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.FOREWORD 

During the month of November, 1974, a Community Treatment 

Rating In\Tentory was conducted statewide among the ten 

areas of the Florida Parole and Probation Commission. The 

survey was designed to: 1) rtail1 a consenSus of opinion 

from the officers in the field concerning 't·;rhich Community 

Treatment Programs they perceived as being ineffectual; and 

2) ;tind out if the officers directed their clients to the 

programs most needed by the clients. 

A survey instrument (Treatment Program Rating Inventory) 

was developed to collect data from the states parole and 

probation officers. A consensus of the officers opinions 

was obtained at the district level an.d then consolidated 

by the Research and Evaluation Section of the Planning and 

Evaluation Division through the use of two measures J a 

qualitative and quantitative ranking. By ~ombining these 

two rankings, a Perceived Effectiveness Ranking was obtained. 

Five categories of programs vlere ranked. They ,,\.;rere: 

1. Alcoholic Programs . 
2. Educational Programs. 
3 . Drug Programs. 
4. Psychological/psychiatric Programs. 
5. Other Programs. 

Noticeably pre~ent in the top t~n on the Perceived Effective­

ness Ranking 'Y]ere Alcoholic and Educational Programs. The 

remaining three categories were scattered over the 'rest of 

the ranking. 



INTRODUCTION 

The Community Treatment Program concept for resocialization 

of the offender has seen a rapid e}.~pansion in the state of Florida 

during the past fevl years. The Commission currently feel this 

is thE:, most effective way to resocialize the offenders~ While 

it is being used intensively by parole officers in rehabilitat­

ing clients naturally the officers direct their clients tm\Tard 

the programs they feel 1.;rill be most helpful. Also, the officers 

percept:ion of the operation of each program will determine 

whether they channel their clients into one particular program or 

another. 

The Planning and Evaluation Division of the Cormuissiol1 de­

signed a study to find out which Cormnunity Treatment Programs 

the officers feel are best for their clients. It is possible 

that variai:ions in perceived effectiveness occur from area to 

area and even district to district. Different districts, through­

out the state, would have different facilities depending on 

demographic cha~:acteristl..cs. 

METHODOLOGY: 

A survey instrument (CornTI1unity Treatment Rating Inventory­

Appendix A) ,,'as developed to ascertain the officers perceived 

effectiveness of Community Treatment Programs. A community Treat­

ment Rating Inventory was mailed to each of the 48 districts on 

': 
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November 1, 1974. (See Appendix B for a comp;iete list of all 

districts). The Community Treatment" Program Rating l.nventory 

was subdivided into '; Spec.i~l Programs (Multiphasic, ·Pre-Trial r 

etc. ); A,lcoholic Progr~ms (DWI, Half,.,ay House, etc.); Drug 

Programs (Halfway House, Out-Patient Clinic, etc); ~duca.tional 

Programs (G.E.D., Trade School r etc.); Psychological/?sychiatrl:£ 

Programs (Group Counseling, Individual Counseling, etc.); and 

Other Programs (Commodity Foods, Legal Aid, etc.) • . 
For each of these subdivisions, tvlO questions were asked; 

(1) Is the service available in your district? (2) Have you 

ever placed clients in the service? A Value Rating Scale was 

. provided to rat.e ea.ch program. The scale was divided into 5 

categories which included 0 (IJousy, Foor) f 2 (So-so, Doubtful), 

5 (Average, Satisfactory) 1 8 (Good, Above Average), and 11 

(Excellent, Superb). Out of the 48 districts, 39 replied. 

Each district supervisor was instructed to take a poll of his 
. 

officers 011 each program and then, using the Value Rating Scale, 

rate only those programs that were used in his district. (See 

Appendix A for a copy of the Community Treatment Program Rating 

Inventory and instructions) 

STATISTICAL PROCEDURE: 

The statistical work was started as soon as the replies \',7ere 

returned. In compiling the statistics, the data was calculated 

in hlO measures, one which showed (how the districts rated the 

programs w"hich they had experience in using) and the other showed 

(how many districts used the programs). The first category shall 
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be called a Qualitative Ranking and the second shall be called 

a Quanti tati ve Ranking. By cOlnbining these t\olO rankings, a 

Perceived Effectiveness Ranking was derived. 'rhese .rankillgs 

consisted of all 40 programs. The program perceived by all 

district officers to be the most useful was rankea first and 

the least effective ranked for'!:ieth. The following is a brief 

summary description of each ranking technique (See pages 9-11 

for a copy of each ranking). 

QUALITl),.TIVB RANKING METHOD 

An Arithmetic mean (Total score divided by number of re-

sponses) was taken f170m the statewi.de replies for each program 

to obtain the qualitative ranking scores r which ShO~l the value 

of the programs. The programs ~lere ranked in desc€:l1ding order 

according to mean, with the highest mean score being ranked 

first pnd the lowest mean ranked fortieth. 

EXhliPLE: 
<, 

In the sample progra.nl belm·, (Legal Idd r there ~lere tv;renty­

tvlO responses. Two districts rated the program 0 for a score of 

o (2xO) r eight districts rated it 2 for a score of 16, (8x2); 

ten districts rated Legal Aid 5 for a Score of 50, (10x5); One 

district rated the program 8 for a score of 8, (lx8); and one 

district rated it 11 for a score of 11 (1x1l). These scores 

were then summed for a total score of 85 (0 + 16 + 50 + 8 + 11::::85)., 

The mean (average), which is 3.9, was computed by dividing the 

total score by the number of responses. 'rhis mean is the quali-

tative ranking for the Legal Aid program. All the other 39 

- .... -~,.< 
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programs were so calculated, then these menns, or quulitative 
, ' 

scores, were raru~ed. This places Legal Aid 37th on the Quali-

tati,ra Ranking. 

I·VALUE'''Rt\''r·iI~G-s·(~)\LE·~T-Totar 
'PROGnlu~:'-"--''''To " ~2-r '5" ;""8:'-"11'"1 Score: 

~1:H~~~~~··!:···-:11 ~oTI· ··rl-·r-~~· , 
category) I , I I 

--''''-~"'~T2xO):~ {SX2) ·?"{iOX5)·iT:b'isf:t:"(Jj=lI)"=8S-· 

TOTAL SCORE 85 
4f OFRESPor~SJ::iS= 22'- 3.9 Arithmetic Henn (Average?) 

QUA!;!TITl'l.TJ.Vr: RANI:n1G MBTHOD 

The quanti tati ve rnnld"ng is based pr.:i.nmrily on the fre-

quencias on the Value Rating Scale received from the thirty-

nine districts. As a11 example r the Voluntec:c' Progr;-~m receivod 

37 responses from the 39 r.eporting districts whel:E:\o,f.J thE) Bureau 

of Narcotics received only blO rc::;sponscs. The prograT.1S "m,re 

ranked in descending order accordillg to number of responSes. 

Where there was more than one program w'i th the same number of 

responses, the programs '1;ere then put in order by thei.r tot.al 

score. For example, the Loan Fund program received 4 responses 

for a total score of 29 and the ~1ultiphasic Program received 

4 responses for a total score of 23. Therefore, the Loan Fund 

program would ran.k higher because of the higher total score~ 

(See the Quantitative Ranking on page 9 for further details). 

PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS METHOD 

By combining the positions of each program from the Quanti­

ta ti ve Ranking and the Quali ta ti ve Ranking r another ranking \'-laS 
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obtained t:o shmV' the perceived effectiveness., (This perceived 

effectiveness ranking is named thus because it is based on the 

opinions of the field staff rather than an empirical evaluation 

of the programs themselves~) While a program may be used quite 

often, its perceived vaJue too the districts may be low. Con-

verselYl a program may be valued highly, but not used very 

frequently. This Perceived Effectiveness Ranking gives equal 

balance to both quality and quantity. Fo:c example the Higb 

School program ranks 2nd on the Quan'ti tati ve Ranking and 12th 

on the Qualitative Ranking for a Perceived Effectiveness Ranking 

score of 14. Alcoholic Programs rank 4th on the Quantitative 

Ranking and 9th on the Qualitative Ranking for a Perceived Ef~ 

fectiveness Ranking score of 13 \>;'hich would rank it above 1.:11e 

High School program. For each program, both its Quantitative 

'Ranking and Qualitative Ranki~1g were summed in order to ascer-

tain the Perceived Effec'ci veness Ranking. 
<. 

The Perceived Effectiveness Ranking was subdivided into 

four sets of ten programs each for analysis purposes. From an 

inspection of the list Educational programs rank high, appearing 

in, four of ,the top ten progl:ams and seven places in the first 

t'\'lenty. A close second "laS Alcoholic pr.ograms 'ivith three places 

in the top ten and four of the first twel1ty places. Further 

development of this subject can be found in the Discussion scc-

tion. 

The follO'i'ling. null hypo'thesis (HO) was tested: 

There is no correlation between the 
frequency of use of the community 
treatment'programs and the value 
ratings of the community t·reatment 
programs. 
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s 
" Both the Kendall Rank Corr.elation Coefficient JiN (N-l) and 

J. h k . . . Gd
2 

c e Spearman Ran .. Correlat~on Coeff~cl.ent Rs=l-f,f~ -1'1 '>vere used 

to test the above null hypothesis ~ The ICendall Coefficient is 

.13 and the Spearman CoC'!fficient is .11. (Results of the cor-

relation tests may range from +1 to -11 the closer to +1 and 

-1 8hm·ring a vory high correlation ana a definite ralationship, 

'V7hi1e the clofJer it gets to 0 the leGs correlation and lack. of 

relationship there is.) Although the correlation coefficients 

were boi:.h positive, they '>';rere very 1m'.' and close Jeo 0 indicating 

a lack of correlation between the frequency of usage of a progrQm 

to the value ra~ing it received. This would indicate that there 

is a negligible correlation Clnd ve;r;::y little ralationnhip bet\,;recn 

how officers rated a program and the frequency of its usage. It 

'Y1Ould appear 'cha't the value ratings are based on some other 

variables which were not addresF'Gd by this' survey. 

ARE]\. HANKTNG 
t. 

Also ill the survey each district '\vas asked to rank the ·top 

three programs they felt ,,,ere most effective. This is referrea 

to as -c.hePreferred Stated Rating. The forty programs were 
------------------------~,-

grouped into the follo\ving categories; Alcoholic ( Drug, Educa ti'onal, 

Psycholigical/Psychiatric t and O.ther ~ A compQsit~. count 8hO';'7s 

that Alcoholic Programs ranked first followed by Educational 

Programs and then Psychological/Psychiatric.- As on the Quali-

tative RankingI' a mean (average) i'laS used in Area Ranking. Using 

.the five categories listed above, a mean ,';as taken for each of 

tue categox-ies for each area. When these means ,\o;rex-e put in 

descending order, a Measured Rating was formed~ The following ---------------- . 
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chart shows '{.-,here thG Preferred Rating matches the Measured 

Rating. The programs are ranked by Pl=e£erred Rating \'li.th the 

Mensured Rating i.n parentllesfJs. 

l\.REA I 

1. Alcoholic(l)/PsY0hological(4)* 
2. Educational(2) 
3. Drug (3) 

AREA II 

1. Alcohol:i.c (1) 
2. Other (3) 

Volu.nt(~ers 
VeterCillS 

3. Educational (2) 

1. Other(l) 
Pre-':er i2.1 
Multiphasic 
Cornnl1,mi'cy Emp1cl~'1TIent Scn:"vicn 
Volunteers 

2. Psychologic~1(2) 
3. Educational (2) 

AREA IV 

1. Educa'cional (2) 
2. Other (3)/Psycho1ogical(l) 

Volunteers 
Employmeu'c Coun seling 
Hoti.vatiou Course 
Split-Sentence Probation 

3. A1cohol(4) 

AREA V 

1. Alcoholic (2) 
2. Other (1) 

Multiphaisc 
Employment Counseling 

3. Psycho1ogical(3} 

1. Other (4) 
Volun.t.e0ri~ 
Ple- tfrial 
Moti vat:ional Course 

2. Drug (2) 
3. Educ2tionRl(1}/Alcoholic(3) 

ARE~ VII 

1. Othe-r(3) 
1!1ult:iphasic 
Worl::. Releaco 
1"1ot.i vt1:tionnl Course:. 

2. Psycholigical(4) 
3. Educational(!) 

1'iP.El:. VI I I 

1. Educational (1) 
2. Alcoholic(2) 
3. psycholoqjiccil (3) /Othei.:' (-1) 

Voluntef':r.s 
Legal Idd 

, Plncement. 
Ser\iicc 

AREA IX 

1. Alcoholic(2)/Eduoation(1) 
2. Other (5) 

. Employmont Counseling 
Mu1tiphcU3ic 

3. Psychological (3)/Drug (4) 

AREP.\. X 

1. Alcoholic (2) 
2. Educational(!) 
3. Vsychological(3) 

*Psychological on the chart refers to Psychological/Psychiatric 
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RESULTS; 
~ " 

- ,. , 

Each l~rGa rated its top three progrcms in a separate s0ction 

of the DurvcJ.'. By comparing the Pr~ferred Stated Ru:ting \.;·i th tho 

11en.sured TIa'd.ng 1 a fo~'? corlclusions can be rouched. '1'ho follo\ving 

are comp.:::.:d.BOllS of the t'tvO ratings by arer.t.s. 

In Areas I tIll, and VIII the J;.kii:u:mred Rati11g and thf" 1'ro-

Drug program::; placing first, second, and t.hi.:'o, rcnpcc'!::.i"tt(,;ly. 

Psychological/Psychi~tric tied for first place in the Preferred 

Stnted Rating ~ith Alccholic in Area I. 

fore r the unfavorable l.'2.t.ings are C0)11r ... li'i:.\?d \·.rit.h t.hc favon::.blE~ 

ratings to Cerues a lov7cr mean. (averClgE.~) score. 1I1eo, the CXpD.l1-

si\rcness of the HOther n category helps to reduce its mcnrl (av~l~u.ge) 

score~ 

In Areas IV r V, and X the Preferred Stc:ted Rating c.rt1 the 

re,\rerse of the Measured Ra-ting in the first and second posi'cion ~ 

Educational and Psychological in Area IV, Alcohol and Other in 

Area V, Alcoholic and Educational in Area X, This results from 

the closeness of effectiveness of the two programs involved in 

each area. 

Overall, the "Other" Programs category ranked much higher by 

Preferred S·tated Rating than the Measured Rating. This 'is true be-

cause the category "Other" covers an arx-ay of programs compared to 

any specific treatment prog·ran.t. The l1easured Hating is an £verage 

'i I 
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9-UJl.LITM'IVI:: Rl\N1.Y...!:!£ 

Based on lIl:'i thmctic 1·1can Using Valu(';! Hat.ings 

PHOGRlIH RANJ~ING 

1. Cli0nt Ol:'i~ntation 
2. rJoc~h Fund 
3. G.E.D.2 
4. Trude School 
5. Col.1c9G 
G. Junior College 
7. Work ReleasE. 
8. Motivational Course 
9. 111001101 Procp:m:1s 

10. Gl:'ade Schooi 

1l. 
12. 
13. 
J.4. 
J.5. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 

Dwr 8cho013 
High School 
Dl:'ug Half\'l[JY House 
Emergency Clothing 
Educationul Guidance 
Out-patient Clients 
Indivic1ua.l Counsoljng 
Hard,age Counseling 
l·ful t iphas) 0-
Alcohol Treatment Center 

J:"'amil); Counseling 
Pre-'J!:r:i <11 !ntervent:ion 
Group Counseling 
Alcohol Hnlf,·my House 
Veterans 
Peto:d.fic<1tion. Center 
Social Security 
Volunteers' 
Financial Counseling 
Bureau of Nar'cotics' 

31. Hanpovler Development 
32. Drug out-patient 
33. PIC}ccment Service 
34. Conmlodity l~oods 
35. Employment Counseling 
36. Mandatory Condo Release 
37. Legal A;Ld 
38. Young La~lyers 
39. Private Employment 
40. Action Volunteers 

ARt'l'IIME'rrc 1 
_-,,!.~lf.c.:..·~l)N = 

7.3 
7.3 
7.0 
7.0 
6.9 
6.9 
6.8 
6.5 
6.4 
6.4 

6.1 
6.0 
6.0 
5.9 
5.9 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.7 

5.6 
5.6 
5.5 
5.4 
5.4 
5.2 
5.1 
'S.1 
5.0 
5.0 

4 • .9 
4.6 
4.4 
4.3 
4.1 
4.1 
3.9 
3.8 
3.5 
2.8 

llO 
29 

245 
223 
103 
199 
lIS 

78 
224 
lIS 

214 
216 

78 
172 
147 
197 
184 
138 

23 
142 

].4 0 
28 

ltl3 
140 
172 
104 
169 
188 

'50 
10 

103 
74 

154 
98 

10? 
122 

85 
64 
54 
25 

17 
4 

35 
32 
15 
29 
17 
1::>. 
35 
18 

35 
36 
13 
29 
25 
34 
32 
24 

4 
25 

25 
5 

26 
26 
32 
20 
33 
'37 
10 

2 

21 
16 
35 
23 
25 
30 
22 
17 
16 

9 

1 Where a tie exists I the fil"s't Hean is higher if carried to 2 decimal 
places. 

2Graduate Equivalence DiplOMa 

3Driving ,,'hile Intoxicated . 
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.9Q.AN'l}TA 1'1 Y1.u:~gFG 

(Bnscd on Numbc!r of RNq)OnlJe's) 

PROGRi'\1:1 HilNlGNG HP.8PONHBS 1 scorm -.--- -_ .. - ..... -
1. Vol un t:(~crs 37 InO 
2. Ei~Tl1 School 36 ;:>lG 
3. G.J~.D. 2 3fi 24!i 
I} • Alcohol Programs 35 224 
S. l)\'lI £>0110013' 35 2J.1j 
6. P1ocmnont. Sorvico 35 154 
7. Out-put:i Oll{: C1.i.(~nts 32 197 
8. Sodal S(~cm:·:i.t,y 33 1C9 
9, 1'1-adc School 32 223 

10. IncH vidual Conn~nlil1g 32 1131} 

11. Vcd:el:"nns 32 172 
12. z.1and.:1l.ory Cond. n('!lcnr;(' 30 122 
13. L1unior CoJ.lagc~ 29 199 
14. J:;rn C' r (JI:m c y Clotld.ng 29 172 
15. Group COUllHGJ.il)g 26 143 
16. Alcohol HHlf\my lIouf;o 26 140 
17. Bch.\C<~ti anal Guic1nllcc 25 147 
18. 1\lcoho1 'l'J"C!':l t.l.,cn t Ccmt(n: 25 112 
19. Pnmily COUlH3c1ing 25 140 
20. Bmp1oYl~lent Counsclillg 25 102 

2l. Han;iago Cmmne1:i.ng 24 138 
22. Commodity 1"000$ 23 98 
23. Legal Aid 22 87 
24. 1·1 cmp c.Me:r. Development 21 103 
25. D(J1:oxi ficc,tion Cent.er 20 ] 04 
26. Gl:adc School 18 115 
27. WorJ~ Release 17 115 
28. Client Oricmta t.i on 17 . IJ 0 
29. Young Lm"ycrs 17 64 
30. Drug Out-patient 16 74 

31, P:r.hrate )~mp 1 oym(;l1 t 16 54 ;.. 

32, College 15 103 
33, Drug llnlf\'luy Honse 13 78 
34. J.1otivational Cour.se 12 78 
35. Pinancial Counsc1i119< 10 50 
36. Action Volunteers 9 25 
37. Pre·-rrrial Intervention 5 28 
38. Loan Fund 4 29 
39. Hul tipllasi.cs 4 23 
40. Bureau of Narcotics 2 10 

NUMBBR OP RESPONSES T01'AL scorm 

Volunteers 
-r-J ---r '. I 

(2 X 0) + (8 x 2) + (19 x 
1-. I 

I I 
5) + (7 x 8) + (1 x 11) 

I _---1-...--.--1 
VliJ ... UJ~ Rl\~'lNGS 

== 188 

l~herc a tie exists l the progrnm with the higher score is ranked first. 
2Graduatc Equivalence Diploma 
3Driving while Intoxicated 



_~I~ , 

, 
='e"'~~""""'1IIII!'!l 

, .~~-" ., 
I . 
·.'e,~ 

, (12) 

PERCEIVED EF'l"ECTIVENESS OF PROGRAMS 

(Combination of Quali,tative and Quantitative Rankings)' 

QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE PERCEIVED 
PROGRM1S RANKING. + RANKING ' == F.FFECTIVENES S 1 . 

1. 
. 2 

3 3 6 ' G.E.D. . . 
,2. Trade School' 9 4 13 
3. Alcohol Programs 4 9 13 
4. Hi~h School 2 12 14 
5. OWl Schoo1 3 . 5 11 16 
6. Junior College 13 6 19 
7. Out-patient Clients 7 16 23 
8. Individual' Counseling 10 17 27 
9. Emergency Clothing 14 14 28 

10. Client Orientation .. 28 1 29 

II. Volunteers 1 28 29 
12. Educaticnal Guidance 1'Z 15 32 
13. Work Release 27 7 34 
14. Social Security 8 27 35 
15. Veterans 11 25 36 
16. Grade School 26 10 36 
17. College 32 5 37 
18. Alcohol Treatment Center 18 20 38 
19. Group Counseling 15 23 38 
20. z,1arriage Counseling 32 18 39 

2I. Placement Service 6 33 39 
22. Alcohol Halfway House 16 24 40 
23. Loan Fund 38 2 40 
24. Family Counseling 19 21 40 
25. Motivational Course 34 8 42 
26. Drug Half\-7ay House 33 13 46 
27. Mandatory Condo Release 12 36 48 
28. Detoxification Center 25 26 51 
29. Manpower Development 24 31 55 
30. Employment Counseling 20 35 55 

3I. Commodity Foods 22 34 56 
32. Multiphasic 39 19 58 
33. Pre-Trial Intervention 37 22 59 
34. Legal Aid 23 37 60 
35. Drug out-patient 30 32 62 
36. Financial Counseling 35 29 64 
37. ,Young Lawyers 29 38 67 
38. Private Employment 31 39 70 
39. Bureau of Narcotics 40 30 70 
40. Action Volunteers 36 40 76 

1 (Perceived effectiveness = Quantitative + Qualitative) i.e. the smaller 
the score, the higher the rank. 

2Graduate Equivalence Diploma 

.3Driv~ng while Intoxicated 

. ' 
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DISCUSSION: 

The Perceived Effectiveness Ranking, a result of combining 

the QUalitativ-e and Quantitative RanJdngs, is divided into four 

sections of ten programs each. The first group includes several 

educational programs: G.E.D., Trade School, High School, and 

Junior College, ranking 1st, 2nd, 4th, and 6th respectively. 

Alcoholic programs. placed three programs in the top ten positions: 

Alcoholic Programs (AA), DWI School and Out-patient Clients 

(Antabuse) ranking 3rd, 5th, and 7th, respectively. This might 

be expec'ted because of the statewide ava.ilability of these pro-

grams. The remainder of the programs are bunched together in 

no particular order with no one category outstanding. The rea-

son many programs rated low might be accounted for by the un­

availability of some programs in some parts of the state and 

the high cost factor of some others. 

The. data that was collected seemed to indicate that the pro-

grams that were needed the roost wer~ the ones being used. Infor-

mation from the Florida Parole and P.robation Commission Special 

Report #1 (December 1974 pp. 21-25) shows that at that time 54% 

of all misdemeanants, 61% of all felons, and 73% of all parolees 

lacked a high school education. This may·account for G.E.D., 

Trade School and High School programs sho,"ling up 1st, 2nd, and 

4th on the Perceived Effectiveness Ranking. From the same report 

statistics show that 48% of all misdemeanants were convicted of 

OWl (driving while intoxicated), while 58% of all felons and 49% 

of all parolees used alcohol moderately. Possibly, due to these 

facts, DWI School, Alcoholics Anonymous, and out.-pa tient Client 
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programs (Antabuse) showed up 3rd, 5th, and 7th on the Perceived 

Effectiveness Ranking. Although not in either of the two pre­

vious categories, the Educational Guidance and Work -Release pro-

grams rated high (12th, 13th) on the Perceived Effectiveness 

Ranking. Including these related programs 60% (12) of the top 

twenty Community Treatment Programs have something to do with 

educational or alcoholic rehabilitation programs. 

SUI!1MARY: 

The Community Treatment Rating Inventory \\las conducted 

statewide among the ten areas and 48 districts of the Florida 

Parole and Probation Commission during the month of November, 1974. 

The survey was designed to ascertain a consensus of opinion from 

the officers in the field concerning which Community Treatment 

Programs they perceived as being af,fecti ve and those they 

perceived as being ineffectual. 

A survey instrument (Treatment Program Rating Inventory) 
,r 

was developed to collect the opinions of the offic~. A consensus 

qf the officers opinions was obtained at the district level and 

consolidated later by the Planning and Evaluation Division through 

the use of two measUJ~es, a Qualitative and Quantitative Ranking. 

By combining the Qualitative and Quantitative Rankings, a Perceived 

Effectiveness Ranking was obtained. Ranked in the top ten on the 

Perceived Effectiveness list were: 

1. G.E.D .. 6. Junior College 
2. Trade School 7. Out-patient Clients (Anta,buse) 
3. Alcoholic P;l:'ograms (AA) 8. Individual Counseling 
4. High School 9. Emergency Clothing 
5. DWI School 10. Client Orientation 

- ! 
~ 
t. 
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Noticeably present in the top ten were educational programs (1st, 

2nd, 4th, 6th) and alcoholic programs (3rd, 5th, 7th). In accor-

dance with statistics obtained from the Florida Parole and Probation 

Commission Special Report #1 (December, 1974), these programs 

were the ones that were most needed.by t.he parolees'and proba-

tioners. Therefore, it appears that the officers do direct their 

clients to the programs that they feel are the most needed by the 

clients. 

< ' 



GLOSSARY 

The terms in this glossary were originated by the Research and 

Evaluation Section of the Florida Parole and Probation Commission. 

They were used in. a study to obtain the perceived effectiveness 

of the Community Treatment Programs by the officers in each dis-

trict. Each term is described in detail in the study, but for 

convenience a short description follows: 

Community Treatment Program Rating Inventory - This is the sur­

vey instrument designed to collect the data from the field. A 

consensus of officer's opinions in each district was represented 

by the answer to each question for each of the forty Community 

Treatment Programs (pages 1,2) 

Value Rating Scale - For each program that was used, each dis­

trict was asked to evaluate it on a scale of five values for 

effectiveness (0,2,5,8,11). This scale was a part of the Treat-

ment Program Rating Inventory and offered the officers a chance 

to rate each program separately. (page 2) 

Qualitative Ranking - This measurement was obtained from the 

V~.lu~ Rating Scale. The arithmetic mean of each of the 40 pro­

grams was computed and then the programs were ranked from high­

est mean to lowest mean. The purpose of this ranking was to 

show how much each district valued each program (pg. 3,4). 
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GLOSSARY CONT!NUED: 

Quantitative Ranking - The Quantitative Ranking is a measure­

ment: derived from the frequency of usage of Treatment Programs. 

Information for this Ranking was obtained from the Value Rating 

Scale. The forty programs were ranked by number of districts 

that used them. The program that WaS used by the most districts 

ranked first \'lhile the program that \-,as us,ed the least ranked 

fortieth (page 4). 

Perceived Effectiveness Ranking - The Perceived Effectiveness 

Ranking is a combination of both the Quantitative and the Qual-

itative Rankings. It measures the total perceived effectiveness 

of the programs by the field staff. This ranking is the ul-

timate goal of the study (pages 4,5). 

Preferred Stat~d Rating - Officers were asked to rank in order 

the three most effective programs in their district. These 

were then separated into five categories on each of the 10 

areas and ranked. This ranking is the Preferred Stated Rating 

(page 6). 

Measured Rating - This measurement is similar to the Quan­

titative Ranking. The 40 programs were divided into 5 categories 

(Alcoholic, Educational, Drug, Psychological/Psychiatric, and 

Other) and the mean score for each category was compiled. This 

was done in each of these categories for all 10 areas (page 6). 
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APPENDIX A 

FLORIDA PA.ROLE AND PROBATION COMh'iISS{ON 
Inter~Offics Communication 

Dc::ts: November 12 ( 1974 

To: DISTRICI}' SUPERVISORS Offict:i: 

From: Sunil B. Nath Y"\---:-"'''- .. ~... Off' 
Ica:CO- Planning and Evaluation 

Re: 
Directo,r of Planning and Evaluation 
Opinion Questionnaire Co.N~ 

• t Dist. r'llO. 

The attached opinion guestiopnaire was designed to 
rate the effectiveness of various treatment progr~ns and 
services throughout the state. Some of these are commission 
sponsored; others are not . 

Please review \'lith your officers the list of progr2.J.l1.s 
and services and jointly complete the questionnaire. First, 
check the appropriate anSi-lars to the t,·;>o questions: Is 
service available in your district? and Have you ever placed 
any of your clients in the service? If your anS\'ler is yes 
to both these questions, then proceed to rate the progrw~ 
or ser\rice, but if this service is not i'n your district or if 
you have not placed any clients in the service, do not rate 
the service or program. HOI'lever ( if the service or program 
is in your district and clients in your district have used 
the service or progr~~r please rate the service based on this 
direct knO'i"ledge. The value rating scale is a five step scale 
of II 0 fl ,n 2 II r 1I511 111 8" ,1111 11 with descriptors above the scores. 
These descriptors are to aid you in your evaluation bf,the 
services and progra..~s. (See exarrlple beloi';) 

~ 

1. 
\'/\Lt~ r .. Aj!~::-; !':C,\1": 

liz;.\'e you ever Lousy D6:ili::':l.!l A\"ct'~BC !:ifctt.!.vc Is l1crvicc pl&ce:i en-I of ~;ot: l:.c.cep:":..ble Eclo;l /lVt;. ),ccC'p<::.':>le Cc.cd ·RP,.H.8 :w::.il::.blc i':l j"Ct::r clie:1t:.s in ~ t::;,!J::.ct:,L:.4;.l .. .P-=gi':'Ul1 S;; tit: £z.cte::-y "ben::: 4::-''0, your cist:rict7 ::hls sc,::;'ice7 Quc .. :;.i.oWlclc J.cel{I!:l::c. S;)c:e~;;'j; £ I.:.!. 
pscl~:;s; '(:~,~ , So-r;o ,,' .. -

-
w;,(·}l 
.s.t)r\'l.~ 

Dyr.:!l;'. 
f..:.:t)t.: 1 l1:::c c.!:£cc::i.'\'C!' ' 

- t I _I li~ 1 YES NO 'l:'"ES I l~O I P 2 5 8 .. , . 

I 
_. , 

V' I / 1 
'. I V I ~. 

2·PZTRV.L 1J\'.L;:.R.\T:.\TIO~r 
.~~-

! I I?RASIC ])IAGlmS'IIC ! - - - ----: :'TREA'ns~"T ?ROGKll.21 
1 i 

~I 
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Then upon finishing the list I please raIlk the three progr2II1S 
(or services) you consider the most effective in the reha­
bilitation of the offender.' (See the example belm\') 

• < 

1'F.J..J\-:Z yOU v'"L"B..Y }aJCH TOR YOUR TilLE ,A1ill COOPEHATIOlx. 

Please return on or before November 29 to: 
Sunil B. NaJch 
Director of Planning and Evaluation 
P.O. Box 3168 
Tallahassee r Florida 32303 
Attn: Ja.t.l1es C. Payne I II 

SBN/bc 

cc: Hr. W. C. Kyle k&,~ 
Area Sup:ervisors Gr ' 
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A1?'J?ENDXX A 

" 
'l'REA'nfENT pROGIWl Rl\.TING INVENTORY 

" 

v.\t.t,;c (I.A'\r~:·~ Sr..\T \" -
r!: cervlc.i! 

}{nvt!. yo~ cv~r Lou~y Vt.1t1~l:!ul I '\vo.!r~i:~ l.:l!'ccclvtl Z:x~~lll\\ 
t'1<,c~;! ~:1i' of t:6C t~::cctJe~bld n~lo~ lIvi;, .... cCCt';"'hl~ Go(\d S· .. ?~:"~). PROGRlli·lS :wail.>.1I1o in your clic:lc, in !h'tril:':ncal }'.It'GLnJl. S.lthi~::to:')' Abov~ nVti. ni'"01J'::ltC your <!i!frr!.ct'i' chis .ervicc? lIoe Il(!~ctive- Quescionable A:!l!G~J:::l! $ut:ce .. cCul r').u:&l!.,t~ 

)J,sC!l~!l!l: 1I~.r~, So-co 

YES j NO YES NO P 2 5 8 -rr-
- !--, - !----:-, r--PRETRIAL INTER\,ENTlO~ 

HULTIPHASIC DIAm:OSTIC 
& 'l'REATNENT PROGR..'\}( 

LOAN FUl\'D -
CLIENT ORIENTATION 

NMmA'fORY cmm. REt. 

HORK RELEASE 

OTHER (Please specify) , 

, ' 

ALC,OHOL PROGRAHS 
(e.g. Alcohol Ano~y.) .. . 
ALCOHOL EALFHAY ROUSE 

" . ALCOHOL TREATMENT' 
CENTERS 

.' . 
DETOY.1FICATIO;~ CENTERS 

, , 

mn SCHOOL 

OUT-PATIENT CLIENTS 
(e.g. Antabttse) , 

OTHER (Please specify) -
, 

DRUG OUT-PATIENT' 
CLINIC ,- .. 

-
DRUG I Lt\LFHAY HOUSE " 

BUREAU Of NARCOTICS & . - . 
DANGEROUS DRUGS 

" 

OTHER (Please specify) 
" 

;-.:::::::I 
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r~OGR.lll'lS 

Al?PElxDn~ A 

TREATHENT PRO GRAN HATING INVENtORY 
(cont.) 

- ____ y~tttr!.,..~!1T~;b SC'A] to • 

J& 
Have! you ("_\t~r l.<;IU~' ",w" , ,,,,"" ~ m,,,,., terviC'n pl"cN\ 0:1)" of 1:01: lIcec;>t"llle &010'1 /IV;;. Acceptable:: Cood 

avail:1hl c in you: c li~I\Lr. in \l~trin~r\tal X~~ein31 $.,tJ.~(~ctory J,LQ\'(! llVr,. your di!otrlct? tluo £cr ... i.ce1 Hot: dIveriv!! Questionable AdcqUJte SUCCCCG!ul .. Uselc!t!i; r.~rt)·. !io"$o. .. .. 
~ -YESI HO YES 1--:0 p 2 5 8 -r--. 1--:-- 1-- ~ . - ,. 

EDUCATIONAL P.1WGRlIHS 
GRADE SCHOOL 

HlGll SCHOOL 

GED 

'rR.!\UE SCHOOL 

JUNIOR CQLLEGr~ 

COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY 
-

.l:nUCAT!ONl,L GUIDANCE 

HA~POllER DEVELOP]·!t:NT 

OTHER (Please spcd£y) 
. -

PSYCHOLOGICAL! 
PSYCHIATRIC 

ATTITh1)1l\AL HODJ.FI-
CATION (e.g. Reali.ty , 

'1"hE:rap), , Tr.ansnction 
And.ysis, etc. ) . 
8. INDlVIDUAL 

COUl,SELINl} 

b. GROUP COmmELiNG 
-

XOTIVATIORA.L COURSE 

·HAIlliLt.,GE. COill~SELING 

I'A~iILY COUNSELInG 
~ 

OIliER (Please -specify) 

-. -

-
r.}r.~,cllent 
S1i)?~\'b 
t)j,.t\~:d. t (, 
F.J~ril:aj.c 

-.-I,.~-~ 

:U 
f:::-...:::.::...--:=::. 

...,... 

- , 

---

-

----

. 
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PROGR..'i.HS 

OTImR: 
co:~rODI1'Y rOODS -
1::}!:ERGEl;:CY CLOTHING 
CEl\I'E~S (S<1l"'~l:ion 
Amy, GoodH:i.ll etc) 

LEGAL AID 

YOUXC l:.A\~YERS FROG. 

:v OUIT:TEE,RS 

.ACTIO~~ VOLUNTEERS 

'PLACDlEl\T SERVICE 
STATE E·fi'LOY. SER .. 

. PRIVATE I1:fI'LOY. 
SERVICE 

. 
Dll'l.m.'1'lliNT COID{-
SELI:~G 

SOCIAL SBCURITY 

VETEPJ.2;S ADHIH. 

FT.~A.t\CHt COUNSELING 

OTIlER (Please spec~f!) 

" 

APPENDlX A 

'l'Rl.:.A'ri·lENT PROGRAH RATING INVENTORY 
(conc.) 

. ;.- "--~--~~~ ~\2-~ld~;,.~_ _ 
Xt; tervo!..;" 

H.v~ you c\'~r l.oUJY n~'.!b:!ul A'lt.!:.lt!.:! 1':t, t'ccti· .. o, E'~~~!l~:\t 
plac.t1d ntl)~ of ::0:: i1~c:{!?t~ul.Q lielQ~ 4'''t';.. J.:ct'?tabtc. Co oJ. S\:p~tb' i'/v.til.,bl e in Y~lll: cl1~"tS in r,~td .. ~nc"1. H.!t'r.lu.l1 • S:ttit.£Jcrc::-y ).uQV{! tlVc-. C:in.l~li:.(: YOUI: di.srdcc1 th1.o r,ol"\'~cc1 Hot cCfcctLv .. I 

Q~.~=ionnQlo AJ~qu~tn 5uc~~u.£ul ranta.clc 
U.:a:e1.~:l$· r.~I\'t7 • !lo":;~ •.• 

YES 1]0 YES 1'::0 
. -r----: ... 

2. 5 -S 11 P ... _-- :--.---

~ 
- - . -- - -....... - .. 

. 
. 

. 
.. 

--
--

'. 

, 

4-J 
I 

. 
- -

. 
-."-

PLEASE RAUK :i.n order (1,2,3 w:!th 1 being the highest) the thr. ceprogr llil\S you consider most 
effective in the rehabilitation of the offender. 

l. . 
2. 

') .. , 

THANK YOU VERY NUCH FOR YOUR TlHE AKD COOPERATION. 

" 

;:;', 
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APPENDIX B 

District Offices 
(to which the Treatment Program Rating Inventory was sent) 

. David 

~'. District #02 
·.·"II.Mr. perry A. Holmes 
. ,,- '{ .' P.O. Box 447 

! l Live Oak, Fl. 
: .... ··._- ... · . .32060 
. 1 

·0. ~t ( District #03 

.. 

, ... ~.!,. Mr. Eugene H. Ginn, 
'Rm. 201, Courthouse 

,'.' ,315 Haven St. 
II Clearwater, Fl. 

33516 

#04 

Jr. 

Mr. Otha R. Smith, Jr. 

I 
':i,t'.~ , 

:Suite M-I06 
Duval County Courthouse 
Jacksonville, Fl. 
32202 

District: #05 
·Mr. Charles E. Limpus r Jr. 
P.O. Box 391 
Orlando,Fl. 
32802 

District #06 
Mr. William J. Ruster 
P.O. Box 1600 
Bartow, Fl. 
33830 

District #07 
Mr. Phillip N. Warle 
Rm. 104 
2128 W. Flagler st. 
Miami, Fl. 
33135 

District #08 
Mr. Robert Adams 
Third Floor, Courthouse Annex 

. Tampa ,Fl. 
33602 

District #09 
Mr. Charles Maxwell· 
P.O. Box 807 
Lake City, Fl. 
32055 

District #10 
M'r. W. Harold l'<lartin 
P.O. Box 1072 
Gainesville, Fl. 
32601 

District #11 
Mr. Ronal~ Mercer 
P.O. Box 1507 
Tallahassee, Fl. 
32302 

District #12 
Mr. Vernon Wright 
P.O. Box 1116 
Vero Beach, Fl. 
32960 

District: #13 
Mr. Floyd E.~ Boone 
6 tho Ave. Nest 
Rm. 218 
Bradenton, Fl. 
33505 

District #14 
Mr. Thomas H. Young, Jr. 
P.O. Box 187 
Marianna, Fl. 
32446 

District #15 
Mr. William J. Cain 
P.O. Box 435 
Deland, Fl. 
32721 

District #16 
Mr. Glenn H. Hollingsworth 
P.O. Box 3465 
West Palm Beach, Fl. 
33402 
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District ~F17 
Mr. Howell L. Winfree, II 
P.O. Box 823 
Ocala, Fl. 
32670 

District #18 
Mr. Raymond A. Long, III 
P.O. Box 14190 
Ft. Lauderdale, PI 
33302 

District #19 
Mr. Raymond K. l-icShane 

, P.O. Box 205 
Crestview, Fl. 
32536 

District ~t 20 
Mr. Charles L. Barfield 
P:O. Box 366 
Titusville, Fl. 
32780 

District #21 
Mr. Walter G. Ellerton 
P.O. Box 493 
St. Augustine,Fl. 
32804 

District #22 
Mr. Roy L. Nelson 
P.O. Box 1122 
Tavares, Fl. 
32778 

. District #23 
Mr. L.D. Kling 
1508 Jackson St. 
Ft. -Myers, Fl. 
33901 

District #24 
Hr. William N. Gross 
P.O. Box 540 
Perry, Fl. 
32347 

District #25 
Mr. Ruie Langford 
P.O. Box 1337 
Panama city, F;L. 
32402 

APPENDIX B 

District ~F26 
Mr. Robert W. Sawyer 
-409 Eaton st. 
Key ~lest, Fl. 
33041 

District #27 
Mr. Raymond A. Bockner 
Suite 30 
2074 Ringley Blvd. 
Sarasota, Fl. 
33577 

District #28 
Mr. James G. Lee 
P.O. Box 890 
Sanford t Fl. 
32771 

District ~f2 9 
Mr.Charles D. GQll 
P.O. Box 715 
Palatka, Fl. 
32077 

District #30 
Mr. Melvin J. Livings, Jr. 
P.O. Box 146 
Hil-ton, Fl. 
32570 

Dist~ict #31 
t-lr. William T. Brovming 
P.O. Box 1033 
Dade City, Fl. 
33525 

District #32 
Mr. Joseph E. LaVoie, Jr. 
P.O. Box 489 
Sebring, Fl. 
33870 ' 

District 4t33 
Hr. Auqust HcDowell 
124 North Brevard Ave. 
Arcadia; Fl. 
33821 

District #34 
Mr. Fredick V. Dietz, Jr. 
P.O. Box 176 
Bushnell. Fl. 
3.3513 

- -
....... 1<\I~iI',;.I-A 
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District #35 
.Mr. Robert E. Hayes 

P.O. Box 117 
LaBelle, Fl. 
33935 

District iD6 
Mr~ David A. Smith 
P.O. Box 1735 
Na.ples, Fl. 
33940 

District 
Mr. Troy 
P.O. Box 
Madison, 
32340 

#37 
O. Rhoades 
302 
Fl. 

District. #38 
Mr. Everard S. Bedell 
P.O. Box 724 
l?t. Pierce, Fl. 
33451 

District 4f39 
Hr. Melvin H. Wills, ,1r, 
P . O. Dra:\'ler F 
I<issinunee, Fl. 
32741 

District 4~40 
Mr. Keith B; Drake 
P.O. Box 737 
Quincy, Fl. 
32351 

District #41 
Mr. James F. Bloodworth 
P, O. Bo:\~ 997 
Starke, Fl. 
32091 

District #42 
Mr. Michael C. Dippolito 
P.O. Box 1205 
Inverness, Fl. 
32650 

APPENDIX B 

District #43 
Mr. Douglas Robinson 
P.O. Box 24S 
Brookville, Flo 
33512 

District #44 
Mr. Emil Sales 
P.O. Box 665 
Okeechobee, Fl. 
33472 

District #45 
Mr. James See 
P.O. Box 1367 
Wauchula, Fl. 
33873 

District 1F46 
Mr. Joseph M. C~use 
263 Tamiami Trail 
Punta Gorda, Fl. 
33950 

Distric·t #47 
Mr. R. A. Long 
P.O. Box 5 
Stuart, Fl. 
33494 

District iF 4 8 
l'Ir. Harry M. !vey I Jr. 
P.O. Box 1426 
Green Cove Springs, Fl. 
32043 
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APPENDIX C 

The scatter diagram or dot chart presented on the follm·dng 

page is a way o~ graphically displaying the degree of corrella-

tion beb'leen two .variables, in this case, the Qualitative ahd 

Quantitative Rankings. I·t provides a simple pictorial presen­

tation which may be readily understood. 

A positive correlation coefficient(approaching +1) implies 

that as one variable goes up, the other goes up, or as one variable 

goes down, the other goes do,"m. In the case of the Qualitative 

and the Quantitative Rankingsr f · •. this \V'ould mean the more a pro­

gram \'1as used the higher it t-lould be rated, or the lower a pro 

gram was rated the less it '!;"ould be used. An example of positive 

correlation follows: 

Notice how all the points or dots are relatively 
close to the dotted line*. This clearly shmvs a 
positive tendency to correlation. 

*line of perfect positive correlation(+l being 
the u?per limit) . 

A negative correlation coefficieht{approaching -1) implies 

that as one variable goes up, the other goes down, o.r as one var;i.­

goes dO'!;vn, the other goes up. In the case of the Qualitative and 

Quanti tati ve Rankings I this ~vould mean the more a program \vas used, 

\,he lO\'Jer it would be rated, or the less a program was used, the 

better it would be rated. An example of negative correlation follm-ls: 

Notice hm" all the points or dots are relatively 
close to the dott,ed line1(. This clearly shows a 
negative tendency to correlation. 

*line of perfect negative correlation (-'II being 
the lower limit) 
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Therefore, the closer a correlation coefficient is to 0, the 

less tendency there is to correlation bet~veen the two programs. 

The ti:vO tests for correlation gave .ll and .13 as results "lhich 

8hmV' there is no correlation. By observi11g the scatter diagram, no 

consistent pat)cern for correlation can be seen. 
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*Number's encircled are the positions on the Perceived Effecti'lJ'eness 
Ranking (See P. 10) 
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