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This Issue in Brief 
Probation Officer Burnout: An Organi~ational 

Disease/An Organizational Cure.-In recent years, con­
siderable attention has been given to burnout of public 
service personnel; however, little has been published on 
burnout of probation officers. Author Paul W. Brown 
looks at organizationally caused burnout and some ap­
proaches to moderate it. According to the author, most 
correctional agencies are based on a military-like struc­
ture, and probation departments seem to be no excep­
tion. This traditional structure may be responsible for 
burnout, and there is little a probation officer can do 
about it. Changes will have to be made by managers who 
are willing to accept and implement more democratic 
management styles. 

The Privatization of Treatment: Prison Refonn in the 
1980's.-According to author Francis T. Cullen, a con­
tributing factor to the swing in criminal justice policy to 
the right has been the failure of progressives to provide 
plausible policy alternatives. He argues that a viable 
avenue of prison reform is the privatization of correc­
tional treatment programs-a reform that is politically 
feasible because it capitalizes upon both the continuing 
legitimacy of the rehabilitative ideal and the emerging 
popularity of private sector involvement in corrections. 
While a number of concerns about profit-making in 
prisons must be addressed, the author contends, the 
major advantage of privatizing treatment is that it severs 
the potentially corrupting link between custody and treat­
ment and thus helps to structure interests within the 
prison in favor of effective correctional rehabilitation. 

A Theoretical Examination of Home Incarceration.­
Developing a theoretical rationale for the use of home 
incarceration as an alternative sentence, authors Richard 
A. Ball and J. Robert Lilly argue, based on a previously 
developed theoretical position as to the goals of sentenc­
ing generally, that "punishment" is ultimately directed 
at the restricted reprobation of an act in such a way as 
to provide for the reparation of that particular concep­
tion of social reality agreed upon in a given society. Ac­
cording to the authors, home incarceration has advan-

1 

tages in that it is of easy communicability in terms of pres­
ent conceptions of social reality, of limited complexity 
and fairly obvious potential impact, and of reasonable 
cost. Since it is also characterized by reversibility, 
divisibility, compatibility, and perceived relevance to 
organizational goals, it is considered to possess the 
theoretical advantages necessary to adoption. 

Probation Supervision: Mission Impossible.­
According to author John Rosecrance, there is a consen­
sus that probation has failed to reduce recidivism and has 
lost credibility with the public and other criminal justice 
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agencies. Probation supervision has provert ineffective, 
he contends, because of bureaucratic dynamics and the 
conflicting nature of officer-client relationships. 
Although there are calls for drastically overhauling pro­
bation services and revit\ilizing its mission, the prevail­
ing alternatives-(l) service orientation, (2) differential 
supervision, and (3) intensive supervision-are incre­
mental and fail to address fundamental problems. The 
author advocates eliminating probation supervision and 
allowing other agencies to assume these responsibilities. 
Probation would be left with a feasible and unambiguous 
mission-providing objective investigation services to the 
court. 

The Dimensions of Crime.-Author Manuel Lopez­
Rey discusses a subject addressed at the seventh United 
Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime, Milan, 
1985: What are the dimensions of crime? Contending 
that criminal justice policy is formulated without 
knowledge of the true scope. of crime worldwide, the 
author holds that what is thought of as constituting crime 
is only common, conventional crime, and what is not 
taken into account is unconventional crime-such as ter­
rorism, torture, and summary execution-prevalent in 
dictatorial regimes where crimt! often goes unreported. 
The author addresses how malfunctions in the criminal 
justice system affect the dimensions of crime, stressing 
the need to define what is crime by law and to broaden 
conceptions of crime to include less conventional crime. 
InflUencing factors such as economic crime and criminal 
negligence are also discussed. 

Security and Custody: Monitoring the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons' Classification System.-Authors Michael 
Janus, Jerome Mabli, and J. D. Williams report on the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons' system-implemented in 
1979-for assigning inmates to institutions (Security 
Designation) and to various levels of supervision (Custody 
Classification) within institutions based on background 
and behavioral variables. This security and custody 
system replaced an informal one which relied heavily on 
individual discretion. The new method quantified the fac­
tors involved in decisionmaking and shifted the focus of 
classification procedures from the diagnostic-medical 
model to the humane control model. Since 1981, the 
Bureau of Prisons has monitored the system by record­
ing monthly security and custody breakdowns as well as 
inmate misconduct and escape information for each of 
its approximately 50 institutions. This study will report 
analysis of these data both cross-sectionally and 
longitudinally at the institution level. 

Repeating the Cycle of Hard Living and Crime: 
Wives' A~commodation8 to Husbands' Parole Perform­
ance,-Author Laura T. Fishman examines the social ac-
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commodations made by prisoners' wives to their 
husbands' post-prison performance. To construct an 
ethnographic account of the social worlds of 30 women 
married to men incarcerated in two prisons, the author 
employed a combination of methods-indepth interviews 
with wives, examination of prison records, summaries of 
women's "ra'i> sessions," and a variety of other sources 
of data. She found that of the 30 women, 15 welcomed 
their husbands home from prison, and the wives used a 
variety of accommodative strategies to support their 
husbands' settling down and to deter them from resum­
ing hard living patterns and criminal activities. The author 
concluded that none of these strategies were as effective 
as wives anticipated; wives do not appear to have much 
influence on whether or not their paroled husban(ls 
resume criminal activities, get rearrested, and return to 
jail. 

Community Service Sentencing in New Zealand: A 
Survey of Users.-Beginrting in 1981, New Zealand law 
authorized sentencing offenders to perform from 8 to 200 
hours of unpaid service to a charitable or governmental 
organization. Authors Julie Leibrich, Burt Galaway, and 
Yvonne Underhill conducted structured interviews with 
samples of probation officers, community service spon­
sors, offenders sentenced to community service, and 
judges to determine the extent of agreement on the pur­
pose of the sentence, ways in which the sentence was being 
implemented, benefits thought to flow from the sentence, 
and the extent of satisfaction with the sentence. Accor(l­
ing to the authors, the New Zealand experience suggests 
that community service is a feasible and practical sen­
tencing option. They caution, however, that consistency 
of administration requires reaching agreement as to the! 
purpose of the sentence and its relationship with other 
sentences. A number of implementation decisions also 
need to be resolved, including the role of the offeil.der 
in selecting a community service sponsor, the role of tbe 
judge and probation officer in determining a specific 
placement, development of working relationships between 
probation officer and community service sponsor, and 
the need for a backup sanction. 

Assessment Centers as a Management Promotion 
Tool.-An assessment center or the multiple assessment 
approach is the careful analysis and programmed assess­
ment of management ability using a variety of job-related 
criteria. This approach has been used for decades in 
companies such as IBM, General Electric, American 
Telephone and Telegraph, and numerous government 
agencies. The variables or dimensions used to test an ap­
plicant's attributes vary from organization to organiza­
tion, as do the techniques used to test these dimensions. 
Author William V. Pelfrey reviews the typical techniques 



Community§ervice Sentencing in New Zealand: 
A Sur~y of Users 

BY JULIE LEIBRICH, BURT GALAWAY, AND YVONNE UNDERHILL* 

Introduction 

C
OMMUNITY SERVICE, as a sentence for of­
fenders, was introduced in New Zealand in 

. February 1981. Judges are empowered to sentence 
offenders to complete from 8 to 200 hours of unpaid 
service to a charitable or governmental organization. The 
sentence may be imposed upon any offender convicted 
of an imprisonable offense provided the sentence is ap­
propriate given the offender's character and personal 
history meet qualifications, the offender understands the 
purpose and effect of the sentence, the offender consents 
to the imposition of the sentence, and suitable service is 
available. The sentence is administered by the Probation 
Division of the Department of Justice. In 1981, 1,772 
community service sentences were imposed, in 1982, 
1,~91, in 1983, 2,438, and in 1984, 2,436. 

The introdu.ction of the community service sentence 
provided New Zealand courts with a fifth sentencing op­
tion; in addition to community service the repetoire in­
cludes imprisonment, periodic detention-both residen­
tial and nonresidential-fine, and probation. OriginaIIy 
periodic detention in New Zealand involved weekend con­
finement combined with public service work. Residen­
tial periodic detention centers continue to exist, but no 
new residential periodic detention centers are being 
established, and the existing centers are gradually being 
phased out in favor of nonresidential periodic detention 
in which the offender is required to report at 8 a.m. on 
Saturday to do public service work as a part of a work 
crew under the supervision of a Department of Justice 
staff person. Periodic detention work is normaIly manual 
labor-such as conservation work, park cleanup, hiking 
trail maintenance, and so forth-which can be completed 
by a group of offenders working under supervision. The 
policy shift from residential to nonresidential periodic 
detention was based on the comparatively high cost of 
the residential version and the lack of evidence that 
residential periodic detention was any more effective in 
reducing recidivism than nonresidential periodic deten­
tion. Sentences to periodic detention are made in months 
(usualIy 3 to 4); a periodic detention sanction is con­
sidered a severe penalty. The community service sentence 

*Julie Leibrich and Yvonne Underhill are with the Department of 
,Justice, Wellington, New Zealand. Burt Galaway is at the School of 
Social Work, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis. 
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in New Zealand differs from nonresidential periodic 
detention; community service is tailored to the individual 
by placing the offender with a government or charitable 
organization where he or she provides unpaid service in­
dividuaIly, as would any other volunteer, ruther than as 
a part of a supervised group of offenders. Community 
service in New Zealand does not include laboring on a 
work crew. 

Responsibility for administering the community service 
sentence rests with the Probation Division of the Depart­
ment of Justice. Probation services in New Zealand, a 
country of about 3.2 miIIion people, are provided by the 
national level of government through 35 probation 
districts. AIl probation districts have designated a pro­
bation officer to be responsible for organizing the com­
munity service activities. In the larger districts, organiz­
ing community service is a full-time responsibility, but 
in sma!ler districts the functions are combined with other 
probation activities. 

This material study of the implementation of the com­
munity service sentence in New Zealand was conducted 
by carrying out structured interviews with probation of­
ficers, judges, offenders sentenced to community service, 
and community service sponsors (representatives of the 
government or charitable organizations which provided 
service opportunities for offenders sentenced to com­
munity service). The purpose of the study was to deter­
mine the extent of agreement or disagreement on the pur­
pose and aims of the community service sentence, to 
discover the ways in which the sentence was being im­
plemented in the various probation districts in New 
Zealand, to discover the benefits these groups of 
respondents perceived of the community service sentence, 
to find out the extent to which they were satisfied with 
the sentence, and to develop recommendati0l1s for the 
continued development of the community service 
sentence. 

Methodology 

Data were colIected March through May 1983 by con­
ducting structured interviews with 42 probation officers, 
65 sponsors, 68 offenders, and 11 judges from 7 of the 
35 New Zealand probation districts. The probation 
districts were selected purposely to provide balance on 
the dimensions of population served, geographic area 
coverage, number of probation staff, number of com-
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munity service sentences administered, and rural or ur­
ban district. Initially eight districts were included in the 
study group, but weather-related travel difficulties forced 
dropping the Rotorua District. Unfortunately, this was 
a district with a large Maori population and resulted in 
a reduction of the proportion of Maoris in the offender 
study group to 24 percent, lower than expected (Leibrich, 
Galaway, Underhill, 1984). The seven probation districts 
in the final study group were Auckland, Dunedin, 
Gisborne, Invercargill, Levin, Lower Hutt, and Nelson. 

The population of 28 judges included all judges who 
had chambers in a court attended by each of the proba­
tion districts or, in the case of one probation district 
where no judge had chambers in the district, the two most 
recent visiting judges. A one in two random sample was 
taken of the judges; 79 percent (11) of the 14 randomly 
selected judges took part in the survey. A satisfactory in­
terview time could not be scheduled with the three judges 
who were not interviewed. Seventy-three probation of­
ficers worked in the seven districts, including seven district 
probation officers (the chief probation officer for the 
district) and six community service supervisors (in one 
rural district the district probation officer also served as 
the community service supervisor). The probation officer 
sample included all of the district probation officers, all 
of the community service supervisors, and a one in two 
random sample of the remaining 60 probation officers. 
Interviews were completed with 42 of the 43 probation 
officers in the sample; one officer was away at the time 
of the study and could not be reached for interviewing. 

A total of 321 organizations had acted as a commu­
nity service sponsor during the past year for at least one 
offender. A one in four random sample of sponsors was 
drawn, and interviews were held with 81 percent (65) of 
the 80 sponsors in the sample. Five organizations could 
not be contacted, for five others the person who had had 
experience with the scheme had left the organization, a 
suitable interview time could not be scheduled for three 
sponsors, and two sponsors were unwilling to take part. 

The offender population was 292 individuals who had 
been sentenced to a community service sentence in a court 
attended by one of the selected district probation offices 
during an 8-month period and who served their hours in 
that probation district. The sample period ended a month 
before interviews took place and included some people 
who were still serving their hours and some who had com­
pleted their hours. A one in two random sample was 
taken from this population. Interviews were completed 
with 47 percent (68) of the sample of 146 offenders. 
Forty-four offenders could not be contacted, 16 were not 
willing to be interviewed, 9 did not appear for an arranged 
interview, and suitable interview times could not be ar­
ranged for 9. 

Good response rates of offenders given community 
service are difficult to obtain. Flegg (1976) secured a 
response rate of 48 percent, Pease (1975), 37 percent, and 
Hermann (1981) was forced to abandon a planned sam­
ple of a I-year followup survey because she was able to 
contact only 10 percent of the offenders. Offender low 
response rates may have affected the representativeness 
of the data. The respond,ent and nonrespondent groups 
were compared on all available measures: age, sex, ethnic 
group, offense, length of community service sentence, ad­
ditional sentences for the offense (fine, driving dis­
qualification, probation), sentence status at the time of 
the survey (current or terminated), the number of hours 
left for current sentences, the type of termination for ter­
minated sentences, how long since the person was sen­
tenced, and the number of placements arranged. 
Respondents were older than nonrespondents (t-test = 
2.42, df = 144, P .05), the mean age being 27.7 years 
and 24.2 years respectively. More respondents (75 per­
cent) than nonrespondents (51 percent) were currently 
serving the sentence (Chi-square test = 7.72, df = 1, 
p .01), had been sentenced more recently to community 
service than the nonrespondents (Mann-Whitney U test, 
Z = 2.22, p .05), and had a median of 23 weeks since 
being sentenced as compared to 25 weeks for non­
respondents. Of those who had terminated the sentence, 
all of the respondents had completed the hours, whereas 
28 percent of the nonrespondents were terminated for 
another reason (Chi-square test = 4.19, df = 1, p .05). 
For all but one case the termination was the result of 
reconviction for further offenses. There was no statis­
tically significant difference between the groups on any 
of the other measures recorded. The nonrespondents were 
younger, had been sentenced less recently, and were not 
as likely to successfully have completed the sentence. 

Sampling was done by first generating lists, randomly 
selecting a starting point, and then proceeding through 
the tests taking every second (or fourth) name. This pro­
cedure assured proportional representation in the sam­
ple of names from districts with small numbers. The seven 
districts were visited during April and May 1983 by a team 
of three experienced interviewers. One interviewer had 
primary responsibility for the interviews of probation 
staff and judges, one for offenders, and one for spon­
sor&, although to equalize work loads, some offender and 
some sponsor interviews were completed by a second in­
terviewer. The interviews with probation officers, of­
fenders, and sponsors were arranged by the probation of­
ficer with responsibility for community service in the 
district. Judge's interviews were arranged with the help 
of the Chief District Court Judge. An interview was re­
quested with each probation officer in the sample. An 
introductory letter requesting an interview was sent to 



COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCING 57 

each sponsor through the 10Gal probation officer who 
followed up 2 or 3 days later to schedule an interview 
time. The probation officer responsible for community 
service sent an introductory letter to each offender; the 
letter included a stamped self-addressed reply card to be 
returned to the probation office stating whether or not 
the offender was willing to be interviewed. No further 
approach was made if the offender was not willing, but 
when a card was not returned, attempts to set up an in­
terview were made by the probation officer and then by 
the interview team at the time of the visit. Each inter­
view took approximately 1 hour and was usually held dur­
ing the day. Judges were interviewed in their chambers; 
probation officers and the majority of offenders, at the 
district probation office. Some offenders were inter­
viewed at home, and in two cases offenders were inter­
viewed in prison. Nearly all sponsors were visited at work 
or home to conduct the interview. In two cases an inter­
preter was used to conduct offender interviews. In one 
case the interview with a probation officer was conducted 
by phone. 

Structured schedules were designed for each group of 
respondents with questions common to each group as well 
as questions about each group's specific area of ex­
perience. The questionnaire evolved from questionnaires 
in the same research area (Bradshaw, unpublished; 
Harris, 1979; Oxley, 1984; Polonoski, 1980), suggestions 
from colleagues, earlier interviews with sponsors and pro­
bation officers, and discussion among the interview team. 
After revisions and a pilot test of the schedule, final ver­
sions were produced (Leibrich, Galaway, Underhill, 
1984). 

Most probation officers had experience in making 
community service recommendations, although only 
those officers with direct responsibility for the sentence 
were fully experienced in its day-to-day operation. Spon­
sors' average involvement with the sentence was 16 
months, and over half had experienced more than one 
placement. Offenders had been sentenced to an average 
of 101 hours and had served an average of 58 hours at 
the time of the interviews. Although 71 percent of the 
offenders had served a previous sentence, only two had 
a previous community service sentence. Judges had an 
average of 7 V2 years' experience on the bench, and most 
reported using community service sentences only 
infrequently. 

Aims and Selection of the Community Service Selltence 

Questions were designed to secure respondents' views 
of the aims of the community service sentence, the com­
munity service sentence's relationship to other sentences, 
and the offenders who would be suitable for such 
sentence. 

TheAims Ojthe Sentence. All respondents were asked 
what they saw as the aims of the sentence and whether 
they thought those aims were being accomplished. Five 
groups of aims were identified from the responses: pro­
vidingbenefit to the community Gust doing work or pay­
ing ba(:k); providing benefit to the offender (by discipline, 
the development of new work skills or interests, mixing 
with different people, personal growth, or simply by 
minimizing disruption in their life while serving a 
sentence); fostering community-offender integration; 
punishing the offender; and providing an alternative 
sentence (generally or specifically as an alternative to im­
prisonment). Respondents identified one or more aims. 
Providing benefit to the offender Was the most common 
aim and was mentioned by 58 percent of the respondents. 
Providing benefit to the community was mentioned by 
50 percent, providing an alternative sentence by 35 per­
cent, community-offender integration by 26 percent, and 
punishing the offender by 22 percent. Judges and pro­
bation officers were more likely to mention benefits to 
the offender and benefits to the community than were 
sponsors and offenders. Providing an alternative sentence 
was the most common aim identified by probation of­
ficers and was identified by half of the judges. Punish­
ment was more commonly mentioned by judges than the 
other groups and mentioned least often by probation of­
ficers. Ideas of community-offender integration were 
most likely to be mentioned by the probation officers and 
least likely by the offenders. 

Most respondents were optimistic that the aims they 
mentioned were being accomplished by the sentence. Pro­
bation officers said yes or gave a qualified yes for 80 per­
cent of all the aims they mentioned; sponsors thought 94 
percent and offenders thought 91 percent were being ac­
complished. Judges, however, felt that only 59 percent 
of the aims they mentioned were being accomplished. 

Benefit to the community was almost always perceived 
as being accomplished, with the offenders being most sure 
of this. Benefit to the offender and community-offender 
integration were also often seen as successful aims, 
although the probation officers frequently gave qualified 
replies. Most respondents, except for the judges, were 
sure that punishment was being accomplished by the 
sentence and most (the probation officers least of all) felt 
that community service successfully provided a general 
alternative sentence. 

Community Service as an Alternative Sentence. 
Diverting people from prison sentences is one of the of­
ficial objectives of the community service sentence. There 
has been some doubt both in New Zealand (Fisk, 1982; 
Pinder, 1981; Steward, 1982) and in other countries with 
similar sentences and aims (Austin, 1982; Beha et al., 
1977; Harland, 1980; McEwan, 1978; Willis, 1977) about 
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whether such a community-based sentence is actually used 
.. for people who would otherwise have gone to prison. 

When asked if they saw reducing the number of people 
in prison as an aim of the community service sentence, 
70 percent of the probation officers and 79 percent of 
the sponsors said yes, compared to 36 percent of the 
judges. Many of the probation officers and judges who 
said yes expressed some doubts about whether this was 
a reasonable aim. In the general responses concerning 
what people saw as the aims of this sentence, the provi­
sion of an alternative to custodial sentences was the aim 
least often seen as being accomplished. 

What sentence did people think had been averted by 
community service based on recent cases from their own 
experience? When a sponsor knew the offense which had 
resulted in the most recent placement, he or she was asked 
to say what sentence they thought the person would have 
been given if community service had not existed; 47 per­
cent of the sponsors thought the person would have gone 
to prison. Probation officers were asked the same ques­
tion about the two most recent offenders from their 
caseload who had received community service sentences. 
Prison was thought to have been averted in 37 percent 
Of the cases recalled. Judges were unable to recall enough 
cases to make even a rough estimate. Offeuders were 
asked what sentence they were expecting to get; 54 per­
cent had expected to get a sentence involving prison. 

Probation officers and judges were asked how they 
viewed comlcnunity service in relation to other non­
custodial sentences. Questions about the distinction be­
tween offenders suitable for a fine versus community 
service and periodic detention versus community service 
indicated considerable divergence of opinion about where 
community service stands in relation to those two 
sentences. Although most discussed community service 
as falling between a fine and periodic detention, some 
described community service as less serious than a fine 
while others maintained it was more serious than periodic 
d('tention. 

The ability to pay a fine was the most common con­
sideration among probation officers when distinguishing 
between offenders suitable for a fine and for community 
service, although several also said that a fine should be 
used for lesser offenses. Most judges said they used com­
munity service rather than a fine when a fine would cause 
hardship or could not be paid. 

Probation officers gave a wide range of reasons for 
recommending somebody for community service rather 
than periodic detention, including both practical reasons 
why periodic detention could not be served and positive 
gains from serving a community service sentence. Pro­
bation officers were in disagreement about the weight of 
the severity of criminal history and offense in dis tin-

, 
guishing between community service and periodic deten­
tion. Most judges said they used community service rather 
than nonresidential periodic detention when periodic 
detention was not available or would cause hardship. 
Positive reasons for choosing community service (such 
as the offender being able to handle the flexibility of com­
munity service or having abilities to contribute to the com­
munity) were only rarely voiced by the judges. 

Selecting Suitable Offenders. A community service 
sentence usually stems either from a request by a judge 
for an assessment to be made of whether the sentence 
would be suitable for a particular offender or from a sug­
gestion in a probation officer's report. Judges and pro­
bation officers, therefore, were asked how they decided 
whether or not an offender was appropriate for thir 
sentence. 

Probation officers sought indications of personal and 
social stability such as a good employment history, stable 
domestic situation, reliability, community ties, a suc­
cessfully completed previous community-based sentence, 
age or maturity, or ability to fit into a voluntary organiza­
tion. Willingness and motivation were also sought by 
some probation officers, as were a moderately serious of­
fense or a real threat of facing imprisonment. Judges 
most commonly looked for no criminal history or a short 
one without violent crimes, but a moderately serious of­
fense and indications of personal and social stability. The 
offenders' skills, interests, and possible gains from the 
sentence were secondary considerations for both the pro­
bation officers and judges. 

Instability, addiction or personality problems, lack of 
willingness or motivation, and a serious offense or serious 
criminal history were the most commonly mentioned 
things that made a person inappropriate for the sentence 
according to the probation officers. A personality prob­
lem, a very serious offense, or long criminal history and 
social instability were identified by judges. 

Seventy-one percent of the sponsors had some 
qualifications about the kind of person they would ac­
cept. Specific job skills, interest in the organization, and 
general positive personality characteristics were actively 
sought by these sponsors. Offenses involving violence, 
sex, or dishonesty were specifically not acceptable to some 
sponsors. Almost a third of the sponsors said they were 
prepared to take anybody at all, and only 15 percent had 
ever turned somebody down-usually because of lack of 
work at the time. 

Administration of the Sentence 

Making the Placement. In some districts the proba­
tion officers assumed responsibility for finding sponsors 
and spend time recruiting and screening sponsors who are 
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matched with offenders. In other districts offenders were 
expected to take most of the responsibility for finding 
a suitable sponsor. 

Approximately three-quarters of the probation officers 
usually involved the offender in finding a suitable match 
with about half of them· asking the offender to find their 
own placement. About half of the offenders interviewed 
said they had been asked if they knew of a place where 
they would like to do their community service; in half 
of these cases they were placed with the sponsor they had 
suggested. The rest were either given a choice from a list 
supplied by the probation officer or else had a sponsor 
chosen for them. Where offenders were expected to be 
actively involved but did not know of a possible spon­
sor, they were asked to find one. Some found this a dif­
ficult task, but others said they liked the chance to find 
their own sponsor. 

Decisions about a sponsor's suitability were generally 
made by senior probation staff or those with direct 
responsibility for the sentence. They looked for sponsors 
who could give adequate supervision and provide suffi­
cient and suitable work. Some considered the sponsor's 
attitude and expectations of offenders or their under­
standing of the sentence. Some took into account whether 
the placement was likely to benefit the offender. Spon­
sors had rarely been turned down, but where this had 
happened, it was because of lack of suitable supervision, 
inappropriate connection with the offender, the organiza­
tion not meeting the legal nonprofit requirement, poten­
tial existing for exploiting the offender, or a sponsor 
believing that the sentence should be punitive. 

Although 78 percent of the sponsors had been aware 
of the community source program before they were 
recruited, very few of them had made the first approach 
to be involved. Two-thirds had been asked by probation 
officers, and nearly a quarter had been approached by 
offenders. The three most common reasons sponsors 
agreed to become involved were because work needed to 
be done, to help offenders, or because of a good rela­
tionship with the probation agency. Several said they had 
a general commitment to community involvement. 
Several believed that the community service scheme could 
foster mutual benefit. 

Usually sponsors had not met the offender before the 
first meeting in connection with the placement, although 
in approximately a quarter of the cases the sponsor either 
knew or knew of the offender. Eighty-two percent of the 
sponsors had met the offender before plans for the place­
ment were final. The information sponsors had before 
they met the offenders varied enormously. Sponsors were 
usually dependent on the probation officer for informa­
tion about an offender. About a third of the sponsors 
said they knew virtually nothing about the offender. Over 

half knew details of the offender's personal circum­
stances, and over half had been told the offense. About 
a quarter knew whether the person had a criminal history, 
and about the same number said they were informed 
about the person's psychological state. When asked what 
they felt they needed to know about someone who might 
be placed with them, about a fifth did not want any in­
formation at alI, another fifth wanted very little, another 
fifth wanted details about only one particular offender 
aspect, and two fifths of the sponsors wanted a very com­
plete picture. 

Deciding To Give the Sentence. AlI of the judges in­
terviewed received information about community service 
sentence proposals, but 5 of the 11 said they were dis­
satisfied with this information. The judges wanted very 
specific information to enable them to come to their own 
decision about the appropriateness of community service 
for a specific offender rather than be given a general 
assessment. They wanted details about the placement that 
had been arranged, and over half of them wanted to know 
that the offender had consented. 

The law requires that an offender must consent to a 
community service sentence. All of the probation officers 
with direct responsibility for the sentence said that they 
always secured consent. The process was one of explain­
ing to the offender what the sentence was, what it in­
volved, that consent was required, and then asking them 
if they did consent. Most of the judges said they secured 
consent, but a third of them disliked doing so, although 
it had been rare for an offender to refuse. Although 
nearly all of the offenders said they had been asked di­
rectly if they consented, a few said the felt they had no 
choice, a few said they had been asked after having been 
sentenced, and two said they had not been asked at all. 

Many offenders did not seem to be in a position to 
give well-informed consent. Only one in five had talked 
with a sponsor at the time of sentencing, and one in three 
said they had had no idea what the sentence was going 
to be like. Offenders consented for various reasons. Most 
felt it was better than any likely alternative. Several agreed 
to the sentence because it fitted in with their job or fam­
ily commitments. Some agreed because they felt the 
sentence was a good one. And some just agreed. 

Most judges sought to avoid the extremes of 8 and 200 
hours of community service. A small number of hours 
was thought to be a waste of time, and a very long 
sentence was believed to be overwhelming. About half 
set the hours for community service in relation to quan­
tities of periodic detention. Others tried to equate hours 
with amounts fined. Most did not have any strong 
preference about the type of service that should be 
performed. 

The Actual Placement. Placements were made with 
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day and residential centers for people needing care, 
special interest groups, sporting groups, service groups, 
churches, and education centers. The size of these 
organizations varied a great deal, as did the extent to 
which they were dependent on volunteer help. Usually 
the sponsor and offender set a regular time for doing the 
work. About two-thirds of the placements started with 
arranged hours, with daytime hours during the week be­
ing about twice as common as weekend or evening hours. 
In other placements no set hours were arranged, and of­
fenders were free to put in time as they were able. A few 
did their time during residential stays at camps. Clean­
ing, gardening, or maintenance jobs were the tasks for 
about half the placements. Others included caring for 
people at hospitals and disabled centers, helping at educa­
tional and sports centers, being involved in craft or sports 
instruction, doing office work, and being active in com­
munity recreation and community center schemes. Most 
offenders (68 percent) had contact with people outside 
the organization while completing community service 
work. Only very rarely dio people on community service 
work alongside each other. Most offenders (85 percent) 
felt comfortable with the people they met, and most (77 
percent) enjoyed seeing the other people. About half the 
offenders felt that they had made friends with some of 
the people met while doing community service, and just 
under half said that they spent or would like to spend 
time with these people outside community service hours. 

Sponsors and offenders were encouraged to talk about 
the day-to-day problems encountered with the community 
service sentence. Most sponsors (85 percent) and of­
fenders (71 percent) identified at least one problem. Poor 
attendance was the most common problem for the spon­
sors, with almost two-thirds having experienced an of­
fender not turning up to do the hours. This was 
manageable for some, but for others it was the cause of 
frustration, putting strains on the placement. Inadequate 
information was the second most common problem for 
the sponsors, with almost a third saying that they did not 
have enough information about the scheme. Problems 
mentioned by about a fifth of all sponsors were that they 
felt unclear about their responsibilities, they had dif­
ficulties organizing their time because of their involve­
ment with the community service scheme. Some members 
of the organization did not trust the offender, some 
members found it hard to adjust to having an offender 
around, some offenders were not punctual, and some 
needed a lot of supervision. Other problems included a 
feeling that they lacked general support from probation, 
an offender's appearance was sometimes unacceptable, 
and some members or clients of the organization did not 
treat the offender well. Difficulty completing the hours 
was the most common problem for offenders, with just 

over a third reporting this as a problem either because 
of other commitments or because they found the work 
boring or pointless. About a fifth of the offenders iden­
tified showing up late and difficulties getting transpor­
tation as problems. Others mentioned not liking the work, 
not getting on with the sponsor, having money problems, 
not being clear what they were expected to do, and los­
ing time with their families. 

About three-quarters of all placements made with the 
sponsors interviewed had either been successfully com­
pleted or were in progress at the time of the survey. Just 
under a quarter of all placements had ended without the 
hours being completed, and these cases were spread across 
approximately half the sponsors. The most common 
reason for the placement ending early was that the of­
fender asked for it to be changed; the next most com­
mon reason was that the sponsor wanted the placement 
ended. 

En/orcing the Sentence. Breach proceedings had been 
initiated in the last year by 6 of the 42 officers, and 5 
out of the 11 judges had presided over breach proceedings 
in the last year. Most of the probation officers (85 per­
cent) were satisfied with the way the sentence was being 
enforced. Three out of the six officers most directly con­
nected with the sentence, however, were not satisfied 
because of the slowness in bringing breach proceedings 
and the inadequacy of the breach penalty. Seven of the 
eight judges who were able to comment on enforcement 
procedures said they were dissatisfied. They thought the 
maximum breach penalty of a fine was inappropriate and 
wanted parity with the sanction for a breach of periodic 
detention-3 months in prison. Some said that breach 
proceedings should be brought as soon as the person 
failed to do the service. 

Running the Scheme. A community service sentence 
requires the involvement of at least four people-the 
judge, the probation officer, the sponsor, and the of­
fender. There are many steps in arranging and operating 
a placement; where did members of each of the three most 
closely involved groups think the responsibility should 
lie for several key administrative tasks (e.g., arranging 
a placement, keeping a record of the hours, giving 
evidence at breach proceedings)? The probation officers, 
sponsors, and offenders were asked who they thought 
should be finally responsible for doing each of several 
tasks. Probation officers were in greater agreement with 
each other than were the other two groups, and the of­
fenders were in least agreement about who should be 
responsible for what task. Probation officers, sponsors, 
and offenders did not always agree with each other about 
who should take what responsibility. Moreover, people 
tended to assume more responsibility than others thought 
they should be given. Probation officers assumed over 
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a significant number of both offenders and sponsors 
thought this was the sponsor's job. Probation officers 
rarely saw anyone but themselves as giving evidence at 
breach proceedings, but almost half the sponsors saw this 
as their responsibility, and most offenders agreed with 
them. 

two-thirds of the total responsibility, although they were 
assigned only half of this by the other two groups. The 
sponsors assumed about a third of the total responsibility, 
and offenders agreed with this. However probation of­
ficers allocated only a quarter of the overall responsibility 
to sponsors. The offenders assigned about half of tbe re­
maining proportion of responsibility to themselves and 
half to the ju.dge, whereas the other two groups assigned 
nearly all of the remaining responsibility to the judge (and Benefits and Satisfaction 
hardly any to the offender). Open-ended questions were used to probe for 

None of the three groups agreed about who should respondents' views regarding benefits of the community 
decide if an offender should be considered for community service scheme, satisfaction with the scheme, and sug-
service. This task:. was assigned to the judge and to the gested improvements for the scheme. 
probation officer equally, often by probation officers and Benefits. Views were elicited as to community service 
sponsors but more often to the probation officer by the benf.'fits to the offender and to the community. Proba-
offenders. Most people, however, agreed that the pro- tion officers, judges, and sponsors could only guess 
bation officer should be responsibl.;: for deciding on an , ., whether offenders benefited from the community service 
offender's appropriateness. Finding a suitable placement sentence. Probation officers thought offenders benefited 
was seen as the probation officer's job, although a signifi- because the sentence was less destructive and intrusive 
cant number of the offenders and several people in the than the other sentences and because of the chances it 
other two groups saw this as the offender's own respon- might provide for p-ersonal fulfilment. Judges agreed that 
sibility. Most people thought the probation officer should contact with the community could have valuable spin-
explain the purpose of community service to the offender, offs. Sponsors all thought that at least one offender 
but several sponsors thought the judge should do this. placed with them had derived some benefit and mentioned 
Most thought the probation officer should explain to the aspects of personal fulfillment for offenders which took 
offender how community service works, although several place. The most tangible evidence of benefit which 
offenders saw this as the sponsor's job. Although most emerged was that 22 percent of the sponsors reported that 
people in each group thought the probation officer should positive contact between the organization and an offender 
determine if the offender consented to the sentence, a had continued after the hours were finished. The of-
significant number of the sponsors and offenders and fenders were the only ones who could really say whether 
several of the probation officers thought this was a or not they had benefited; 71 percent thought they had 
judge's job. benefited and mentioned positive experiences meeting dif-

There was little agreement about who should organize ferent people, starting to feel better about themselves, 
the hours for the offender to work. Offenders gave this learning about a community group, developing a new 
task about equally often to themselves and to the spon- skill, learning about work discipline, and staying out of 
sors and occasionally to the probation officer. However, jail. 
neither the probation officers nor the sponsors felt the Probation officers and judges thought that the main 
offender should be responsible for organizing hours. benefit for the community came from work being done 
Sponsors saw it mainly as their responsibility, and pro- for no payment. About half of the probation officers and 
bation officers agreed, although a significant number of judges also thought that contact with offenders would 
them thought it was the probation officer's job. Ass:ign- encourage understanding and develop a sense of com-
ing the offender tasks, recording the hours, and deciding munity responsibility for offenders. Offenders and spon-
if the quality of the work was satisfactory was seen as sors were asked specifically about benefits for the spon-
the sponsor's job by most people. However, several pro- sor. Nearly all of the offenders thought the sponsor had 
bation officers thought they should take responsibility benefited from the work done for the sponsor. The spon-
for the quality of the work, and a significant number felt sors were in the best position to say what benefit there 
they should record the hours. Probation· officers were had been from the association, and 88 percent agreed that 
seen both by themselves and offenders as the people who there had been a direct benefit for the organization. The 
would mainly discuss any problems the offender had with majority mentioned the practical help they got from the 
doing community service. Sponsors, however, said this offenders; their comments were often enthusiastic and 
was their job almost as often as they said it belonged to positive. A very rough measure of the amount of prac-
the probation officers. Initiating breach proceedings was tical help to sponsors was that the work done for them, 
always seen as their job by the probation officers, but on average, would have cost about $150 per month. Ad-
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ditionaUy, just over a third of the sponsors felt that peo­
ple in the organization benefited from the association with 
an offender. 

Satisfaction With the Sentence. Eighty-three percent 
of the probation officers wert satisfied with the type of 
offenders being referred to community service, 83 per­
cent were satisfied with the type of community service 
opportunities available, and 85 percent with the way in 
which the sentence was being enforced, although there 
was less satisfaction with the last two aspects of the 
sentence by those probation officers mpst directly con­
nected with the sentence. Some thought the sentence 
could be used with more adventure and not just for safe 
risks, and some thought it was not being used for people 
who would otherwise have gone to prison. About half 
of the judges were not satisfied with the information they 
received on placements, and most were not satisfied with 
breach regulations. 

Ninety-two percent of the sponsors said they would 
take more people, although a quarter said their involve­
ment would depend on work being available and suitable 
people being chosen. Those who would not take more 
people said it was because there was no available work, 
they didn't want to put their name on the line, or it was 
too much trouble. 

Eighty-eight percent of the offenders said community 
service was the right sentence for them, and most thought 
they had been given the right number of hours, although 
about a quarter thought they had been given too many. 
About two-thirds of the offenders thought that doing 
community service made up for what they did; some felt 
they had got into trouble but now they had paid for it­
either by working hard or by putting something positive 
hack into the community. Offenders who said community 
service did not make up for what they did indicated that 
community service did not relate to what they h.ad done 
nor did it help the victims concerned. Sixty-one percent 
of the offenders said the sentence had "kept them out 
of trouble" and half of these were able to say why such 
as "kept me oCl1Upied j

, or "oui.' of the pubs." 
Asking what was most liked about the sentl;lIlce pro­

duced a rich variety of responses. Probation·offi(.'ers most 
liked the flexibility of this sentence, nIlowing it to be mOre 
personalized. They thought it was.a humane and sensi­
ble penalty, encouraging accbuntability and possibly 
averting some offenders from a prison experience. They 
a~so liked the opportunities community service pr.esented 
for bringing the offender and community together. 
Judges a.lso liked the flexibility of the sentence and the 
additional. choice of a sentence to enable more ap­
propriate sentencing. Sponsors liked the flexibility of the 
sentence~ the feeling they were able to help offenders, and 
the fact that job~were getting dolle, Offenders liked the 

way the sentence was organized with flexible hours and 
light supervision, the feeling that it had saved them from 
something worse, the people they had met, and being 
given something to do and the opportunity to help peo­
ple. The offenders who did not like the sentence felt they 
had just been given work. 

Suggested Improvements. Respondents were asked 
what improvements they thought could be made in the 
community service sentence. Probation officers suggested 
improvements in the area of administration-more staff 
being the most common suggestion to allow more time 
for establishing placements. Some officers thought the 
sentence could be improved with more and a greater vari­
ety of sponsors. Some thought the soft option image 
needed to be changed by simplifying breach proceedings 
and increasing the breach penalty. Some thought the aims 
of the sentence were not clearly understood by the judges 
and thought community service should be used for more 
serious offenders and more often for offenders from poor 
and minority group backgrounds. Judges most commonly 
wanted strengthening of the breach regulations with pro­
ceedings being brought before the year had expired and 
a more severe breach penalty. They also wanted more 
detailed information about proposed placements. Spon­
sors suggested ways to improve their involvement with 
the scheme, including routine calls from the probation 
officer, clearer instructions, and a better liaison between 
the three people concerned in a placement. They also 
suggested ways to solve the attendance problem, most 
commonly seeking more discipline and routine in place­
ments. Offenders wanted more variety of jobs, especially 
skilled, meaningful, and educational work. They thought 
that sponsors should be better prepared for the placement 
and that the sentence should be more widely used. 

Conclusions 

Data secured from personal interviews with judges, 
probation officers, community service sponsors, and of­
fenders sentenced to community service indicate con­
siderable positive acceptance of community service as a 
sentence in New Zealand. The New Zealand experience 
suggests that it is feasible and practical to implement com­
munity service as a sentencing option. There are a number 
of areas, however, to which attention might be directed 
either in the further development of the concept in New 
Zealand or for the attention of policy-makers and plan­
ners who may be interested in considering the sentence 
on a jurisdiction-wide basis in the United States. 

A series of issues relate to the purpose of the sentence, 
especially its relationship to currently available sentences. 
The official policy in New Zealand was to introduce the 
sentence as an alternative to incarceration, but the prac-
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tice seems to be to use community service as an alternative 
to other new custodial sentences, especially periodic 
detention or fine when these are considered inappropriate 
for a specific offender. This raises the issue of whether 
community service should be conceptualized as a penalty 
in its own right for designated groups of offenses or of­
fenders as contrasted with using community service as a 
backup penalty when some other sentence is not con­
sidered appropriate because of specific circumstances of 
the offender. There was a range of opinions in New 
Zealand as to where community service should fall in the 
sentencing tariff. Many respondents thought communi­
ty service was between the fine and periodic detention, 
that is, more severe than the fine but less severe than 
periodic detention, but others perceived the sentence as 
falling between periodic detention and prison. There 
needs to be consideration and consensus as to the level 
of severity assigned to the community service sentence. 
The place of the sentence in the tariff and its relation­
ship to other sentences will, of course, hold implications 
for defining offenders or offenses for which the sentence 
is deemed appropriate. Consistency in administration, if 
this is a desired goal, will require reaching some agree­
ment in these three areas. 

The study of the implementation of the sentence 
revealed a number of administrative choices to be made 
by persons charged with administration of a community 
service sentence. How should specific offenders be 
matched with sponsors? The practice in New Zealand 
varied from some probation districts in which probation 
officers engage offenders in a process of finding their own 
sponsors to other districts which fully assume this respon­
sibility and have developed procedures to recruit and 
orient sponsors to whom offenders are assigned. Gen­
erally there was agreement that there needs to be a wide 
range of sponsors available so that varied placements can 
be offered depending on the interests and skills of the 
offenders. The common practice in New Zealand is for 
the judge to sentence the offender to a specified number 
of hours of community service and then for the proba­
tion department to develop a specific plan for the of­
fender to complete these hours. But the judges wanted 
much more specific information regarding the agency for 
which the offender will be providing the service and the 
nature of the work to be done before sentencing. This 
raises the perennial question of how specifically the courts 
should dictate the tenus of a correctional program, but 
it is nonetheless an issue which requires clarification if 
any program is going to be operated smoothly. There is 
need for close communication between probation officers 
and the sponsor around planning and monitoring 
placements. The sponsors appear to be able to make a 
number of key decisions which they would typically make 

in regard to any unpaid person providing service such as 
scheduling hours, maintaining records, making job 
assignments, and determining if the work is being done 
satisfactorily. On the other hand, sponsors would like to 
have routine communication with the probation officer 
including feedback as to how the probation officer sees 
the placement progressing and information about what 
happens when the placement breaks down. Finally, the 
practitioners in New Zealand are clear that there needs 
to be a backup sanction to be consistently enforced when 
the community service obligation is not met. Breach pro­
ceedings should be instituted at the point the offender 
has failed to appear, without a reasonable explanation, 
rather than waiting until the full year assigned to com­
plete the hours has elapsed. The current backup sanction 
in New Zealand is a fine which is generally perceived as 
inadequate; judges would like to have the authority to 
impose a 3-month sentence of imprisonment which is the 
backup sanction for failure to comply with an order for 
periodic detention. 

The New Zealand experience indicates that a flexible, 
individualized community service sentencing program can 
be implemented which provides offenders opportunities 
to contribute meaningful work to their communities. 
Agencies, both public and nonprofit, are available to 
serve as sponsors for offenders completing community 
service. The community service sentence can be a positive 
experience for offenders and can be organized in a way 
to avoid the more deleterious effects of mundane, work­
crew types of activities. 
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