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INTRODUCTION

Alaska statutes provide that probation officers, who are staff of
the Division of Corrections, shall provide presentence reports and
supervigsion services to the Superior Courts. These services are
not provided to the District Courts, except in instances where
"bush" probation officers, with relatively small cascloads, arc
able te provide coverage of this type. In urban arecas, high pro-
ation workloads aave traditionally precluded the extension of
services to the Tistrict Court, except in very rare instances where
the need for supervision is considered of extrome importance.,
District Court judges have long expressed a need for probation
gervices, feeling handicapped in terms of the ability to provide
either well-informed sentencing, or supervision afiter sentencing.

The Misdemeanant Probation Project was designed as a pilot project
with the aim of meeting these needs by providing quality probation
services to misdemeanants., TPrior to implementation of the project,

a planning committee was formed and included representatives of

both the Court System and the Division of Corrections from Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Juneau and Ketchikan. This committee was formalized as
an Advisory Committee on Misdemeanant Probation to provide support,
direction and continuity to the program.

A major assumption underlying the project was that if selected
misdemeanants were given service on a pilot basis, it would be
possible to prevent a portion of these individuals from furtherx
criminal, ofifenses, and thus to reduce future felonies among indi-
viduals in a group of selected misdemeanant crime categorics,

Yine target categories of offenses were selected by the Advisory
Committee for inclusion in the project, as follows: (L) reduced
felonies; (2) assault cases; (3) sex offenses; (4) selceted traffic
offenses; (5) petty theft cases; (6) selected drug offenses; (7)
other crimes implying moral turpitude; (8) uncommitable mental
health problems; and (9) any misdemeanant matter on which the court
may require information because of unique or unusual aspects of the
case, '

Implementation of the project began in the fall of 1973; a two-weck
training session was held during October, and included project stafl,
a variety of pguest speakers, Central Office staff and District Court
judges, who attended selected sessions., Une acpect of the training
was the desipn of a short-form presentence report to be used by

the project (see Appendix A). DProject staff began to accept refer-
rals from the District Courts immediately upon completion of the
training.
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The project began with three probation officers in Anchorage, three

in Fairbanks, and one in Ketchikan. Staffing patterns remained at
that level until August of 1975 when the Ketchikan Unit was terminated
because of funding problems, and a probation officer in the Fairbanks
Unit resigned and was not replaced. In September, an ofificer in the
Anchorage Unit left and was not replaced.

PROJECT EVALUATION

The basis for evaluation of the project was spelled out in its major
objective:

The Misdemeanant Probation Unit will reduce felony re-
ferrals to the Division's field service unit by 5% at
the end of a planned two year project period or by the
end of August, 1975,

When research staff tried to operationalize this objective, scveral
problems became apparent. First, "to reduce felony referrals" im-
plies the existence of a baseline measure which did not exist, and
which would be impossible to establish on an ex-post-facto basis.
Second, the effect of plea bargaining obscures the difference be-
twveen felonies and misdemeanors. Clearly, some type of comparison
or control group was needed to demonstrate effectiveness of the
project. However, the offense categories eligible for the project,
as ecstablished by the judges, precluded the possibility of:creating
a valid comparison group. For example, categories such as "selected
drug offenses" and "any misdemeanant matter on which the court may
require further information' indicated that the crucial variable
would be 'selection' by the judge, so that a comparison group based
on offense type would not be valid,

It was apparent that the best model for an evaluation of the effect
of probation supervision would be the experimental approach of ran-
dom assignment to Experimental and Control groups. This model is,
of course, repugnant to those who see it as denial of treatment.
Further, in the case of the project, the design required assignment
to experimental or control groups after sentencing. It is greatly
to the credit of the District Court judges that they reluctantly
agreed to tolerate this process. !

Following a short '"shake-down' period, the procedure of assignment
to groups was as follows: The Misdemeanant Units were provided with
a supply of sequentially-numbered envelopes, cach of which contained
a card designating whether the client was an "Experimental' or a
"Control". The designations had been made with the use of a random
number table.

)
After sntencing, those assigned to the Control group were intexr-
viewed briefly to obtain basic data, and were then told that they did

’






‘nehorare  Fairbani: Tolsl

".
Ezperimental grour 142 77 Rlﬂ
mtrol pronp 130 78 217
Presentonce Report Only 148 142 204
Prinrity Probation” 23 20 40

Anchoraze

Appendix B contains tables showing dat a for the Auchorapge Unit.
Tables B-1 through D=5 permit a corparison of the Bxperinental and
Control groups, and show ChﬂfﬂCLU”lelCh of those assigned Tor pre-
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sentence reports whose sentences did not include p*ona«xou,

Experimental and Control groups were similar in terms of sex, race,
are, marital status and education. Fach vrouw contained 777 Wﬂll
ang a raJorLty of Caucasians (617 of the Experimental and 717 o

the Control group). TIn both groups, the majority (647, and ﬁZl)

are ape 25 or under, and single (597 and 557). The groups are also
similar in terms of education.

Tables B-6 and 7 deal wiLh offenses. A third of ecach group {317

of the Experimentals, 33% of the Controls) were first offeuders,
Average number of prevmous offenses was 3.8 in the prprvmhnrai
group, and 4.0 for the Contrxols. The two groups are not gienficantly
different in number of previous offenses (U = 0.14, n,s.). %

The .two groups were similar in terms of Lype of offense for which
clients were sentenced to probation, with property theflbt or damage
being the most frequent offense type (447, of Experimentals, 387 of
Controls), followed by alcohol rclqred charges (20% and 277) .

Contrasting those referred for probatlon with a comparison group

‘of other District Court cases3d, demonstrated a subs tantially higher

cate of alcohol-related offenses (41, and a lower rate of property .
theft -(13%) in the comparison group, This finding probably indicates

lNotP that the goal of maintaining the Priority group at 5% was
not mel. Priority Probation accounted for 8% of Anchorage, and 177
of Tairbanks referrals.

y) ; ,

A significance level of .05 was used throughout the stwdly,

3. . .

This ''Co-control" group consisted of the docket following cach
of the first 140 cases assigned to the project. Tts purposc was to
see whether therxe werc differences in offense type between those re-
ferred to the Unit and other cases heard in District Court.
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inn by the juwires of the alecholis *‘V propracs which ave

utilinrati
availsable to them as sentencing altornaixwms

Tables B-8 - 10 show characteristics of the referral or senteonce,
Gr those "éntenCLd to probation, 570 wer0~ oﬂtcnvad foilcwxuv a
presentence reporkt; in 437 of the cases (%97 of the prcrlmon?ni

grouy, 467% of the Controls), a postsentcnme investigation was
-arried cut. A majority of both groups (637 of the Experimentals
am” g“b of the Controls) were placved on probation for ovne year;
mately a third (32% of Experimentuls, 37. of Coutrols) were
d to six months probation. AL the time of follow-up, 607
{ wperimentals and 61% of the Controls had been relcased
frem probation, '

{D‘B

-

Rocidivwsm, traced by means of court duckets, was wsed as the
moasure of outcomez.  All cases assisgned during the two year periad
mder study were traced through December 31, 1875. (The researclh
assistant responsible for docuwenrlny recidivism d%ﬁ not know which
cases were Experimentals and which were Controls.) ™

Table Bi-1l shows subsequent offenses for *ho Experimental and Con-
trol groups. and. {§r the group of those on whom presentence reports

had been vrltton but wheire the sentence did not ;ﬁciudg probabion

fventy one perctnt of the ixperimental group and 207 of the Controls
cormitted offenses subsequent to being sentenced to prebation, an

27 - - S 4 P -
average of Q.34 for Experimentals and 0.33 for Controls. Average
number of of fenses per recidivist was 1.6 in both groups. ‘fTherce
ras not a significant difference between the two groups, nor between
those sentenced to probation and cases with othier outcomes,

Supplementary data is provided in Appendixz D.

"airbanks

Appendix C contains data concerning the Fairbanks Unit.

Tables C-1 through 5 show characteristics of the Experimental and
Control groups. A majority of both groups were male (62% of Experi-
mentals, 78% of Controls), Caucasian (68% and 56%, respectively).
under 25 (75% and 74%) and single (71% and 68%). The groups were
gimilar in terms of education, ‘

Ly reliability study including 60 randeomly drawm cascs which
included 100 dockets, showzd agreement on 99 out of the 100 dockets.
The 100th case was included in the research population, and missed
in the reliability check.

t
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Tables C-6 - 10 deal with offense and referral. Because of a large
number of cases in which number of previous offenses was unknown
"(27% of Experimentals, 29% of Controls), data concerning number of
previous offenses is, at best, a rough estimate. Tor those cases
where information was available, members of the Ixperimental group
had an average of 1.6 previous offenses, while the average for mem-
bors of the Control group was 1.0. The groups are not significantly
different (t = 1.01, n.s.). Thirty-nine percent of the Experimentals
and 529% of the Controls were first offenders.

Tor the present offense, property theft or damage was the most preva-
lent offense type for both groups (51% of Experimentals, 47% of
Controls), Ffollowed by alcohol-related offenses (21% and 19% xc-
spectively). Sentences were most likely to include one year of
probation (43% of Experimentals, 417% of Controls), or six months

(32% of Experimentals, 38% of Controls). At time of follow-up,
slightly more than half the clients had been released from supex-
vigion (52% of Experimentals, 58% of Contxrols).

Table 10 shows outcome in terms of recidivism. Twenty-five percent
of the Experimental group and 23% of the Control group commnitted
further offenses during the follow-u eriod, an average of 0.35

; & 4
for FExperimentals and 0,40 for Controls. Average number of offenses
per recidivist was 1.5 for Ixperimentals and 1.6 for Controls. The
groups were not significantly different in terms of receidivism
(t = 0.37, n.s.).

'

Supplementary data is presented in Appendix D.
sSummary

Probation supervision, which combines elements of counseling,
referral and surveillance, is administered with the goal of
redueing recidivism., In this project, the experimental group,
which received supervision, was compared with a control group

who were sentenced to probation, but received little or no super-
vision. In terms of recidivism, there was no difiference between
experimental and control gxoups in either the Anchorage ox
Fairbanks projects during tire time period covered by this follow-
up. Combining the projects, 22% of the Experimentals and 24% of
the Controls committed new offunses in the period undexr study.

The availability of probatZon sexvices is of clear value to
judges in the District Courts of both Anchorage and Fairbanks
(sce following section on interviews), Presentence investigations
permit a level of informed decision-making which is rarely avail-
able for the large number of cases handled by the District Courts,
Probation supervision provides a sentencing alternative for which
judges sce a great need,

'




Both judges and probation officers can cite many instances where
justice has been served, and individuals have been immensely helped
by the intervention of probation officers. If there were a way

to measure ''quality of life', we might well find that those who
received probation supervision had benefitted from the experience.
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the Division of
Corrections, however, are charged with conducting programs which
will reduce recidivism, and for this reason, recidivism was chosen
as the measure of effectiveness of this project. It is possible
that a follow-up at a future point in time will show results dif-
ferent from our present findings. At the present time, however, we
cannot demonstrate that providing probation supervision to the
Digstrict Court has value in the reduction of crime.

A next step in examining the effectiveness of probation might well
be to study the presentence function, in terms of its wvalue to
District Court judges, its effect on case disposition, and its ,
impact on offenders, both from their own point of wview and in terms
of .xecidivism, :

%

’

)




INTERVIEWS WITH JUDGES

Anchorage

During a one week period, December 4 through 11, 1975, a research
assistant conducted short interviews with the seven judges of the
Anchorage District Court. The purpose of the interviews was to
obtain the judges' overall evaluation of the Project, to try to
determine the relative merits of the presentence report and super-
vigion functions, and to describe the type of offenders for whom
judges had found the Project to be most valuable.

The judges were unanimously clear in expressing the need for the
program, citing heavy caseloads, the need for presentence investi-
gations as an aid in making informed decisions, and the wvalue of
having probation supervision available as a sentencing alternative.

The judges were also unanimous in giving very favorable evaluations
to the Project. For example, "It's been vexry, very successful. '
Our ‘personnel are very, very good, The presentence reports have
been particularly valuable to us." "Excellent; good persommnel, and
really an aid to the court.'" "I think the program has been very
good, and T think it has helped a great number of people who other-
wise would not have had help available, because the District Court
would have been short-handed or would not have had the facilities
available."

The judges were specifically asked their opinions as to the value
of presentence reports, and again were unanimous in giving favor-
able evaluations. 'Presentence reports are extremely helpful....
In my estimation the Probation Officers have done an excellent job
of digging or investigating, and come up with very, very thorough
reports of the individual's entire situation...' Another judge
noted that without presentence reports, '"especially on pleas of
guilty or no contest, the court doesn't have any way of knowing
very much about the particular individual involved. The District
Attorney usually knows less than the court...'" Another said, "I

think they're excellent. They help the judge. They're well done,

and normally the suggestions that are found as far as recommenda-
tions are well thought out." N

The judges were asked whether, if only one type of serwice could

be provided, they would choose the presentence investigation oxr

the supervision function as being most valuable to them, One

felt that he would choose the presentence jinvestigation because,

"Tt's an avenue to be utilized by a judge in sentencing...because

once you impose sentence, you can't change it, or it normally isn't

changed." Four judges felt that if they had to choose between the

two, they would choose probation supervision. As one said, "If we
]
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gget the report and we don't have the supervision, we haven't accom-
plished very much in my opinion.'" Another pointed out that without
presentence reports, judges could "over-kill on thz number of
people they assign to misdemeanant probation,' and that probation
could then weed out 'those who did not nced supervision, moving fox
early termination. Another judge. said that he felt that the pre-
sentence reports and supervision are basically inseparable, but
that supervision perhaps has more value. e pomnted out that since
the Probation OFficers have to gather background information on a
client before they can supervise him, it might as well be shared
with the court. One judge specified that the two functions are
of cqual value and that he could not choose between them; another
felt that they are "entirely different tools', and said that he
aidn't see any relationship between them.

There were very few criticisms of the Project. Four judges men-
tioned that it was understaffed and three mentioned thati it should
be cx:tended to areas outside of Anchorage. They spoke of the
frustration of having a case from, for example, Glennallen, for
whow probation services were not available. Surprisingly, only
one judge mentioned the experimental design as having been a hin-
ance to the program. He said, '"To my mind, the greatest weak-
nesses are the various restrictions that arc placed on' the program
because of where the funding came from and the desipgn of the ex-
periment. In other words, the things about it that bother me are
the fact that sometimes people couldn't be taken, and that'there's
only certain people you can refer to the program.' (This judge
referred both to the restrictions imposed by having a Control group,
and the fact that only people residing in Anchorage could be refer-
red to the program.) Another said, "I don't know what to say as to
the evaluation, but I think it {Lhc project) is a very neccessary
thing. I think it's been a really great help to the court. I
haven't scen the figures and I don't know just how it has worked
out for the rehabilitation of defendants, but at least it's some-
thing that we never had before."

"The judges were asked if there ishany pathcular type of offendern
for whom they had found the P:o;ecL most valuable, Three judges .
mentioned a rather specific "prevention"” approach, descyibing the
value of probation for first offendcr° (sometimes second offenders)
who are young and ”poLanLal felons" Three judges described a
more "rehabilitation' oriented app:oach specifying family problems,
cmotional problems, and some drunk erVLng charges where alcohol
problems seem to be implicated. The seventh judge specified,

", ..intentional crimes...one that has been thought about, and takes
intention and willful act to complete it." This judge mentioned
that crimes such as drunken driving are more likely to be assigned
to drivers' schools than to Misdemeanant Probation. le also felt
that Misdemeanant Probation was valuable for drug-involved cases.
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Although the judges were not specifically asked their opinions as
tn the future of the Project, most of them made spontaneous com-
ments. TFor example:

We're dealing with people with behavior problems that
might become serious behavior problems later, and maybe
we're catching them in the carly stage. 1 think it's a
bad mistake to put all your probation resources up into
the felony court, after it's too late, so to speak. 1
think a lot of the young people we see, hopefully, are
getting helped out. And if they're not, they should be.
T think it's a bad mistake to do away with all probation
resource in the Tower court. We need that senrencing
alternative.

1 certainly de (think the project should be continued).
T think it will improve with exzperienze, and be invalu=
able to the Criminal Justice System.

1f the program comes to a halt, as there's been some
tall about - the funding is running out - it's going
to hinder the court really. We've learned to really
rely upon them for fact finding, especially fox the
unrepresented individual.

Fairbanks :

Three District Court judses in Fairbanks were interviewed on

January 5, 1976. Like the Anchorage judges, they were unanimous

in endorsing the value of the project. One had only three months
experience in District Court (and could recall only three referrals),
while the other -two had bfen on the benech at the time of inception
of the Misdemeanant Unit.

Tn terms of overall value of the project one said,

T've been very appreciative of the services that have
been offered. I have difficulty in evaluating the suc-
cess of the program based on the criteria, because I
haven't secen the evaluation as to rate of recidivism,

T think it's been a very helpful program as [ar as the
courts arc concerncd.

1 . . s . .
A third judge, who had utilized the project extensively, was
not available for an interview.
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“he other spoke of its success in terms of information-pathering,
and of "excellent side benefits'....

...the ability for us to be fully informed at the time
of sentencing, the ability to handle the irrepular prob-
lesn. .. by suspending the imposition of sentence to have a
probation officer who can divert the person.... So, as
far as T'in concerned, the side-benelits arce cven greater
than the thing thal you're statistically searching for,
because this means that we can meaningfully handle mis-
demeanants and cut them of [ before they become [elons,
rather than wait until they become felons and then say,
'Hey, at this point we're going to try to do something
about them', which was the ¢ld policy and not very smart,
to my way of thinking.

Asked if they saw any particulax strengths or weanknesses of the
project, both of the judges with long project experience focused on
what they described as the major weakness - the project evaluation.

There's a very great weakmess right now, and this i
the statistical gathering part, as cxemplified by a
case we had this morning. (The judge goes on to describe

a cage where restitution was ordered, but the man fell in
the Control group. He had failed to make restitution,

and a bookkeeper had notified the probation officer, who

in turn no:tified the judge.) The man would have gone.

totally free simply because of the foolishness of taking

people who should be on probation and making controls out -
of them, thereby saying whatever you need you can't have

because we want to gather statistics. This, to be honest,

is the only problem we've noticed.

5

Otherwise, he said, "I'm tremendonasly satisfied with the project.
It gives us something we can yeally work with."

A second judge agreed that the evaluation was the weakest component
of the project: :

The largest weakness has been the requirement that we
have the control group, thereby eliminating the possi-
bility of services to people that we believe nced the
services, and by lot therefore being excluded from re-
ceipt of services.

Tn terms of type of offender for whom the project is most valuable,
one referred to the original criteria:

T think it's particularly valuable to all the people
who were involved in the original criteria that we

o . . s s ana
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ﬂrew...the criteria that were ori~inally drafted, T
believe, were well thought-out and appropriate.

Another judge described two types of offenders: those committing
property crimes, such as shoplifting, and people with "intense per-
sonal problems." The third judge cited "younger people, particu-
larly...minors charged with offenses that can be tried as adults,
even though they're young people and would normally be before a
juvenile court.”

The judges were unanimous in deseribing the volue of presentence
reporks: "I would use presentence reports for every case, if T
could."”

One judge compared HMisdemeanant probation to felony probation, and
felt that, ‘ ' ‘

.. .violations of probation...were called to our attention
sooner than has becn i1y experience with probation-type
supervision. ...with the Misdemeanant probation they
said, 'We mean what we say, we're going to supervise, -
you're going to be on probation but if you don't, we're
ecing to do something about it.'

Asked to subjectively rate the project "on a scale of 1 te 10", two
iudges gave it very high ratings, while the third rated it "6 oxr 7"
and explained, - ’ =

_ _because of the controlled statistics, the fact that
we're deliberately fouling up half the people we send

to it. This is the problem. I'm not kcen on experi-
menting with human beings, ox taking a chance on making
a criminal out of somebody so we can gather statistics...
fifty pexcent of the people, we're just dumping.

He reiter.uted,

T think that...I've indicated...real satisfaction with the
people, with the program itself except for the fact that
we dump half of them ard don't do anything with them, and
the fact that it's a blind situation, T can't even pick
the people that need it badly and say...'this guy is going
to make it if he gets help for the next month or two, and
if he doesn't, isn't....'

In terms of the future of the project,

...we've got to make it a permanent thing, somehow. Qur
caseload is such that there'd be no effective way we
could back off. 'I don't know what we'd do if we didn't
have it anymore,

'
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Another said,

The only thing that I've got to add is that T understand
that the next grant has not been approved and that. the
program is going to fold, and I think that's going to

be a major tragedy. The courts are constantly attacked

by the police, the press; but here we're in the court

of original jurisdiction where most people come initially,
and we're being deprived of the tools we need to work

with., And, unless we have these tools, I don't know how
the public, or the state government, ox the federal govern-
ment, believe that we're going to do anything about resolv-
ing the prcblems of crime.

13




, | Q APPENDIX A 14
: ' PRESENTENCE REPOR'J.T FORM .
CRE '

JQURT : JUDGE CITY ‘

, Defendant ; Ss#

;Convictcd of ’ Counsel

E Arrest Date / / Summons Bail I'resent Tocation

Original Charge ' ‘

Pending Charges

roos__ /[ _Age Race Sex Telephone E

; Address ' Length ;

; Previous Address Length %
: !

i Naritai Status e Resdides With No. Children___ }

; Sex & Ages Provides Support Tor : f

S Occupation How lLong Wage %

§ Preosent or Most Recénu Fuployer and Address ' f

o :

g No, Jobs in Past Two Years_ Months Unemployed Past ‘Two Years

N Residence: Owr___Rent__Lease__Payment/Month

g Highest Grade Completed GED Speclal Educ.

g Voc. Trag. ' ' Current Ed/Trng.

Mo o R I R A s N nid




R

powen e

M praft Status: Branch Rank Length

I
L Serial No. ; Date of Discharge [/ /  Type of Discharge

JEPIU—.

M Disabilitics X Major Tllnesses

Lo

Treatmeit /Medication

Parsonal Doctor Address

Date Location Chargne Disposition .

L)

O R

13 Date Time Location , !

E (space for narrative)




P ey g o

R S PR




T T T —

-17-

APPENDIX B
Anchorage Data

The following tables present data for the Anchorage Unit. The
"Presentence Report Only'" group is included simply as a basis fox
comparison of characteristics of individuals who received sentences
other than probation, or whose cases were dismissed following the
presentence investigation.

Table B-1
Sex
Presentence
ixper. Control Only
Male 110 77 107 77 109 84
Female 32 _23 32 23 21 16
142 100 139 100 130 100
Table B-2 ’
Race
Presentence
Exper. Control Only
N % N2 N
Caucasian 86 61 99 71 87 59
Indian 20 14 11 8 . 15 10
Eskimo 20 14 15 11 14 9
Plack 7 5 10 7 7 5
Other 9 _6 4 3 25 17
142 100 139 100 148 100
Table B-3
Age
' Presentence
Exper. Control Only
Undexr 18 30 21 29 21 18 12
19-20 32 23 . 21 15 23 16
21-25 28 20 37 26 - 34 23
26-30 10 7 18 13 20 14
31-40 26 18 18 13 17 11
41 over 14 10 16 12 15 10
Unknown 2 1 _0 _0 21 14

142 100 139 100 148 100



b

——_' —— o o B .
3 ~18-
Table B-4
Marital Status
\ o Presentence
Exper. Control Only
Single . 84 59 76 55 62 42
Married - 32 23 42 30 33 22
Divorced 12 8 13 9 11 8
Separated 10 7 b 3 10 7
Widowed 2 1 0 0 2 1
Unknown 2 1 4 3 30 20
142 99 139 100 148 100
Table B-5
Years of Education
Presentence
Exper. Control Only
Less than 9 6 1A 15 11 6 4
Gr. 9-11 50 35 43 3L 47 32
H.S. Grad./GED 62 Ly 59 42 48 32
Some Coll. 17 12 14 10 13 8
Coll. Grad. 1 1 2 1 0 ¢
Unknown _6 4 6 4 34 23
142 100 139 99 148 99
Table B-6
Previous Offenses®
Presentence
. Control Only
=135 (N=1T9)
Average No, Offenses 3.8 4.0 4.1
No. of Tirst Offenders L2 (31%) 45 (33%) 41 (34%)
Unknown 11 4 29

*Information concerning previous offenses was obtained from
presentence reports, and has not been verified by the Research Unit.
Juvenile offenses are counted where they have been described.
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Table B-7
Present Offense Type
e Presentence Co-
Exper. Control Only - control
Assault 8 6 11 8 18 12 1L 8
Property Theft, Damage 62 44 53 38 40 29 18 13
OMVI, Alcohol, D.C. 37 26 37..-2% 7 33 22 58 41
Drugs 14 10 7 5 12 8. 13 9
Driving 5.0 e 9 6 17 11 16 11
Firearms -9 6 9 6 5 3 7 5
Soliciting 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 1
Trespass 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 1
False Statement 2 1 6 4 2 1 3 2
Fish and Gamgo = 0 0 1 1 8 5 0 0
Other - 1 1 1 1 8 _ 5 11 8
142 100 139 = 99 148 99 140 99
Table B-8
Type of Report Ordered
Exper. Control
NoO% N %
Presehtence gL 57 65 46 CaF
g_:;.32;?;;;;‘;‘.?"t:*se.ntenc“c-: 56 39 64 L6 L
‘fa':",' _r'“:‘
¥ Unknown s 4 A0 71 &
’ | 142 100 139 99 s
& | -
£ ’ Table B-9 ' g
' Length of Sentence to ProbaExOn'”
&
Exper. Corttrol
One Month 1 L1 3 0 0
Three Months 2 a0l 4 3
Six Months 45 732 52 37
Nine Months ' &1 &1~ 1 «&L
Twelve Moﬁthh" 90 63 80 58
Other . %= 0 0 1k 21
Unknowt 3 2 -
’,ﬁ . 142 . 100 PR

“ngtemsnt to Secure
ggenccs totalllng

LR -

*In one case, multiple charges c
Unemployment BeneE1L° resulted

more than one year on probat:on




Table B-10
Probation Status as of 11/1/75
Exper. Control
N4 N %
Active 55 39 53 38
Released 85 60 85 61
Unknown 2 1 1 1

142 100 139 100

Table B-11
Offenses Subsequent to Assignment to Project

Exper. Contxrol
No. Convictions 36 38
, © No. Cases Pending 12 8
"+ % of Individuals
- Recidivating 21% 20%
" .~ Average No. of
0o, Offenges/Individual
TAin-Total Group 0,34 0.33
AR pverageNo. of Offenses/
~ox' " Recidivists Only 1.6 1.6
w ¥ - E -

g
-

-

-20-

Presentence
Only

35
13

22%

0.32




APPENDIX C < 91
Fairbanks Data

The following tables present data for the Fairbanks Unit.

Table C-1
Sex
Exper. Control
Male 48 62 61 78
Female 29 38 17 22
77 100 78 100
Table C-2
Race
Exper. Control
Caucasian 52 68 bl 56
Indian 14 18 10 13
Eskimo 5 0 11 14
Black ' 4 5 11 14
Other 1 1 0 0
Unknovm L 1 2 _2 ¢
77 99 78 99
Table C-3
Age
Exper. Control
N % N 4
18 or under 24 31 19 24 ,
16-20 11 14 19 24
21-25 23 30 20 26
26-30 11 14 9 12
31-40 5 "6 7 9
41 or over 3 4 4 5




Table C-4
Marital Status
Exper. Control .
Single . 95 71 53 68
Married 20 26 22 28
Other 2 3 3 4
77 100 78 100
Table C-~5
Years of Education
Exper. Control '
Less than 9 4 5 5 6
Gr. 9-11 35 45 30 38
H.S. Grad./GED 31 40 33 42
Some Coll. 3 4 2 3
Coll. Grad. 0 0 1 1
Unknown ' 4 5 7 9
77 99 78 99 y
Table C-6
Previous Offenses®
Exper. Control
(N=58) (N=55)
Average No. of Offénses 1.6 1.0
No, of First Offenders 22 (39%) 29 (52%)
Unknowm 21 23

“Because of the large number of ''unknowns', this is a vexry rough
estimate. .

-29.



Table C-7
Present Offense Type
Lxper. Control
N% A
Assault 9 12 12
Property Theft, Damage 39 51 37 47
OMVI, Alcohol, D.C. 16 21 1 19
Drugs 8 10 10 13
Traffic 2 3 3
Firearms 0 0 6
Other 3 3 0
Unknown 0 0 0
77 100 78 100
Table C-8
Length of Sentence to Probation
Exper. Control
N N %
Two Months 2 3 3 h
Three Months 2 3 2 3
Five Months 1 1 0 0
Six Months 25 32 30 38
Seven Months L 1 1 1
Nine Months 1 1 1 1
Twelve Months 33 43 32 41
Two Years 1 1 0 0
linknown 11 14 9 12
77 99 78 100
- Table C-9
Probation Status as of 11/1/75
Exper. Control '
N % N &
Active 36 47 33 2
Released 40 52 45 58
Unknown 1 1 0 _ 0
' 77 100 78 100
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Table
Offenses Subsequent to

No. Convictions
No. Cases Pending

% of Individuals
Recidivating

Average No. of
Offenses/Individual
in Total Group

Average No. of Offenses/
Recidivists Only

Cc-10
Assignment to Project
Exper. Contxrol

26 27
1 4
25% 23%
0.35 0.40
1.5 1.6

24



APPENDIX D - —95.

Supplemental Nata

Data was examined in a number of ways not directly related to the
major hypothesis of the study, and is presented here as of possible
interest. )

Number of previous offenses as a variable: The number of previous
offenses for each client was obtained from_the presentence reports,
and was not verified by the Research Unit.!t We found that cases in
the Anchorage area could be roughly divided into thirds by grouping
number of previous offenses as None; 1 - 3 Previous, and Four or More
Previous. (Unknowns were excluded.)

Table D-1
Clagsification by Previous Offenses
(Anchorage Data)

, Presentence
Number Previous Exper. Control Only , Total
Offenses N A N % N 3 N 2
None 40 31 44 33 41 34 125 34
1 - 3 Previous b4 33 46 34 32 27 122 33
Four or More Previous _47 36 45 33 L6 39 120 33
131 100 135 100 119 100 367 100

The groups were clearly similar; amount of recidivism within these
classifications was also consistent, e.g., of those with no previous
offenses, 4 Experimentals, 5 Controls and 5 of the Presentence Only
group recidivated; of those with four or more previous offenses, 17,
16 and 13 of each respective group recidivated. Because the groups

do not differ among themselves, they can be combined, as in Table D-2,
to show the amount of recidivism accounted for by each of the previous
offense groups.

s

lThe information is virtually unverifiable, since presentence
reports include out-of-state offenses, which could not be verified
from court dockets.



. Table D-2
Percent of Total Recidivism Accounted Yor
by Previous Number of Offensecs

.Numﬁér Previous % in Study % Recidivism
Offenses Population Accounted Fox
None . 34 13
1 -3 33 7 31
4 or. More 33 56
100 100

Although this data may be interpreted in a variety of ways, it does
show the wvalue, to judges, of being able to obtain offense histories
prior to sentencing.

Offense type: One judge suggested that cases where premeditation was
involved in the offense were particularly appropriate for assign-
ment to the project. Clearly, there is no way to establish premedi-
tation; neither is there a way to assure that the charge for which a
person is sentenced i1s an accurate descriptor of the behavior which
led to his arrest. Admitting these limitations, we' divided cases
into those which were for profit (e.g., shoplifting, larceny, soli-
citing, making false statements to obtain unemployment benefits),
thogse involving being '"high" on alcohol or drugs, and miscellancous
other (e.g., reckless driving, failure to report accidents, carrying
concealed weapons, assault). Table D-3 shows a comparison of Experi-
mental and Control groups, for Anchorage and Fairbanks (in percents
only).

Table D-3
Offense Classification
(Percents)
Anchorage Fairbanks
Expex. Contxol Exper, Control
Offense for profit 46% 43% 51% his,
- Offense while "high" 36% 30% 32% 33%
All other offenses _18% AN iwlz% - 23%
100% 100% 100% 100%

ixperimental and Control groups did not differ in terms of numbers
in each offegse grouping (for Anchorage, %2 = 2.9, n.s.; for
Fairbanks, x4 = 1.18, n.s.).

v,

-
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A compariscn of recidivism between Experimental an9 Control groups
in Anchorage revealed no significant difference (x“ = 4.14, n.s.),
although the comparison approached significance in terxrms of members
of the Experimental group whc had been "high' being more successful
than those in the Control group. In Fairbanks, small mumbers pre-
cluded a statistical test; there was, however, obviously no differ-
ence batween the groups.

Because the groups were similar in terms of reeidivism, they are
combined in Table D-4, which shows the percentage of recidivism
contributed by 3ach of the three classes of offense.

Table D-4
Percentage of Recidivism by
Offense Type

Offense for profit 38% 36%
Offense while "high" 32% 38%
All other offenses _30% _25%

1.00% 99%

There was not a sipnificant difference either in Lype of offense, nor
between the two groups, in terms of recidivism (x™ = 0.42, n.s.).

Sentencing alternatives: A variety of sentencing alternatives were
used, In varying combinations, in addition to probation. We needed

to look at these to determine whether they differed between Experi-
mental and Control groups. If, for example, we found that many more
members of the Control group had received sentences including alco-
holism treatment, we might infer that it was because of this trecatment
that their recidivism had not exceeded that of the Experimental group,
In order to check this possibility, each alternative was tabulated for
each time it appeared in a judgment. Tables D-5 and D-6 show lthe vari-
ous alternatives, as they appearcd in each of the groups in Anchoruge
and Yairbanks Units. 7The groups were very similar.




Table D-5
Sentence Components ~ Anchorage
Exper. Control
N % N %
Suspended Imposition
of Sentence 70 30 71 28
Jail Time ‘ 55 23 57 23
Fine 47 20 41 16
Alcoholism Treatment 25 10 32 13
Drivers License Revoked 21 9 28 11
Restitution 15 6 20 8
Counseling 4 2 1 1
Psych Evalunation 1 1 0 0
Credit for Time Sexrved 0 0 1 1
Drug Treatment 0 _0 11
238 100 252 100 .
Table D-6
Sentence Components - Fairbanks
Exper, Control
N & N %
Suspended Tmposition
of Sentence 27 20 35 28
Jail Time 26 20 22 18
Jail Suspended 22 17 16 13
Tine/Costs 20 15 26 21
Restitution 19 14 11 9
Volunteer Work 9 7 5 4
Alcohol Treatment b 3 2 2
Fine Suspended 3 2 3 2
Drivers License Susp. __3 _ 2 3 _2
133 100 123 99

!

In Anchorage, the average member of the Experimental group had 1.7
conditions other than probation, while the average Contxol had 1.8.

In Fairbanks, Experimentals averaged 1.7, and Controls 1,6.

Units, Experimental and Control groups were similar in texms

of conditions imposed,

In both
of types



Restitution: Although restitution was not a focus of the project,
it was suppested that this might be an arca which would confirm the
value ol prohation supervision. Even though a small number of cascs
was involved, it proved difficult to determine whether or not reusti-
tution had been made.

In Anchorage, restitution was ordered from 15 Fxperimental and 20
Control cases. A search of both the Court Clerk's records and pro-
bation files revealed information on 12 Experimentals and 17 Controls.
Within the Experimental group, amounts ranged from $2.10 to $640,
for a total of $2,075.96, an average of $173. In the Control group,
amounts of restitution ordered ranged from $10.00 to $1,462, with a
total of $8,629.22, an average of $508 per individual. Although
more than half (53%) the restitution ordered from Experimentals was
paid as compared to one-third (33%) for the Controls, the average
dollar amount paid by Controls was morce than twice as high as that
paid by Experimentals ($356 vs. $158). This is not surprising in
Light of the higher amounts of restitutiom lavied on the Controls.

In Fairbanks, judgments showed that monetary restitution had been
ordered in 19 Experimental and 11 Control cases; restitution in the
form of comrunity services had been ordered for 9 members of the
Experimental and 5 of the Control group,

A check of Court Clerk and Probation records provided data on 10
Experimentals and 5 Controls ordered to make restitution paymeuts,

and on 8 in the Experimental and 4 in the Control proup required to
perform community service. In addition, 2 members of the Experimental
group were required to make both types of restitution.

Probation supervision was notably successf{ul in terms of payment of
restitution: in the Experimental group, of $2,870 restitution ordered,
all but $40 was paid. 0Of $2223 ordered from members of the Control
group, only $22 was paid., /[Although threc individuals paid small
amounts (varying from $2.50 to $14), two individuals who made no
payments accounted for $2100 in unpaid restitution./ ALl monetary
restitution was for property offenscs.

Tn the 13 instances where community service was ordered as a form of
restitution, and where records were available, eight cases involved
property offenses, while the remainder involved drugs (2) oxr alcohol
(3). Community service took a variety of forms such as working as
orderlies at a nursing home, or helping the Salvation Army. A total
of 400 hours of such work was ordered for members of this project
which, calculated at a minimum wage of $2,60, constituted a contri-
bution of over $1,000 to the community,
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Problems in implementation of the research design: The experimental
design caused a good many problems for judres and probation officers),
as indicated in the judges' interviews. On the other hand, project

management also caused some problems for implementation of the re-
scarch design.

The first problem occurred with the Priorityv Probation group, those
cases where judges were not willing to take a chance on wvhether or
not supervision would be provided and which, theoretically. would be
referred to regular felony caseloads if this project did not exist,
The numbexr to fall in this category, it was agreed, would not ex-
ceed five percent of caseloads. There was a tendency, as the project
proceeded, for the number to increase somewhat over 5%. As part of
an LEAA audit in July, 1975, it was found that the Priority Probation
group in Anchorage made up ten percent of the cascload, and the Unit
was told to take mo more referrals until the number had returned to
five percent.

Final figures for the project showed that Priority Probation cases
had accounted for 8% of Anchorage cases, and 17% of those in Fair-
banks. These cases were not included in the project evaluation,
Unfortunately, we have no way of knowing to what extent they affected
results, in terms of detracting time and energy from sexrvices which
might itherwise have been provided to members of the Experimental
group.

A second, and major, problem was that of amount of service delivercd

to members of the Control group. The problem for the probation officers
was well described in a memo from the Ancharage Project Supervisor in
February, 1975:

The experimental-control design of the Project continues

to be intermittently problematic. Although this has been
mentioned in previous reports, L think thalt it is quite
important that we bear in mind throughout the term of

this Project that it is virtually impossible to maintain

a dichotomy of case assignments that is totally uncontami-
nated, from a rcesearch point of wview. There are more or
less constant pressures from many quarters that call for '
the intervention of the probation officer in, control cases,
Sometimes these are relatively minor, and can be handled
without having any real long-term effect in terms of either
client behawvior or the public relations aspects of the
Program. Al other times, it scecems that we arce brought

1Presumably3 had these cases been assigned to the experimental
project they would have been equally divided between Experimental
and Control groups and would not have affected the outcome of the
study, since 5 (or 22%) of the Anchorage Priority probationers re-
cidivated, as ccmpared to 21% of the Experimentals and 20% of the
Controls, ’
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Theoretically, a way existed to measure the nature and type of con-
tacts mad2 with members of the Control group. The Division of Cor-
ractions has required that probation officers complete a form called
the Field Action Notice (FAN), which indicates ''OQutputs Completoed"
(various types of reports completed and court appearancces), and
"Effort Units Expended" (types of direct service to clicnts). Since
this requirement is not taken seriously by all officers, reporting
levels vary from individual to individual, and the information ob-
tained is marginally useful. (Use of the form has now been discon-
tinued.)

For the lMisdemeanant Unit, we had hoped to be able to use the Ficld
Action Notice as the basis for describing the clements of probation
(in terms of counseling, referral and fact-finding), as well as to

determine the level of ceffort cexpended on the Experimental and Con-
trol groups.

The Anchorage Unit submitted a total of 2863 FANs, 767 of which were
for scrvices provided to 105 members of the Experimental group and
247, of which were for secrvices to 59 members of the Control group.

The Fairbanks Unit submitted 1334 FANs, 78% of which were for 39
members of the Ixperimental group, and 227 of which werce for 32 members
of the Control proup. If services had been reported for all members
of the Experimental groups, we might assume that the Controls for
which FANs were submitted were the only ones who received service,
Since reporting was not complete for either group, in cither location,
this information is wvirtually useless. Ve can only say that about
three-quarters of the reported "Effort Units lxpended' were for
services to the Lxperimentals.

The problem of measuring amount of contact with the Controls is
complicated by the fact that projecct guidelines called for post-
sentence reports on all misdemeanants referred to the project without
benefit ol preseienia Lopdnto . bofecs i cuse was randomly assigned
to Fxperimental or Control groups. Since 437 of all Anchorage casoes
were sentenced to probation withoult presentence reports, some contact
w.th Controls was unavoidable.

In a final effort to check amount of contact, a random sample of

15 records was drawn from Anchorape Fxperimental and Control groups,
and compared in actual number of contacts (as described in the offi-
cers' chronologica% notes). This comparison showed an average of
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ten conitnets for the Nxperimentals and onc tor the Lontrols, Yurther
the sheer level of discontent erpros od Ly nxoﬁ"‘nn officers (about
the Cou*»~1 greup). indicated Cthat i was herap o cimtained in good
faith,

\S

ﬁﬂgoho onotne use of experimental decipn: As originally written,

an objestive of the grant was: | The Misdemeanant Probation Unit

shall reduce felony referrals to the Divicron®s tield scorvice unit
t

by 5% at the end of a planned two-vear period.

There was uc bascline existing apaiost which te measure - 5% reduce-
tion; therefore, the project was set up with Experimeatal and Control
groups. However, because of the smu!l nusbers invelved, it soon
became appavent: that a 5% difference between the twe groups would
have 11Lr¢o meaning, and the objective was rewritten, in a lator
application for funding, to indicate that the Experimental group
would be involved in Y“less criminal nctivity re a*lt*ng in arrest

and conviction. "

bpey it

The {indinge to date indicate the wisdom of dropping the "5% objec-
tive. If we compare actual felony -onvictions. the Esperimental and
Control groups arec identical, each naving one. [f the two pending
cases in the Control group are counvicted, we could say that there
were A6Y more felonies committed by the Contrel group.

During the course of the project (Sentember, 1975), District Atlorney
Josepu Balfe informed the Anchovage Times that, it the present rate
continues, the Anchorage District Attornay s office will be prosecut-
ing 38 per cent fewer felony cases in 1975 than in 1974 "On the
other hand," hL continued, "misdemeanors are heading tor a 100 per
cent inecrease."

Obviously, neither change was caused by the erfforts of the Misde-
meanant Probation Unit, The fact thet chenpes of this magnitude
were taking place in the criminal jastiec cystes in Au horage
clearly indicates the need for use nf esxprrimental and control
groups *o evaluate this proicet
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Jenny Knight, Probation Officer, Aug., 1974 - Jan., 1976
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Reenarch Staff

Judy Hill, Research Coordinator
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