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INTRODUCTION 

Alaska statutes provide that probation officcrs, "Nho nrc staff of 
the Division of Corrections, shall provide presentence reports and 
supervision services to the Superior Courts. Thosa services arc 
not provided to the District Courts, except in instances where 
"bush" proba.tion officers J \o7ith rclntivcly smnll ccwelonds, urn 
rtblc to p:rovitle coverage of this type. In urban nrcus, high 1'ro­
b.:'ltion \'70rk10ads :1f1Ve trailitionally precluded the extension of 
se.t:vices to the. ris trict Court, excap t. in very rare 1ns tm1CcS \0711(:-1'0 
the need for supervision is considarcd 0 [ cxtrcrne importance. 
District Court judges 11Clve long exp't'css<?d a n~ed for probation 
[;'cn:vices, feeling handicappetl in tonns oj: thC:l ability to provl de 
either well-informed sentencing, or supervision after sentencing. 

The }lisdemeanantProbation Proj ect \·ws designed at, u pilot proj cct 
'with the aim of meeting these n.e~ds by pl:ov:Lc1in~ qunli'ty probation 
services to misdemeanants. Prior. to implementQtion of the projact) 
a p1.:lt'l'ning comrrtittc:e \,7as formed and included representatives of 
both the Court System and the Division of Corrections from Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, Juneau nnd Ketchikan. '1'his committee was :formalized as 
em Aclv:Ls01:Y Committee on Hisdcm(~annnt Probntion to provide support:, 
direction and continuity to tho. pro~rnm. 

A major assumption underlyinR the project waR that if selected 
mir:;c1Gmeannnts 'Nare given service on ,1 p:i.lot basit':l, it ",ould be 
possible to pre~rent a portion of thcs/'i! individuills from further 
criminA.J. o:f:£enses, m"ld thus to reduce future felonic~f.l among incli­
vidun1s in a group of selected misdemeanant crime categories. 

Ni.ne target categories o:E offenses were selected by the Advisory 
Cormnittce Eor inclusion in the pl:oject, as follows: (1) reduced 
felonies i (2) [!Bsault cases; (3) se:·: offenses; (ll-) se.lected traffic 
offenses; (5) petty thoft cnses; (6) selectC!d drug o.t.fcmscs i (7) 
other crime!:; implyin!3 m01:~l turpituue; (8) uncomm:i.tablC:! menl:<'ll 
110l111;h problems; and (9) any misllemennant matter on 't-7hich the court: 
may require information because of unique or unusual aspects of the 
case, 

Implementation of the project hogan in the fall of 1973; n two-wC!Lk 
trninin8 session was hold during October, and included project staff, 
a vm:icty of guos t Bpeakers, Central Of:EJ.ce stuff: nnd D:i.[...l tric t Court: 
judges, Hho attended selGctec1 $Gnsion~. C:n~ [!~pcr.:t of the training 
\'Ins the design o.r: n short-form prosc"'nteneo repol:t to be used by 
the project (sec Appendix A). Project staff began to accept ~cfcr­
rnls from the District Courts lmnediately upon completion of the 
t'raining. 

. . 
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'~he p:oj ect began v7ith. three p:obation officers in Anchorage I three 
~n Fll~rbanks I ~nd one ~n Ketch~knn. Stn'ffing patterns 1:t~m<.1inecl at 
that level U!1t~1 August of 1975 \'7hen the Ketchikan Unit "'lGS tcrminnted 
because of funding problems, and a probation officer in the Fn:Lrbanks 
Unit resigned and 'vas not replaced. In Sc>ptnmbcl:, nn officer in t.he 
Anchornge Unit left and was not replaced. 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

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

The Hisdemeanant Probation Unit 'Hill reduce fc!lony '17e·· 
ferrals to the Division's field service \lni t by 5'70 (l t 
the end of a planned t"10 year proj ect period or by the 
end of August, 1975. 

mlen research staff tried to operationalize this objective, several 
pr0blems became apparent. First, lito reduce felony referrals" im­
plies the existence of a baseline measure \'7hich c:lc1 not exist, and 
which \vould be impossible to establish on an ex-post-fncto bns:Ls. 
Second, the effect of plea bargaining obscures the difference be­
tl,·]ee:n felonies and misdemeanors. Clearly, some type of cornpm::i.son 
or control group "JaS needed to demonstrate effectiveness of the 
proj act. Hm'7ever, the offense categories eligible for the proj ect, 
as established by the judges, precluded the possibility of'creating 

.' 

,'1 valid comparison group. For example, categories such as \lBelcctecl 
ch:ug offenses" and \l any misdemeanant matter on "7hich the C!ourt m(:y 
require further information\l indicated that the crucial variable 
\vould be \I selection" by the judge, so tha t 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, ropugnant to those who see it as dcmial 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. I 

Follmving a short "shake-clmm" period, the procedu'rc 0:1: ass:lgmnent 
to groups ''las as fo110\\78: The Hisdemeanant Units were prov:i.ded l,vith 
a supply of sequentially-numbered envelopes, each of whieh contaj.ned 
i3. carel designating \vhether the client was an IIExperimentnl" or a 
'IContro1". The designations had been made Hith the use oj: a random 
number table. 

After ~ntencing, those assigned to the Gontrol group 'were inter­
vim\7ec1 brie'fly to obtain basic data, and were then told tha t they did 

.. 
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T:-tb 1(':; B-1 through L- 5 pt.~rmit rl co;~.p;i1~ i non of tlll.~ Experir"('nLa 1 ;md 
Contrnl ?,roup~;, and nho~,: chnrncte>ristics of tlu')!W- nS!dgnl·d fnr prc­
~;t.:nt('ncc r('ports Hho!H· St~ntcncl.!r, u:- U 110L i ne 1 ud(: pro!>aL i un. 

E~{peri,r:tfmtal and Control groups ;·;(!re fj i.;;111ar in tc':rms of f;VX, raCt'. 

;t.t:~(i. P1n-r.ital statuB and C'uucation. Erwh gr()1,lp cor:.t:nine.i 11/ m:!l{.; 
nntt a mnjority of C:rncnsians (61"~ of till' E;.;:pel'ii:H:·nUl1. and 71::' of 
tlw Control group). In both groups, the mnJority (G/~'1.. ~1n(1 (;27.) 
nrc ni;e 25 or under, and single (59';', and :;) "). '1'h(' gronp:l nn~ nlf:o 
nirnilnr in tcr~s of education. 

'I'ables B-6 and 7 cleal \·lith offenses. A thi rd of each group en'/, 
of tlw Expcrime:1tals J 33% o£ ~he Contr.ol!;) \·wrc finit Of[CHtd<:n; > 

Av(>rage number of previous o.Efcrwe::; \'1<18 3.8 j n t1w ExpE-'ri.mrmtal 
group, and Lt.O for the Contl:ols. Th(~ t\vO group!~ nrl..' not: aj ~~nfi c:mtly 
different in number of. p:t::cviol1s of[cnsc!s (t ;', O.].!f-, n,s.).? 

The .. two groups were similm: in t('Yl-:1S t>f tyP(~ of offcnBe for ,·.'h Lch 
clicmts \'lHre sentenced to probation, 'Hith proper.ty thoft: or dnmag(~ 
being th.('! most fn.!quent offense type (I~/+','1, of EXPQrinwntnls, 18'/, of 
Controls) 1 folloHed by alcohol related chi1rr.(~s CJ.(j~·: nntI 2"7'1,). 

Contrnsting those referred for probation with a comparison group 
'of othc!r District Court cC1ses 3 , c1Ct.10nstl:atcd n 8ubf1tantially higlwr 
rate of alcohol-relD.ted offenses (ttl.'!) and n Im·n::r ro.te of property 
tb·eft '(13%) in the compnr Lson f~rollp. '1'11 i~; find -Lng prohah 1 y incH catos 

--lNot,~ thnt the 80n1 0; 111nintaining tlw Pl:iority group nt: 51., H[W 

not mel:. Priority Pl~obation nccountod for 8% of I~nchoragt!) and J77, 
of Fni,rbanks re Eerrnls. 

21. . . f' ] 1 f OS d 1 1 1 1 J\ sl.gnl.· 'J.cance ,C'lG. 0'. T,·ms usc t .1rOl.lg 'lout t 10 S t1.1(" y, 

3Thts "Co-control" group corw is ted of the clockc t follo\·rl'r.18 onch 
of the first 140 cases o.ssigned to the project. Its purpose waR to 
see Hhether thel:e \'7Cre di:Eferencc~; in offense type between those re­
ferred to t~e Unit and other cases heard in District Court. 



T:-lhles :r~-B - 10 sho",,, c1' :n."actcristics of title' rpf (.:rl"al or ~~entencl~. 
[;j those t~(}'ntencL!d to probation I 5 T" \'1C:'rc:~;t~n,tcn('(:d fol101vl1,g a 

(' 
,) 

I' r€!se::nt:cncc rc~port; in it 37, of the cases o~r'~ 0 f the Expt:rirflcmt;il, 
fTOU;I, M;';~ 0 [ the Controln) J a pos tsen tc-ucC! InIJQ!) t igH tion \':,H, 
carricd (rut. A maj ori ty of bo th grOlrpB (r:<~~~ 0 f the I·;:;.q)(!ri ment:Hl~~ 
<~nd 5g':'~ of the Controls)i;\'erc placed on prohati.oh [Ol~On{;~ yQilr; 
a'Ppro:d,IDately a third (3,2',; of Experimc'nt \i U; I 3T/. of GOlltrols) 'l,Vt:re 
~;('nt:E:lccd to six months probntiOll. At tb~ tin!(! of follo',v-up, ()O" 
(.}f the Expt.?rimentnls and 61';~ of th(~ Cm1 t rr .. ls had ht'en n.~i ("l:~hl 
f1'o;n probc'1tion, 

RC'cidiviS!TI, traced by ml.;ans of court: c.lv::,kt>ts I HaB '.1seJ ,:1;; Ull: 
t~"'('I''''e "'c o·\.'··co'mr> All ~"'c>e'" "'s"'1."·n,,,1 'il'r'lI'{r ,'1-(> t,,,,,,, 'U.' r nl'r; '1' ... ) ,.' 1. 0 .,.. k \,. f J.. 1,. l.. 1- _ • ,~ t:L 0 : 10,;,) \, \ ~:-J t) '- \..' \. ~. 'f, t. f 1 ,> • .... ··i'v .' l .. ,~!. t'" ,k ~"j, 

. tE1.dc'l:." studY'\'lc:rc traced through Dcccrnb~'r 31, 1975. ('1.'h(> n~:;t~t:lrd; 
t'U;:d.B tant responsible for documenting n~citiivism di-d not 1;'11{':J:'; \·;h i eh 
(H::leS ,·:ere Experi,m2t1tals and which \,;crc Cont'rol~;.)~· 

Tnble H-ll shm·' .... ~lUbsequent offenses for the' Experimc'ntril nnd COl1-

tJ','ol ~~1:'oUps. B:~d for t1:1C.!p;rbup of thos!? on. v:hom pr(!!>(mtmlct.~ rc~port!i 
had been "f;.!ri t ten I but Hhe1. e the sentence <1j r1 not lncluc..lc pt"DbaL!;.f:9. 
Thycnty-one percent of the J.:xperirncmtnl r,Y.'oup and 201'/, of tlw Control;; 
COY'!mittccl offenses subsequent to 0E'ing s('.Utr!n¢c(1 to pr0~)at:i.'cm) <:1'11. 

nvernp;c of O. 3ft for ExpcrimentG,ls nndO, 3J for GOll~roln. Av(~rngu 
numbf?T: of offenst~s per rccidivis t \'Jas 1. (} in bot.h gronp!;. Tlwre 
uns not a siplificant difference bet\vE'en the two groups, nor h(.'t·.:evti 
those scmtencecl to probation and caBeB \'lLth othc!r oul:cmno':. 

Supplementary data is provided in Appc>ndiK D, 

Fnirhanks 

Appendix C contains data concerning the Fni.rbanlw Unit. 

Tables C-1 through 5 show characteristics of the Expcr~nentnl nnd 
Control groups. A majority of both gr6ups were malc (62% of Expurl­
mentals, 78% of Controls) I Caucasian (68~~ and 56'l, respectively). 
under 25 (75% and 7L~,%.) and singlf! 01% ,mel o8 eX,). The g1~()npf) "i(}rc' 
si.Tnilur in terms of educu tion, 

lA reliability study including 60 rand()mly drmm G['lf;CS which 
included 100 dockets, showed agreement on 99 out of the 100 dockets. 
The 100th case Has included in the research populnt:i.on, and lTI'tssed 
in the reliabill,ty check. 
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'rables C-6 - 10 deal "7ith offense and re.cerral. Because of a laree 
numbe''c of cases in ",hich number of previous offenses \Va!, unknmvn 
"(27% of Experimentals, 29% of Controls), data concerning number of 
pl~evi.ous offenses is, at be:;st, a rough es timnte. For those:; cases 
'Hhern information 'was available, membc1:s of the Experill18ntal gl:0Up 
had an average:; of 1.6 previous offenses, while the average for mem­
bt't:B o:E the Control group HaS 1. O. The lTt:'oups arc not significantly 
different (t = 1. 01, n. s.) . Thirty-nine percent of the Experimentals 
and 52% of the Controls Here first offenders. 

For theprGsent offense, property theft or damagG \'ms the most: pl:eva­
lent offense type for both groups (51'70 of Experimentals, L~7''/., of 
Controls), followed by alcohol-related offenses (21% and 19% re­
spectively). Sentences were most likely to include one year of 
probation (L~3'7~ of Experimentals, LfJ.% of Controls), or six months 
(32% of gxperimentals, 38% of Controls), At: time of follow-up, 
sli~htly more than half the clients had been. rG1Gased from supcr-
vi~ion (52% of Experimentals, 58% of Controls). " 

I 

Table 10 shows outcome :i.n terms of recidivism. T,venty-five percent 
of the ExpCl:imental group and 23 t70 of: the:. Control group committed 
further offenses durinp; the follo'w··up pC!l:iod, an average of 0.35 
for Experimentals and 0 I L~O for Cuntrols. Average number of offenses 
pcrr rccic1ivis t 'Nas 1.5 for Expc"l:imcmtalr{ and 1.6 for Contl:ols. The 
gl'OUPS \oIc~re not signifi.cantly cliffc'rent in terms of recidivism 
(t ~ 0:37, n.s.). 

Supplementary data is presented in Appendix D. 

Summary ---
Probation supervision, \'7hio.h combines elGments of counseling, 
referral and sU'l':veillance, :i.s administered ",ith thG eoal of: 
redud:ng recidivism. In this Pl:Oj ec t I the expel::Lmc.ntal lp:ouP I 

which received supervisian, was cumparod with a control group 
\.,ho were sentenced to pl:obation I but received little or no super­
vis ion. In terms of recidivism I thel;e \'las no difference bet'·7e.c:!l1 

. experimental and control ~)ioups in either the Anchorc.lge or 
Fairbnnks proj ects during ttt8 tj.me period covc!reci by th:i s :r:ollow­
up. Combining the proj c.ct:s I 22% of the Experimenta1s nnd 2t~% o:E 
the Controls committed new offenses in thG period under study. 

The availability of probat"':'on scn:V.r.ces is of clenr value tc.> 
judges i.n th~ District: Courts of both Anchornge and Fairhanks 
(sec following section on interviews)~ Presentence investigations 
permit a lGve1 of informed clec:i.sion-making \vhfch is rarely avr.t:ll­
able f01" the large number of cases handled by the D:i.~~trict COl1rts. 
Probation supervision provides a sentencing alternative for which 
judges soe a 8r~at need. 

I 
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Eoth judges and probation officers cnn cite many instances 'where 
justice has been served, and individuals have been immensely helped 
by the h1tervention of probation officers. If there were a "Jay 
to measure "quality of life", \']8 might ,·]e11 find that those '1;-7ho 
received probation supervision had benefitted from the experience. 
The Lc:nv Enforcement Assistance Ac1minis tration and the Division of 
Corrections, hmvever, are charged '1;'7ith conducting programs \'7hich 
will reduce recidivism, and for this reason, recidivism was rihasen 
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 
District Court has value in the reduction of crime. 

A next step in examJ.nJ.ng the effectiveness of probation might well 
be to study the prese~tence function, in terms of its value to 
District Court judges, its effect on case disposition, and its " 
impact on offenders I both from their own point of vie\'l and in terms 
of.recidivism. 

'. 

/. 

" 

j 
i 
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INTERVIEHS HITH JUDGES 

Anchorage 

8 

During a one \o]eek. period, Decembel: l~ throur;h 11, 1975, a research 
ns sir; tant conduc ted short intervic"]B wi th the seven j ud~cs of: the 
Anchorage Dis trict Court. The purpose of the intervim'ls ,.;ras to 
obtain the judges' overall evaluation of the Project, to try to 
determine the relative merits of the presentence report and super­
vision functions, and to describe the type ot: offenders for \'7hom 
judges had found the Project to be most valuable. 

ThE: judges were unanimously clear in ex.pressin8 the need for the 
p);ogram, citing heavy case1oacls, the need for prcnentence investi­
gations as an aid in making informed decisions, and the value of 
having probation supervision available as a sentencing a1tcrnative. 

The judges ,vere also unanimous in giving very favorable evaluations 
to the Proj ect. For e~·:amp1e, nIt's been very, very successful. 
Our'personne1 are very, very good. The presentence reports. have 
been particularly valuable to us. n "E::-:ce11ent i good personnel, and 
really an aid to the court." "I think the progrum has been vcn:y 
r,ood, and I think it has helped a greut number of people \·,ho other­
wise would not have had help available, because the District Court 
"70u1d have ber.m short-handed 01: \'lOuld not h;wG had the facilities 
available." 

The judges were specifically asked their op1nlons as to the value 
of presentence reports, and again \o701:e unanimous in Biving favor­
able evaluations. "Presentence reports are extremG1y helpful .... 
In my estimation the Probation Officers have done an excellent job 
of digging or investigating, and come up "lith vc".ry, ver.y thorough 
reports of the individual's entire situation ... It Imother judge 
noted that without presentence reports, "especially on plens o~E 
guilty or no contest, the court doesn't have any way of knowing 
very much about the particular individual involved. The Dis tl::Lct 
Attorney usually kno\07s 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 afl recommenda­
tions are \vel1 thought out." 

The judges 'Here asked "7hether, if only one type of ser'.~ice could 
be provided, they would choose the presentence investigation or 
the supervision function as being most valuable to them. One 
felt that he would choose the presentence investigation because, 
"It's an avenue to be utili28d by a judge :i.n sentencing ... because 
once you impose sentence, you c~n't change it, or it normally isn't 
changed." Four judges felt that if they had to choose between the 
t~vo, they \·mulcl choose probation supervision.. As one said, "If 've 

.. 
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get the report and '\'le don't have the supervision) we hnven' t accom­
plished very much in my opinion. It Anothe): pointed out that '~'7ithout 
presentence reports, judges could "over-kill on th~ number o:E 
people they assign to misclemennnnt probati.on," and that probation 
cO\11d then weed out 'those who did not need supervision, movinB for 
enrly termination. Another judge. said that he felt that the pre­
sentence reports nnd supervision arc basically insepm:able, hut 
that ~;upervision perhaps has more value. lIe pointed out that since 
the Probation Officers have to gather background information on a 
client before they can supervise him, it mi~lt as well he shared 
\lith the court. One judge specified that the t'\'70 functions are 
of equal value and that he could n~t choose between them; another 
felt that: they are "entire.ly different tools ll

, and sai d that h~ 
didn't see any relationship between them. 

Thcn:c. 'Nere very few criticisms of thl!: Proj ect. Four judges men-, 
tioned that it was und8rstaffed and three mentioned thaL it should 
be extended to areas outside. of Anchorage. They spoke of the 
frustration of having a case from, for example, Glennallen, for 
\'7h01l1 probn tion services \VC!rc not available. Surprisingly, only 
one judee mentioned the experimental design as having been a hin­
drrmce to the program. He sai~1, "To my mind, the greatest '\veak­
neeses m:e the v.:n:ious res tric tions that arc placed on' the program 
b(~CnllSe of '\.;rhere the funding came from and the desien of the ex­
periment. In other '\'70rds, the things ahout it that b'other me are 
ella fact that s~metimes 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 f,;ict that only people residing in Anchorage could be refer·· 
red to the program.) Ano ther sai d / II I don't knoH \'7hat to say as to 
the evaluation, but I think it (the proj ect) is a ve):y neceEJsary 
thing. I think it~s been a really great help to the court. 1 
haven't seen the figures and I don't knm., just hOiv it has \'70rked 
out for the rehabilitn.tion oE defendants, but at leflst it's some­
thing th~:t t '\ve never had before. II 

'1'he judges ,·n:;re asked if there is:\ any particular type of offender 
for whom they had found the Project most valuable. Three judges 
mcmtioned a rather specific "prcvcmtion" approflch" desc'}:ibing the 
value o,r: probation for. first offenders (sometimes second o.f:fenc1ers) 
\'7ho ,1'1:8 young and "potential felons". 1'111:ee judges c1escribc~d a 
more "rehabilitation" oriented approachi specifying family problemA, 
C'.motional problems, and some drunk. driving charges Nhere alcohol 
problems seem to be implicated. The seventh judge specified, 
" ... intentional crimes ... one that has been thought about, and takes 
intention and '\·7ill.ful act to complete it. II This judge mentioned 
that crimes such as drunken driving arc more likely to be assigned 
to drivers' schdols than to Misdemeanant Probation. lIe also f~lt 
that Misdemeanant Probation was valuable for drug-involved cases. 

, 
1 ,,"f""t' ~'f·· ... '-nf""'1'\J!!.:t:~, (." ~ .~"J 
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Al thou~h the! judges \·;cre not sped f1 cally asked their opinions llS 
to th2 future of the Proj ec t, r:10~it 0 r them l!1.:1de spontaneous com­
mc~nt~;. For example: 

, 

We!rc dealing with people with behavior problems that 
might become serious behavior problems later, c:md maybe 
we're catching them in the early stage. I think it's a 
bad mistake to put all your probation resources up into 
the felony court, after it's too late, so to spenk. I 
think a lot of the young people \'7e see I hopefully, arc 
getting helped out. And if they're not I they should be. 
I think it I S a !?.ad mi8 take to do away \.]j tll all probation 
resource in the lo\·;er court. He ne(!d that: sent'cneing 
alternative. 

I ce1:tainly do (think the project should be continued). 
I think it Hill improve "'7ith experien,:c, and be invalu~ 
able to the Criminal Justice System. 

If the proKrnm comes to a hnlt, as th~rets been some 
tall::. about - the funding is running out - it 1 s going 
to hinder. the court rc\al1y. \·lc 1 ve lc:arru;!d to really 
rely upon them for fact finding, esp~cially £or the 
1111r..·eprC'sE'ntcd individulll. 

Fai.rbanks 
.-,---~'- .. -
Three District Court judr~es in Frdrbanks ",,;ere interviei-7ed on 

10 

January 5, 1976. Like the Imchol:ttf,c judges, they i-wre unani-mous 
in en<.1or8ing the value of the project. One had only three months 
experience in Dis tric t Cour t (and could rcc<lll only three r(,:fcrra ls) , 
\-:hi1e the other t\vO had bIen on the bench at the time of. inception 
of. the Miscieme3nant Unit. 

In terms of overall va'.uc of. the project one said, 

I've been very npprcciat~vc of the servic~s that have 
been offered. I have di[ficulty in evaluating the suc­
cess of the program based on the criteria, because I 
haven't seen the evaluation as to rate of reci.divism. 
I think itt s been <l vel:Y helpful prop;ram as far as the 
courts arc concerned. 

lA third judge, who had utilized the project extensively, 
not available for an interview. 

was 



-.... 

'.:.'hc othClY spoke of its succnss in terms of inrormut:ion--t~[tthering, 
[trl{l of l'c:<ccl.1.e.nt siclc be11cfits" .. I • 

. . . the nhi."l ity for llS to be fully informed nt: thCl tiniC 
of sentencjnf~, the ability to handle the irra~ulnr prob­
lem ... by Gt1sp(~nding the imposi. tion of sentence to have a 
probationo[[iccr who can divert the parson.... So, as 
far as I'm concerne{l, the side-benefits ara even ~reuter 
than the thing that ynu're statistically searchin~~ for, 
because this means thnt we' can r:1eanLngfully handle mi.s­
demeanants and cut them off before they become felons, 
rather than \'lait until they become felons and the.n say, 
! Hey, at this pain t ,;ve' re going to try to do sornn thing 
about them', Hhich HUS the old poli.cy and not very smart, 
to my 'my of thinking. 

• 1 .1 • - 1 • 1 . 1 £ 1 

11 

hSL<.eU ~:t tQt.:;'.y saH any part~cu cO]: strangtlls or \'lc.a.(neSSBr> o' t .1e 
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 weakness right nmo7, and this is 
the statistical gathering part, as exemplified by a . 
cane we had this morning. (The judge goes on to descrtb0 
a case where restitution was ordered, but the m~n fell in 

. the Control group. lIe had failed to make restitution, 
and a bookk.eeper had notified the probation o:Cficcr, \'7ho 
in turn no~ified the judge.) The man would have Bone~ 
totally free simply because of the foolishness of taking 
people who should be on probation and making controls out 
of them, thereby snying 'Hhatever you need you can't have 
because we want to gather statistics. This, to be honest, 
is the only problem we've noticed. 

OthEn-Hise) he said, "I! 111 tremendOl1ftly satisfied with the proj ect. 
It gives us somethi.ng 1;./C can.rE!ally Hork \-li th. " 

A second judge agreed that the evaluation \'las the 'I;-mnkest component 
of the project: 

The largest \-7eakness has been the requirement that ';'78 

have the control group, thereby el~ninating the possi­
bility of services to people that w:! believe need ,the 
services, and by lot therefore being excluded frem re-
ceipt of services. 

Tn terms of type or offender for whom the project is most valuable, 
one :r:(~fcrrecl to the original cri ter:La: 

I think it's particularly valuable to all the people 
who were involved in the original criteria that '\'7e 

. . 

.. 



drmv ... the criteria that '(;mrc ori"~inally drafted, I 
believe, were well thought-out and appropriate. 

12 

Another judge described t"·10 types 0:[: offenders: those committinp; 
property crimes, >5uch as shoplifting, ('mel people "'lith l'intense per­
sonal problems. 11 The third ju,dge cited It younger people, particu­
larly ... minors charf>ed 'I;-1ith offcnscB tha t can be tr led ~lS adul t8 , 
even though they're young people and would normally be before n 
juvenile Gourt." 

The judges we're unanimous in describing the v.:.lue of presentence 
reports: "I "']Quld US8 presentence reports for every case, if I 
could"lI 

One judge compared Hisclemeanant probation to felony pl:-obation, and 
felt that, 

... violations of probation ... were called to our attention 
sooner than hns bel..!a :ly. experienc.e 'V!ith;;roba tion::rtypa 
supe,yvision. . .. "'7ith the f.tlsdeme.anant pro1)ation they 
said, 'We mean what we say, we're going to supervise, ' 
you're going to be on probation but. if you don't, \'le 1 re 
gcing to do something about it. ' 

AS1,C[;d to subjectively ratt:"! the project "on a sCf,de of 1 to 10". tHO 

Judges gave it very high racings, ~'7hile the third rD-t'ed it '16 or 7" 
and exp la-incd, . 

. . . because of the controlled statistics, the fact that 
"we 1 re deliberntely fouling up half the people '\·]e send 
to i.t. This is the problem. 11m not keen on expt:!ri­
mc:mting ,\qith human beings, or taking a chance on making 
n criminal but of somebody so we can gather statistics ... 
fifty percent of the people I "7e' re just dumping. 

He reitel: .... ted, 

I think that ... I've indicated ... real satisfaction 'with the 
people, with the program itself except for the fact that 
'.7e dump half of them al' d don't do anything "1,i t11 them, and 
the fact that it's a blind situation, I can't even pick 
the people that need it badly and say ... 'this guy is going 
to make i.t if he gets help for the next month or t'wo, and 
if he doesn't, isn't .... ' 

In terms of the futu~e of the project, 

... \.;re've got to make it a permanent thing, somehow. Our 
caseload is ~uch that there'd be no effective way we 
could back off. 'I don't kno\-] ",hat 've' d do if we didl"!, , t 
have it anymore. 

" 



'" 
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Another sa:id, 

" 

The only thing that I've got to add is that I 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 tr~lgedy. The courts are constantly attacked 
by the police, the press; but here we're in the court 
of original jurisdiction \o7here most people come initially, 
and \'le' re being deprived of: the tools 'Vle need to \Vorle 
\vith. And, unless \'7e have these tools, I don't lenmv hmv 
the public, or the st'ate government, or the federal govern­
ment I believe that ,ve' re going to do anything about resolv­
ing the problems of crime. 

" 

" 

13 
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APPENDIX A -14-
PRESENTENCE REPORT FORM 

o •• 

CR" -------------
:OURT ____________ _ JUDGE ________________ CITY _____________________ __ 

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

• Defcndnn t 
_________________________ 880 

Go nv:i. c ted 0 f ______________ , __________ Go un sel __________ _ 

• A r re s t D Ll t e_---'-I_----'/:..-_S u m m 0 n s _____ ll £\ :i. 1 __ _ Present Location 

Original Char.ec _____________ . ______ _ 

Pending Cha r. gcs _______________ . __________ . _________ _ 

" 

I Don I / A g c~ ___ RD. C c ____ S ex ____ ,_ T c.l e ph 0 n c _____ -=--______ _ 

P 1: e v:L 0 us Ad d res s _____ , ____ ~ __________ ~_Lc n g t 11 _________ _ 

~ 
\ Narital Stntu!~ __ _.:_,-_________ ._Ras:i.dcs HJ.th_~ ___ Noo Clli:Ldten ____ _ 

Sex & ·A~es _____________ _ Provi.dcs Suppot"t For ____ . _____ _ 

---~---- ----------- ----------
SOc C lip at i.o n _________ , ______ H ow to n g _____ _ \Va g c ________ _ 

o 
c: P t' C! sen tor 11 0 S t R c c en t E \l\ P loy e t" n n dAd d 1: C S S ~ _____ _ 

I 
I ,---,-. ------------_._---...,......---------------------E 
C Nn. JObfl in P~Hlt '£\010 Years ____ Nonths Unemploye'c\ Past ~e\ ... o Yeut"s ___ _ 
Q 
N ltcH:i.cicncc: 

~-----------------.-----------------------------------..---------------------------­
~--------------------------------------------------------.---------------~-------
E llighes.t Grade Completcd _______ GED. Special Educo_, ______ _ 
D 
U Voe. '.I.'rng ° _______________ , __ C til: r.cn t Ed /'£..;n B ° _. ______ _ 

C 

. . 



" 

l'nge 2 -15-
..;..--' .~--~- -~---.-----

------------------------------------------------------------------------~~--.---------------
H Draft Stntus: ______ ll.rnnch Rnnk. _________ l,cngth .. ___ ~ _____ _ 

I 
L Serial No " ____________ Dnte of DJ.schnrge_-,-I_...:I. Type of j)J.r.chnrge ___ ._ 

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

N Dlsnb:tl:lC:Lcs ___ . ________________ }[{:\j or 111ncsscH ___ _ 

E 
D Treatment/Medication 

~-----------------------------

Personal Doctor Address 
----------------~ 

p Qf.!..t~ " 
R 
I 
0 
R 

R 
E 
C 
0 
R . ' ' . 
D 

-".-._--------------_._-------------.-----------
P 
R 

---_._----- .--------...;..._. 
Dnte 

E (spoce for narrative) 
S 
l~ 
N 
'1' 

o 

E 
N 
S 
R 

~-------------------------.------------------------------------------------------------------.----
~---------".--.---.---- -----_. 
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APPENDIX B ., 

Anchorage Data 

The following tables present data for the Anchorage Unit. The 
"Presentence Report Only" group is included simply as a basis £01." 

comparison of characteristics ot individuals t,,11o received sentcnce-~ 
other than proba tion ~ or \·lhose cases were dismissed fo110H:i.ng the 
presentence investigation. 

Table B-1 
Se:·:. 

P'i:es en tence 
Expe.r. Control Only 
N % N % N % 

Hale 110 77 107 77 109 84. 

Female 32 23 32 23 21 16 

lL~2 100 139 100 130 100 

Table B-2 
Race 

Presentence 
Exper. Control Only 
N % N % N % 

Caucasian 86 61 99 71 87 59 
Indian 20 lLf 11 8 15 10 
Eskimo 20 Iff 15 11 lLt 9 
Black 7 5 10 7 7 5 
Other 9 6 Lf 3 25 17 

142 . 100 139 100 Ih8 100 

Table B-3 
Age 

Presentence 
Exper. Control 
N 72 N % 

Only 
N' % 

Under 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 1L~ 
31-1,,0 26 18 18 13 17 J.1 . 
l .. l over 14 10 16 12 15 10 . Unknm\ffi 2 1 0 0 21 1/4-

1 

1l~2 100 139 100 11+8 100 

. 

, 
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'fable 13- tf 
lIarital Status 

Exper. Control 
Presentence 

Only 
1'1 

Single 8L~ 
Harried 32 
Divorced 12 
Separated 10 
HidoiVed 2 
Unkno'\m 2 

1L/-2 

Less than 9 
Gr. 9-11 
n.s. Grad. /GED 
S0111e ColI. 
ColI. GracI. 
Unknm·m 

AveJ:age No. Offenses 

No. of First Offenders 

UnknOim 

% N 

59 76 
23 l~2 

8 13 
7 !~ 
1 0 
1 L~ 

'Xl 

55 
30 

9 
3 
0 
3 

N % 

62 L~2 
33 22 
11 8 
10 7 

2 1 
30 20 

99 139 100 1L~8 100 

Table B-5 
Years of Education 

Exper. Control 
N % N % 

6 l~ 15 11 
50 35 Lt3 31 
62 L~!t 59 lt2 
17 12 1Ll- 10 

1 1 2 1 
6 It 6 4 

1L1-2 100 139 99 

Table B-6 
Previous Offenses* 

3.8 

lr2 (31%) 

11 

Control 
(N=lI5T 

4.0 

L~5 (33%) 

4 

Presentence 
Only 

N % 

6 Lt 

47 32 
1~8 32 
13 8 

0 (I 

3l~ 23 

lLt8 99 

Presentence 
Only 

(N=IT9) 

4,1 

1~1 (3L~%) 

29 

-18-

~'>Information concerning previous offenses 'l;·n~s obtained from 
presentence reports, and has not been verified by the Research Unit. 
Juvenile offenses are counted 1;vhere they have been described. 

'~ .". '. 
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Table B-7 
Present Offense Type 

Presentence 
EXD,~r . Contr01. Only 

-' " ""-.("" '""' Ct/ N 7. 1'1 1'0 \', ,~ 

Assault 8 6 11 a 18 12 
Property Theft 1 D:mculc 62 !I/~ 53 38 L.O 29 
O!'-fVI, A1co':101 1 D.C. 37 26 3?,.,,-

r\ ... 33 22 .!..t-'1; 

Dru8s 1L~ 10, ,'. - 7 5 12 8 
Dri vi~l:: 5, - ; •• 'j 

9 6 17 11 t:f 

Firearms 9 6 9 6 5 3 
Soliciting ') 1 2 1 3 2 L. 

Trespass 2 1 3 2 2 1 
False Statement 2 1 6 Ll- 2 1 
Fish and G~mc 0 a 1 1 8 5 

Othe.r 1 1 1 1 8 5 

1l~2 100 139 99 1LI 8 99 

Table B-8 
Type of Report Ordered 

Exper. 
N % 

Control 
N % 

Presetltence 81 

56 

57 

39 

LI-
=--

65 

10 

100 139 

Table B-9 
Length of Sentence to 

One 'Honth 
Three Honths 
Six Honths 
Nine Honths 
T~ve 1 va Mor'!'thst" J 

Other ""'. >0:"';" 

Unknowrl:' " 
/'-.. ,,'~ ~ . 

... , .. ....... 

Exper. 
N %.' 

90 
a 
3 

1l.2 . 100 

,'I'lnone case, ~41tip1.e charges of 
Unemployment B..f11efits resulted in 
more than one y~ar on probation . . "'" .' 

a 
Lt 

52 
"1 
80 
l'k 

1 

7 

99 

a 
3 

37 
.~1 

58 
",,1 
~l . 
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Co-
control 

N % 

11 8 
18 13 
58 Lt1 
13 9 
16 11 

7 5 
1 1 
2 1 
.3 2 
0 a 

11 8 

1.110 99 " .. "~:;;.,. 

•• 0 I 



~ . 
" ,. 

,'t ~ ... 

. . . 
• ' .. )f" .. 

'" > -

Table B-IO 
Probation Status as of 11/1/75 

Exper. CC1ntrol 
N % N % 

Active 55 39 53 38 

Released 85 60 85 61 

Unknmvn 2 1. 1 1 

ll~2 100 139 100 

Table J3-11 
Offenses Subsequent to Assignment to P:r:oj ect 

No. Convictions 
~ 

No. Cases Pending 

% of Individuals 
. Recidivating 

-.. 

'. 

Exper. Control 

36 38 

12 8 

21% 20% 

0,3lj- 0.33 

1.6 1.6 

.. . 

-20-

Presentenc.e 
Only 

35 

13 

22% 

0.32 

1.5 
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Fairbanks Data 

The follov7ing tables present data for. the Fairbanks Unit. 

Table C-l 
Sex 

Exper. Control 
N "/0 N % 

Male 48 62 61 78 

Female. 29 38 17 22 

77 100 78 100 

Table C-2 
Race 

Exper. Control 
N % N :& 

Caucasian 52 68 l~l~ 56 
Indian ll~ 18 10 13 
Eskimo 5 ... 11 J.L~ 0 
Black lI- S 11 1/,-" " 

Other 1 1 0 0 
Unknmoffi 1 '1 2 2 

77 99 78 99 

Table C-3 
Age 

Exper. Control 
N % N % 

18 or. under 2l~ 31 19 2/.~ 
19-20 11 lll- 19 24 
21-25 23 30 20 26 
26-30 11 14 9 12 
31-40 5 6 7 9 

l~1 or over 3 l~ ~ -2. 
77 99 78 100 

.. 
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Table C-L~ 
Harital Status 

Exper. Control 
N % N :& 

Single 55 71 53 68 

Harried 20 26 22 28 

Other 2 3 3 I~ 

77 100 78 100 

Table C-5 
Years of Education 

Exper. Control 
N % N 

Less than 9 4 5 5 
Gr. 9-11 35 l.5 30 
H.S. Grad./GED 31 ltO 33 
Some Co11. 3 It 2 
Co11. Grad. 0 0 1 
Unknm·m 4 5 7 

77 99 78 

Table C-6 
Previous Offenses* 

Average No. of Offenses 

No. of First Offenders 

Unl<nmoffi 

~XP56' N= ) 

1.6 

22 (39%) 

21 

% 

6 
38 
1,2 

3 
:I. 
9 

99 

Control 
(N=55; 

1.0 

29 (5,2%) 

23 

-22-
.,' 

"'~Becnuse of the large number of "unknm·ms" I this :u; a very r.ough 
estimate. 

. . 
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Assault 
Property Theft, 
OHVI, Alcohol, 
Dl:UgS 
Traffic 
Fire?rrr.s 
Other 
Unkno'\Vl1 

Table C-7 
Present Offense Type 

Dr.r:Ktp,e 
D.C. 

l~}~pcr . 
N % 

9 12 
39 51 
16 21 

8 10 
2 3 
0 0 
3 3 
0 0 

77 100 

Table C-8 

Control 
N % 
9 12 

37 1\7 
15 19 
10 13 

2 3 
5 6 
0 0 
0 0 

78 100 

Len~th of Sentence to Probation 

E:-:per. Control 
H % N % -

Two HO~lths 2 3 3 I~ 

Thl:CC j·1onths 2- 3 2 3 
Five Nonths 1 1 0 0 
Six Honths 25 3?. 30 " Q :'U 

Scvcm Nontlu.: 1 1 1 1 
Ni.ne Honths 1. 1 1 1 
T~'lC1ve Hanths 33 h3 32 /.1·1 
T,\'7O Yenrs 1 1 0 0 
Unknm·m 11 1I~ 9 12 

77 99 78 100 

Table C-9 
Proh(:ttion Stntus as of J.1/1/75 

Expcr. Control 
N 1.:'. N ~ 

Active 36 L~ 7 33 1~2 

Released I~O 52 L~5 58 

UnknOioffi 1 1 a a -, 
77 100 78 100 

.. 

-23-
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Table C-10 
Offenses Subsequent to Assignment to Project 

No. Convictions 

No. Cases Pending 

% of Individuals 
Recidivating 

Average No. of 
Offenses/Individual 
in Total Group 

Average No. of Offenses/ 
Recidivists Only 

~xper. 

26 

1 

25'/~ 

0.35 

1.5 

Control 

27 

It 

23'10 

o . ItO 

1.6 
" 
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Supplemental ~ata 

Data 'Has examined in a number of \Vays not directly l:elated to the 
maj or hypo thesis of the study, and is presented here elf] 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. 1 We found that cases in 
the Anchorage area could be roughly divided into thirds by grouping 
number of previous offenses as None i 1 .- 3 Previous, and Four or f·lore 
Previous. (UnknmVl1s 'Here excluded.) 

Table D-l 
Classification by Previous Offenses 

(Anchorage Data) 

Presentence 
Number Previous Exper. Control ~)nly . Total 

Offenses N % N % N % N % 
None L~O 31 Lilt 33 ttl 3 f l- 125 3/! 

1 - 3 Previous ltl'l- 33 It6 3l~ 32 27 127. 33 

Four or Nore Previous Lf7 36 If5 33 /f6 39 120 33 

131 100 135 100 119 100 367 100 

The p,roups 'were clearly similar; amount of recidivism within these 
classifications \'][18 also con8is tent, c. p,. j of those:: \Vith no previous 
offenses, 4 Experimentals, 5 Controls and 5 of the Presentence Only 
group recidivated; of those with four or more prCViO\lS offenses. 17, 
16 and 13 of each ,respective group recidivated. Because the p,roup8 
do not differ c1mong thelillselves, they can be combined, as in Table 1)-7., 
to shaH the amount of recidivism accounted for by each of the. previous 
offense groups. 

--- 1The information is virtually unverifiable, sinc(! presentence 
reports include out-of-state offenses, 'which could not be verified 
from court dockets. 
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_ Table D-2 
Percent of Total Recidivism ~ccounted For 

by Previous Number of Offenses' 

l\umber Previous % in Study % Rccidi ViSlll 
Offenses POEu1ation Accounted For 

NO"L"le 3l~ 13 

1 - 3 33 31 

4 or· Nore 33 56 --
lOa 100 

26 

Although this data may be interpreted in a variety 'of waYA, it does 
ShOH the value, to judges, of being able to obtain offense histories 
prior to sentencing. 

Ofb::nse type: One judge suggested that cases \·ihc!re premeditation \-laS 

invol~ed in the offense were particularly appropriate for assign­
ment to the proj ect. Clearly, there is no ''lay to establish premedi­
tation; neither is there a way to assur~ that the charge for which a 
person is sentenced is an accurate descriptor of the behavior which 
led to his arrest. Admitting these limitations, we'divided cases 
into those \o7hich were for profit (e.g., shoplifting, larceny, soli­
citing, making false statements to obtain unemployment bcmefits), 
those involving being "high" on alcohol or drugs, and miscellaneous 
other (e.g., reckless driving, failure to report accidents, carryin~ 
concealed weapons, assault). Table D-3 shO'i'ls a comparison of Experi­
mental and Control groups, for Anchorage and Fairbanks (in percents 
only). 

Offensc::. 

Offense 

Table D-3 
Offense Classification 

(Percents) 
Anchorage 

?xper, Control 

for profit 46% l~3% 

",hi 1. e "high" 36% 30% 

All other offenses ...l§.to 27'7" 

100% 100% 

Fairbanks 
J~xper. Control 

51% I.IL~,%, 

32% 33% 

..1:1.% 23% 

100% 100'/0 

Experimental and Control groups did not differ in terms of numbers 
~n. ~ach . off~~s.: grouping (for Anchorage I x 2 :: 2.91, n. s. i .for 
Fa~Ibanksl ~ - 1.18, n.s.). 

, .. 
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A comparison of recidivism bet\'7een E~~perimentnl an9. Control groups 
in Anch01~[:.ge revealed no sisnificant d:i..fference (x' :::: II- .1l~, n. s .) I 

although the compcn:ison approached significance in terms of members 
of the Experimental group \'7ho hncl been "high" being more successful 
than those in the Control sroup. In Fn:i.rbanks, smnll numbers pre­
cluded a sta+:isticnl test; there wns, hOHcver, obviously no differ­
ence between the groups. 

Bec.ause the groups were similar in terms o:E recidivism, they arc 
combined in Table D··L~, Hhich ShOHS the percentage of recidivism 
contributed by:~ach of the three classes of offense. 

Tnble D-4 
Percentage of Recidivism by 

Offense Type 

Offense for profit 

Offense \07hilo "high" 

All other offenses 

Exper. 

38% 

32% 

30'l 

100% 

Conl-.rol ----
36% 

38% 

25% 

99% 

There \'7[1S not a sip;nificnnt difference eithe.r in zype 0 f: off(msc I nor 
betHeenthc two groups, in terms of recidivism (x ;.: 0. /1-2, n. s. ) . 

Sontencin~ nlternatives: A variety of sentencing alternatives were 
usee1, in varying combinations. in adeli tion to probn tion. He needed 
to look at these: to determine \'7hether they differed bet't'7een Experi­
mental and Control groups. If, for example, we found that many more 
members o:E the Contl:ol group had received sentences includinB alco·· 
holism trentment, we mieht infer that it was because of tllis treatment 
that their recidivism had not exceeded that of the Experimental Broup. 
In order to check this possibility, each alternative was tabulated for 
each time it appeared in a jutlgment. Tables D-S and D-6 shoH the vm:i­
ous alternatives. as they appea:rec1 in each of the groups :Ln !mchol~~ge 
and Fairb .. mks U'1its. The p,roupt. ~·]erc very similar. 
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Table D-S 
Sentence Components - Anchor.age 

E:<per. Control 
1-1 % 

.-
N %' 

Suspe.nded Imposition 
of Se.ntence 70 30 71 28 

Jail Time 55 23 57 23 
Fine L~ 7 20 Ld. 16 
Alcoholism Treatment 25 10 32 13 
Drivers License Revoked 21 9 28 11 
Rc!stitution 15 6 20 8 
Couns~ling L~ 2 1 1 
Psych Evaluation 1 1 0 0 
Credi.t for Time Served 0 0 1 1 
Drug Treatment 0 0 1 1 

238 100 252 100 

Table D-6 
Sentence Components - Fairbanks 

Exper. Control 
N~1o 1'1 

en 
10 

Suspended Imposi~ion 
of Sentence 27 20 35 28 

Jail Time 26 20 22 18 
Jail Suspended 22 17 16 13 
'Fin(~/ Cos ts 20 15 26 21 
'Restitution 19 1I~ 11 9 
Volunteer Hork 9 7 5 I, 

Alcohol TreAtment l~ 3 2 2 
Fine Suspended 3 2 3 2 
Drivars License Susp. -2 2 3 2 -

133 100 123 99 

In Anchorage, the aVI7!rage member of the Expet'imcmtnl grO'l,lp had 1.7 
condi tions 0 ther thn:n p:t:obation I \'7hi1e the avenlge Con trol hntl 1.8. 
In Fairbanks, Expcrirnentnls averaB€"cl 1.7 , nnc1 Con tr,ols 1.6. In bo th 
Units, Experimental and Control groups \Vcrc simi1nr in tel:ms of types 
of conditions imposed. 
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Res ti ~~ .. ~i.9,D.: Although res ti tutiO!1 \'7<18 not a focuu () f the proj (!c t , 
it \vas SUt~.::t1sted thnt this might he <111 mONt \·,hj c:h \~!ould (!(mfinn the' 
value 0: pro:Hltion supervision. Ev(>n thollgh n s1I1<111 n\lmh(~r of C,Wl'!i 

was invol'\'(~d, it proved difficult to llt't~('nnin(~ \v}wt}wr or not n'~it i­
t1.ltion had Deem r::,"ldu. 

In Anchorage, restitution 'tvElS orllercd froml l
) E1q)(.~rJmcntal [mel to 

Control cases. A sem:ch of both the Conrt. Clerk's rocorc1n and pro-· 
hntion files revenled information on 1? Expcrimel1tnlB :mel 17 Cant n.llB. 
t.Jithin the Experimental group I arnountr- rnnp;c-cl fl"01n !:;2. 10 to $6!.0 I 

for a totnl of $2,075.96, an nvernge of $173. Tn thu Control grNlp, 
amounts of res ti tntion ordered ranged from $10.00 to $1, (162 I \.;i t h ,1 
total of $8,629.22, an average of $508 per :inclivtclunl. Although 
more thnn half (53:~) the res ti tution ordc>rcc1 from ExperirlE.m tn 1~; \·::u; 
pnid as conpnrcd to one-third (33,!~) for the Control:" the nvt:rnf'cp 
dollar amOU::it pnid by Controls 't·ms r.lOrp thnn Lwi eCl an high [lS t1:.:l!; 
pnid by Experimentnls ($356 VB. $158). TId n is not Burpr is in?, in 
light of th(' highc'l" amcnmts of rt'stituticPl Jnvi.(~c1 on Uw Ccmtro1B. 

In Fnirb ... mks, Juclgm~nts shmved thilt manc·tnry rC'nt.Lt tltion hnd bC'C'tl 
O1:d(~r(!d in :9 Expcrimcn tal and 11 Con 1.:1'(,]. ens (!S j n:n l:i tnt jon in tht· 
form of cO:'1:"1J.nity services had heen orclc:rnd for 9 l!WlnlH'r!i (If tilt' 
Experiment,ll nnd .5 of thc! Control group. 

A chc!ck of Cc)Urt Clnrk an.d Probntion rc!('orc1n prov j ded c1n tn on 1 (l 
E}q'lerim(~nUl.ls and 5 ControL; orelarc(l to mnlw rcwt:i.t.nt'lcm pnyrrl(!llb;, 
nne! on 8 in thf! E:.;.pcrimcmtal and It in the Con trol !~ro\lp requi )"C'cl tc) 
per fot-m co::nnu!1ity servicc. In addition I 2 mcmbt!.rs of tho Expcrimnntnl 
Hroup were requireJ to make both types of restitution. 

Probntion supervisicm '·]as notnbly S1JcceElS ful :i.n terms of pnyn\('nt' of 
r!1sti tutic.:m! in the Experimental group I of f?2, 870 '}~t!S ti tuLl.em ordvn'd, 
ull but $/tO "laS pnid. Of $2223 ordered from membcrH of the Control 
r,rol.lp, only $22 \'1<15 paid I LAlthough Chr('C! indiv:i.dunJ f: pn:i.d mnn 11 
amounts (varying from $2.50 to $ll~), t\·10 inc1ivic1unls \'lho m(;ldc~ no 
ptl.ymcnts accounted for $2100 in unpnic1 rcstit:1.lt:i.on.~7 1\11 monetary 
restitution was for property offenses. 

Tn the 13 instances where community service \'las orderncl Ml n form of 
resti.tution, and \"hcre recOl;c1s 't'lere nvnilnhlC!, cdghL c::..:wes :i.nvolvn<l 
prop(!rty offenses, \"hi1e the remainder :i.nvolved drugs (2) or nlcohol 
(3). Corru:lunity service took a variety of forms ~nwh as \'lorki.ng Elf) 
orderlies at a nt1r~l.~nB home, or helpi.ng the SnJ:vnt::i.on !\17my. 1\ to('nl 
of 'tOO hoU1:S of such work was ordclrcc1 for mmnbcrn of thiH proj cct 
\·,hicJ:l, eA.lculatecl at a m:Ln:i.mum wage of: ~i2.60, COl1Ht':it:ut:oc1 l\ (:ont:r:i ~ 
buticm of over $1,000 to the community. 
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Pr(1)ler1s in i::::oleme1!tation of the resem:-ch des:i.gl"!.: The expcrimcmtal 
de.siRn ca~sed a gooJ many problems for jud~GS and probation officnrs, 
as indicated i:1 the j udses I in tervie\vs. On the other hand I proj C~(!t 
mananemant also caused some problems for implementation o[ the re­
search design. 

The first problem occurred with the Priority Probation group, tho~e 
cases where judges 1.vere not 1.·lilling to take a chance on ~·}hether or 
not supervision would be provided and which J thcoreticully, '-Jould be 
referred to regular felony caseloads if this project did not exist. 
The number to fall in this category, it "JaS agreed, \'7Quld not e>~­
ceed five. percent of case10ads. There 1.·las a tendency, as the proj e.c t 
proceeded, for the number to increase som(~1.·7hut ovcr 5%. As purt of 
an LEAl"\, audit in July, 1975, it 'I.-laS found that the Priority Probation 
group in Anchorage made up ten percent of the casclonc1, nnd the Unit 
1.-~a8 told to take no more referrals nntil the number had returned to 
five percent. 

Final figures for the proiect showed that Priority Probation cases 
had accounted for 8CJ; of Anchorage cases j and 1 7 I.. of those in Fair­
bank~. These cases \·7(~re not included in the project evaluation. 
Unfortunately, 1.·7e have no "JaY of knm.;ring to \vhat extent they a££cctod 
resu1 ts, in terms of de trae ting time and energy from services "lhieh 
might otlwnd.se h,rve been provided to members of ('he Experimental 
group . .L 

A second, and maj or, problem '-laS that of amount of service 'delivered 
to members of the Control group. The problem for the probation officers 
\v~'l.s well described in a memo from the An~horage l'roj ect St.lpervisor in 
Fehruary, 1975: 

The experimental-control design of the Project continues 
to be intermittently problematic. Although this has been 
mentioned in previous reports, I think that 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 :i.s totally uncontami.­
nated, from a research point of view. There are more. or 
less constant pressures from many quarters that call for 
the intervention of the probation officer in,eontro1 CaneR. 
Sometimes these arc relatively minoT I and can be handled 
without having any real long-term effect in terms of either 
client beha\.rior or the pub1icre1atim-'1B aspects of the 
ProgrRm. At other times, it seems that wa arc brousht 

lpresumably, had these cases been assigned to the experimental 
project Lhey wou1d.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 compared to 21% of lhe Experimentals and 20% of ellC 
ContrOls. . 



into :1 po:.::'tio;" of direct confrontntirm \.~j th Hi. L:llati.om; 
ir!'\·l)l·::~".g con::;ol cn.ri(1S, and from \';:11Ch it i.s (lifficult 
to 7.':I:c; .:1 f~rnc(~f1"~1 (Ddt \d thout tnldm' ~()1,10 ~;ort of (lC­
ti(':'1 ~:'.:l.~ ~:ouL(:, fn~::1 a rC':l;C'arch poin;: of vi(~\·J. pnJ~~ai>ly 
be co::~ i.dcrcd n cO:1tm:linnllt to the [1 r.:d, nnrdy:d H of cn~,(' 
outco::".;:~s , 
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Thcor(~ tiCtl1ly, .:1 ,;·:ny ('xis t(~c.l to rnr '.'1Htl'rC tho nature and tyr(~ (,:' C(':l­

tac ts Ir.:1tl~-'! \·;i th me::1:lers of the Cont.rol ~~roup, The Di vi~; ion 0 [' C(l~'­
rClctio71S has required th.:lt probat.ion officQrs cOinplete <1 forrl callv(! 
the F leld fic tion Notice (FAN) I "ihich indicntcs "0U tPl.ltB Comp Ie cud II 
(v<lrious types of reports complet(:cl and court nppenrnncns), nn<.1 
"E[ for t Units Expended" (types of direct serv 1. ce to cli c!ntn) , Sinct! 
this requirp.ment is not taken seriously by all officeTB, roporting 
lc.wcls vt!.ry fron individun1 to indivi(lut!.l) and the j nro~-:n'::tUon ()h-
tained is rnn.rginally useful. (Usc (') [ tho font has 1l0';',r be(~n eli BCO!1-

tinl1c,d. ) 

For the Hisdomeanant Unit, ,'78 hnd hoped to be nhlo to usc tlw Field 
Action No tice t!.s the basis for describing the! c lc.~r:1cnt!,; 0 f prohn l: i 0:1 

(i.n terms of counseling, referr.·.:tl and fnct-finding)) ar. well ar. to 
dntm:mine the level of effort expended on tIl(>, EX~f!cri.m(!nt:al and Ctln­
trol groups. 

The Anchorae;e Unit submitted a total of 2863 FANH, 76',/, of Hhich r,'701:'(! 

[or se.r.vices provided to 10,) l;:cmbc~rs of the Expm: Lm(mtw'l group nnJ. 
2L~% of which "7Cre for SC1:viccs to 59 memlw):s of the Control group. 
r.Che Fairbanks Unit submitted 133LI- FANs I 78% of which \'le1:e for 39 
members of the Expel:imental group I and 221'. of 'l;o7h1.ch \'/Cl,"C [or 32 members 
of the Control p;roup. If se1:vicC?s hnd beon 'reported [or all mcml)£~r~; 
of the Experimental groups, He might assume thnt tho Cont'roln for 
which FA~s were submitted were the only ones who received service. 
Since reporting ,vas not complete [or eithcn: p;roup, in either location I 

this information is virtu.:tlly useless. He cnn only sny thnt: nb'jllt. 
three-quarters of the repol:tec1 "gffor t Unl tH Expenc1ct1 II Her.e for 
services to the ~xperimentals, 

The problem of mcnsur:i.np; amount or contact ,I]ith the Controls iH 
cOPlplicatod by the fact thnt project gui.deli.nes called (or post­
sGnl:cncc reports on all misciemearlnnts rc [e'r:rod to tho Pl~Oj ect wit:hout 
beme fi t o[·l'f1."<.Hi (.\-0 t c,n{'.,Q. .tur~""n:{;[l ,., l1c·f~::,!.'(j d'tH" cas 0 \·m fl r nndom1.y n H s ignc!d 
to Exper:i.mehtnl 01" Control g'.L"01.1ps. Since 113Z of all Ancborng(~ CMWfl 

were sentenced to probntion without pTcs~ntenco reportl;j some contnct 
\v~. th Con trols ,·ms ul1nvoidnb:t e. 

In a final effor.t to check amoun t of contnct) n rnnc10Tn Bnmplr~ 0 r 
15 records Has c1rcn-n1 from Anchornge Expor imen tal nnc.l Con trnl group s , 
c.md compa'red in ?Lctunl number of contncts (ns deflc,r:ibec1 in tho of£1-
cars' chronological notcs). This co~pnri"on sbowed n11 nvornHe of , 



t:cn CO:1!:r;ct:s :'or trw 
the r.hr,c:!, l(~'/cl of d 
the Cor:' ,-",!. ~;""c,up) 

[.!lith. 

Exnerincntnls ilnd ot'H tor t !tv Cont.rols. furth"}", 
Sco;ltcnt O}"prN -(\(1 1,'/ Ilrok."; on (J rfi ccni (~hO~lt· 
nrli ('nlcd thd til \·':.f; h('l nr, : 171t ~i i rtf'll in good 

t~210 tC!_,;':"':l __ :,.:~::...._uJi-t::."'£ [_(!_xpcri~~,tnl_~.:· i.r~n At; or: !~1i ld 1 1 'i \>}rl t U~n I 

an obj c ~ Ll\'2 of tIw gnm t "las: IfThc' Hi sdC"n8cmnnt Pr o1>n t ion Unj t, 
shall l'(!d,;~~(! fclo~1Y rC;[i.'rrals to th:.:. Di·,'JI.IOn I 1: . ipld ;;~l'Vj(;(, unit 
by 5Z nt the end of £1 plnnned tHO-YC':1;r pc.'riocI. I( 

Thc~e "i.:riW :1(- l'0.soline Gxisting ng<l"l l.,t ",'lhtch u. l':.c'a.;un '! ~)Z )'(:Cll.1C·" 

tion; thcrI.'for.e, the project "laS se! up "71th Experirncl1t:d and COllLnlJ 
groups. t!o":.;'eve'r. I becnuse of tho 8m:I!] ltl'i'ilheu:i ?ivol Vf.,t!. it· Boon 
bC;C!"dne anp<1l"cnt thnt a 5% difference.: beti ... (~en the t;;vo group!> \'lOuld 
have litr1" meanint;. and the objective· 'i.·ms rGvlritteu, in n 1<1ter 
npplicH! 'lon for funding, to indicate· that th!;? Expcrirrll.'nL<J1 gnlup 
"]QuId lH! l.nvolved in "less criminal 'tCl ivllv '-es::lt"ne in aTr(·~;t 
an~l convic tion .... II 

The finding~.' to datr,; inclicntc tho id sd'C1m of dronping the 11:5'1.," ohj.(~c:·· 
tive. If \.;,t.~ compare actual fel.ony ,-onw!\ ~ionf; the i':.:-.l'c·dlllcml:nl (,llId 

Control r.roup s arc~ ic10n tic[!.l, each : ; .. tVh1~' onc. [f tho tHO pcnd~i ng 
C,lseA in tl"t(3 Control group arc' conl/' etcu, m,' could say t1wt thnn! 
\,];;,,:"0 66~: l'lorc felonies cOlflt1it:t::::d '!') ::hc' contr.ol group. 

Dt.n:inr, the: course o:f the pro:loct (S(':)tmnl)~y; 1':17:)), Di~;lr.ic.:t Attcn:,nr'Y 
.J()s~ph Balfe informcd the Anchorage 'l'iI11~~, thnt. ": i t1.E: pn:ncmt: Y<ll-('. 
continues, tlv:.* Anchorage District At"torli:cyt s off Lee ,,!ill lH! pnlsC'cuL·· 
:Lng 38 per cent fCi'7er felony cnscs in 197'; thnn i.n lQ//f,11 liOn t:hc~ 
other hand," he cont'.inued, Ifmisdeme,1':10ts arc bundLnf; for a 100 per 
cent incr(~(lse. It 

Obviously. nei the1: change "laS cnusud hy Lid) (d[(,rL~: olrhc! Hificlc:-· 
meanant Probat.Lon Unit. The f.;let tIwt ~;h<orlr('~: I,f thj S 1nngrd t:u(1(, 
\o]c.rc taldng place in the crJminal j,lst'lr'( ~:y_)t(:l; ;·n fl.!; J/Onlgc 
clearly indicates the nead for usc rd t·;';fwr i men I,:d nnd cOlI trclJ 
g'coups +:n p.vnluatc th:i,c;; 'Pt"ojc('t 
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'\·;'.:tlter rL In:1C!S, Prohntion-PnrolG Administr.<ttor, Project Dirc~ctor 

Etlwnrd Ce}t::·~n.:1, R(!~~l()nt!l Administrntor of Prob~ltion 

Fred Fo~l~r, P. O. III, Supervisor, Nov., 1973 - Jan., 1975 

Duncan Frr';ilcr, P.O. III, Supervisor I Feb. I 1975 .. prc~wnt 

Robnrt Sp.t:ldc i P. O. III, Unit Supervisor, Nov. I 1973 - prc~;ent 

Mike Nielsen, Probation Officer, ~ov., 1973 - Aug., 1974 

Robert Hubby, Prohation Officer, " bOY. , 1973 - July, 1974 

S tnn Hells, Probntion Officer, July, 197!~ - Aug., 1975 

Jc!nny Ki.1if~ht, Probation O£fl.cQr, Aug. I 197{~ - Jan. I 1976 

Fnirlnmks 

Joseph Senle, Regional Administrator, Nov., 1973 - Jan. I 1974 

John Cni.r.c, R(!~~Lon:11 Acklinistr[ltor, Jrrn., 197!t - pl"e~t)nt 

Nnncy Fenton, P. O. ITI,Unit Supervisor, Nov., 1973 - Sept., 1975 

Harriet Thomas, P. O. II, Nov., 1973 - Nov., 1975 
P. O. Ill, Unit Supervisor, Dec" 1975 - present 

Robert lluhn, Prohn tion Officer, Nov., 1973 - p1.0[;('nl: 

Ref: :"'arch S taft 

Judy l1i11, Research Coordinator 

Deannn B C':'lliCh amp , Donna Hhi tman; Ced.I Hilson j Rt'fWm-ch As niB tan ts 
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