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This Issub in Brief 
Public Policy and Sentencing Reform: The 

Politics of Corrections.-Author Peter J. Benekos 
focuses on the politicalization of corrections and pre­
sents a public policy critique of correctional reform. As 
fear of crime and victimization have generated re­
tributive rhetoric and get-tough crime control policies, 
the consequences of these policies-high incarceration 
rates and prison crowding-have now become their 
own public policy issues with critical implications for 
corrections. A review of one state's legislative reform 
efforts suggests that sentencing policies can be pro­
posed with the get-tough rhetoric but are ostensibly 
more responsive to correctional needs, i.e., overcrowd­
ing and cost, than to the issues of crime, criminals, or 
crime control. 

The Costliest Punishment-A Corrections Ad­
ministrator Contemplates the Death Penalty.­
According to author Paul W. Keve, the United 
States-goi~g contrary to the general trend among 
nations-is maintaining its death penalty, with grow­
ing numbers of prisoners on its death rows, while at 
the same time showing a general reluctance actually 
to execute. Meanwhile, the public is mostly unaware 
that maintenance of the death penalty is far more 
costly than use of1ife imprisoTh."llent and haR no proven 
deterrent effect. The author cautions that the interest 
in expediting executions by limiting appeals must be 
resisted because even with all the presumed saf/a­
guards, there are still repeated instances of wrongful 
convictions. He adds that the death penalty as respect­
ful of the feelings of victim families is a defective 
concept because it actually puts families through pro­
longed anguish with the years of appeals and succes­
sive execution dates, 

The Refocused Probation Home Visit: A Subtle 
But Revolutionary Change.-Home visits have his­
torically been used in the controJ/law enforcement 
function of probation work, as well as in the treat­
ment/service function. However, the current state of 
probation-dramatically affected by burgeoning 
caseloads, increased numbers of "difficult" clients, and 
emerging issues of officer safety-has made it neces­
sary to rethink the concept of home visits. Now, many 

1 

agencies are limiting home visits t.o high risk cases and 
using such visits solely for control-an approach 
which may be consistent with a shift in probation 
practice towards a law enforcement orientation. In an 
article reprinted from the Journal of Contemporary 
Criminal Justice, author Charles Lindner looks at the 
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The Refocused Probation Home Visit: 
A Subtle But Revolutionary Change * 

By CHARLES LINDNER 
Professor; John Jay College of Criminal Justice, The City University of New York 

T HE PROBATION home visit, long a basic tool 
in the supervision process, is ~dergoi~g ~e,!o­
lutionary change. Many agenCIes are llllutmg 

the use of home visitation to high risk cases aneVor 
solely for probationer control/law enforcement func­
tions. AB a result, visits only for rehabilitatiorVsocial 
service purposes are rapidly declining in the faee of 
revised agency policies. 

The new focus of the home visit flows from dramatic 
changes in the nature of probation work including a 
rising felony population, continually increasing work­
loads, and the perception of many officers that field 
visitation. is more dangerous than ever before. All of 
the aforementioned influences have a chilling effect on 
field activities and some officers are now reluctant to 
make home visits. Furthermore, in order, so as to 
address these concomitant forces, a number of large 
agencies have revised their field work policies by re­
moving broad categories of probationers from the ne­
cessity of mandated home visits. 

In this paper, we plan to explore the dramatic 
changes occurring in the field of probation and their 
impact on traditional field services through the use of 
agency reports, revised policy directives, research sta­
tistics, and the statements of various probation ad­
ministrators. While professional writings have 
identified the changes challenging today's practitioners, 
an exhaustive search of the literature fails to reveal 
efforts to link these changes to the reshaping of the 
probation home visit. Finally, we hope to raise the 
awareness of probation officers and administrators 
alike, to the potential long-term impact of changes in 
home visitation pratices, including the possible effect 
on the probation officer's role. 

Major Forces Currently Shaping 
Probation Supervision 

The Rapidly Growing Probation Workload 

Formal probation systems were developed in the 
United States around the turn of the century. Proba­
tion was viewed early on as an alternative to incar­
ceration with expressed objectives which included 
mitigation of punishment for deserving offenders, ref­
ormation, and a reduction of the costs associated with 

·This article, which originally appeared in the May 1991 
issue of the Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justi(:e (vol. 
7, no. 2), is reprinted with permission. Copyright 1991 De­
partment of. Criminal Justice, School of Applied Arts and 
Sciences, California State University, L.ong Beach. 
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institutional confinement (Rothman, 1980, pp. 62-81). 
Intended for first time and non-violent offenders, it is 
unlikely that the founders of probation ever antici­
pated that the "alternative sentence" would eventually 
outstrip confinement in its popularity as a judicial 
disposition. Nevertheless, not only is probation today's 
sentence of choice, but despite the media attention 
received by institutional overcrowding, probation 
wor14oads are rising more rapidly than those of parole, 
jails, or prisons (U.S. Department of Justice, 1988, p. 
104). 

The unprecedented rise in probation caseloads has 
been extensively reported upon in the recent literature 
(Byrne, 1988, p. 1; Champion, 1988; Jacobs, n.d., p. 2). 
The universality of this phenomenon for the field of 
probation is reflected from coast to coast. The chief 
probation officer of Los Angeles County reported that 
two-member teams supervise as many as 2,000 cases, 
although "the ratio is considerably lower for the most 
dangerous of enders" (Labaton, 1990, p. AI). Similarly, 
the former New York City Commissioner of Probation 
stated that he hoped that additional funds would allow 
him to reduce "average caseloads from 225 to 150" 
(Smyley, 1989, p. 36). Moreover, the Federal probation 
system, traditionally better funded and higher paying 
than local departments, is also suffering the ravages 
of excessive workloads (Labaton, 1990, p. AI). Similar 
problems are even common to comparatively wealthy 
suburban agencies. Nassau COlmty, New York, for 
example, experienced an increase of 25.3 percent in 
the mean number of active cases per officer in their 
regular caseloads over a 7 -year period ending in 1988 
(Irish, 1989, p. 104). 

Increased probation workloads are attributable, at 
least in part, to the overcrowding of correctional insti­
tutions. CUlTently, probation serves as the most expe­
ditious means of diverting large numbers of offenders 
from incarceration. Although walls of iron and con­
crete make institutional accommodations finite, no 
such physical barriers protect probation agencies from 
excessive caseloads. Similarly, financial constraints 
resulting from the twin ravages of inflation and budg­
etary shortfalls, contribute to higher probation 
caseloads (petersilia, 1985, pp. 4-5). Other factors 
include the increased supervision needs of a more 
difficult clientele and staff shortages resulting from 
problems in recruitment and retention (Guynes, 1988, 
p.6). 
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Excessive workloads may contribute to a decline in 
probation's role in providing community protection 
(Byrne, 1988, p. 1) and to a reduced credibility as the 
quality of supervision diminishes. We may have al­
ready "watered probation down so much that it is 
widely regarded as providing no punishment or con­
trol" (Jacobs, n.d., p. 2). 

A More Difficult Probationer Clientele 

There is substantial evidence to demonstrate that 
probation caseloads are increasingly more difficult to 
manage due to the increased numbers of probationers 
classified as higher risk and hence more likely to 
violate the conditions of probation (Guynes, 1988; 
Champion, 1988). Today's caseloads tend to be popu­
lated with greater numbers of felons, substance abus­
ers, lind violent offenders than ever before. Were it not 
for institutional crowding, many of these offenders 
would, with a high degree of certainty, have been 
incarcerated. 

Most striking, at least in terms of the public's per­
ception, is the rapidly rising number of felons under 
probation supervision. During the early years of pro­
bation, for example, the number of felony cases under 
supervision in New York State was rarely over 10 
percent of the overall probationer population. The 
New York State Probation Commission reported that 
over a 14-year period ending on September 30, 1921, 
approximately nine percent were convicted of felonies 
(1923, pp. 11-12). Recent New York State statistics 
graphically illustrate not only the contrast with the 
early years of probation, but also the rapid movement 
towards a predominantly felony probation system: 

In 1984, 47% of cases under supervision were for felony convic­
tions. By the end of the ftrst quarter of 1989, the felony population 
had increased to 54%. Increases, both overall and in felony 
percentages, were dramatic in New York City. By 1989, the total 
probation population had increased by 53% and felony cases 
represented 700A> of the total. (Seymour et al., 1989, p. 2) 

Other jurisdictions report similar increases in the 
number of felony cases placed under probation super­
vision. In California, in 1983, 70 percent of convicted 
felons were placed on probation (petersilia, 1985, p. 2). 

Not only has probation work been made more diffi­
cult by a felony offender popUlation, but caseload 
studies also reflect similar increases in other catego­
ries of "difficult" probationers. Substance abusers, for 
example, an especially difficult category to manage, 
are being placed on probation in unprecedented num­
bers. Smyley, when Commissioner of New York City 
Department of Probation, reflected the concern of 
many of the larger urban probation departments when 
he estimated that between 9,000 and 13,000 crack 
abusers were under the supervision of his agency. He 
noted that "together with heroin, alcohol, and other 
forms of substance abuse, as much as 400Al of our 

population may be afflicted by one or more forms of 
chemical dependency" (1989, p. 34). In a nationwide 
study of probatiorVparole personnel, it was reported 
that "at least three-fourths of the respondents believe 
offenders' supervision needs are greater now than in 
the past. Thus, not only are the numbers larger, the 
offenders are also a more difficult group to manage" 
(Guynes, 1988, p. 8). An important clue to under­
standing today's probationer population, may be found 
in an agency report which noted that in 1088, "one­
third of the offenders (33%) sentenced to probation and 
under supervision were actually recommended for in­
carceration" (Irish, 1989, p. 41). A remarkably similar 
finding was made by Petersilia who noted that in two 
counties in California, the probation presentence in­
vestigation "had recommended prison for 31% of the 
offenders who got probation" (1985, p. 5). Although the 
examples cited are limited, further research is clearly 
needed to determin.e whether traditional criteria used 
to determine suitability for probation supervision has 
largely given way to the exigencies of overcrowded 
institutions. It may be that the degree of consistency 
between probation presentence recommendations and 
court sentences is on the decline (peters ilia, 1985, p. 
5). 

Street Safety Concerns 

Street safety concerns of probation officers assigned 
to high crime areas may also be a factor contributing 
to the reshaping of the home visit. Whether real or 
perceived, many officers consider field work to be more 
dangerous than ever. They cite the increased numbers 
of felons in the probationer population, crime rates 
which have increased over the long term, the drug 
epidemic and in particular the violence of crack abus­
ers, and the high risk environments which they visit. 
Faced with these concerns, many officers are reluctant 
to perform field activities. Illustrative was an unsuc­
cessfullawsuit brought by a probation officers union, 
attempting to ban home visits on drug abuse caseloads 
(Serant, 1989, p. 49). Several recent studies have 
explored the officer safety issue. Parsonage (1990) 
examined the victimization experienced by Pennsyl­
vania probation and parole workers, including clerical 
staff and parole board members, in the line of duty. 
Based on 1,834 responses, he concluded that: 

Victimization . • . is extensive and pervasive. While rates are 
highest for those involved in the direct supervision of cases, 
workers occupying other roles also experience appreciable levels 
of victimization in the line of duty. (parsonage, 1990, pp. 7-11) 

A survey was recently completed in New York State 
of probation staff regarding the safety issue. Based on 
2,172 responses from probation staffs, it was con­
cluded that: 
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A majority of respondents see the field as becoming increasingly 
risky. The probationers are seen as more serious and more 
dangerous, posing more of a threat to the safety of staff. 

The majority (57%) of the respondents doing field work indicated 
that their personal safety had a negative impact on their going 
into the field on a routine basis. 

Asked if they had ever perceived a risk to their safety in the course 
of their duties, a large majority (77%) of line officers indicated 
they had. Risk was seen as higher in the field than in the office 
and seldom seen as being present off duty. (Ely, 1989, pp. 1-2) 

Whether the heightened probation officer fears of 
field work are supported by realistic considerations or 
are more reflective of irrational perceptions, these 
concerns have had a chilling effect upon field activi­
ties. AB a former field officer, I would guess that some 
officers covertly reduce the frequency of field visits, 
and/or ignore visits to more dangerous sites. Moreover, 
at least in part because of the street safety issue, some 
probation agencies have officially reduced the number 
of mandated visits. By contrast, less threatening and 
more pleasant homes are overvisited to comply with 
field time requirements and statistical reporting. Fi­
nally, revised agency policies designed to increase 
officer safety, such as team visitation, further reduces 
the numbers of visits which can be physically made by 
officers. 

Organizational Changes Within Probation 

The future of probation field visits will be influenced 
not only by the external changes already noted, includ­
ing larger and more difficult caseloads coupled with 
heightened officer safety concerns, but by internal 
changes within probation agencies. Internalorganiza­
tional changes are generally designed to maintain and 
stabilize the organization with the necessary accom­
modations to respond to external pressures. Impor­
tant internal changes within probation in recent years 
include the increased use of probationer classification 
systems and the integration of non-traditional models 
of probationer supervision. The balance of this paper 
will focus on these internal changes and their impact 
on field policies. 

The Increased Use of Probationer Classification 
Systems 

The use of probationer classification systems has 
become more popular in recent years. Caseloads are 
less likely to be viewed as undifferentiated numbers 
of probationers. Instead, they are categorized accord­
ing to critical offender characteristics. Among other 
purposes, case classification systems are used as a 
guide to the probationer's perceived level of risk and/or 
need for services. "While various names are used to 
differentiate the levels of supervision, most are essen­
tially restatements of the traditional Mrudmum,/Me-

diurn/Minimum supervision classes" (Nelson et aI., 
1978, p. 19). 

Offender classification may occur within a caseload, 
thereby placing all probationers into identifiable 
groups. Or, a particular caseload may contain only a 
single category of probationers. Intensive probation 
supelYision programs are illustrative in that the en­
tire caseload consists of high-risk probationers. Super­
vision standards, including the frequency and nature 
of officer/probationer contacts, are determined accord­
ing to levels of classification. 

The increased use of case classification systems is 
viewed as an organizational adaptation to the larger 
and more difficult caseloads characteristic of today's 
probation. Case classification systems allow, through 
the individualization of probationers, variations be­
tween supervisees as to the intensity of control and/or 
the degree of provided services. The selective distribu­
tion of scarce probation resources may be the key to 
probation survival. The high expenditure of resources 
necessary to the intensive supervision of high risk 
cases ca..u. only be achieved by the conservation of 
resources achieved through the minimal supervision 
of low-risk cases. 

Organizational survival requires more intensive su­
pervision for the rapidly increasing felony probation; 
it required practice concepts clearly different from 
traditional supervision and with a distinctively new 
identity. The subsequent creation of intensive proba­
tion models, made legitimate by concepts of differen­
tial supervision, make the supervision of to day's 
higher risk population feasible. In effect, this is made 
possible by permitting more intensive supervision at 
one end of the probationer spectrum and minimizing 
the supervision at the low risk end. 

The increased use of case classification systems has 
also influenced home visitation practices in probation. 
Consistent with the differential levels of supervision 
underlying probationer classification models, home 
visits are increasingly prioritized. In many agencies, 
they are generally limited to cases in the high -risk 
category. As a result, some probation departments no 
longer require visits to the homes of low-risk proba­
tioners, unless there is a failure to report or other 
violation of the conditions of probation (N.Y.C. Depart­
ment of Probation, 1988, pp. 4.1 -4.3). By limiting home 
visits to high-risk cases, agencies are able to supervise 
larger and more difficult workloads. 

The Use of Non-traditional Probation Supervision 
Programs 

The probation home visit has additionally been re­
focused through the emergence of non-traditional pro­
bation supervision programs. These programs are 
primarily alternatives to incarceration strategies and 
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include house arrest, with or without electronic moni­
toring, remands to halfway houses in lieu of incarcera­
tion, and day care supervision. These programs may 
be under the control of a probation agency, or as in 
many ju:risdictions, up.der the direction of organiza­
tions other than probation. Common characteristics of 
these programs include more intensive supervision 
than. typical of traditional probation programs and 
that they are especially appropriate to higher risk 
offenders. In addition, these programs are intended to 
reduce institutional crowding, a goal which is often 
unmet. 

These programs have additionally influenced the 
probation home visit. Probation officer field activities, 
as part of these programs, are basically control ori­
ented and irltended to serve surveillance functions of 
the supervision process. Both house arrest and half­
way house placement are designed to be physically 
more restrictive than tradional probation, and home 
visits are accordingly made to monitor offender com­
pliance. Consistent with the goals of these programs, 
home visits would rarely be made for solely rehabili­
tation purposes, but limited to control functions. 

The Refocused Probation Home VLSit 

'lbday's home visitation practices represent a major 
break from the past. For m.any years the prevailing 
philosophy was that every probationer should be vis­
ited at home. As stated by Chute, then Secretary of the 
National Probation Association, probationers should 
be seen through office/h.ome visits '~at least every week, 
and better oftener" (1922, p. 7). Early probation offi­
cials considered home visits to be one of the keys to 
quality supervision (N.Y.S. Probation Commission, 
1918, p. 67). In addition, home visits were generally 
viewed as serving the dual functions of probation: 
protection of the community through the rehabilita­
tion of the offender. Accordingly, home visits were 
made for either surveillance or rehabilitation pur­
poses, and often in combination. In fulfillment of the 
rehabilitation goal information was gathered, contact 
was made with significant others, social service refer­
rals evaluated, and supportive counseling provided. 
Many believed that the home visit was especially 
conducive to the rehabilitation goal because the infor­
mality of the setting was less coercive than an office 
visit. 

In contrast, the type of home visit that we see 
emerging is primarily risk driven and basically in­
tended to serve probation's control or law enforcement 
function. Except in unusual situations, visits which 
serve rehabilitation purposes may become obsolete. In 
the New York City Department of Probation, for exam­
ple, probationers are assigned to one of four supervi­
sion categories, based upon the individual's likelihood 

of failure on probation (1988). Standards of supervi­
sion vary, with controls most intense for the high risk 
category. Agency policy requires that officers assigned 
to a general supervision caseload complete 28 field 
visits a month. By definition, field visit.'i\ include home 
visits, probationer contacts outside of the home, or 
collateral visits. The mandated 28 visits are governed 
by the following priorities: 

1. Initial home visits to all newly sentenced probation cases in 
Level I. 

2. Follow up visits on Level I cases in which the probationer fails 
to report after the probation officer receives a notice of rearrest. 

3. Follow up visits on Level I cases in which the probationer has 
failed to report. 

4. Field visits as required by the needs and circumstances of any 
case, regardless of the level of supervision. (N.Y.C. Department 
of Probation, 1988, p. 4.2) 

An analysis of the field visitation policy cited above 
indicates that home visits will generally be restricted 
to high-risk cases. Low-ri.sk cases will usually not be 
visited except for alleged violations of the conditions 
of probation or failures to report. Although agency 
policy permits visits to low~risk cases on a needs basis, 
time constraints and work pressures are likely to 
insure the rarity of visits to low-risk cases solely for 
social service purposes. 

This redirection of probation resources serves a 
number of probation's more powerful constituencies. 
Consistent with agency goals, this policy insures that 
resources formerly expended on field services for low­
risk cases are instead redirected to high-risk cases. 
The goals of the criminal justice system are served 
through attempts to control the institutional popula­
tion. The role of defense counsel is made easier by the 
greater opportunity to place larger numbers of their 
felony clients on probation in lieu of incarceration. In 
addition, promises of more intensive supervision 
through the concentration of resources on high-risk 
cases, allows the judiciary to be more secure in placing 
repeat ancVor violent offenders on probation. Simi­
larly, a usually negative public image of probation may 
be improved through intensive supervision programs 
and other special activities geared to law enforce­
men1;lcontrol functions. 

Differential patterns of supervision also exist in the 
United States Probation Office which employs a two­
tier classification system consisting of high and low 
activity cases. Although a low activity case only re­
quires a single personal contact a quarter, high activ­
ity cases require a minimum of one personal contact a 
month (Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts, 1983, p. 10). Obviously, here too, the expendi­
ture of resources through the use of visitation is con­
centrated on high-risk cases. 
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Policy Considerations 

Historically, probation (like parole) is unique among' 
law enforcement agencies in that it has a dual respon­
sibility for control and social service functions for the 
same offender. Neither a social worker nor a police 
officer, the probation officer is nevertheless called 
upon to perform functions of both. The dual and some­
times conflicting responsibility has troubled probation 
officers from the time of the very creation of probation 
services (F1exner & Baldwin, 1914, pp. 98-99; Eliot, 
1914, pp. 32-33; N.Y.S. Probation Commission, 1918, 
pp. 66-67; N.Y.S. Probation Commission, 1920, pp. 
165-166), to this day. The maintenance of so delicate a 
balance between sometimes conflicting roles is espe­
cially difficult and is likely to be influenced by the 
value system of the individual officer, association with 
one's colleagues, supervisory pressures, agency poli­
cies, and judicial and community attitudes. 

Recent events in the criminal justice field may al­
ready have contributed to a shift in the delicate bal­
ance, moving probation more towards a law 
enforcement orientation (Petersilia, 1988, p. 3; Byrne, 
1988, p. 1; Harlow, 1984, pp. 376-377). The tarnished 
credibility of correctional treatment effectiveness re­
sulting from the research of Martinson and others may 
have caused some to deemphasize rehabilitation ef­
forts (Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985, pp. 377-380; Walker, 
1985, pp. 167-170). Similarly, enhanced surveillance 
resulting from the hi-technology explosion within pro­
bation agencies, including the use of electronic moni­
toring devices, sophisticated drug and alcohol field 
testing kits, and computerized notifications of new 
probationer arrests may further contribute towards a 
greater emphasis of the law enforcement function of 
probation (Moran & Lindner, 1985). Other influences, 
including larger caseloads and more difficult popula­
tions may further this trend as agency administrators 
emphasize control functions through the development 
of more restrictive and cautious policy directives. 

These changes may result in substantial changes 
within the field of probation. As probation moves to a 
more control oriented model, the dual role of probation 
officers may become obsolete. Probation might be bet­
ter served, for example, through bifurcated officer 
roles, with some serving solely as control officers and 
others providing social services. Accordingly, control 
oriented officers could offer overall supervision, but 
provide team supervision in combination with a social 
service specialist on an as needed basis. 

Another possible variation would be to hire less 
qualified, and lower paid, surveillance officers to work 
as a team with probation officers. Surveillance officers 
could relieve probation staff of many control oriented 
aspects of supervision including community contacts, 
verification of aspects of the conditions of probation, 

and numerous rrJnisterial tasks. Surveillance officers, 
for exanlple, would be especially appropriate in moni­
toring probationers subject to house arrest, a task 
wasteful of the time and energies of more highly 
trained probation officers. The pairing of a probation 
officer and a surveillance officer(s) would lower costs 
of supervision, allow probation officers to make more 
efficient use of their skills, and help ameliorate serious 
problems of staff recruitment facing many probation 
agencies (Guynes, 1988, pp. 6-7). A precursor of this 
model is used by the State of Georgia in its Intensive 
Supervison Pro!p'am (Erwin & Bennett, 1987, p. 2). 

If probation officers continue to make home visits, 
issues of staff safety will become increasingly impor­
tant. As offender8 with more serious legal records are 
placed on probation in lieu of overcrowded jails aud 
prisons, and home visits are increasingly restricted to 
high risk cases, field work is likely to be perceived as 
especially hazardous. These concerns would certainly 
be exacerbated were one or more officers to be seri­
ously injured in the performance of field work duties 
and the incidents to receive national publicity. Issues 
of probation officer victimization are already contrib­
uting to a renewed interest in the arming of probation 
officers (Holden, 1989, pp. 6-8; Jones & Robinson, 
1989; Brown, 1990). There is a definite trend, at least 
in the Federal system, permitting qualified officers to 
carry firearms. A firearms training program was de­
veloped by the Probation Division in 1987, and cur­
rently, "approximately 65 percent of the probation 
districts permit officers to be armed" (Brown, 1990, p. 
25). In recent years, there has been frequent presen­
tations of staff safety workshops at professional con­
ferences, and a number of probation agencies have 
mandated staff safety training programs (N.Y.C. Pro­
bation Department, 1989; Leathery, n.d.). In addition, 
some agencies have revised field work policies to en­
hance officer safety (N.Y.C. Probation Department, 
1989), ancVor permit the use of body armor, two-way 
radios, or the use of guns (Brown, 1990, p. 24). 

Agency administrators will be challenged to develop 
innovative policies designed to increase the safety of 
officers performing field work assignments. Many of 
these policies will have negative financial implica­
tions, as in the case of team visitation, which while 
increasing officer safety, reduces the number of visits 
which can be made. Similarly, probation agencies may 
experience heightened costs through more flexible 
time schedules, which allow increased overtime to 
encourage early morning visitation and off-hour visi­
tation. Some agencies have already adopted policies 
which provide special units of probation officers, who 
are usually volunteers, to make field visits to more 
dangerous sites or for the execution of warrants. These 
officers, who are excused from ordinary caseload su-
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pervIslOn, make these special visits in lieu of the 
assigned probation officer (N. Y.C. Department of Pro­
bation, 1985). There may be a time when all field work 
is performed by specialized units of probation officers, 
specially trained and perhaps rewarded with financial 
incentives, for full-time field activities. 

Finally, there is concern that the restructuring of 
home visitation policies, increasingly designed to em­
phasize control oriented functions, may further the 
demise of probation's rehabilitative role. We have 
noted, for example, that home visits are now often 
prioritized for high-risk cases in which the surveil­
lance component of supervision is emphasized. Simi­
larly, house arrest is a highly restrictive form of 
community supervision which is basically concerned 
with offender surveillance and public protection. Ai?, 
noted by Peters ilia, "As probation officers focus more 
heavily on surveillance of offenders, human contact is 
reduced and the potential for helping offenders is 
diminished" (1988, p. 3). 

The new probation home visit may be consistent 
with an overall shift in probation prctice towards a law 
enforcement orientation. Traditional home visits for 
rehabilitative and social service purposes may soon be 
obsolete. 
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