  sh ift s for  each  of the officers t ra ined a lso
cost  the depar tment  an  addit iona l 480 man-hours or  $12,638.40. Thus the depar tment
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(would have) incur red an  addit iona l $17,338.40 or  $267 per  conference t ra in ing expense.
Costs for  ongoing supervision  and in-service t ra in ing a re not  included in  th is est imate.

While the opera t ion  cost s for  on-duty police officers
to conduct  restora t ive conferences may not  be visible in
the depar tment  budget , even  if we include the sa la ry cost s
with  the in it ia l t ra in ing cost s to the depar tment , the tota l
cost  per  conference for  the 18-month  per iod of the project
is $399 per  conference. As shown in  Exhibit  83, th is is well
below the un it  cost  of a ll bu t  one of the media t ion  pro-
grams eva lua ted in  Umbreit ’s mult i-site study.

The in it ia l sta r t -up cost  for  the depar tment  crea tes
an  ongoing capacity to conduct  conferences. Most  of th is
expense was sa la ry cost s for  the 20 officers to par t icipa te
in , what  was then , the th ree-day t ra in ing. Rea l J ust ice is
now providing two-day t ra in ings which  would reduce sa l-
a ry cost s for  having officers t ra ined by a  th ird. Because of
the la rge number  of officer s t r a ined in  Beth lehem, the
$17,338 t ra in ing cost s is probably not  a  good est imate of the sta r t -up cost s for  other  police
depar tments, who genera lly t ra in  a  few officers a t  a  t ime. Fur ther, the sta r t -up cost s for
a  depar tment  is an  investment  in  a  capacity tha t  should cont inue for  a  good number  of
years, spreading out  th is in it ia l cost  over  more than  the 18 months considered in  th is
study, eventua lly return ing tota l cost  per  conference to the man-hour  on ly figure of $60.

Conclusions

Police-based restora t ive conferences produced outcomes for  offenders comparable
in  some respects to the cour t  process. Conferenced juvenile offenders were less likely to
be required to pay moneta ry compensa t ion  or  fines bu t  were more likely to be required to
per form community service hours than  simila r  offenders processed through the t radi-
t iona l cour t  system. Conferences produced outcomes for  proper ty offenders tha t  t ended
to be harsher  than  would have been  imposed by cour t , and conferences for  violen t  offend-
ers tended to produce outcomes for  offenders tha t  might  be seen  as less harsh  than  cour t s
might  have imposed.

When compared to another  cur ren t  restora t ive just ice programs not  opera ted by
police, police-ba sed r es t or a t ive con fer en ces  fa r e ver y well. Th e Bet h leh em  P olice
Department’s “Operat ion P.R.O.J .E.C.T” had a  higher  par t icipat ion ra tes, included a  larger
propor t ion  of violen t  offenses, and produced h igher  vict im and offender  sa t isfact ion  and
percept ions of fa irness than  the media t ion  programs. Fur ther, these police-based confer-
ences were ra ted by the vict ims as fa ir  to themselves and their  offenders, and outcomes
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tha t  were ra ted by the offenders as fa ir  to themselves and their  vict ims as vict ims and
offenders par t icipa t ing in  the media t ion  programs considered. Compliance with  confer-
ence agreements was 94 percent , replica t ing the finding in  Wagga  Wagga  and a re compa-
rable to agreement  compliance ra tes repor ted in  other  media t ion  and conferencing stud-
ies.

Overa ll program costs for  the police-based conferencing program appear  to be no
grea ter  than  cost s for  the media t ion  programs, and may be as much as ten  t imes less
expensive to opera te than  the media t ion  programs considered. Once police officers a re
t ra ined, they can  conduct  conferences as par t  of their  on-duty tasks, as par t  of a  genera l
community and problem-or ien ted policing approach  to problems of juvenile cr ime, with
lit t le addit iona l expense to the depar tment  beyond the normal du t ies of their  officers.
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9

Con clu s ion s

Let us now return to the 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 att itudes, 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 exist ing system and to victim-offender mediation?

1. Can typical Am erican 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 to leave the conference at  any stage and have the matter referred to
formal adjudication should they wish to exercise their  r ights against  self-incrimination or to
legal counsel. Officers explicit ly 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  r ight 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 part icipants fully understand the
strict ly voluntary nature of their  part icipation and that  the terms of conference agreements
are up to the participants alone.

Victims also have the right to leave the conference process at  any stage and to pursue
their  case in court , although this is not explicit ly stated as part  of conference facilitator proto-
col. Nevertheless, 96 percent of victims said that  part icipating 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 victim’s 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 to pay fines and costs, and only
sometimes requiring restitution or other reparative actions. Conferences are geared toward
facilitat ing 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 distr ict
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 J USTICE®
training process does to a greater extent (REAL J USTICE® 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 to repair  the harm and let
participants decide what they wanted to see happen. Some facilitators, however, asked ques-
t ions such as “What do you think is an appropriate punishment?” or “How much community
service would like to see done?” when participants hadn’t  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 facilitat ive 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 st igmatizing and have
negative effects. Analysis in Chapter 3 suggested that  facilitator adherence to protocol and
non-authoritarian behavior is posit ively 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 inhibit ing 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-
sit ive 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, part icipants 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  to the 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 att itudes,
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 punit ive legalist ic approach to a more problem-solving, restorative approach (Moore,
1995).
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It  is likely that  the lack of a  depar tment-wide change in  a t t itudes is due to the
marginalization of the conferencing program in Bethlehem. Facilitat ing conferences was not
an organizational priority. Evidence suggests that  officers and supervisors saw conferencing
as an extra task which interfered with and took t ime 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 activit ies 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 facilitat ion 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 responsibilit ies 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
posit ive effects of these conferences could have made a significant impact on their  at t itudes
toward policing generally. Also, most of the conferences dealt  with retail thefts and were not
very dramatic in demonstrating the restorative possibilit ies of conferences. Because the vic-
t ims 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  at t itudes about policing and more favorably disposed to a restorative response.

This lack of a significant change in police culture is very similar to that  seen in numer-
ous evaluations of community policing programs across the United States. While there have
been isolated incidents of successes of community policing, at tempts 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 tradit ional 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 att itudinal
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 posit ively disposed to community policing to become more supportive of
such approaches.

3. Does conferencing produce conflict-reducing outcom es by helping to solve ongoing problem s
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 facilitat ing 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 part icipants.

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 victim s, offenders and the com m unity 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 crit ics 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 to use 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 crit ics 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 , part icipation rates were higher in the present
study than for any of the mediation programs considered. The fact  that  part icipation rates
were as high for Hispanic offenders as it  was for white offenders, and that  conferences requir-
ing translators were as posit ively 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 definit ive 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 part icipating in conferencing that  the community not only accepts a police-
based restorative justice process, but that  they find it  more fair  and just  than tradit ional
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 disposit ion of cases did not change as a result  of the experi-
ment. Cases were successfully diverted without net-widening effects. Disposit ions of cases
handled by court  was substantially unchanged after the introduction of diversionary confer-
ences.
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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 qualitat ively 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 exist ing system at  the level in the present study had no discernible down-
stream processing effect  on cases not included.

An idea l diversion  programs would have a  number  of character ist ics. It   1) would
actua lly diver t  cases from fur ther  formal processing, 2) would occur  as ea r ly in  the just ice
system as possible, 3) would diver t  those offenders who have the lowest  r isk of reoffense,
and 4) would sa t isfy the vict im-compla inant . Addit iona lly, an  idea l diversion  program
would a lso be respect fu l of offenders, empower ing of their  families and posit ive socia l
suppor ters, and provide an  impor tan t  lesson  in  accountability for  everyone involved, i.e.
to be restora t ive. Thus it  appears tha t  police-based conferencing has the character ist ics
of an  idea l diversion  program.

6. How does conferencing com pare to the existing system  and to other restorative justice pro-
gram s?

We were surprised by the high degree of satisfaction expressed by victims, offenders
and offender ’s parents with the tradit ional 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 who rated 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 tradit ional 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  to themselves 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-
t ion had higher satisfaction and perceptions of fairness than their  respective court-compari-
son groups. How much these differences can be attr ibuted to the voluntary programs them-
selves, and how much can be attr ibuted to more cooperative cases choosing to participate
remains an open question.

Limita t ions of the cur ren t  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-
t ion. Given the moderate response of police officers to surveys generally and the large attr i-
t ion 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
att itudes by comparing aggregate means at  the two t ime periods. Anonymous questionnaires
might have improved the response rate slightly at  the cost  of important stat ist ical power. The
response rate 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  dist inguish 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  stat ist ical significance with small differences at  the extreme ends of the
scales.
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There is no such  th ing as a  per fect  research  design . Every exper iment  is prone to
var ious th rea ts to in terna l and externa l va lidity. The presen t  study used a  blocked ran-
domized post -test -on ly design  (in  the case assignment  par t  of the exper iment ). This is the
same design  as RISE. The difference between  RISE and the presen t  study is the poin t  of
case sampling. RISE is randomizing cases refer red by the a r rest ing officer  a t  the poin t
a fter  the offender  has a lready agreed to par t icipa te.

The presen t  study randomized cases whose case profile fit  the established cr iter ia ,
before anyone had been  given  informat ion  about  the program. Thus, th is study sampled
“typica l” types of such  cases handled by the police in  Beth lehem. The sampling frame in
RISE is a  subset  of typica l cases—offenders who have chosen  to par t icipa te and whose
cases were refer red by the a r rest ing officer. It  remains to be seen  how representa t ive tha t
sampling frame is of typica l cases handled by the police in  Canber ra .

RISE will be in  a  st ronger  posit ion  to asser t  comparability between  t rea tment  and
cont rol groups. This should a llow for  a  st ronger  ana lysis of program effect s, since the
program effect s will not  be as “contamina ted” with  self-select ion  effect s as the presen t
study. Presumably, RISE’s cont rol and t rea tment  groups have been  subjected to equa l
amounts of these effect s. However, the presence of self-select ion  effect s in  volunta ry pro-
grams like the Aust ra lian  Nat iona l Police diversionary conferencing program are not
removed, on ly held constan t . The RISE study can  determine how the program affect s
only on  the kinds of cases tha t  a re predisposed to be coopera t ive and have low recidivism.
Because a ll of the cases in  RISE are predisposed to be coopera t ive, it  is expected tha t  the
cont rol cases will be equa lly predisposed. Thus, RISE will be looking for  program effect s
among cases predisposed to be sa t isfied and have low recidivism. RISE will be facing the
problem of finding sign ificance between  low and lower  recidivism, or  between  h igh  and
higher  sa t isfact ion . The lack of sign ifican t  program effect s a t  the margins would not  dem-
onst ra te the actua l lack of program effect s, on ly tha t  these effect s could not  be demon-
st ra ted a t  the margins. Only very la rge samples can  ach ieve sta t ist ica l sign ificance un-
der  such  circumstances.

The presen t  study was more in terested in  measur ing the effect s of the pilot  pro-
gram on  the police depar tment , on  typica l offenders and their  vict ims and paren ts, and
on the rest  of the system. This was the fir st  eva lua t ion  of police-based conferencing in  the
United Sta tes. The ava ilable lit era ture suggested tha t  Amer ican  police would not  be able
to abandon their  au thor ita r ian  role and empower  communit ies to determine outcomes—
and tha t  communit ies would not  t rust  the police to be helpfu l. It  was impor tan t  to estab-
lish  a  t rue par t icipa t ion  ra te for  the Beth lehem Police FGC project  to address these con-
cerns.

Umbreit ’s media t ion  eva lua t ions repor ted the number  of cases media ted as well as
the tota l number  of cases refer red to the program; comput ing the program par t icipa t ion
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ra te is st ra igh t forward. There is every reason  to expect  tha t  the sampling frame of cases
where vict im and offender  agree to media t ion  suffers from the same self-select ion  effect s
as the presen t  study. The na ture and magnitude of th is bias is unknown for  the media t ion
studies and could account  for  some of the differences in  compar isons. The presen t  re-
search  suggests tha t  such  cases probably had h igher  sa t isfact ion  and lower  recidivism
than  their  respect ive declin ing cases, even  if the programs were no bet ter  than  cour t s.

Both  the VOM studies and RISE are prone to an  addit iona l th rea t  to externa l
va lidity. Cases a re refer red by just ice professiona ls a t  their  discret ion . Differences be-
tween  refer red cases and typica l cases a re unknown and unaccounted for  in  the research
designs. RISE will a t tempt  to assess the magnitude of the refer ra l bias in  a  “pipeline”
study, which  should provide some in terest ing resu lt s.

Document ing the self-select ion  effect  may be one of the presen t  study’s un ique
contr ibut ions to the accumulat ing empir ical knowledge about  restorat ive just ice programs.
It  is likely tha t  a  very st rong case self-select ion  effect  will be presen t  in  a ll volunta ry
programs, whether  it  is cont rolled for  (as in  RISE) or  not  (as in  VOM and the presen t
study). This represen ts a  major  obstacle to a ll restora t ive just ice research . If represen ta -
t ive cases a re sampled, in terna l va lidity is th rea tened; if on ly par t icipa t ing cases a re
sampled, externa l va lidity is th rea tened. In  the former, posit ive resu lt s should be ex-
pected even  when there is no program effect ; in  the la t ter, differences among pre-selected
coopera t ive cases must  be demonst ra ted, and even  then  the genera lizability of the re-
su lt s will remain  unknown.

This study did not  find tha t  police-based conferencing produced h igher  par t icipant
sa t isfact ion  or  lower  recidivism than  the t radit iona l system. It  found tha t  par t icipants in
conferences had h igher  sa t isfact ion  and lower  recidivism than  par t icipants in  the t radi-
t iona l system. Factors associa ted with  the decision  to par t icipa te were rela ted to factors
associa ted with  the ou tcome var iables. The design  in  th is study a llowed for  the demon-
st ra t ion  of the effect , bu t  not  the disen tanglement  of the select ion  and program effect s.

There was on ly one sta t ist ica lly sign ifican t  program effect  between  conferencing
and cour t  regarding sa t isfact ion  or  recidivism. Among proper ty vict ims, the t rea tment
group was more likely than  the cont rol group to feel the offender  was held accountable.
Thus, reta il store managers felt  conferencing held offenders accountable more often  than
cour t . In  a ll other  respects, conferencing outcomes were no bet ter  than  cour t  ou tcomes,
beyond the effect s resu lt ing from coopera t ive cases agreeing to par t icipa te and problem-
a t ic cases declin ing.

Limit ing defin it ions of program success to recidivism, par t icipa t ion  and sa t isfac-
t ion  ra tes is insufficien t  to eva lua te restora t ive just ice programs. Diversionary restor-
a t ive programs provide offenders who a re willing to admit  their  wrongdoing and face up
to their  vict ims with  an  opt ion  to be held accountable without  an  officia l cour t  record. The
restora t ive opt ion  a lso provides the oppor tun ity for  vict ims, offenders’ paren ts, and their
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respect ive communit ies to play cen t ra l roles in  determining the resolu t ion  of the case.
These a re wor thy accomplishments in  themselves.

Where communit ies a ffected by a  cr ime can  volunta r ily resolve such  cases to their
own sa t isfact ion , they should be encouraged to do so. Police-based diversionary confer-
ences provide the communit ies with  th is possibility. Cour t s a re bet ter  equipped to re-
spond to the remain ing 58% of cases where the a ffected par t ies cannot  volunta r ily agree
on  repara t ion  terms, as is their  charge. The t rend in  restora t ive just ice toward a  bifur-
ca ted just ice system will likely be increased due to the presence of a  st rong self-select ion
effect .

The randomized exper imenta l par t  of th is study has implica t ions for  two of the six
research  quest ions addressed. Regardless of the in terna l va lidity of tha t  par t  of the ex-
per iment , the other  resu lt s remain  va lid. This study demonst ra ted tha t  U.S. police can
be t ra ined to handle the fir st -t ime juvenile cases when  the par t ies involved want  a  restor-
a t ive opt ion . The Beth lehem Family Group Conferencing Program produced par t icipa-
t ion  ra tes and par t icipant  sa t isfact ion  as h igh  as other  well regarded restora t ive just ice
programs. It  remains to be seen  what  restora t ive pract ices can  be effect ive with  more
ser ious offenses, with  adult  offenders, or  with  uncoopera t ive offenders and their  a ffected
communit ies.

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  t ransform police at t itudes, organizat ion culture or  role

percept ions, it  did move those with  the most  exposure to conferencing toward a  more
community-oriented, problem-solving stance.

•  Confer encing can  produce con flict -r educing ou t comes, most  clea r ly in  ca ses of
interpersonal violence. Because of a strong self-selection bias, this study could not confirm a
reduction in recidivism due to conferencing.  Like other  volun ta ry diversion  programs,
coopera t ive cases par t icipa ted, uncoopera t ive 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 to be 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.)

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?

Who was present at the conference?

How would you rate this conference process?

How would you rate this conference outcome?

Would you say the tone of the conference was generally

How long did this conference take? (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.)

Description of offense:
Nature of offense:
Name of coordinator:
Program Site:

friend acquaintance neighbor other: specify 

Was a formal agreement signed? yes no (IF YES, attach a copy)

number of offenders: number of victims:
number of offender supporters: number of victim supporters:

Was a formal apology offered? yes no

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

friendly hostile  other: specify:

:

total number of participants (excluding yourself):

Not counting the time of the conference itself, how much time
 did you spend preparing for the conference? (hours : minutes) :
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PARTICIPANT DATA SHEET

Check all offender supporters present:

Age of offender # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

Age of offender # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

Age of offender # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

USE ADDITIONAL FORMS IF NECESSARY.  REPRODUCE AND ATTACH.

Offender #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

Offender #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

Offender #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

Check all victim supporters present:

Age of victim # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

Victim #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

Age of victim # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

Age of victim # :
 male  female

 white  black  Hispanic
 other (specify):

Victim #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):

Victim #
 both parents
 mother only
 father only

 other relative (specify): 
 other relative (specify):

 siblings (number: )

 other non-relative (specify):
 other non-relative (specify):
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POST CONFERENCE OFFENDER QUESTIONNAIRE

Date of conference: 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.)

10. Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim(s) now?

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

to take direct responsibility for making things right

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 I did it
to help the victim(s) to offer an apology

3. Do you feel that being in the conference was your own choice?
yes yes, but under pressure no

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

7a. IF YES:  By what?
it went better than I expected the victim(s) seemed to care about me
it was worse than I 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.

To pay back the victim(s) by paying them money or doing some work.

To have the opportunity to work out  an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to both of us.

To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what I did.

To be able to apologize to my family and friends for what I did.

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

13. How likely do you think it is that you will commit another similar offense?

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

very likely likely unlikely very unlikely

7. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? yes no

very satisfied satisfied dissatisfied very dissatisfied

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

12. Do you think your family/friends have a better opinion of you after the conference? yes no
11. Do you think the victim(s) has a better opinion of you after the conference? yes no
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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.

The victim(s) participated only because he/she wanted the money back or to be paid for damages.

15.  If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?

16.  Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to other friends who might get in trouble?

17. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately 
considered in this case? yes no

yes no

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 

21.  Is there anything else you would like to say about the Family Group Conference session 
or about how your case was handled?

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

I felt I had no choice about participating in the conference with my victim(s).

The victim(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.

I have a better understanding of how my behavior affected the victim(s).

Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my needs as a human being.

Without Family Group Conferences I probably would have gotten punished much worse.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

14.  Which of the following best describes your attitude about the conferencing session?
very positive positive mixed negative very negative

18. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? yes no
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9a. IF YES: By what?

12. Was it helpful to meet the offender(s) in the conference setting?

14.  How likely do you think it is that the offender will commit a similar offense against somebody?

it went better than I expected the offender(s) seemed sincere

other: specify 
it was worse than I expected the offender(s) was arrogant

not at all helpful somewhat helpful very helpful

POST CONFERENCE VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

3. How satisfied were you with the way the system handled your case?

4. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and offender(s) was adequately considered in this case?

7. Do you feel that being in the conference was your own choice?

7a. IF YES: Why did you choose to participate in the Family Group Conference program?

8. Would you say the tone of the conference was generally

1. Did you know the offender before the offense occurred? yes no

Date of conference: Today's date:

1a. IF YES: How did you know the offender? if multiple offenders, check all that apply
friend acquaintance neighbor other: specify 

2. Of the following possible effects of the offense on your life, which one was the most important for you?

the hassle of dealing with police and court officials

a greater sense of fear the loss of property
the damage to property a feeling of powerlessness

yes yes, but under pressure no

to let the offender(s) know how I felt about the offense
other: specify 

very satisfied satisfied dissatisfied very dissatisfied

friendly hostile other: specify 

to get paid back for losses to receive answers to questions I had
to help the offender(s) to receive an apology

(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.)

9. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? yes no

10. Did the offender seem to be sorry about the way he/she hurt you? yes no

11. Did the offender offer an apology? yes no

13. Was a restitution or community service agreement negotiated during the conference? noyes
13a. IF YES: Was the agreement fair to you? yes no

yes no

if multiple offenders: knew all knew one or more knew none

if multiple offenders: all were held accountable one or more were held accountable none were
6. Do you believe that Family Group Conferencing should be offered, on a voluntary basis, to all victims? yes no

5. Do you believe the offender was adequately held accountable for his/her behavior? yes no

very likely likely unlikely very unlikely
if multiple offenders: likely for ____ offender(s) unlikely for ____ offender(s)

if multiple offenders: fair to all fair to one or more fair to none
Was the agreement fair to the offender? yes no

if multiple offenders: all apologized one or more apologized none apologized

if multiple offenders: all seemed sorry one or more seemed sorry none seemed sorry
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To have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agreement with the offender(s) that was acceptable to both of us.

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.

18.  If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?

To receive answers to questions I wanted to ask the offender(s).

To tell the offender(s) how the offense affected me.

To get paid back for my losses by the offender(s).

To see that the offender(s) got come counseling or other type of help.

To have the offender(s) punished.

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

To have the offender(s) say he or she is sorry.
very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

20. Of the following items, please rank the 3 most important concerns you have related to fairness in the 
system, with #1 being the most important.

21.  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?

Family Group Conferencing allowed me to express my feelings about being victimized.

Family Group Conferencing allowed me to participate more fully in the system.

The offender(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.

I have a better understanding of why the offense was committed against me.

The offender(s) participated only because he/she was trying to avoid punishment.

Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my needs as a human being.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

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 

17.  For the following, please indicate how important each item was to you during the conference:

15.  Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to other victims? yes no

yes no

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

16. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? yes no
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POST CONFERENCE PARENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE

Date of conference: Today's date:

3.  Was it helpful to meet with the victim(s) in a conference setting?
not at all helpful somewhat helpful very helpful

10. How likely do you think it is that your child will commit another similar offense?
very likely likely unlikely very unlikely

4a. IF YES:  By what?
it went better than I expected the victim(s) seemed to care about my child
it was worse than I expected the victim(s) was so angry
other: specify

4. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session? yes no

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

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

5.  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.

To have the opportunity to work out  an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to everyone.

To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what my child did.

To have my child apologize for what he/she did.

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

To be able to tell your child how you felt.

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 the victim(s)? yes no

Was the agreement fair to your child? yes no

9. Do you have a better opinion of your child after the conference? yes no

case#

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.
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14. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately 
considered in this case? yes no

12.  If you had it to do over again, would you choose to participate in a Family Group Conference?
yes no

13.  Would you recommend Family Group Conferencing to others who face similar trouble?
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.

The victim(s) participated only because he/she wanted the money back or to be paid for damages.

Too much pressure was put on my child to do all the talking in the conference.

My child was treated with respect during the conference.

The victim(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.

I have a better understanding of how my child's behavior affected the victim(s).

Conferences make the justice process more responsive to my child's needs as a human being.

Without Family Group Conferences my child probably would have gotten punished much worse.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

11.  Which of the following best describes your attitude about the conferencing session?
very positive positive mixed negative very negative

15. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? yes no

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

How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?
very satisfied satisfied dissatified very dissatisfied

Do you believe you were adequately held accountable for the offense you committed?
yes no

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

Would you feel nervous about a structured meeting with the victim attended by your friends and family?

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim at this point in time?

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the idea of meeting your victim?

Do you care about what the victim thinks of you?

Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the justice system?

Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

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.

not at all helpful somewhat helpful very helpful

yes no

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

yes no

yes no

having the offender personally make things rightpunishing the offender

allowing the offender to apologize to the victimpaying back the victim

allowing the offender to apologize to his/her familygetting help for the offender

How was your case eventually disposed of?

male female white black Hispanic other (specify)age

Name of offender:

Description of offense:
Type of offense: today's date

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.

To compensate the victim by paying them money or doing some work.

To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim that is acceptable to both of you.

To be able to apologize to the victim for what you did.

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

(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.)
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VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH.

How satisfied were you with the way the justice system handled your case?
very satisfied satisfied dissatified very dissatisfied

Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and offender was adequately considered in this case?
yes 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.

To tell the offender how the offense affected you.

To get paid back for your losses by the offender.

To see that the offender gets some counseling or other type of help.

Do you think that a structured meeting with the offender might be helpful?

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the offender at this point in time?

Are you afraid the offender will commit another crime against you?

Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the justice system?

Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness within the justice system in your case?

Is there anything else you would like to say about how your case was handled by the justice system?

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

not at all helpful somewhat helpful very helpful

very positive positive mixed negative very negative

yes no

yes no

having the offender personally make things rightpunishing the offender
allowing the offender to apologize to the victimpaying back the victim
allowing the offender to apologize to his/her familygetting help for the offender

male female white black Hispanic other (specify)victim's age

Name of offender:

Description of offense:

Type of offense: today's date

Do you believe the offender was adequately held accountable for his/her behavior?
yes no

To have the offender punished.
very important important unimportant very unimportant

To have the offender say he/she is sorry.
very important important unimportant very unimportant

To have the opportunity to negotiate a repayment agreement with the offender that is acceptable to you both.
very important important unimportant very unimportant

How do you now feel about the offense committed against you?
very upset somewhat upset not upset

(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.)
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PARENT'S  QUESTIONNAIRE

3a. IF YES:  By what?
it went better than I expected the victim(s) seemed to care about my child
it was worse than I expected the victim(s) was so angry
other: specify

3. Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the court session? yes no

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

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 no

4.  For the following, please indicate how important each item is to you:
To be able to tell the victim(s) how you felt.

To have the opportunity to work out  an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to everyone.

To be able to apologize to the victim(s) for what my child did.

To have my child apologize for what he/she did.

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

very important important unimportant very unimportant

To be able to tell your child how you felt.

8. Do you have a better opinion of your child after court? yes no

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.

5b. IF YES: Was this fair to you? yes no

Was this fair to the victim(s)? yes no

Was this fair to your child? yes no

5. Was payment or community service ordered during the court session? yes no

5a. IF YES: restitution $

fine $

community service (No. Hours)

case#
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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

14. Do you believe that your opinion regarding the offense and circumstances was adequately 
considered in this case? yes no

12.  Which of the following best describes your attitude toward the victim(s) now?
very positive positive mixed negative very negative

15. Given your understanding of fairness, did you experience fairness in your case? yes no

11.  Would you feel nervous about a structured meeting with the victim attended by your  
 child, friends and family?

yes no

10.  Do you think that a meeting with the victim might be helpful?
not at all helpful somewhat helpful very helpful

13.  Which of the following best describes your attitude toward meeting the victim?
very positive positive mixed negative very negative

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS RESEARCH.

16. Of the following items, which is the most important to your thinking about fairness in the 
justice system?

having the offender personally make things rightpunishing the offender

allowing the offender to apologize to the victimpaying back the victim

allowing the offender to apologize to his/her familygetting help for the offender

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?
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Observer: Paul Ben Other

date:

case number:

Offense:Coordinator:

time begin:
a.m.
p.m. time end:

a.m.
p.m.

respect for offender

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

Offender
Supporters Coordinator

avoidance of emotion

use of silence

interrupt participant

refocus discussion

CONFERENCE OBSERVATION SHEET

redundant question

Victim
Supporters

Appreciation of effort

Set conference focus

Offender right to terminate

Introductions

Permission for observers

Check for understanding

Stay with offender 
appropriately

respect for victim

failure to refocus

Offender Victim

soc
time:

a.m.
p.m.
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COORDINATOR

VICTIM

Did the victim seem satisfied with the outcome?

Did the victim indicate a sense of forgiveness?

OFFENDER

Did the offender appear to understand the injury caused to the victim?

Did the offender seem to express sincere remorse?

Did the offender appear to end with a feeling of pride?

OTHER 
PARTICIPANTS

Did the offender’s family volunteer future responsibility for the offender?

Did the offender’s other supporters volunteer future responsibility for the offender?

Was there a strong sense of reconciliation (reintegration)?

Was restitution from the offender agreed to?
no yes money amount total $ amount monthly $

Was action proposed to prevent future similar injuries?

Was a follow-up plan agreed to?

personal service total hours

community service total hours

other: specify

no yes: describe

no yes: describe

Other deviations from protocol

not at all completely

not at all completely

Did the officer “lecture” the offender?
never all the time

Was the reparation outcome affected by the officer?
not at all completely

Was any reparation suggested by the officer?
not at all completely

not at all completely

not at all completely

not at all completely

not at all completely

not at all completely

not at all completely

Which participant seemed most punitive?

not at all completely
Did the officer maintain the distinction between person and behavior?

not at all completely

To what extent did the officer adhere to conference coordination protocol?
not at all completely
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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)
• I would report a fellow officer for violating a citizen’s civil rights.
• I would report a fellow officer for using unnecessary force (e.g. hitting, kicking, punching) when
making an arrest.
• I would arrest a fellow officer for driving while intoxicated.
• I 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
• 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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