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ABSTRACT |

ViCtim—offendérvreconciliatibn programs (VORPs), the
halimark of the restotative justice moVeﬁent, offer an
alternative to the retributive approach to crime. These
programs seek to bring the victim and offender togéther for
purposes of’working out a mediated settlement agreement.
Most offenders participate in VORP inatead of being
processed through the traditional juvenile or adult
~criminal justice system.

Through the VORP process, and the fulfillment of the
resultant settlement agreement, the offender is intended to
be reconciled not only with the victim, but with the
community at large. Restorative justice proponents
hypothesize that participation in a VORP is indicative‘of
an offender’s willingness to aCcépt‘responsibility'for his
or her crime and his or her‘motivation to change, leading
to hope of reduced’recidivism‘for participants.
Participation by victims in VORP is intended to involve
them more fuily in the criminal justice.praceas, by
addressing theif neads and‘concérns with respect to the

‘

crime, helping them to feel less upset about the crime,

iii



leSS‘fearful of fUtu;e'victimization, ahd_providing a

mechanism for victims to secure compensation for the crime.

This'study'seeksftoydetermine whether the outcomes of
' afVORP,operatingjin;Orangé'County,’Califérnia support‘the 

‘goals of the program and of restorative justice in general,

Ih‘this,stﬁdy,_data:obtained'from the program'S'filéS;and o

' responses to a viCtim satisfaction survey were used to -
measure outcomes and their indicators. This study also
‘addresses the factors which seem to contribute to program

success and victim satisfaction.
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CHAPTER ONE
The Problem
. The Definition of Crime

According to Black’s Law Dictionary (1960, p. 444),

crime is defined as, “A positive or negative act in
Violation of penal law; an offense against the State.”
Criﬁinal cases are typically styled, “The‘People versus
- John Doe.” As citizens, we have abdicated our
reeponsibility for prosecuting crime in favor of the state.
The‘qUestion that arises, however, is, was the state the
one actually harmed by the crime? The answer to that
question would be-a quelified yes; certainlyvthe state
bears some of the crime burden, if only in terms of the
monefary cost of prosecution and incarceration, reparation
to victims, and»restoration of property. In the case of an
assault by one person upoh another, however, it is
difficult to say that the’state was pereonally victimized
in that particular event.

This notion, that our traditional approach to the
definition of crime neglects fhe EEHE victims of crime, has

given rise to a desire to find new and better ways of



defining crime and healing the wounds it causes. Susan
Alford (1997, p. 104) ccncludes that, “One cf the primary
problems we face in our communities is that we'have grown
dependent upon our social institutions to ‘solve’ crime.”
In response to a growing dissatisfaction with the focgs of
the traditional criminal justice system, a theoretical
perspectivevcailed restorative justice redefines crime as
“injuries to victims, comﬁunities and offenders”'(Van Ness,
1990, p. 9). Restorative justice theorists see crime ae
harmful to the relationships that comprise communities.
These'relationsﬁips eXiSt between Victim and offender,
between offender and the eociety et large;, and between all
membersvof the ccmmunity. Accordingly, restorative Jjustice
focuses on solving the’problems created by crime, rather

than on preventing the crime itself (Zehr & Umbreit, 1982).

In Search of Justice

According to Albert Eglash (quoted in Van Ness, 1990,
p. 10), there are three types of criminal justice:
“retributive justice based on‘puniShmentf distributiVe
juetice based on therapeutic treatment of offenders, and
restorative justice.” The method of.criminai jdstice

practiced most'widely_in the United States today is the



retrlbutlve model whereln a fact flndlng process

‘ ‘determlnes the gullt or 1nnocence of the offender,;there 1s

'mlnlmal v1ct1m partlclpatlon, and the offender 1s a pa551ve

'part1c1pant who recelves, at the end of the process, hlS or

her sentence, representlng the retrlbutlon the offender s
owes to 3001etyfin"reCOﬁpensetfor’the:criﬁe COmmitted.

The‘distributiue'ﬁodelagwhichﬁseeks‘to'therapeutically

-rehabilitate*offenders)*has;falienTﬁictim to the'“getftough_

onpcriﬁe” mOVement}nfew‘are wfllingvto spend money to

| rehahilitate offenders’when rehabilitation efforts produce

unreliable;or’underwhelming results.t'Taxpayers and-

| lawmakers focus instead on incapacitating offenders through
increasingiy harsher penalties for'crime,(Leurant, Cullen,

Fulton & Woznfak, 1999).

- Of the three criminal jUStice'modefs identified‘by
Eglash/ only restorative»justice4requires the'activef
part1c1patlon of both the offender and the victim. ' Because
restoratlve justlce does not focus on fact finding, but
.instead on problemrsolving, itkcanbepargued that
restorative justiCe representsha-true paradigm shift in
crlmlnai justice thlnklng, restoratlve justlce approaches
_ the problem of crlme from a completely dlfferent angle than:

‘either the retrlbutlve or dlstrlbutlvevsystems, and



addresses only the effects of crlme (Zehr & Umbrelt, 1982) .

Rather than retrlbutlon,_restoratlve Just;cegseeks*

4

‘».?.accountablllty and reconc111atlon.iffm

Whlle a true confllct obv1ously ex1sts between these o

- two approaches to the crlme problem, 1t may not be ,f
- practlcal to adopt one and om1t the other (Harrls, 1987)

Certalnly, there are cases 1n whlch the fact flndlng

vprocess is crltlcal where gullt or 1nnocence hangs in the_

balance leew1se, even restoratlve justlce seeks a’

, measure of retrlbutlon ~5the form of restltutlon pald to

. thefvictimbas'a,resultf’; ;he medlated settlement Thus,
_”whlle the confllct betweenhthevparadlgms of retrlbutlve
justlce and restoratlmeﬂjustlce contlnues to be debated
pr1nc1ples of restoratlne justlce.have been applled 1n‘a‘.

‘llmlted scope, elther 1n addltlon to or 1nstead of the_

vretrlbutlve system.1cbylf’

The VORP,Perspective.nu

The prlmary vehlcle for the appllcatlon of restoratlve:

justlce pr1nc1ples is the v1ct1m offender reconc1llatlon

| program,uor VORP Vlctlm offender recon0111atlon programs :

stressn maklng it rlght” over “maklng the offender pay” by



bringing the victim and offender together for purposes of
working out a mediated setflement agreement.

According to restorati&e justice theory and the goals
of the»VORf process, through participation in a VORP’and
the fulfillment of the mediation agreement, the offender is
feconciledvnot cnly with the victim, but with the community
at large. Many restorative justice proponents hypothesize
that particibation in a VORP is indicative of an offender’s
willingness to accept respcnsibility for his or her crime
and his or hei mctivation to change, leading to hope of
reduced recidivism for participating offenders.

Similarly, the Victim)s'particination in the VORP
process is intended fovpicdﬁce lastiné benefits to the
“victim, such as an‘undersianding‘of fne crime and the
reason or reasons it was committed, a sense of closure
regarding the offense, and regaining a feeling of control
over his or‘her life, in addition to the payment of somer
form of restitution or compensation to the victim (Coates,
1990). Victims are also‘reported to‘appreciate the chance
that VORP affords them to narticipate in the criminal
justice process and be directly invclved in the outcome of

the crime (Umbreit & Coates, 1992).



 Do'VORP'OutcomesfSUpport Restorative Justice Theory?.

This study will“idéntify and‘examine the Qutcomes of~an

n VORP'Qperating.in'Orange County,:éalifdrniah'to determiﬁe \

if they appear to meet'the program’sfgoals and the goals of

.reStorative‘justicg,. The tefm “outcomeé”, aé,uéed.in»fhié
study;imééné the;beﬁéfits>pafﬁicipénts recéive‘a$’a tééuit
>ofvthéir.participafibn'in thé.érbéréﬁ (United'Way ofb
América;71996)."The Orén§é'Couﬁ£y‘VoRP is founded
”exbreSSly uan.restarative.jQéfiCé gbals} thus:thébouﬁdomes
of,thié prbgram;afe direCtly geﬁéralizéble td the.outcomes}
6f res£orafi?é‘justice ih‘general,  -

The curreht study takeS a‘balancedvviéw'of'VORP and

tries to eXamine‘a wide variety of outcomes. This study -

‘aisé}‘héwevér( pays'éarticular éﬁtention to ?ictimQGriented
’oﬁtCOmes an§fh6Q th§$e!outc$mes Suppsrf the restdrétive
_juéticéubéradigmff”" L

.  'S§ecifically;‘ﬁhe.qpeﬁtibns:this‘éfudysééks to answer

Cooarer

o 61‘DdeéfthéJoréﬁgéjtqunty"VbRprrodﬁce_Qutques which

o  fsu§por£fi£s goa1saéndgthe goélsfof reét¢rativé"

- Justice? . .



Who is moét likely to benefit from this program or
programs like it?

What are the factors which appear to influence
victim satisfaction with the mediation?

What are the factors which‘appear to infiuénce

program success?



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

The History_of Restorative Justice

The concept of restoration is a common theme which
emerges in é stﬁdy of,aﬁcieﬁt ¢fiminal justice sYstems.
When a crimé wés comﬁitted.in maﬁy ahcient cultures,
restitution was frequently an importént‘part, if hot the
primary feature, of the reparatiop (Hoebel, 1973).
Resfitution was ihtended not only to insure that victims
received récompense for their daméges, but was considered
part of the healing process, a step in restoring community
peace (Hoebel, 1973). Ancient Hebrew justice, for example,
assumedva relationship between thevpartiés affected by
crime, “and required a EOmmitmeht not dnly to see wrongs
addressed, but also fo reconcile parties and restore
community peace” (Van Ness, 1990, p. 9). Many scholars
argue that the emphasis on restoratibn, however, was lost
beginning with the reién of Wiliiam the Conqueror in :
England-in.1066 (Berman, 1983). This is when‘“the crown”
or “the state” became the injured party when a crime was

committed, and the responsibility to mete out punishment



and secure reparation was likewise assumed by the state
(Van Ness, 1990). We have foliowed this English model of
retributive criminal justice ever since.

In the 1970s, however, criminal justice practitioners
began to search for an alternative to the retributive
system (Harding, 1989). Early pioneers in Kitchener,
Ontario, Canada drew on Judeo—Christian’tradition;
specifically the tenets of the Mennonite church, which
emphesize pacifism, in their seafchvfot a way to repair the
damage done by erime‘(Peachey,’l989);

Ironically, the restofativebjustice movement began
with an early emphasis on a call for restitution er victim
compensetion, rather than incarceration (Evarts, 1990).
Many have criticized reStorative justice’s roots by
reminding its proponents that restitution is simpiy
retribution by anether name (Harding, 1989). Nevertheless,
the movement grew until its founders began to refer to
restorative justice as a new criminal justice peradigm (Van
Ness, 1990). Furthermore, restorative justice principles
have gained in popularity and now inform criminel justice
policy in many jurisdictions (Levrant,‘et al., 1999).

Indeed, the victim offender reconciliation process received



official endorsement by the American Bar Association in
1994 (Bradshaw & Umbreit, 1998).

The restorative justice paradigm is built on three key
'principles:

1) Crime injures victims, offenders and communities;
the criminal justice process -should repair those injuries;

2) Victims, Offenders, commﬁnities and the government
should take an active part in the_criminalvjustice process,
as early as possible and to the maximum extent.

- 3) The responsibilities for promoting justice fall on
the government to preserve order‘aﬁd,thé‘community to
estéblish and maintain peace.

(Van Ness, 1990) |

Thus{ restorative justice Views crime as an
interpersonal offense, as well as the violation of social
and state—enforcéd norms (Bradshaw & Umbreit, 1998).

Mark Yantzi, a prQbatioﬁ officer in Ontario, Canada,
is credited with being one of the first to apply
restorative justice principles to the existing justice
syStem; Yantzi approached a judge about allowing two‘young
offenders to meet the victims of their crime face;to—face
as part of their probation‘ordér (Peachey, 1989). Much to

Yantzi’s surprise, the judge agreed and ordered the

10



meetlngs (Peachey, 1989)" Based on thelr work wlth‘a»
lhandful of such cases, Yant21 and‘hls co founder, Dave
Worth in cooperatlon w1th the Mennonlte Central Commlttee,
organlzed and developed a program they called theb

Vlctlm/Offender Reconc1llatlon PrOJect (Peachey, 1989)

The VORP Modei_
Victim’offenderureconcillationrprograms,fVORPs), or
victim:offenderemediation (VOM); asiit'iS‘SOmetimes called;
remain popnlarﬁtoday. lThe Kltchener‘project and‘similar
'prOJects that evolved contemporaneously 1n Ohio and Indlana
hln the early 19705 have been used as models ‘for VORP
'-lnltlatlvesdacross‘the Unlted States;'lndeed, such programs,
can now bedfound worldWide.(Wright;vl989;‘Zehr‘& Unbrelt,
.1982); . _ . , S v
. ‘1The threelmaln goals of.vlctim offender‘reconciliationj
.programs;are: - | . | |
bll_ Empowervv1ct1ms through dlrect part1c1patlon 1n‘v
the crlmlnal justlce process, 1ncrease opportunlty .
for»v1ct1m fclosuref;-“, o |
2) Help offerders realize the human imp.a'c':t of their

behavior; and



3) Prdvide an obpbrtunity for.offenders to make
amends through réstitution to victims for their
losses. |

(Umbreit & Coates,’1992; Umbreit, 1994).

VORPs attemptbto accomﬁliéh these gOals by bringing
the victim and bffender together to discuss the crime and
its effects before.a neutral, third party mediator. With
the heip of the mediator, the victim andvdffender create a
mediation agreement which is intended,tb “make right”‘the
effects of the crime (Society of St. Vincent de Paul,
1999). ;Through this process, and the fulfillment of the
mediation agreement, it is hoped‘that the offendér is
reconciléd‘hot only witﬁ‘the viqtim, but with the community

at large.

Evalﬁating Victim Offepder Récénciliation Programs

In the 25 yearsléince ﬁhe inception of the VORP
concept, various studies have examined its impact and
effectiveness.‘ The difficulty in_measuring VORPs, hoWever,
is that each p;qgramis.gpiqﬁelyvéfganized,and run.
_ Differeﬁt\prggram§jtendito’opérationalizé restorative

justice principles in Slightly;different ways.

12



Furthermore, some VORPs are victim-oriented, while others

focus on reintegration of the offender.

Another siénificant differenpe between VORPs is when
in the criminal justice_process:the:victim offender
reconciliationvtakes‘places._ In some instances, mediation
takes placé beforé and instead of formél adjudicétion. In
othefkprograms, offenders might participate in VORP_EEEEE
conviction but before‘sentencing, and in still othér
jurisdictions, VORP’might be ordered as part of a'probation
oraef or the sentencing‘process.

Nevertheless, most studies héve measured VORP
effectiveness aécording to specific variables, such as
willingness by Victims‘and offénders to participate,
ability of Victims and offenders to reach a.settlement
agreemenf; the fulfillment of that settlement agieement,
and the reCidiviSm rate of ofﬁenderspost4participation invl
the program (Gehm, 1990; Niemeyer & Shichor, 1996; Roy,
19935. These'stﬁdies have indicated generally positive
results'for the VORP efforf,»with modest rates of
participation in mediation depending on type of offénse,-‘
high rates of completiQn of the mediation'agreement,,and

recidivism rates generally lower ﬁhan'those achieved

13



through standard adjudidation processes (Nugént & Péddock,
1996; Shichor & Sechrest, 1998);

Some such studies, hbWevér, havé indicated that
restitution prégrams may be bétter suited for the first
time offender, as repeat offenders participating in the
program actually had highef,recidivism rates than those not
participating in the'program.(RQy,‘1993, 1995). Indeed,
‘the type of offender-andioffénSe ideél;for\referral to this
sort of program:remainéaégﬁeWhat.iﬁgbﬁténtion. While most‘;;
cases referred td VdRPs1ihvolvé‘misdéﬁéénor property
offenses, shoplifting, simple assaults, and;the like,
Umbreit and Coates (1993)’advocate adapting the mediation
process to more serious crimes, such as negligent homicide
and vehicular manslaughter; Studies comparing the types’of
offenses and rates of participation in mediation, however,
seem to indicate that higher rétes of particibation are |
achieved for less serious crimés (Niemeyer & ShiChor, 1996;
Shichor & Sechrest, i998);

Others studies have examinéd VORP effectiveness from
the victim’s perspective, looking at victim willingness to
participate in a médiatipn,‘the.victim’s satisfaction with
the process and’percéption of “fairness” of the progfam and

its outcome (Gehm, 1990; Umbreit, 1992). Most victim-

14



| orlented studles have revealed a general w1lllngness on- the

part of the v1ct1m to. part1c1pate in- a medlatlon w1th the_yi

offender, very hlgh levels of satlsfactlon w1th the
‘medlatlon process 1tself ‘and apprec1at;on for the
opportunlty;tovpart1c1pate'more’fully in the:criminalbd
} justice»process (Bradshaw & Umbrelt,.l§98l Gehm, l§9d'
Umbrelt & Coates, 1993) . Many v1ct1ms further 1nd1cate s
‘they would be w1lllng to part1c1pate in a medlatlon agaln
11f they were rev1ct1mlzed in’ the future‘(Umbreltt& Coates,
1992). O S . e e : :

| Desplte these generally p051t1ve results, however,

restoratlve justlce and the v1ct1m offender medlatlon
process;have attracted some cr1t1c1sm. ‘Much‘criticism'
centers on the issue of coerc1onk1n gettlng offenders and
sometlmes, v1ct1ns to part1c1pate in the mediation process.
Arrlgo andYSchehr (1998 p; 641), for‘exanple,'find that
mediation is just anotheriform of state authorlty and that
“the focus of VOM is extremely narrowvt 1t addresses the
harmful act w1thout attendlng to the condltlons that gave
“rlse to the‘crlmlnal behav1or "

| ‘ZCullen, et‘al, (19?9) warn of‘potential'unlntended'
bconsequences of'victim‘offenderfmediation,vsuch!as:the use‘

of restOratiVe justice-principleS’to'“get tough” by new

15




methods, and refer to festorative justice as.“the“
co?ruptioh‘df benevolence.” 1In other words, they fear that
réStorative justice, théugh well-intentioned, may
ultimately cause more harm(thaﬁ good.

Finally, both Arrigo and Schehr (1998) and Levrant, et
al. (1999), queétion whether participation in victim
offender mediation is restorati?e for the offender.
Furthermore, Lindner (1996) has suggested that a face-to-
face meeting with the offender may actually be traumatic
fbr the victim, rathér than restoraﬁive; though these
concerns do not appear to be based upon any empirical
evidence, but instead upon opinion and Qbservatiqn.

its detractors nbtwithstanding, the generally positive
results attained by wvictim offendef mediation programs and
the cost effectiveness of such programs have led to a
growing acceptance of VORPs and restorative justice
pfinciples, resulting in the‘proliferation of such prOgrams

-as part of official criminal justice policy.
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CHAPTER THREE

Program Description

The Orange County Victim Offender.Recénciliation Prngam

Overview

The Orange County VORP is one of the largest in the
Unitedrstates, processing over 1,000 cases per yéaf
(Shichor & Sechrest( 1998; Society of St. Vincent de Paul,
1999). Begun in 1989, the Orange County VORP is run by the
Society of St.‘Vincent de Paul, a Catholic éharities
Qrganization,-thrOUgh its Institute for Conflict Managemeht
(Society of St. Vincent de Paul, 1999). The Institute for
Confiict Management is an umbrella organization which
houses fhree distinct commuhity service programs
emphasizingirestorative‘justice principles, iﬁcluding the
victim offender reconciliation program (Shichor, Sechrest &
Robby, 2000).

Funding and Authority

The Orange County VORP is funded primarily through the
California Dispute Resolution Programs Act (1991), which’
provides the bulk of its over $300,000 annual budget

(Niemeyer & Shichor, 1996; Shichor, et al., 2000) . While
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the California Dispute Resolution Programs Act provides
crucial funding}:it does'not authorize VORP'programs,'per
se. Instead, CalifOrniaLVORPs generally operate under the
authority of Welfare and Institutions Code sectibn 654
which grants law enforcement thé ability to divert éases
(Niemeyer & Shichor, 1996).

Staffing and Volunteers

‘The Orange County VORP relies heavily bn community
- volunteers to act as médiatdrs. Mediator volunteers come
from diverse-ethnic and sociofeconomic backgrounds and are
seemingly united only byvtheir willingness to serve.
Mediator training, which takes’place at and is ruh by thé
Institute for Conflict Ménagement, includes 25 hours of
classroom training, two hours of orientation, and an
apprenticeship with a senior mediatorv(Society>6f St.
Vincent\de/Paul). Mediators are supervised by case
managers who advise médiators, track‘cases,'and, where
appropriate, report mediation results to the referring
agency.

| 'In addition to community volunteers, the VORP employs
/approximately seven full time empléyees.(Shichoi, et al;[

2000) .
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VORP pr6gram director, Scott Mather,.estimates that
VORP staff-and voluhteers devote an average of six hours to
each case. Mr. Mather further estimates that the program
spends about $610 in resources per case.

Referrals

Like mahy VORPs, tﬁe>0:ange Copnty program acts as a
diversion-type program:aiﬁed primafiiy‘at youthful
offenders, meaﬁing that offendérs éarticipate in tﬁe VORP
process iﬁstead of having their cases adjudicated thfough
the traditional juvenile justice process. If, for any
reason; the mediation procéss is not succéssful, offenders’
cases will be referred back to the district‘attorney's
office for possible prosecution (Society for St. Vincent de
Paul, 1999).

Cases are referred to the Orange County VORP by a
variety of agencies throughout the county, including
probation, police, other law enforcement agencies such as
sheriff’s departments, and schools (Sociefy of St. Vincent
de Paul, 1999).

Minimum referral criteria which must be met before a

case will be accepted for mediation include:

) Victim must be local (Southern California).

19



. Offépder‘muét bgvin Qréngé Coﬁnty and:muSt be
wiilingifo;ébcepthOﬁé reSpOhSibility for thelcrime.
e TherevaSt.bé somé'restitutidh”dué*¢£fédme i$sUe' 
: kreéuirihg nég@tiationrvsuch‘ésvbéﬂavidr_modifi¢étidn.
- or future ihtentiohé;féﬂt | |

"~ (Society of Stf,Vincéntvde_Péhl,kiQ99);_

.fhe Médiatibn Prdcéss;ﬁiM  

Once a_éase héé_beégzéééeéfedwinto‘ﬁhe VORP‘program,'a
case file is‘opeﬁéd‘ahd éééiénédtoa suitable:mediator. |
‘The mediétor then makes initiél/congéctvwith tﬁe victim and
offéndér individually, scheduling an in;pers0n appointment
with each to explain‘the program.inhe offender is
typically Contactéd‘first and}’if}hévor‘she agrees to
pafticipate, cdntacf is-similarly éétébliéhed Qith the
victim. Once both parties have agfeed to mediate, a date
is set for the mediafion. B |

The purpose of the mediation is to “recognize the-
injustice, réstoreifhe inequity, aﬁdVClarify future
intentions” (Sdciety‘of St. Vincent de Paul, 1999).‘ The
mediatidn‘generally,follows a thfee stagé plan: opening\
the mediatioﬁ, sforytelling, and négotiatingvthe agreemenf;

At the opening of the mediation, the parties introduce
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themselveé and'the‘mediator lays the ground rules for the -
procesé. Néxt, thé parties each tell,theirvside of the
'story, beginniﬁg'with the victim. The victim is given an
opportunity to indicate what it would take to “make it
right,” and the offendef is allowed to respond regarding
his or her perspéCtivé on the losses suffered by the
victim. Finally( with the help of the mediator,vthe victim
and offender create a writtén agreement specifying exactly

what the offender will do and how he or she will do it.

Case.Follow—Up

‘Once the mediation‘is compéte and a written agreement
is in plaée, VORP case manggers ménitor the case with
fegard,to‘payment of‘réstitution br satisfaction of other
terms of the agreement. A'report is sent‘to the referring
agency. Finally,‘when all the termé of the agreement have
been met, the case is closed and the referring agehcy;s

notified.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Methodology
- This study explores program operétiéns of the Oraﬁge'

County VORP and specifically ekamines éharacteristics of
offenders, victims, types of offenses, issués related to
mediation agreements énd the fulfillment of the terms of
those mediatién.agreements, recidivism amdng the‘offeﬁders,
and victim satisfaction with mediation.

This study further examinesvspecific program outcomes
of the Orange Counfy VORP to see if they support thé stated
goals of the program and the goals of restorative jﬁstice |
in genéral. As previéﬁsly statéd, particular attention is
paid to victim—oriented outcomes.

Subjects

The data analyzed in this Sfudy came from two sources:
the,VORP database méintained by the'Society of St. Vincent
de Paul (hereafter‘;efgpfed tQ'asfthe “VORP database”), and
data obtained‘from avsurveysdegigneqiby Mark Umbreit, a
restqratiVe:juStice advoCate,and»p?searchér, and
admihistered to a sample‘of victims who participated in»the
Orange County VORPtheréafter referred to aS the “victim

survey”). A copy of the survey is attached in Appendix A.
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With respecttovthe VORP'database, the sample used
here was limifed to i65 offenders Qho were referred to.the
'VORP'betweenrJanuary 1; 1997 and June 30, 1999. These 165
offenders were selected for study because their cases had
reached a closed status during the study time period. In
some instances, however, a single offenderewas responsible
‘for numerous offeﬁses,rthus the number of offenses etudied
is higher than the number of offenders. The total number
of offenses being studied ie 318.

' The VORP database contains a variety of backgfound
information about each offender, victim, and offense that
is referred for mediation, such as the date of offense,
gender of the offender, type of offense, date on which the
case was referred to VORP, gender or type of victim, etc.
This sort of background data comprise independent
variables. The database also contains informatien about
the mediation itself, such as whether or not it was
completed, the‘outcome of the mediation, and whether or not
ﬁhe terms of the mediation agreement were met. Mediation
data generally represent dependent variables.

With respect to the victim survey data, the sample is
comprised of 38 cases which were mediated between April and

August, 1999. There is no relation between the VORP
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database cases and the victim survey cases. The victim
survey contains é total of 37 Likert-type questions
regarding the mediation experience, and anvadditional five
questions regarding the type of crime committed and
ﬁersonal information about the viétim. The victim survey
was admiﬁisteréd only to viétims, and was mailed to them
after participating in the médiatioh; the data to be
studied was obviously obtained only from those victims who
chose to complete and return the survey. While an exact
return rate ié not available, it appears that the
percentage of completed surveys returned is rather. low,
below 10%.

Program Goals and Strategies

The first step in performing an outcomes evaluation is
a thorough examination of the program design ahd activities
to identify the outcomes to be measured. The official
mission statement of the Orange County Institute for
Conflict Ménagement identifies numerous goals of both the
program and of restorative justice. Some of those goals

include:
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Program_Goals

e Provides a process which helps to get the facts
straight, recognizes the injustice done, provides
for an expression of feelings, and assists the
partles in reaching an agreement

e Allows parties to a dispute to resolve the problem
and address important emotional and relationship
concerns.

e Provides an opportunity for victims of a crime to
reassert control of their_lives,l

e Provides an effective way for victims of a crime to
obtain restltutlon for losses.

e Makes criminal offenders dlrectly accountable to
their victims. :

e Gives criminal offenders a chance to see the human
-consequences of their crime and to work to make
things rlght
e Clarifies future intentionsrand relationships.

e Provides for ciosure for all of the parties.

e Can serve important community interests.

These goals, at first glance, seem lofty‘and difficult
to measure, but translating some of them into measurable
outcomes yields a more manageable research design. These
goals have been refined into the following’specific

5

outcomes to be measured:
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Outcomes‘to Be Measured
1. t.Offender'seeS-human_consequences;of his crime¢‘
2. Offender fulfills terms of restitUtion plan.
- 3. Offender avoids further participation in illegal
~activities; reduced recidivism (in a 12 month
-period). ‘ '
4. Victim-feels'well prepared for the mediationap_

‘15; Victim is satlsf1ed w1th the results of the
medlatlon Cos

6. Victim would participate in such a program;again
in the future or would-recommend it‘to othersr

-7,1 VlCtlm approves of referral of the case to
mediation. j»' S
8. ‘V1ct1m feels’“justice” was donev
" 9. Victim views the crlmlnal justlce process more’ -
favorably '

10. *Victim’sffears, concerns,‘feellngs re: the crime

are-addressed.
ll.,wV1ct1m recelves compensatlon for crlme.,

~12;"Vlct1m feels less threatened by the crlme and
'_more in. control of hls/her life. :

. In studying outcomes,”lt‘ls.helpful to create a’logiov

fmodel whlch offers a graphlc representatlon of the program |

1nputs, acth1t1es, and outputs whlch are belleved to

lThe term “rec1d1v1sm” refers to the comm1581on of new
crimes by offenders: afteér their release from some form of
corrective action by the state, be it incarceration at a -
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'Support the outcomesbbeiﬁcvstudied KUnited Wayiof‘America,'
.1996) . Programvihpﬁts.arerthereSOurces provided by(the
prograﬁ; program activities are whatithe program actually
does with the 1nputs to meet its goals; programboutputs are
the dlrect product of program acthitles (United Way of
Americay 1996).' The outcomes,‘therefore,.are the benefits:
realized to‘programjparticibantsfas a result of the inputs;
activities; and outpﬁts. The two page logic model attached
as‘Appendix_B summarires.the:specificoﬁtcomes'this Study
will‘measure and1theirvreiation to the program inputs,
activities;‘andioutputs;

»The primary strategy used by the Orange County VORP to.
achieVeithese outcomes is the victim offehder mediation
itself? though-preparation»of-bothvvictim and offender by
the mediator-also contributes. TherefOre,‘the program
activities and outputs identified in thevlogic model
comprise the‘chief strategies.in use at the Orahge County

VORP.

jall or prlson, partic1patlon in a work- release program, or
simply probation in lieu of 1ncarceratlon
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Outcome Indicators

In order to measure outcomes, specific indicators must

be identified and relied upon to show if an outcome has

been achieved.

Table 1 depicts the 12 outcomes to be

studied and the indicators which will be used to measure

those outcomes.

Table 1. . Outcomes and their Indicators

Outcome

Indicator'

1. Offender sees human
consequences of his crime

2. Offender fulfills terms of
restitution plan.

3. Offender avoids. further
participation in illegal
activities; reduced '
recidivism.

4. Victim feels well prepared for

the mediation.

5. Victim satisfied with results
of mediation.

6. Victim would participate in
such a program again in the
future or would recommend it
to others.

7. Victim approves of referral of
the case to mediation.

Number and percent of offenders who
exhibit understanding of the impact
of the crime upon the victim.

Restitution payment made/letter of
apology written/community service
completed, etc.

Number and percent of offenders who
do not come in contact with law

‘enforcement in 12 month period

following completion of VORP.

Number and percent of victims who
report being well prepared and were
comfortable with the mediation
process. ‘

Number and peréent of victims who
report satisfaction with various
aspects of the VORP process.

Number and percent of victims who
report they would participate again
or recommend program.

Number and percent of victims who
report satisfaction with this
method of handling their case.
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Outcome\

Indicator

8. Victim feels “justice” was
done.

9. Victim views the criminal -
justice process more
favorably.

10. Victim’s fears, concerns,
‘feelings re: the crime are
addressed.

. 11. Victim receives compensation
‘ for crime.

12. Victim feels less threatened
by the crime and more in
control of his/her life.

Number and percent of victims who
feel offender was held adequately
accountable; report satisfaction

"with mediation agreement.

 Number and percent of victims who

report a feeling of being able to

- participate more fully in the

criminal justice process; feel the
criminal justice system is
“responsive” to their needs.

Number and percent of victims who
report being able to express
feelings and needs in mediation.

Number 'and percent of offenders who
make restitution payments or
complete other terms of the
mediation agreement.

Number and percent of victims who
report feeling less vulnerable,
upset, and likely to be victimized
in future.

Please note that the logic model in Appendix B

provides not only the outcomes, but also the specific data

source from which the indicators for each outcome are

derived.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Analysis of Data

The Victims, Offenders and foenses

The VORP Database:

As previously indicated, thevtqtél number of offenders
in the database was 192. Of these, however, only 165
offenders’ cases were selected for study because 27 of the
192 offenders’ cases were not yet closed at the time the
data was compiled.

The offenders ranged in age from approximétely 8.5
years to approximately 44.5 years. They came from é
variety of ethnic baékgrounds,’reflecting the diverse
ethnic’populations of Orange Couﬂty, though the majority of
offenders Qas Cauc;sian or Hispanic.

Table 2 shows a crosstabulation of offender ethnicity
- by offender age at thé time of offense.  The results were

not statistically significant at the .05 level (p=.247).

30



Table 2. Age of offender/Ethnicity crosstabulation
Offender’s ethnicity
. Cauca- Afr.- His- Asian Other Total
Age of offender sian Amer. panic
at time of
.offense
Less than 12 11 3 8 0 0 22
6.8% ©1.8% 5.0% 13.7%
12 to 15 52 9 20 18 9 108
' 32.5% 5.6% 12.5% 11.2% 5.6% 67.5%
16 and over 16 1 6 41 3 30
10.0% .62% 3.7% 2.5% 1.8% 18.7%
TOTAL 79 13 34 22 12 160
49.3% 8.12% 21.2% 13.7% 7.5% 100%

Most offenders were male (N=123)) while 42’éffenders
were female. |

They had been referred to VORP for an array of
offenses 'such as vandalism; shoplifting, assault, burglary,
petty theft, etc. For statistical purposes,btheseboffenses
were classified into four categories: non—utilitarian
(e.g., vandalism, malicious mischief etc.)( utilitarian-
major (e.g., car theft, grand théft, etc.), utilitarian-
minor (e.g., petty theft, shoplifting, etc.), and person
(e.qg., assault(‘battery,_etc.),' The 165 offenders were
aétually responsible for 318 offenses; since some offenders
had committed more than. one crime‘during the offense.

For

example, an offender who got caught on a shoplifting
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“spree” might havelactuallysconmittedvseveral'orimes; but
‘receives.oniylone-referral to_VORP'to mediate'allthe
"vorimesvatsthe same £iﬁé."

Table 3'isva orosstabulation ofsoffensé'type bY“
offenderngender. Female offenders were. respon51ble for
-_many more utllltarlan—mlnor offenses than therr male f
counterparts, whlle the male offenders‘were‘falrly evenly
spread between the offense types,ﬁcomblnlng the two types
vof utllltarlan offenses »‘The observed relatlonshlps

‘between gender and type of offense appear to be 51gn1f1cant

.(x2—133 480, p_=.000),_‘.-,9 |

Table 3. Type of offense/Offender gender crosstabulatlon

Offender s gender | )
o - R - Male . - Female |- Total L
Type of Non-utilitarian 1. 66 : 2 © . 68
offense’ Utilitarian-minor | ~ = 42| - 98] S140|
- .- Utilitarian-major | 29 ‘ 8 . 371 -
, - Person . . o] 68| ‘ 5] 213
|Total =~~~ R 2057 113 | 318

Flnally, a comparlson of offender age and type of
offense shows that the youngest offenders tended to be
' referred for person crlmes, whlle older offenders tended to

be-referred»for”utllltarlanfminor offenses. vTable_4 sets
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forth these results. The relationships shown here do

appear to be significant (X2=22.480, p=.001).

Table 4. Age of offender/Type of offense crosstabulation

Worst type of recidivism offense
Non- Utili- |[Utili- | Person Total
utili- tarian tarian- |
Age of offender tarian | -minor |major
Under 12 2 2 5 13 22
12 to 15 22 48 11 27 108
16 and over 7 16 4 3 30
Total 31 66 20 43 160

The Victim Survey

While most victims who returned surveys answered all
the Likert-type questions, not all victims chose tb answer
the last five questions which prOVide personal information
about the victims. Also, the last five questions did not
apply to every victim, as some victims were businesses or
public entities liké schools or fire'districts. Of‘the 38
victims whé responded to the.survey,i27 wéré'individuals
and fivé were businesses or public entities. Six &ictims
did not provide this information;

Ofthevindividual viétims who prdvided personal

information, 20 were male, 10 were female, and 8 did not‘
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respond. A large number‘of the victims, 7 (18.4%), had
completed an undergraduate~degrée, and 10 of.fhem,(26.3%)
had obtained a graduaté dégrees'.This‘seems to be in line
with the rather high repofted énnual:household income of
the victims, with 31.6% of respondents reporting income of
$75,000 or more.

The type of offense was broken down into three broad
categories, similar to the breakdown uséd in the VORP
database analysis: utilitarian crimes, non-utilitarian
crimés, and crimes against persons.. No differentiation was
made between utilitarian-minor and utilitarian-major
offenses, however, because the offense information provided
by the victims was generally not specific enough to allow
an accurate classification to be made.

Non-utilitarian crimes made up the majority of the
offenses represented in the victim survey, with 10 offenses
falling iﬁto'this category. Nine offenses could be
classified as utilitarian, and five were offenses against
persons. On 14 surveys, however, there was no indication
of the type of crime.

A comparison of the type of cfime with the age of the
victim,yields the results reported in Table 5. This

analysis indicates that nearly all the victims of crimes
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against persons were under the age of 20, while middle-aged
adults made up the majority oflvictims of non—utilitafian
crimes. Because of the small’nﬁmber_of respondents,

however, a Chi-square analysis was not appropriate.

Table 5. Type of offense/Victim’s Age crosstabulation

Victim’s age I
Under | 20 to | 30 to | 40 to | 50 to | 60 or

Type of offense 20 20 39 49 59 older | Total
Non-utilitarian 0 2 3 2 1 1 9
Utilitarian 0 1 3 2 1 1 . 8
Person 4 0 1 0 0 0 5
Total 4 3 6 5 2 2 22

Finally, Table 6 provides a distribution of offense by
gender; indicating that more maie respondents wére victims
of crimes against persons, while more female respondents
were victims of non-utilitarian and, therefore, less
serious crimes. Again, no Chi-square analysis was

performed due to the small number of respondents.

Table 6. Type of offense/Victim gender crosstabulation

Victim’s gender
Male Female Total
Type of Non-utilitarian 4 6 10
offense Utilitarian 4 4 8
Person 5 5
Total 13 10 23
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Mediatiqn Completion

V-Before'addressing the outcomés and their’indicators,
it is helpful to first léék at.the raté at which mediations
were‘completed.  Obviously[vif mediationé ére not
ICOmpleted, thefe can~be no res£itution agreementé and no
outcomes to»measuré. Therefore, programs like‘VORP Qant to
maximize the>number of cases which'éomplete mediation. The
VORP databasé'provided the data'for this analysis.

Looking ét the data byvincident, rather'thén“by
offendef, mediation or cdnéiliétidn had been completed‘in
207 of the 318 offenses at the time this dafa was compiled.
No agreement was reached for 111 offenses.. These figures
correspond_to 195 offenders who completed médiation and 35~
who did not. Thus the rate of completion of the médiéti’on~
process was 65% by offense, and 73% by offender.

Comparing offenders’ Status in mediation with the type
of_offénse yielded significant résults,>as can be seen in
Table 7 (X2=10.680,’p=L018).‘ fhe offenders who committed
.person‘criméé were least”likéiy‘tb complete mediétion, with
43% of the péfSon offeﬁsés not réaching mediation. Non-
utilitarian offenses had the next worst rate of mediation

completion, 41.8%.
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Table 7. Status in mediation/Offense type crosstabulation

Offense.type

o ; C Total

‘ Non- Utili- |Utili- | Person

Status in mediation . ©lutili- tarian' tarian
process tarian |-minor |-major

Mediation/ = | 39| 105 25 41 210

‘conciliation . 12.3% 33.1% 7.9% 12.9% 66.2%

No agreement 28 35 12 32 107

‘ 8.8% 11.0% 3.8% 10.1% 33.7%

Total 67| . 140 37 73 317

R 21.1%| 44.2%| 11.7%| 23.0% 100%

Ihterestingly, comparisons of mediation status with
other Variables, like‘whéther or not the offender had any
prior offenses, the prior offense type, offender ethnicity,“
and the age of the offender af the time of the offense
yieldéd no Sign;ficantbresults.

Finally, i also egamined the amount of time from the
offense to‘the médi§tion to see if the length éf time had
any relétioﬁship with Whether ér not a mediation was
completed. The averagé number of days from the offense,to
the mediation was 177. Most offenses took between 151 and
200 hundred’days to mediate. Interestingly, the highest
number of cases which did not reach a mediation agreement,
10, also took befween 101 and 200 days to mediate. These

results, however, were not statistically significant.
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' Outcomes Evaluation

1. Offender sees human consequences of his crime.

As noted in the Iogic model in Appendix B, the
indicators for this outcome aré the responséS'to victim
survey questions 23 and 24. Again, a copy of the victim'
sﬁrvey is éttachéd in Appendix A. While it would be
‘optimal to ask the offenders this‘question directly, these
two questions on the victim survey provided the only
available data on offender re?ction to the mediation
process.

The majofity of respondents, 65.8%, indicated that the
offender seémed sorry fér crime._ Only two fespondents
indicated that the offender did not seem‘sorry at all.

An even higher number of-respondents (68.5%) indicated

the offender showed some understanding of the impact of the

crime upon the victim’s life.

2. Offender fulfills terms of restitution plan.

Data for this outcome came from the program database.
Of the 318 offenses mediated at VORP, lli did not reach an
agreement, and thérfilevwas eventually closed. Reasons for
wﬁy an agreement was not»reached are not indicated by the

data. Most offenders (N=207) completed the mediation or .
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conciliation process, resulting ihla mediation
agreement/restitution plan.  The types of contracts that
resulted varied accbrding to the offense, but included such
requiréments as paying restitution, writing letters of
apology,.attending peer groups, performing community
service, or completing community programs.

Forty—six offenders agreed to perform community
service. At thé time these data were compiled, the
offenderé had performed approximately 2,602 hours of
community service; 870 hburs remained to be done. Only 18
offenders had yet to complete their community service hours
at the time these data were compiled. Thus, approximately
60% of the offenders had fulfilled the community service
portion of their agreement at the time these data were
gathered.

With regard to'restitution, 103 offenders agreed to
makebrestitution payments. The amounts to be.paid ranged
from $5 to $4000, and totaled $55,075. At the time these
data were compiled, $14,609 (26.5%) of this total had been
paid.v Table é‘shows a break-down of the amounts of
restitution paid.‘ While it.would seem likely that smaller
restitution amounts WOuld be paid first, these numbers do'

not bear that assumption out.
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Table 8. Restitution paid to date

Freq. : e
Amounts $8 to $99 . , - 15 4.7
paid $100 or more | 37 . 11.6
Total 52 16.4

With regard to the other activities required by the
restitution agreements, no information is available in the
database to determine if letters of apology were written or

if community programs were completed.

3. Offender avoids further participation in illegal

activities; reduced recidivism.

In order to measure this outcome( the Orange County
Probation Department ran avcomputér search of the names of
the VORP offender participants to see if any of the
offenders had come into contact with law enforcement in the
12 months since completing the VORP program. - The results
of that search were then added to the progfam database.

Sixteen offenders had at least one offense before
being referred to VORP, producing a pre-VORP offense rate
of 9.67%. Nineteen of the 165 offenders re-offended after

" their participation in VORP. This gives us a poSt—VORP
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recidivism rate of 11.6%. It should be noted, however,
that 11 of those who reoffended after referral to VORP had
failed to complete a mediation or reach a conciliation
agreement. These results, displayed in Table 9, are

significant (X2=11.026, p=.012).

Table 9. Status in mediation process/Worst type of
recidivism offense crosstabulation

Worstvtype of recidivism by type
of offense
Non- Utili- |Person | No Total
utili- | tarian post-
Status in mediation tarian -major VORP
process o off.
Mediation/ 1 2 5 107 115
conciliation-
No agreement : 4 4 3 - 38 49
Total - 5 6| 8 145 164

Though the number of offehdefs who committed crimes
“after particibétioﬁiinVORP was higher thaﬁ thé number who
had.offenées prior ﬁo being referred to VORP, it is also
interesting fovcéﬁéare the type of offenses committed prior
to and after VORP participatidp. Of the féur offenders who
had committed person crimes before referral to VORP, only

one reoffendéd, and that offender’s new offense was a
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utilitarian?major—type crime. A similar result was seen
for the seven offenders who had committed utilitarian-major
offenses prior to VORP. Of these, only three reoffended:
one committed a utilitarian—major offense, one committed a
non—utilitarian offense, and one committed a person
offense. With such low»offeose numbers, if is difficult to
see e pattern,)butrTable 10 helps illustrate these results

(X2=43.750, p=.000).

Table 10. Pre-VORP offense type/Worst type of re01d1v1sm
offense crosstabulatlon

Worst type of recidivism
offense
Non-  |Utili- |Person | No Total
: utili- |tarian | post-
Pre-VORP offense type  |tarian |-major | VORP
K ‘ , . g s ’ < off
Non-utilitarian 2 © 0| 0 : 2 4
Utilitarian- major 1 1 1 4 7
Person 0 1 0 3 4
No offense 2 4 7 134 147
Total 5 6 8 143 162
4, Victim feels well prepared for the mediation.

The answers to victim survey questlons 2 4, 5, and 6
prov1de the indicators for this outcome Overall, the
majority of victims reported belng very satisfied with the

way they were prepared for thefmediation..
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Iniresponse to question 2;'whichdasks'ahout victim
overall satlsfactlon w1th the preparatlon,b21 respondents
;(55 3 ) report belng “yery satlsfled” whlle only one
' respondent 1nd1cated 1nd1fference or mlld dlssatlsfactlon;

_-Qnestlon 4, whlchtasks-whether the medlator clearly‘
explained howvthe meetingbwithvthe offender monld bef
oonducted; generated similardresponses. TWenty—four‘
(63.2%) 1nd1cated that yes, the medlator deflnltely
’explalned the medlatlon process clearly | Only one
rrespondent dld not feel that the medlator explalned the
. process clearlyr

When: asked if the v1ct1ms understood that the
medlatlon was clearly voluntary 1n questlon 5 the majorlty
of vlctlms'(73;76) responded;“yes; deflnltely ud Agaln,
‘oonly one v1ct1m dld not feel that the medlator made it
clear that participation'wasivoruntary. -

Frnally,‘question?6ﬁaskedtvictims‘how well prepared
they were'for the mediationp Many‘respondents (13 or
34.2%) 1nd1cated they were: Qvery well prepared . Twelve
respondentsy(Bl 69) 1nd1cated they felt “somewhat |
vprepared.” “Interestlngly, only two respondents reported
‘feellng “somewhat unprepared,” but elght respondents felt

very unprepared,”‘gInglightuoffthe very pOSitive responses
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to the previous‘questiqns about how well the mediator

prepared the victim, this number of “very uhprepared”'

responses is surprising. It could be that this question is

measuring not how well the mediator prepared the victim,

but how prepared to meet the offender the victim felt in

general (irrespective of the efforts of the mediator).

of‘the

5. Victim is satisfied with the results
msdiafion. |
Indicators for this outcome were provided
to victim survey questions 7 and 26.
Question 26 asks how satisfied the victim

outcome of the mediation. Here, 17 (44.7%) of

respondents report feeling “mostly sétisfied.”

largest group consisted of 11 victims (28.9%),

indicated they were “very satisfied.”

by responses

was with the
the
The next

who

Question 7 asks how satisfied the victim was with the

overall experience in the VORP.. Again, 17 respondents

(44.7%) reported feeling “mostly satisfied.” Only two

‘respondents indicated they were “quite dissatisfied,” and

two reported feeling “indifferént or mildly dissatisfied.”

44



6. Victim woﬁld:participate in such a program again

in the future; would recommend it to others.

Questions 8,‘20, and 29 of the'Gictim survey served as
- the indicators for this outcome. The majorityvof victim
responses offer support for this outcome, though there is
cautious support for willingness to partieipate in the
event of victimization in a more serious crime.

Question 8, which asks if victims would recommeﬁdeORP
to other victims of similar crimes, generated positive
responses. Eighteen victims would “definitely” recommend
the program, 15 would “generally” recommend it, only one
would “not really” recommend it, and one would “definitely
not” recommend the program.

Question 20 asks whether the victims would participate
in VORP again if they became victims of a similer crime.

Of the 34 respondents, 15 would “definitely” participate
again, 17 Would “generally” want to pafticipate again, one
would “not really” want to participate again, . and one would
“definitely not” participate again.

Question 29, which acts ae'a follow-up to question 20,
inquires whether victims would again participate in a VORP

if they were victims of a more serious crime. The crime of
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sexual assault is specifically excluded from the question.
Fouiteen victims (36.8%), indicated they would. “generally”
be willing to parficipate if they were victims of a more
serious crime. The next largest groupvconsisted of eight

- victims who indicated that they would “not really” wish to
participate. Six respoﬁdents (15.8%) indicated they would
“defihitely not” participate. One respondent placéd his
answer somewhérevbetween “no, not really” and “yes,
generally.& By these responSes( victims seem to be
indicating that they would feel less comfortable mediating
a more serious crime. Even though the largest percentage
group (44.7%) of respondents EQEEQ participate égain, 36.9%
of the respondents obviously would not feel comfortable
doing so. This margin is clearly narrower than that
obsérved in response to queétion 20, which involves‘
participatiQn after a similar crime, rather than a more

serious one.

7. Victim approves of referral of the case to

mediation.

Only question 25 of the victim survey addresses this
outcome. That question asks how satisfied the victim was

with the justice system’s decision to refer the case to
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mediation. As Table'll indicates, the majority of

- respondents report being “very satisfied.”.

Table 11. Are victims satisfied w1th referral of case to
mediation° ’ :

Frequency %

‘Responses'_'Quite'dissatisfied 1 3] 7.9

Indifferent or mildly B . 1 2.6

dissatisfied . I B

Mostly satisfied o e © . 10} 26.3

Very satisfied . - ‘ 21 55.3
Total . - 35 92.1

8. ~Victim feels .justice was done.

Measuring the abstract concept’of “justice” presents a
challenge. Questions 12' 13, 14 :and 30 focused on whether
or not victims felt justice-hadbbeen done through the
mediation process. These questions center on Victim
‘Satisfaction with the agreement andvsehse of fairness.

| Question 12,‘which’asks if the victim was satisfied
with the agreement, produced a majority‘(20‘or 52;6%) of
“very satisfied”‘responses. Eleven respondents were
“mostly satisfied;”-three respondents were “indifferent or
mildlydissatisfied,” and only one respondent was “quite

dissatisfied.” .
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rQuestions 13'and~l4‘foousaondthe.vfctim’soSense of'how'
fair the agreement is)obothtto‘thefﬁictim-and to the
Offender; Interestfngiy,vboth queStions’oroduoed similar
= responses. For eaoh‘duestion;ba‘large majority Of}f‘
_respondentsblndlcated the agreement was falr, eitherj
-“deflnltely”"r. generally;” Most respondents k7§ 9%)vfelt;
"the agreement was fa1r to them, and 86 8% felt the
| greement was falr to the offender.
‘Einally, questiondBO ofvthe_victim_surVey3asked‘_:;».

victims if‘they belieVed the-offender-was adequately7he1d

‘c‘accountableror’theirvorime. Table 11 refleCts their.
responses, in whioh most (73.6%) 1ndlcated that yes, the“

offender was adequately held respon31ble.

Table 12. Was offender adequately held responsible for the

'_Frequency ‘ B

Responses  No, definitely not ~ | .- = . 3f T

. - 'No, not reallyv RN o3 T

- Yes, generally 17 ' 44,

. Yes, deflnltely S 1 . 28

: 1 IR Total »;,_ﬁ<' o B |
| Total - o | 34| 89.5

IO RCRT)
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9. Vlctlm views the crlmlnal justlce process more

favorably
qu questionsfrom:thetvietim‘surveyhservedas’the
"indiCators for this'outcome, nnmbers 33’and 35.
Qnestlon 33 asked v1ct1ms-1f they were able to‘

part1c1pate more fully in the crlmlnal justlce system

through ~the,1”r _1nvolvement With “VORP. I,nteresti.ngly,. ‘13’

respOndents”(34;2%Y'indiCated‘“n0, not'really;”r’Elevenr

‘.Victims'responded “yes, generally,ﬁ;and'six respondents

i

said, fyes,-definitely;” ~The\totalvperoentage of “yes”

_krespondentsiwas‘44.7%/ leaming only a 10.5 point margin -
_betweenfthe “yes”‘responSes‘and”the.“noﬁ;responses; This

was surprising since one of:the:key goals of;thetmediation

 process is the empowerment of the;victim through

participation;‘:Perhaps‘the'respondents to]thisrsurVey who

ahSweredf“no” did not perceiVe'VORP as‘an extension of the 

- crlmlnal justlce system or dld not understand the term

'crlmlnal‘justlce system'”' It 1s also p0551ble that these
vrctlms had no prlor v1ct1mlzat10n experlence and thus dldv

- not knowrwhat,leVel of_partlc1patlon‘1s thevnorm in the"

‘traditional criminal justice systemrb



In question 35, the victims were asked whether
participation in VORP made the criminal justiée system more
.résponsivé to their needs. Once again, the responses were
narrowly split,‘with 39.4% of the 33 responding victims
reporting that it did not, and 47m3% reporting that it did.

While the majority of victims report a'positiVe view
of tﬁe criminal justice system, the narrow margins between
the positive and negative responses indicate a’less than
enthusiastic response. Further, the responses to these two
questions appearrto be correlated (X2?=15.295, p=.018),
however the small sample size of 30 valid cases warrants

caution.

10. Victim’s fears, concerns, feelings re: the crime

are addressed.

The victim survey featured a number of questions which
pertained to this outcome, including questions 11, 15, 17,
21, 22, and 32. Except for resbonses to question 21, the
fesponses were overwhelmingly‘positive.

In response to question 11, 31 of the 34 respondents
félt they had been given sufficient time to talk with the‘
offender., Likéwise, in response to question 15, 31 of 36

respondents reported that the mediator was interested in

50



their needs. Twenty-eight of 33 respondents indicated in
response to question 17 thaf they foﬁnd-it helpful to falk
directly‘with the offender. With respect to question 22,
68.4% of the respondents reporfed‘that the meeting with the
offender reduced their fear of a crime being committed
against someoﬁe else by this offender. Finally, in
response to question 32, 81.6% of victims indicated that
participation in VORP allowed them to express their
feelings.

The responses tb question 21, however, diverged from
this very positive trend. As Table 13 demonstrates, a
relatively large percentage of respondents did “not really”
feel that meeting the offender reduced how upset they were.
While the majority df responses 1is still positive, the mean
score for question 21‘was,2.90 out of a possible 4.0, while
mean scores fof responses'tovphe éther questions used as
‘indicators on this outcome.were 3.09 and higher on the same

4.0 scale.
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- Table 13. Did meeting the offender help reduce how upset
you were?

Frequency %
Responses No, not really ' , i 28.9
Yes, generally - 13| 34.2
Yes, definitely | 8 : 21.1
Total : 32 84.2

11. Victim receives compensation for crime.

As discussed'in the analysis of outcome 2, monetary
restitution was ordered in the total amount of $55,075 for
these 318 crimes. At the‘timerthese data were compiled,
26.5%,,or‘$14,609, éf“ﬁhis total héd been paid. Table 14
’depicts a breakdéwn of the amounts of restitution.paid by
type of offense. Interestingly, non-utilitarian crimes and
ﬁerson‘crimes seem to be enjoying higher amounts of
payments, though these résults were not statistically

significant.
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Table 14. Type of offense/Amount of restltutlon pald .
crosstabulatlon. . _

S Amount of , ]
restltutlon pald to  Total -
date N o
g S . o .- .| 88 to | $100 or
| Type of offense . $99 |  more
© Non-utilitarian ° -1 170 24
~ Utilitarian-minor 6 4| 10
Utllltarlan—major o 1 5 6|
to o iPerson | 1 11 12
Total =~ . . R | 15 37| 52

Whlle the ratedof payment of restltution seems low,,a
handwrltten note at the. top of one of the v1ot1mvsurvey
, responses provides intetestingyinsight on the Subject\ofh-f
‘viotim‘oompensation;' In thatdnote;_thevvictim'telates that'
"She'had}partioipated in the mediation ofva crime committedt
" by two“offenders; but that one of the offenders had not
been referred to VORP ‘ She says:‘

‘°It has been one year since the crime
‘was committed. The defendant that went
.through medlatlon pald me restitution

ina timely manner.  The second..
offender went through court-ordered
procedures and has failed to pay any

. restitution-. . , . ~His probation
officer says he is remorseful for the
crimes he commltted and apparently has
no 1ntentlon of. paylng any of hlS
restltutlon.»"'
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‘Obviously, this victim is satisfied with the
compensation éhe received for the crime from the offender
who participated in VORP.

Unfortunately, theré is no information in the database
which would allow any determination of the average amount
of time it takes for restitufion to be paid in full to
victims or at what rate offenders fail to pay restitution,

in part or in full.

12. Victim feels less threatened by the crime and

more in control of his/her life.

Questions 19, 27, and 34 from the victim survey
provided indicators for this outcome. Responses to'these
questions seem to indicate that, while participation in
VORP was generally a positive experience, it did not
necessarily make them feel less vulnerable or help them to
better understand why the crime was committed.

In response to question 19, 50% or 19 of the victims
indicated that meeting the offender “generally” helped
reduce the fear that the offender would commit another
crime against them. Seven respondents (18.4%), however,

indicated that no, it did not really help.
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Responses to question 27 were espeCially enlightening,
where a majority of the 28 respondents indicated that they
‘dld not feel less vulnerable after talking w1th the
'offender.' Fourteen responded “no, not really,” while nine
responded “yes, generally"‘and only three responded “yes,
definitely.”" |
- This trend continued in responsehto question 34,vwheret
the victims indicated inialmostgequal numbers,that meeting:
the offender-either did not help them better understand why
the crime Qas committed, or- that it did help them.
Significantly, no one responded that meeting the offender
' ﬁdefinitely” helped‘them»better understand why the crime
was committed. o |
| Table l5 Summarizes'the(responses to questions 19,;27,
and 34. The means are fairly conSistent, reflectinghthe
‘,generally pOSitiye, but not enthuSiastic responses, on a

scale of 1 to 4, with 4'being best.,
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Table 15. Statistics re: responses to victim survey
questions 19, 27, and 34

N v
Valid Missing Mean
19. Did meeting reduce fear of 31 7 2.7419
another crime? '
27. Do you feel less 28 ’ 10 2.4643
vulnerable?
34. Do you better understand - 32 6 2.3281
why the crime was
‘committed?

Victim Satisfaction with Mediation

As is evident from the literature review chapter, the
aufhor of the victim survey used here, Mark Umbreit, has
published extensively on the topic of restorative justice
and mediation programs. In one particular article, he
published the results ofvaystudy using the same survey or
one very similar to the survey used here (Bradshaw &
Umbreit, 1998). A copy of the actual survey‘from their
1998 study was not.provided in the article, but samples of
the questions quoted in the article were nearly identical
to questions in the instant survey.

In their article, Bradshaw and Umbreit (1998)

identified “predictor variables” based upon victim
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chéracteristics and éompared them‘With the “butcome~
variable” of o&erall satisfaction with mediation, using
regression analysis techniques. They reported, “In order
of relative importancé, attitudé toward the mediator,
fairness of the restitution agreement and meeting with the
offendervaccounted’for 42% of the variance in satisfaction
with mediation” (p. 21).

Further analyses were conducted to determine if
similar resﬁlts*Could be obtained from the responses to the
victim surVéys in this sfudy. ' Because of the small number -
of respondents, however, and a’concern for a large
percentage of error, the problem was approached from a
slightly different angle than the Bradshw and Umbreit
research. Here, responses to several questions from the
victim survey (2, 3, 4, and 10) were combined to create a
reliability scale (alpha = .8490). The possible scores on
the scale ranged from 4 to 16! with lower scores indicating
less satisfaction, and higher scofes‘indicating more
satisfaction. The questions selected for inclusion in the
scale eorresponded to theb“predictor variables” identified
by Bradshaw and Umbreit. Each of these questions measured
~a different aspect of the viétim’s perception of the

mediator and how well the mediator prepared the victim. A
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one—way analysisvofbvariance (ANOVA)

correlation analySis

was then conducted between thls medlator satlsfactlon scale

and the response to questlon 7 regardlng overall v1ct1m

“sat;sfactlon.

‘Table 16.

. Table 16 reflects those results.

'Summafy table for a one- -way ANOVA on victim '”'

satisfaction with the medlator as a functlon of overall
victim satlsfactlon :

. Sum of af Mean -F

, : squares - ’ square ; P
Between ©44.349 | '3 - 14.783 - 3.2727
Groups o i o o '
Within 135.533 30. 4.518
Groups Lo ;.
Total 179.882 33

.035.

*p <

These_results_do indiCate a cortelation between the
mediatot satisfactioanCale scores and‘the oVerall‘
‘ ﬁediation satisfactionhscores. 1This resnlt does seem to
agree With theassertions.of Bfadshaw.and-Umbreit though,
as I. have mentiOnedvbefore,'thelow numbernof'respondents
»in my‘study is a’cauSe for'cautiOn. ‘

Curlous‘to see 1f}any”other factors might predlct
overall v1ct1m satlsfactlon w1th thevmedlatlon, i created
two addltlonal scales; onefot tictin satlsfactlon'w1th the

-agreement and one for offender response.
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The agreement satisfaction scale, consisting of
questions 12, 13, and 30 from the victim survey, produced a
reliability coefficient with ah alpha of .7950. Possible
scores on this scéle ranged frOm 3 to 12, with lower scores
indicating less satisfaction and higher scores indicating
greater satisfaction. Again, perférming a one-way ANOVA
yielded significant results, which are presented ih Table

17.

Table 17. Summary table for a one-way ANOVA on victim
satisfaction with agreement as a function of overall victim
satisfaction. '

Sum of df Mean F
_ squares square
Between 63.395 3 21.132 7.080
Groups
Within 89.546 30 ©2.985
Groups
Total 152.941 33
*p < .001.

The offender satisfaction scale was made up of the two

offender-related questions on the victim survey, questions

23 and 24. Together, they created a scale with a strong

reliability coefficient (alpha

.9188) .

Comparing this

scale with overall victim satisfaction in a one-way ANJOVA,
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however, did not‘yield significant results (F =1.52; p =
.233).

Thus, it is fair to say that victim satisfaction with.
the mediator is correléted with overall victim
satisfaction, as is victim satisfaction with the mediation
agfeement. The victim’s perception of the offender’s
reaction to the mediation, however, does not have a strong

relationship with victims’ overall satisfaction.
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CHAPTER SIX
Summary and Conclusions

The primary purpose of this stﬁdy was to perform an
outcomes evaluation of the Orangé County VORP to see if the
program is achieving its stated goals. To do this, 12
outéomes werevidentified based on the programfs stated
géals, and then related indicator; were selected which
could be measured to determine if tﬁe oﬁtcdmes were being
attained. Analysis of data obtained from the VORP progrém
database and the results‘of a victim survey yielded results
which are'generally pOSitivé; Most of the indicators
supportedvthefOUtCQmes;»though tO'Varyigg degrees.

Summary ofldﬁtéémés bbsérved

The offender-related outcomes were perhaps the hardest
to measure for a Variety of reasons. For outcome 1, this
study measured whetherrthe offendefs saw the human
consequencés of their crime by‘the'victimfs perception of
the offenders’ reaction. Obviously, this “hearsay”
approach is»not ideal, but still yiélded'positive resﬁlts.

The results observed for outcome 2, fulfillmént of the

restitution plan, are difficult to interpret because the
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restitutien nlans can call for many different types of -
restitution. While tnis customizability is undoubtedly a
strength of thebprogram, it does render the resuits
challenging to-measure. ACeordingto the results I was
abie to measure) however, I can report generally positive
findings. A majority of'the offenders who agreed to
perform‘commUnity'servicethadnindeed dene so. -fayment of
réstitntien wesbproceeeing, theugn only 26.5% of the total
. restitution.erderedsnedbbeen paid at the time of analysis.
It is safe‘tovessnme;Hhowever, thatisince compilation of
these data, additional sums have been received and victims
'lcontinUe to‘reCeiveVcempensation.‘ i do wish, however, that
more data on payment of restitutien nad been svailable and
that'I‘had.more time to follow restitution payment
patterns; Because most of the‘effenders are juveniles and
. may not havesjobs or a regular sourceiof‘ineeme, it is not
surprising tnat payment of restitution wouid be a slow
‘process;

| ?he recidivism data indicate that,‘though'the actual
reeidivism rate inereased slightly”after offenders were
referred to_VORP,-the‘majority of those offenders who re-
foended had not completed the VORP process, i.e., nad

either not participated in the mediation process or had not
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reached a mediation agreement. Additionally, it seems that
though the number of post-VORP offenses rose, the severity
of those offenses was less than the pre-VORP offenses for
the offenders who had successfully completed the mediation.
The data analyzed in this study also largely supported
the victim-related outcomes. Most v1ct1msvfelt well
prepared for the mediation and gave the mediator-high'marksV
for his or her efforts. 1In a few instances, the victims
reported feeling hvery unprepared” and I suspect that,
because of the other overwhelmingly positive responses on
this outcome, these ?ictims'were reporting that they felt

personally unprepared, though additional probing would be

‘required to get at the heart of this result

A large majority of the victims also felt satisfied
with the results of the mediation and it was interesting to
see that certain variableS'seem to predictvorerall victim
satisfaction with the mediation process.

Most victims,would.berwilling to participate again in
VORP and indicate that they would recommend the program to
others, but fewer would be w1lling to participate in the
future if they were victimized in,a‘more serious crime.
This result seems to contradict that reported by Mark

Umbreit, who used positive responses to similar questions
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to support his contention that VORPs should be.used fcr
more serions crimes. 1In this study, however, it was clear
that only a narrow majority would be willing to participate.
in VORP in the event‘of being victimized in a more serious
crime in the future,‘rather than the oyerwhelming majority
seen on other related questions. Clearly, victim support
for VORP has its limits. ‘It would be interesting to see
how victims respond_to a qnestion like this which
specifically included serious personal crimes like felony
assault and rape. Tne results of this.study lead one to

- suspect that the number of victims willing to participate
in VORP would decline sharply as the seriousness of the new
offense increased.

A comfortable majority of victims reported being
satisfied with the referral cf their case to mediation, and
-most felt that justice was done thrcugh'the VORP process.

With regard to Victims' views of the criminal Jjustice
system, the margins again narrcwed, with nearly as many
victims viewing it favorably as not. These results led me
to wonder if Victims found the term‘“criminal justice
system”‘too nebulous or if they did not associate VORP with
the criminal justice system. Whateﬁer the case, this would

be an interesting outcome to pursue invfurther study.
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Some of the most interesting results came from the
final set of three outcomes. Although most victims
indicated that particitation in VORP gave them the
opportunity to discﬁss the crime, ité impact on their 1life,
and théir féelings and concerns, far fewer victims reported
that the mediatidn reduced how upset they were by the’
crime. This is especially interesting in light of the
victim-centeredness of this VORP and other similar
programs. These programs strive to meet thé needs of the
victims they serve, but the numbers resﬁlting from this
study do not support an overwhelming conclusion that the
oppqrtunity to meet the offender will markedly reduce how
upset the victim ié by the crime.

Though restitution was Slow in coming, it was being
paid and, és one victim’s testimony assérts, she was
eventually paid in full by the offender who participated in
VORP, but not by the offehder who had not been referred to
VORP. It wouid have been helpful to have data dn the
number of victim respondents who had received all or part
of their restitution and how long such payment took. This
data would be useful in a future study.

Finally, just as participation-in VORP did not

necessarily help reduce how upset a victim was about a
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crime, it alSO'did;notpéuarantee thaththe victim would feel

less vnlnerable or nore'infcontrol‘Of‘his'or'her liferi.And
nany victims stlll did not realiy understand why the crime
‘had beenvcommltted, even after,meetlng‘wlthvthe offender.f
Agaln; it should be emphasized”that nost victims had
o pos1t1ve thlngs tovsay about thelr VORP experlence In
some 1nstances, the number.opr051trve responses was‘
overwhelming;‘ Bnt:When it.camehtopthe victinsfrvery
_vpersonalbreactiOns to and-feelings"about the crime(_’
participatiOn:in,VORP~$eemed_touhaveiless of a positive'

effect.
Factors Infiuéﬁcing~prbgramuéu&éess
The results of this study suggest that predicting

-1program success is not always. a simplertask;_ Data from the/

- program database indicate:that.the:only factor which seems

to 1nfluence whether a medlatlon agreement is reached 1s_
the type of offense commltted, w1th person offenses belng “
'the least llkely to reach a-medlation agreement; Thus, it

appears that utllltarlan mlnor offenses are best su1ted tog

the VORP approach, hav1ng the hlghest medlatlon completlonf.

_rate;
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Similarly, few factors influenée whether a victim Will
be satisfied with the mediation process. Those that dd,
apbear to be mediator-related, such as'how well the
mediator prepared the victim, the mediator’s attitude,

etc., and the victim’s satisfaction with the agreement.

Relationship Between Program Performance and'Program
GoaiS/StrategieS'

These data indicate that this program is producing
positive results 5n the outcomes-studied here. It also
seems clear that many of the outcomes méaéured here are the
direct result of'participation in VORP. For éxample;
offenders would not be fulfilling the terms of restitution
agreements if they had not completed a mediation and
negotiated a restitutien agreement with the victim. The
victim-oriented outcomes also seem to be strongly linked to
participation in the mediation process. .Most questions on
the victim survey asked the victiﬁs specifically about
their experiences either preparing for the mediation or
participaring in the ﬁediation. Obviously, their responses
to these questions could not be attributed to any

experience other than participation in VORP.
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Some outhmes, however,_are more dlfficult to
attribute to the effects of VORP part1c1pation, like
»offender rec1d1v1sm.>‘It is- difflcult to say, for example,"
: based on the data presented here, that part1c1patlon in
VORP 1nfluenced offender‘behav1or'in the yearvfollowing'the
'mediation.“Indeed,"referral to VORPidid'not_reduce the
rate"of;re—offense.at ali;vhut perhaos‘had an effect on-the
type of post—mediation Offense.‘ Without a comparison group
fof offenders who did not partic1oate in VORP; however, 1t"
1S»impossible~to say that VORP can take‘credit for thisb
outcoﬁe (Rossi,vFreedmah &‘Lipsey, 1999) . Additionally,ii
‘examihed.seueral.factors for their predictive value with
reoard‘todrecidiviSm, and no significaht}resultswere»
achieved. Nevertheless, proponehts>of.restorativerjustice
aSsert(that participation in the mediationproCess,helpsr
offenders see the human consequences.of their;crimes and
thus 1nh1b1ts future.offending : it_isiunclear whether this
study supports}that assertioh R |
Study Limitations
| The‘liﬁitatiohs.of this Study are‘many‘and shouid be
“ borne in mind when.considering the results of:this,outcomes

‘evaluation. ‘Agprimary concern while analyzing these data
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- was the low number of reéponses to the victim survey and
the low return‘rate. I did not léarn_of this low response
rate until late in the analysis stage. Obviously, as with .
any voluntary survey, the victims who responded to this
- survey were only those who felt motivated to do éo. It is
possible to hypothesize that those who responded did so
either because they were motivated by a very positive
éxperience or a very negative experience; Assuming this
sort of skewing took place here, most of the victims who
provided responses to this survey would seem to fall into
the former category.
| It would also havé been especially helpful if the
victim survey population corresponded>to the VORP database
population. This would have‘cleared up the problem with
spotty}offense information on the victim surveys and would
have provided information on the type of restitutidn agreed
to. |

Also, to thoroughly examine the léng—term effects of
this program, the study period could be extended beyond one
year. This Would aliow for additional recidivism data to
be obtained, and would also provide‘further restitution

payment data.
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.Finally,”Iydid notioe-one obviousﬁerror“ongthe victim
Nsurvey"and that wasrthe'way queStion 42Fbroke down~income.
ieveis..Unfortunately, the breakdownsiare not:disorete,
so,.for example, a victim who_makes‘$30,0b0 per'year‘could
have c1rcled response “b” or response Vc”. Because my

v,study did not empha51ze v1ct1m responses to the last flve.
questions of the survey, however, thisvdeficiency hasmi
little‘negative effect‘on the findings'of this}study, but
it should be'corrected_for'future use of tne:survey.
Conclusions

These limitationsHnotwithstanding, it is fair to
conclude that this program is indeed meeting tne goals it
set for itself. The indicators support the‘outcomes,
though, 'as previouSly’mentioned, to varying degrees} Also,
‘the results seen here are in keeplnng1th those reported by
studies of other VORPs, where generallyepositive‘findings
are‘observed; mediations ‘are completed at high rates,'
restltutlon agreements are made and. generally completed
and part1c1pants report being satlsfled w1th the process‘

'Also in keeplng.w;th thegllterature, however, outcomes like

recidivism produced mixed results.
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The victim-oriented outcomes produced some sufprising
results in light of restorative justice theory which
emphasizes “making it right” by allowing the victim to get
answers to questions about the crime. Although Bradshaw
and Umbreit (1998) reported that 90% of victims indicated
high levels of.“Satisfaction,” they did not comment on
victims’ responses to the”more.personal»questions, like if
the mediation reduced how upset they were,eif they felt
less intimidated by the crime, etc., so I have te wonder if
their resultsvwere similar to thGSe of this study.“

Additionally, because:the Orange County VORP is
~explicitly rooted in restorative justice theory, it is
possible to generalizeethe results of this study to
restorative justice theoryvitself.: In doing so, it is
clear that restorative justice theory_has merit as
operatioualized~through a VOﬁP;tYpe.process. The generally
. positive results of this and other studies support mahy of
the aesertions of‘restorative justice theofy. Although the
results on offender recidivism and Victim’s personal
reactions might not be as overwhelmingly positiVe as
restorative justice proponents might like, they certainly
do not indicate that restorative justiee is harmful to

offenders or victims, or that programs based on restorative
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‘ijUStice-principles are producing ﬁeéefive resuits.
Ultimately, restoretive justice appears_to bé'sUCeessful_
 within a specific scope,prima#ily.limited by the type of
offense. - |

Furthermefe) Vbﬁf:typeprograms remain a good bargain
in criminal jdstiEéidéiiars; The'Orange.Ceunty VORP
estiﬁates théfbit spehdé;$616'per“case. This is obviously
significantly lesé fhan:the cest of takiﬁgea criminal case
to a'jury trial, especialiykwhen’incarceration coefs ere
‘considered. Becauée VORPseere perceived as economical,
they will'remain'popular‘with legislators and government
officials who must struggle to keep courts, law enforcement

agencies, jails, and prisons fully staffed and funétional.

Recommendations

The Orange County VORP is a heavily theory-driven
program. Its Statement of Purpose, Goals and Philosophy
reads, in part, as follows:

The Institute for Conflict Management
is rooted in the philosophy of
“Restorative Justice” mediation and
conciliation, where disputes are seen
in terms of broken relationships rather
than broken laws, and justice is the
process of restoring the inequity and
repairing the damage done as a result
of wrongdoing. .
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Because goals liketheée'are difficult to quantify
with simple numerical data, it is important for the program
,tb make a concefted effort to coﬁtinﬁally méasure
appropriate indicators. The Umbreit survey is an excellent
instrument for measuring victim—driénted outcomes.v The
‘Oiange County VORP currently uses a different éurvey £o
meésufe program participant Satisfaction, which it
administers to both victims and offendefs, but that shrvey
fails to adequately meaéure’many of the program’s most
important outcomes. Thus, it would be my fecommendation
that the program adopt the ﬁmbreit sUrvey, or one like 1it,
as its new exit survey, and that it be administered to
victims and-offenders alike. Obviously, this WOuld‘require
,tWo versions of the sﬁrvey: one for offenders and one for
victims. The survey would have to be slightly modified to
apply to offendéré;

The Orange County VORPvcan bebcbmmended, however, on
its current record keeping system. The VORP database
contains a lot of useful information which was extremely
helpful in completing thié study.

In terms of further study, I would like to see a

similar outcomes evaluation done which includes a
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comparison group so that the linkage between program
strategies and outcomes can be further explored.

It dight.also*be fruitful to explore additional
sources of data thaf would measure offender and‘victimi
attitudes, eS'well as mediation outcomes. For example, itv
'might be helpful to administer a survey to the medietors
who preside over these cases to see what their impressions
of the process are, and then compare their impressions with
those of victims apd offenders. Also, beeause the issue of :
coercion occasienally cemes up with respect to vietim and
offender participation in programs like these, a surrey
addressed to mediators might.be able to egplore this
concern as Wellr

Finally, further research shoﬁld also be done which
explores program aetivities as a funCtion»of‘the selection
and traihing of mediators. For example, it would be
interesting‘to‘examinedwhether fhedquality of the mediator
influences rhe quality of-the‘activities,'and'thus produces 3
improved_outcomes.i}VQRP pregrsms_might discover that using
professienalbmediators‘nét:eﬁiy’imbreves outhmess but also
paves the'waydto dsinngORPlror‘more.serious offenses.

The contihuing popﬁiarit§ efdﬁregrams like the Orange

County VORP insures that they will remain the focus ef
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studies such as this. Additionéliy, the push by
restorative justice proponents to allow VORPs to handle
more serious bffenses,will also demahd additionalvstﬁdy/
-though the,résults‘of this‘study suggest caution with
regard to mediating more serious offenses. Thus, future
reséarch will undoubtedly shed additional light on theAVORP':
process and restorative justicé in géneral, which will
allow these programs to better uhderstand why we observe
the results that we do, and help them to optimize progrém

’
‘performance.
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APPENDIX A: VICTIM SATISFACTION SURVEY

76



Victim Satisfaction Survey:

Orange, CA V1ct1m Offender Reconciliation Prooram
(9/” /98)

Plzase help us improve the servicss we pronde to pcople who haxe bc::n vn.m:mz—‘d by crime in our Community by answering the
following questions abour the services you have received. We arz interested in your honest opinion. whether they are positive or

negarive. Pleass answer ail of the questons. We also welcome your commenrs and suggestions. Thank you very much, we really

appreciate your help. ) e '

CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER ~~ TODAY'SDATE . YOUR NAME
‘ (Optional)
L. Were you treated respectfully by the mediator who worked with you?
1 2 : 4

No, definitely not No, not really Yes, generally Yes, derinitely

2. . How satisfied were you with the manner in which the mediator prepared you for the eventual
meeting with the offender?
1 . 2 3 -
Quite Dissatisfied " Indifferent or mildly Mostly satisfied Very satisfiad
dissatisfied

3. Was the medrator a good listener?

o 2 3 B o

No, deﬁnr'tely not No, not really Yes, generally Yes, definitely
4. Did the mediator clearly explain how the meeting with the offender would be conducted?

S 2 3 4

No, definitely not ) No, not really Yes, generally Yes, definitely
5. Was it made clear to you by the mediator thar pamcrpatlon in a meeting with the offender was totally

voluntary on your part?

L .2 3 4

No, definitely not . *No, not really Yes, generally * Yes, deﬁnjrely
6. How well prepared were you for the meeting with the offender?

4 ‘ 3 ‘ -2 o . 1

Very well prepared Somewhat prepared ~ Somewhat unprepared Very. unprepared
7. How satisfied were you with your overall experience in the victim offender reconciliation program?

IR S 2 3 4

Quits Dissatisfied Indiffzrent or mildly Mostly satisfied - Very sarisfied

dissatisfied .

8. Would you recommend to other victims of similar crimes that they should consider the option of

meeting the offender in this type of program?

. 2 _ 3 4
No, definitely not ~ No, not really Yes, generally * Yes, definitely
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How satisfied were you with the mediator?

1 2 . 3 .
Quite Dissarisfied Indiffersnr or mildly - Mostly sarisfied Very sadsfied
' dissadsfied :

" Did the mediator seem fair in conducting the meeting with the offender?

1 2 ’ 3

No, definitely not No, not really Yes, geucrally Yes, definitely

During the meeting mth the offender, was there sufﬁc1er1t time to wlk du'ect]v with the offender about
the impact of the crime upon your life?

2 . . 3 )

No, definitzly not No, not really - Yes, generally Tes,—deﬁm'tcly

How satisfied were you with the restitution agreement that was made during the meeting?

1 2 - : 3 .‘

Quite Dissarisfied Indifferent or mildly Mostly satisfied Very satisfied
dissarisfied

Was the restitution agreement made during the meeting with the offender faxr to you"

4 3 2
Yes, definitely Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely net

Was the restitution agreement made during the meeting with the offender fair to the offender?

-
3

4 _3 » , ) 1
Yes, definitely Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely not

Did the mediator seem genuinely interested in your expressed needs?

1 - 2 3 .
No, definitely not . No, not really. ’ Yes, generally -Yes, aefinitely

While participating in the victim offender reconciliation program, did you feel comfortable and safe?

2 S 4 ,
No, definitely not No, not.really Yes, generally Yes, derinitely

Was it helpful to be able to talk directly with the offehder about the impact of the crime?

4 o3 2 - 1
Yes, it helped Yes, 1t helped © No, it really ‘No, it seemed
a great deal somewhat didn'; help to make things worse

How important was it to you to be zble to talk directly thh the offender about dev eloping a plan to
compensate you in some way for your losses?

. 3 ' 2. . 1

Very important Somewhat important Somewhat unimpOrtant  Very unimportant

Did meeting the offender help reduce any fear that he/she would commit another crime against you?
4 : 3 . 2 i 1 o

Y25, definitelv ‘25, gzoznally Nv, ot raally No. definitzIv o
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If you were again a victim of a similar crime, would you be hkely 1o participate in a victim n-‘fﬁnd.nr
reconciliation program? -

2

Yo, dafinitely

2. 1
Yes. generally No. not really No, dzfinitzly not
21, Did the meating with the offender help reduce how upset you were about the crime? )
. > 3 4
No, dzfinitely not No, not rzally Yes, zeoerally Yes, dafinitely
22 How much did the meeting with the offender help reduce any fear that the offender w ould commit.
another crime against someone else?

S 3 2 _

A great deal Soméwhat -Very linle Notat all

23.  Did the offender seem to be sorry about what he or she did to you?
, 2 , 3. a
No, definitely not No, not really Yes, generally Yes, cefinitely
24, During the meeting with the offender, did he/she show any understanding, even the beginnings of
understanding, about the real personal impact of the crime upon your life?
4 3 2. . 1
Yes, definitely " Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely not
25, How sarisfied were you with the justice system’s decision to refer your case 1o the victim offender
reconciliation program?
2 3 4
Quite Dissatisfied Indifferent or mildly Mostly satistied
dissarisfied
26.

Very satistied
When you left the meeting with the offender, how satisfied were you about the outcome of it?
1

. 2
Quite Dissatisfied

2 _ 3 __ 4
Indifferenr or mildly . - Mostly satisfied Very satisfied
dissarisfied . .
7. As a victim of crime, do you feel less vulnerable after having talked with the offender in the meeting?
‘ ‘. : 3. : 2 1 ' i
Yes, definitely Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely not
How well do you think the offender was prepared by the mediator prior to meeting you?
¢ 3 1
Very well prepared Somcwh.at prepared_ Somcwhat unprspa::d

Very umprepared
If you were the victim of a more serious crime (up to and including physical assaul

t, but not a sexual
assault), would you be likely to participate in a victim offender reconciliation program?
1

2 3 1
No, definitely not No, not really Yes, generally

Yes, GEI_\'
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30.

© 33,

36.

37.

Do you believe the offender was adequately held accountable for the crime he or she commirzed
against you? _
1. 2 3 4
No, definitely not N0, not really Yes, generally Yes, definitely
Was it helpful to meet the offender?
SRR 2 3 4
No, definitely not No, not really Yes, geperally Yes, deﬁnirely

¢
Did the victim offender reconcxhanon program allow you to express your feelings about bemcy
victimized?

Py
2

1 . 3 ) 4
No, definitely not No, not really Yes, generally Yes, definitely

Were you able to pamcxpate more fully in the criminal justice process as a result of your mvolvemem
with the victim offender reconciliation program?
Al
Yes, definitely Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely not
After participating in a meeting with the offender, do you have a better understanding of why the
crime was committed against you?
3 2 1

Yes, definitely. Yes, generally No, not really " No, definitely not

Did participation in the victim offender reconciliation program make the cnmmal Justice process more
responsive to your needs as a human ‘being?

4 - 3 2 l . 1
Yes, definitely . Yes, generally No, not really No, definitely not
Have you ever felt that our program was more concerned with procedures than with helping you?
4 = 3 2 . 1
Yes, deﬁmtely Yes, generally - No,, HOt really . No, definitely not
How would you rate the quah[y of service’ you: have recelved from our program?
S [ SR 1
Excetlent - Good ' Fair Poor

It would be very helpful to our agency if you provided the fouowma mformmon All information in this survey, mdud.mo the

following, will in no way ever be reported out in such a manner that it is connected to your name. Plcas-* do not fee] obligated té
provide the following information if you feel uncomfortable doing so.

38.
39.
=0.
<1

Type of crime . . 42. What is the range of your anmal household
Your age . - income?
Your sex: M or F : a. Less than $15,000 -
What is your highest grade of education complated: ‘ b. Between $15,000 and $30,000
. a.8h f. Associate College Degree ¢. Between $30,000 and $45 ,000
b. 9th 8. College Degree (Undergraduate) : d. Between $45,000 and $60,000
c. 10th h. Graduate Degrez e. Between $60,000 and $75 ,000
d. 1l 1. Other - f. More than $75,000
e. 12th

THANKS AG—\I\ FOR HELPING W ITH THIS !
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APPENDIX B: VORP LOGIC MODEL

- Note: Data source(s) for each outcome indicator are
provided. “WS #” indicates the victim survey question or
questions which correspond to this outcome. “DB” indicates

that the data source for this indicator comes from the VORP
program database.
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LOGIC MODEL FOR THE ORANGE COUNTY VICTIM OFFENDER RECONCILIATION PROGRAM

each case.

scheduled.

| with the assistance

of the mediator.

[VS 7,26]

(VORP)
S : Outcomes
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o : . Initial - Intermediate | Longer Term
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mediator, facility, | participating inthe |®* Victimand | - reduced
and staff, mediation process. | offender discuss T : recidivism.
the crime and its [VS 23, 24] [DB] [DB]
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resources spent per | offender are _ - ‘ ' . ‘
case average $610. | prepared, ®  Victim and 4. Victimfeels | 5. Victimis - | 6. Victim
» separately, by the = | offender construct | well prepared for | satisfied with would participate
= VORP staff mediator for the | @ mediation the mediation. results of the in such a
and volunteers mediation process. | agreement, mediation. program again in
spend an average v includinga - o ' the future; would
of six hours on = Mediation is restitution plan, [VS 2,4,5,6] | recommend it to
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