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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROuND 

Background 

Issues associated with intensive special probation (rSP) have been raised 

for many years. This is particularly true concerning intensive probation in 

which there is a reduction in caseload. In response to the issues, much research 

has been conducted to determine what behavioral changes result when the case-

load of a probation officer is changed, However, there are researchers who have 

questioned the asking of' the question. For example, Neithercutt and Gottfredson 

statlethat asking "What size caseload is optimum?" is committing a reductio 

ad absurdum. [126J * Their reasoning is that the relationship between caseload - . 
and violation ',rate may be noteworthy only under extreme conditions -- such as 

the instance where a probation officer has so many cases that he or she has no 

chance to treat any of them. 

Rather chan confine issues to the sheer number of caseloads alone, 

emphasis should be turned to treatment concepts. [1] But, treatment is an 

elusive concept. [149J Almost anything that transpires between probation 

officer and offender during the period of supervision may be labeled as treat-

mente Virtually anything out of the ordinary could be labeled as "Special," 

arid certainly numerous extraordinary treatments have been tried. 

Purpose 

This paper presents as many issues as could be discovered in the time 

allocated to the task. The ~ssues include those concerning treatment as well 

*Numbers in brackets refer to entries in the Bibliography. 

1 
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as a host of measurement issues, Many have conducted caseload research or 

evaluated projects that had the essential feature of reduction of workload, 

A number of these works are reported here. Additionally, many researchers 

have reported the results of special treatment, and their findings have been 

included in this document. The reader should have an understanding of the 

issues and relevant past findings concerning intensive special probation after 

having read this document, 

Definitions 

"Intensive Special Probation" is a confusing term. As used in this 

research effort the word "Probation" is defined as: 

"A sentence not involving ..... onfinement which imposes conditions 
and retains authority in the sentencing co~rt to modify the 
conditions of sentence or to re-sentence the offender if he 
violates the conditions. Such a sentence should not involve 
or require suspension or the imposition or execution of any 
other sentence .•. " 

This definition is the same as that appearing in the American Bar. Association 

Project on Standards for Criminal Justice, Standards Relating to Probation. (258] 

The word "Intensive" implies a reduced caseload. In the grant applica-

tion "Phase I Evaluation of Intensive Special Probation Projects" (Application 

Number 00339-99-NI-75), the researchers defined intensive probation as case-

loads which are not greater than the standard treatment caseload. An outside 

reviewer indicated rightly that, "there is no such thing as a 'standard treat-

ment caseload' ." Many practitioners, criminologists, and commissions have 

recommended a standard caseload; however, the methods of measu~ement and the 

quantities vary. The American Correctional Association's Study on Standards 

and Goals and the National Council on Crime and Delinquency both recommended 

a workload of not more than 50 work units. (One work unit is given for each 

probationer supervised and five work units for each presentence investigation 

completed). ~10 ,209J The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 

f 
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Administration of Justice recommended a staffing pattern of 35 cases per officer. 

[16] Goldfarb and Singer analyzed the gap between the "standard" and reality 

in After Conviction. [207] They indicated that over two~thirds of the felons 

" 'd" b offl' cers who had caseloads of more than 120 of fenders. were being superVlse y 

Using Georgia as a current indicator, the 1975 average caseload per supervisor 

was 121 cases. '[100] These "standards" are contrasted with the well.,..documented 

San Francisco Project which used a caseload of 25 as "intensive". [2] If the 

number, 25, was adopted as the size of caseloads studied in this project, very 

few projects would be included in this study. Rather, intensive caseloads, 

as reported here, are generally those with work units of 50 or less. This 

number is not adhered to with complete faith in the development of issues and 

f ' d' In some l'nstances, a "great reduction in caseload" and relevant past ln lngs. 

has been included as a project under investigation. 

These comments on caseload should be considered in the light of comments 

by Carter and others. They state that "there is no such thing as an 

ideal caseload size and that a continued search for the magic number is in-

appropriate and most likely futile. Rather there may be ideal caseload size~, 

depending upon and varying with different combinations of offenders, officers, 

programs, communities, and the like." [149] 

1 ds h Id b b rv"'d As mentl'oned above, The difference between case oa s ou e 0 se c. 

the workload measure includes credit for presentence investigations. Rather 

than a ratio of 5 to 1 between presentence investigations completed per month 

and average caseloads supervised, Neithercutt and Gottfredson have derived 

a ratio of 14 to 1. [126] Thus, there is a vast difference between the 

various conversions between caseload and workload. 

This leaves the definition of the word "Special" within Intensive 

Special Probation. Many types of projects fall within this general term 

including: 

-- . , 
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1. Individual oounseling or psychotherapy 

2. Group counseling 

3. Decentralized probation service offered at the neighborhood level 

4. Use of volunteers, peers, ex~offenders or para~professionals 

in supervis.ion. 

To be included as relevant, past findings or recent evaluations must be 

intensive, but not necessarily special. Thus, caseload reduction p~ojects alone 

were studied. But, specialized projects alone, were not studied. 

Scope 

This document discusses issues that have been discovered through numerous 

sources. It is not possible to uncover every issue that has ever been raised 

concerning intensive special probation. Some potential issues that were derived 

by the research team were not reported in any of the informational sources, 

and are not included. 

Just as it is impossible to raise all issues, it is equally difficult to 

uncover all past findings and research. However, a great volume of material 

has surfaced. Unfortunately, not all of the material that was provided to 

the researchers could be used. 

Some of the material related to juveniles. Orily adult probationers are 

considered within the scope of this project. Additionally, using the previously 

mentioned definition of probation such treatments as halfway-in houses, and 

shock probation are not within the scope of this research. 

Organization 

This document is organized into three major parts following the intro-

ductory materials. The first of these is a history of probation. ' The second 

concerns operational issues and the third concerns measurement issues. A 

conclusion follows the three major parts. 

" 

--------~------------- -----------------------------------
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The history section is divided into the history of probation and the 

history of intensive spe/cial probation. Since these have both been extensively 

reported elsewhere, only a thumb nail sketch of each is given. 

Extensive coverage is given to theoretical and operational issues. A 

major operational issue is choice of treatment method. Many sub-issues are discussed 

under this category. For example, is group counseling effective? Should casework 

be performed or should service be limited to referral? 

Another major operatilonal issue concerns the recipient of the service. 

Example questions include: Should service be confined only to the offenders, 

or should the family of the offender be included? What category of offenders 

should receive a p'articular treatment method? 

The issues concerning desired and achieved results are then discussed. 

There are many types of results. Whether one looks at the avoidance of revocation 

or recidivism as the only valid res,ult ~s a maJ'or ~ssue am t't' ~ ~ ong prac ~ ~oners, 

and particularly between practitioners and evaluators. Practitioners frequently 

suggest other measures including obtaining and holding a job, improving reading 

levels, and so forth as important results for which projects should receive 

credit. 

The conditions under which probation occurs provide additional issues. 

There are many, many sub-issues in this category. Whether the offender 

voluntarily participates in the treatment is an example, Caseload differentia-

tion, or specialization are other conditions of treatment which may be applied. 

What is the relationship between the probation officer and the offender (racial 

differences, difference of sex, etc.)? There are placement issues such as the 

location of probation within the judicial or executive branch of government. 

All of these and many other conditional issues are discussed. 

The second major area of issues concerns measurement. Measurement issues 

related to process are presented. For example, how do projects define caseload? 

'\ 
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Outcome measures are then considered. The measurement of recidivism is an 

example of an outcome measure which has been discussed frequently with no 

resulting standard. 

Another measurement issue includes the whole realm of cost. Attempts 

at determining benefits are usually met with meaningful challenges. However, 

comparisons whtch have:.heen made o;t;alternativ.e. treatment caRt are dis.cussed ~ 

Lastly, research designs actually used in evaluation are described. 

These designs are discussed in the terms of the work of Campbell 

and Stanley. [208] 

Procedure 

Information for the preparation of this document has come from a number 

of sources. There are four areas of information: 

1. Background materials; books, articles, and papers 

2. Project information; grant applications, progress reports, final 

reports, and evaluations 

3. Expert opinion 

4. Local Advisory Board. 

The background materials were developed in several waves. The initial wave 

was performed by scanning journals and periodicals which contained writings 

on the subject of probation. Abstracts were prepared on each of the articles 

that seemed to be on the subject. 

The second wave was started by obtaining abstracts of related written 

6 

material through the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. The complete 

library was searched using the keywords probation, caseload, and supervision. 

Approximately 200 possible references were generated. The abstracts were 

studied, and those which seemed relevant were obtained in hard copy, on 

[f 
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microfiche, or borrowed. Other background materials have heen located through 

referenc~s listed or through suggestions of persons contacted. 

Project information was developed from numerous sources. A Grants 

Management Information System (GMIS) run was requested with the following 

criteria: 

l. The probation projects must be currently in operation. 

2. The projects must have been in operation over the past year. 

3. The projects must have been funded for $25,000 or more during 

the current year. 

This request resulted in extensive information on 595 block awards and 

406 non-block awards. These listings were studied to determine those 

projects which might qualify as intensive special probation. Letters 

requesting past evaluations, monitoring reports, or other prepared materials 

were sent to 59 of those on the GMIS run. This resulted in 19 

positive responses. Nine of the projects could not identify the giant 

number or had no materials which could be sent at that time, 

A second cut was made at obtaining project information by writing to 

law enforcement planning agencies in each of the 50 states requesti'ng in-

formation beyond that already obtained from the GMIS. These two cuts results 

in volumes of reports on active and completed projects. Ninety projects were 

eventually identified. 

The third source of information was from opinions of experts. A total 

of 78 "experts" were identified. Insufficient information precluded locating 

ten of the experts. Letters were written to the remaining experts requesting 

that they identify t'he top issue in intensive special probation. Thirty-one of 
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these responded although a few declined to provide the information indicating 

that they were too busy or didn't comprehend the message, 

This research project has the good fortune of being located in a large 

metropolitan city which is also the location of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration Region IV, the Georgia State Crime Commission, the Central 

Office of the Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, the Fulton,County 

Division of Adult Probation, and several intensive special probation projects. 

A Local Advisory Board was formed from representatives of these agencies and 

projects. The Board has served on an individual and on a group basis to pro-

vide information relevant to this research effort. A full meeting of the ~oard 

was held on January 29, 1976. A second meeting was held April 14, 1976 to 

8 

present the Draft Issues Paper and discuss the upcoming site visits. These site 

visits subsequently occurred between April 28 and June 17, 1976. 

A library has been generated for storing and retrieving project related 

materials. This library contains over 250 entries. A detailed outline of 

the Issues paper was prepared. The researchers reviewed every document in 

the library for relevance to intensive special probation. Cards were made for 

each document with respect to the contents in the outline. From these cards 

the issues paper was then constructed. 
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CHAPTER II 

HISTORY 

The history section consists of two parts. The first part concerns a very 

brief history of probation. The brevity. is warranted since probation in general 

is not the subject of this research. The second portion relates to the history 

of intensive special probation, which is the subject of this research. 

History of Probation 

Societal reaction to crime varies from time to time and place to place. 

As society's values change, societal reaction to violation changes. Develop-

ments in the correctional system tend to reflect these changes in society's 

beliefs about the causes and control of criminal behavior. The practice of 

probation did not emerge until certain evolutionary antecedents in society's 

conceptions of crime and punishment had occurred. 

Merton and Nisbett in Contempor~2J[ Social Problems note that only a few 

centuries ago when physical suffering was regarded as the natural lot of man-

kind, attempts to rehabilitate criminals took the form of torture, mutilation, 

and degradation. [203J Revenge in the form of severe physical punishments was 

accepted as necessary and natural. 

"A revolution in correctional ideology occurred during the 
late 18th and early~19th centuries, resulting in the amelioration 
of physical punishment and. the establishment of the prison as 
an almost universal device of correction. Prisons developed 
out of the new philosophies of hedonism and rationalism, the 
increasing popularity of contract theories of government, and 
the growing interdependence of men. 

The new ideology maintained that natural law, not the divine 
right of kings, provides the foundation of social order, that 
man is endowed with knowledge of right and wrong, that he 
possesses a free will, and that he operates under the prin-
ciple of hedonism in the pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance 
of pain. In this view, crime is g deliberate act, the result 

9 
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of malicious intent and a perverse will •... 'Let the punish­
ment fit the crime' was the motto of the system of justice." 
[28] 

Correction of the offender was to be achieved by imprisonment and prevention was 

to be achieved through deterence based upon the evidence that "crime does not 

pay." The concepts of "certain punishment," "culpable intent," and "equal 

10 

justlce" also emer-ged at this time. These concepts are pertinent to contemporary 

justice because they provide a basis for the use of diversionary methods. 

Significant changes in correctional ideology occurred again in the late 

19th and early 20th centuries. ,"The offender began to be viewed as 'sick' rather 

than 'wicked,' a disadvantaged person whose troubles grew out of his biological, 

psychological, or social depreviation. Hence, treatment and training, rather 

than punishment were called for." [28] The impact of psychological theories on 

society are evident in this value shift. 

The next stage was an increasing belief that society must share the 

responsibility with the offender for crime, Individual differences or personal, 

responsibility by the offender were not denied, but it was emphasized that the 

social and cultural milieu must be taken into account in any rehabilitation 

efforts. Out of these directions toward treatment and the importance of the 

social milieu grew the practice of probatinn with its orientation to the community 

setting. 

Due to the lower cost of probation compared to incarceration and the increas-

ing acceptance that prison rehabilitation doesn I't work, the judicial system is turn-

ingmore frequently to probation as an a.lternative. However, the probation system 

has not adjusted yet to this changing emphasis. Budgets and manpower in probation 

services have not caught up. Frequently, the' caseload of a probation officer 

is in the hundreds~ [114] 

The State of Massachusetts shares with England the distinction of introducing 

probation to the world. Although probation is essentially a 20th century 

development, its roots are in English common law. Benefit of clergy is 

frequently cited as one of the earliest precursors of probation. It was used 

originally to release clergymen from criminal court on the theory that only 

church courts had jurisdiction over their personnel. Later it was extended 

to include anyone who could read. 

Judicial reprieve was the precedent for the practice of suspension of 

sentence, although in England it did not extend to an indeterminate suspension 

of sentence. However, American courts' later pretensions to a power of in-

definite suspension of sentenc.e are anchored in this early English practice 

of judicial reprieve. 

Recognizance is another English legal practice which contributed to the 

development of probation. Recognizance allowed release with some type of 

surety or bail to assure good behavior. 

In summary, one of the essential elements of probation -- conditional 

suspension of punishment....;,- had several precedents in English common law. 

England was also the first country to introduce probation for offenders 

on a national basis. In 1887 England passed a First Offender Act wherein the 

principle of probation was recognized. 

In the United States, the first major steps for probation were taken in 

Boston, Massachusetts in 1841. In August of that year, John Augustus, a local 

cobbler, decided to stand bail for a man charged as a common drunkard. By 

1858, Augustus had bailed out 1152 men and 794 women. Out of these, only 

10 absconded. "Although his service to unfortunates was purely voluntary, 

he became in fact the first probation officer," [211] 

After his death, John Augustus" work was continued by Rufus R, Cook, a 

less-well known pioneer in probation. Like Augustus, Cook "s work was volup.tary 

and, of the I'rescue" type. 

11 
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begun by these men are essential features of probation Many of the practices 

screenl"ng, interviewing, supervision, home visits, today -- investigation and 

and services such as employment, relief and education. 

Through the efforts of John Augustus, who became known as the "father of 

and Rufus Cook, the potentialities of this form of probation" in this country, 

, "d In 1878, the first probation legislation social discipline became recognJ.ze • 

was enacted in Boston, Massachusetts. This legislation provided for the 

appointment of the first salaried official probation officer but applied only 

d' " " " B t In 1880, the right to appoint to the courts of criminal juris lctl0n ln os on. 

~ d d 11 "tl"es and towns in Massachusetts. However, probation offieers was exten e to a Cl 

d h " t" Prob~',tion was established on a state-wide only a feW exercise t elr op lon. _ 

basis in Massachusetts in i89l through mandatory legislation. 

Only five states adopted probation legislatiOl:t before 1900. Of these, only 

1 b " 'By 1936, adult probation, was established by three dealt with adu t pro atl0n. 

law in 39 states and the District of Columbia. [2l2J 

The Killets decision by the U. S. Supreme Court which held that a district 

judge could not suspend or defer sentence indefinitely, resulted in the passage 

of the Federal Probation Act in 1925. However, it was not generally used by 

the Federal Courts until 1930. 

History of Intensive Special Probation 

A body of correctional literature has addressed the question of how in-

creasing or decreasing caseloads can effect performance of probationers. 

[1, 65, 126J The literature usually combines probation and parole when trac-

ing history . The last of these reviews was sponsored by LEAA and published 

in 1974. [126J 

: ... 
,,

' 

Ij 

Exhaustive recitation of the materials in these excellent refereIlces would 

be repetitious. Rather, some of the summaries aIld conclusions of the various 

chroniclers will be provided" and some very recent research will be reported. 

Adams discussing over a decade of caseload research in California, states 

that "one is impressed by the fact that all the reduced caseload projects of the 

Los Angeles County Probation Department have shown small caseloads to be more 

effective. All have shown the experimentals to have significantly lower failure 

rates ...• 
11 

[65] The Probation Department succeeded (in reducing failure rates), 

whereas, the parole units that conducted reduced caseload projects did not have 

similar success. Adams concludes that, JI ••• probation and other open-community 

procedures will play far more important roles in the total correctional process." 

[65] In the San Francisco Project, four levels of supervision were identified, 

classifying caseloads as "ideal" (50 workload units); "normal" (100 workload 

units); "intensive" (25 workload units); and "minimum" (self report). After 

two years, an assessment was made of the cases. The available data indicated 

that the number of contacts between an offender and the probation or parole 

officer is seemingly unrelated to success. [206] It should be noted that both 

prcbation and parole are lumped into this conclusion. 

Vetter and R. Adams conclude a thoro'ugh study of probation casel~ad 

effectiveness indicating that there has not been an adequate assessment of 

the influence of caseload on the range of offender types. They found that in 

the few studies approaching methodolo~i.cal adequacy i.n which. cas,eload size has 

been employed a~ an independent variable, results have been compounded by 

the influence of other variables. "Actually, we do not know what is operating 

when we provide 'correctional treatment I·. in varying degrees of intensity; we 

do not know whether varying the caseload size leads to corresponding variation 

in intensity; and we do not know the differential effects of such manipulations 

on any number of potentially significant target variables., This chaotic 

state of affairs heavily underlies the necessity for research to be anchored 

J 
/ 
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in theory •... We must conclude that caseload size remains an open situation,ll [1] 

It should be noted that the two authors include both juvenile and adults, 

probationers and parolees in their study of probation caseload .. 

Carter and others summarize from Adams" early research.. '·'The data 

collectively were unable to support a consistent finding that small caseloads 

were superior to large, at least in terms of overall offender success and 

failure rate," [149] Carter and others. were concerned with probation and parole 
\ 

supervision. Their conclusion from Adams is based on Adams' study of both 

probation and parole prqjects. 

A very thorough review of case10ad size variation was sponsored b~ LEAA, 

authored by Neithercutt and Gottfredson, and published in 197.4. They. 

state that, "In several of the caseload size studies one would be hard pressed 

to say that much of anything had occurred besides a reduction in number of 

cases assigned to each officer." [126] Again, these authors have included both 

adult and juveniles, probationers and parolees in their study. 

The MITRE Corporation conducted an examination of intensive supervision 

as a strategy for probationers, They studied five intensive super-

~ision projects. Although the MITRE report refers frequently to probation, 

four of the five projects dealt basically with parolees. Additionally, 

the projects dealt with juveniles for the most part. MITRE reported, "Based 

on the analyses performed here, it would appear that intensive supervision, as 

a general strategy, was effective in terms of reducing recidivism." [199] 

In almost every instance, researchers have confounded probation and parole, 

and have made general statements about adults and juveniles. The current research 

effort concerns only adult probationers. 

t 
·CHAPTER II I 

THEORETICAL AND OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

Intensive Special Probation Projects serve individuals who have been 

adjudicated guilty of criminal acts. The problem then becomes one of changing 

the behavior pattern to one of non-criminality, through legal and humane means. 

Knowing the cause· of the criminal behavior obviously would facilitate achieving 

a solution. Therein lies the initial difficulty in the practice of Intensive 

Special Probation (ISP). There are numerous answers and theories promulgated as to 

the causes of criminality. However, the fact remains that although the condi-

tions under which some people commit some types of crime for some motives have 

been described, it is still not known why everyone exposed to the same influences 

does not resort to criminal behavior. Therefore, a major problem is the inability 

to guide intensive special probation projects on the basis of theoretical 

certainty. 

Most theoretical and operational issues in intensive special probation projects 

center around the question: What methodes) should be used for whom to produce what 

results under what conditions? In a project context, the question becomes: 

On what basis are specific project elements assumed to interact with what 

aspects of the offender or his environment, under what conditions, to achieve 

what results? Once these decisio~s are reached, the focus switches to the question 

of how to deliver the services or implement the project. The primary theoretical and 

operational issues which emerged from this investigation relate to (1) uncertainty 

resulting from lack of concrete evidence on effectiveness, and (2) implementation 

difficulties. 

15 
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Intervention Method(s) 

The choice of intervention method is dependent upon the theoretical pre­

mises which are accepted as producing a desired behavioral change. If it is 

assumed that criminality is a function of an individual disorder, then change 

will come through correcting that individual or disorder. Common intervention 

techniques consistent with this premise are group therapy, and individual therapy. 

If the assumption is accepted that persons change only when the psychological 

or physical pain is sufficient to motivate movement in a new direction, then 

intervention methods will be punitive in nature. On the other hand, if it is 

believed that behavioral change is produced by an individual's perception that 

the potential rewards are sufficiently pleasurable to incur the risks, then 

the emphasis of intervention methods will be different. 

In contrast to the premise that criminality is an individual disorder, 

if it is considered to be a product of social processes and conditions, then 

the target group and methods of correctional efforts will ref.lect this difference. 

For example, efforts may be directed at changing the socialization setting and 

opportunity structure of a community through funding area projects such as 

large-scale recreation, work, or community improvement. Fund~mental to such 

an approach is recognition that important changes cannot be imposed from out­

side. Therefore, the leadership must be local. [203] 

Efforts directed towards altering the social processes assumed to con­

tribute to criminality may also be accomplished by changing the definitions 

and expectations of what is valued by society so that levels of aspiration 

are more consistent with legitimate means for obtaining them. 

Another product of a sociological orientation holds that attempts to 

change the criminal behavior of an individual must be directed towards modifi­

cation of the groups "owning" the behavior. "If the behavior of a man is 

an intrinsic part of the groups to which he belongs, then attempts to modify 

• 
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the behavior will succeed only if the groups are somehmv modified. Probation 

is consistent with this principle in the sense of trying to integrate the proba­

tioner into sets of social relationships iri which criminality as a way of life 

is strictly taboo." [203] ISP projects which have education or work components 

are consistent with this principle to the extent that they change the probationer's 

post release group relationships. 

Against this background of theoretical uncertainty, ISP projects usually 

operate in an environment that expects ISP staff to perform the traditional 

fUnctions of investigation, diagnosis, and supervision. These functions also 

include the dual responsibilities of surveillance and treatment, regardless 

of the particular unique features of the ISP. This does riot present a major 

difficulty when the unique features of an ISP do not conflict with underlYing 

philosophies of one of these functions and distribution of time is not an issue. 

However, it is conceivable that these various demands interact in some currently 

unspecified ways which affect project success. 

The methods which are the subject of this investigation are classified as 

intensive special probation. Intensive refers to reducing the caseload 

substantially, while special refers to a variety of methods which have some 

feature that is not employed routinely in. the traditional probation system. 

Neither classification is apt to be "pure" in a real world situation; therefore, 

the division is a convention utilized merely to facilitate discussion.~ 

Since, by definition, in this scheme, intensive (reduced caseload) is more 

properly conceptualized as a condition under which a project works, rather than 

a treatment method, the issues in intensive probation are discussed in a later 

section on caseload size • 

The issues in special probation concern the choice of special methods to 

be used as well as issues that relate to particular characteristics of that method: 

Some of the special methods that have been tried are individual counseling; 

__ ... L. 
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group counseling; educational upgrading; providing work opportunities; using team 

probation, using volunteers, including specialized types; using financial 

penalties as treatment; behavioral contracting between probation officer and 

offender; and emphasizing referral rather than casework. Each of these has 

its proponent~ and opponents, has had varying success, and has issues unique 

to itself. All have in common lack of conclusive evidence to guide relevant 

decisions, and the uncertainty of outcome caused by individual differences. 

Frequently, ISP' s will employ a combination of methods. Each will be pres'ented 

briefly to highlight the complexity involved in simply choosing and operationaliz-

ing the most appropriate intervention methodes). 

Social Casework. Social casework was one of the earliest approaches to 

probation treatment and, is used frequently enough to be considered almost the 

norm. David Dressler defines casework as a method by which the worker, largely 

utilizing a one-to-one relationship, brings about mutual interaction with the 

client in an effort to promote a psychological and social situation that will 

enable the client to be more self-accepting and interact more acceptably with 

others. [45] 

In the process of providing casework services, the probation worker may 

manipulate the environment in order to provide concrete services, such as 

financial assistance; or, through the one~to-oue relationship, he may help the 

offender cope with his environment more effectively. The two approaches are not 

mutually exclusive under Dressler's definition. [45] If Dressler's conception 

of casework is accepted, ~he current controversy between casework and community 

referral is more a matter of emphasis than exclusive selection. The arguments 

for encouraging referral, are based primarily in the limitations of any in-

dividual worker. In communication with the investigators, Dr. George Killinger, 

stated, 

c 

"I feel that the greatest problem in probation superV1Slon 
at the moment is the fact that many probation officers try to be 
'all things to all people' and do not mobilize ·the community and 
use the supporting agencies that are available and more knowledge­
able than the probation staff in modifying, controlling, ou;changing 
behavior. The probation officer should be a broker of services 
in addition to his one-to-one counseling and supervision role." 
[213] 

This sentiment is echoed by others who favor the role of community referral 

agent for the probation officer. 

If community referral is chosen as a mode. of treatment, the question of 

parameters arises. There seems to be scant debate about intervening to secure 
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employment for a probationer~ but the extent to which probation officers should 

become advocates for probationers in community disputes does cause controversy. 

For example, should a probation department representative become involved in 

a rent strike to the point of picketing on behalf of probationers treated un-

justly by landlords? [130] An issue such as this is usually settled by 

administrative policy, but the existence of policy does not prevent questioning 

of that policy. 

The concept of community referral is often expanded to a theory of re-

integration. Taken to its extreme, that notion raises issues not only of 

community based programs, but also of community-administered and controlled 

programs. [130J All of these unresolved controversies, which ultimately are 

influenced by value judgments, contribute to the selection of a method or 

methods for an ISP and to the setting in which the project is operationalized. 

Group Counseling. Group counseling is another basic intervention method. 

Some authoriti~s make distinctions between group . therapy , group counseling, group 

work, and guided group interaction, Others do not. There is a lack of con-

sensus on principles and concepts; consequently, the group leader is left with-

out a guide. For example, Dressler suggests that having a common problem is 

a pre-requisite for group therapy. [45] Keve, on the other hand, contends that 
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"it is not essential that each group have such an expressly identified common 

denominator, but the leader should see in his own mind a common goal for them to 

reach by a common path, and be able to state the goal for the group if they 

are uncertain of it themselves." [195] Personality must also be considered 

in selection of group members. Thus, one of the initial decisions, who should 

be in the group, is complicated by uncertainty. 

It is sometimes claimed that group work is & way to save time by the labor 

saving device of seeing several probationers at once~ However, 'general 

experience has been that group work may be even more demanding of time and 

emotional energy of the worker than casework with individual clients. Certainly, 

logistical chores are involved in group work that are not required in case-

work. For example, a meeting place must be obtained which meets certain 

criteria, transportation may have to be arranged, and other similar tasks 

completed. Keve also indicates that group work is met with introductory 

resistance in nearly every instance, [195] If an ISP involves group work as 

a method, the likelihood of this resistance must be taken into account. Further, 

if the project staff is not already trained in group processes, provision 

must be made for such training, and consideration given to its timing in 

determining a reasonable point at which the project can be expected to make an 

impact. 

The differential treatment unit of the Inner London Probation Service 

is an example of a proj e(!t making extensive use of group techniques that 

appears to have success. A number of other elements present in the project 

al~o appear to be associated with its success. Tandem working, attaching 

a probationer to tJwo officers, usually a man. and a woman, rather than one 

officer, has been widely used. A central element in the approach has been 

to ensure that all clients have direct and immediate access to their supervisors. 

\. 
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Informality, such as the use of first names, is also a key element. The 

atmosphere is not one of equals but is therapeutic rather than correctional 

or controlling. [49] 

Educational Upgrading and/or Vocational Training. Providing opportunities 

for educational upgrading and/or vocational training is another possible type 

of special method in an ISP project. The primary issues in this area relate 

to the best methods to assure effective implementation so that individual needs 

are met. That such services should be provided generally seems to be accepted. 

The National Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, and the 

President's Commission. on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

both recommended providing such opportunities. [27, 16] This position 

is based upon the deficiencies in education and in skills necessary 

for employment which are characteristic of many probationers. [16] In the 

Oregon Burglary Offender Project, an effort was made to gain some understanding 

of the reasonCs) or problem(s) the clients and officers were experiencing in 

finding work for unemployed clients; The officer was asked to indicate the 

primary reason from a list of 12 provided on the data forms. 

"The categorized items ranged from poor work habits/job 
problems; lack of skills; seasonal work and general economic 
conditions in the labor market to incarceration. The most 
frequently selected reason for the unemployed in the target 
offices was judged to be due to client's inadequate skills 
C1l%)". [85] 

Also, it is felt that providing educational and/or vocational training 

services eventually will enable the individual to function more effectively 

in the community, and, hopefully, will contribute to less recidivism. llhis, 

of course, is qualified by the extent to which such services influence the 

offender's personal relationships and economic situations. The same types of 

comments apply to providing employment opportunities, except the relationship 

to preventing recidivism is more direct. 
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Glasser concluded that "unemployment may be among the principal causal 

factors in recidivism in adult male offenders." [16] The question becomes, 

is it causal or merely an associated characteristic? Even if it is not causal, 

many persons make. the value judgment that providing employment to probationers 

is good in and of itself. 

It should be noted that 54.S% of probation administrators participating in 

the 1967-69 Probation Management Institutes felt special methods such as 

educational, vocational, employment, and even group therapy, should be handled 

by referral agencies rather than probation agencies. [141] 

Team Probation. Considering all of the activities in which humans have 

joined forces to achieve a common goal leads to the consideration of a team 

approach to probation. The U. S. Probation Office for the Northern District 

of Georgia was restructured into a team system in early 1973. [14S] In Northern 

Georgia, two probation officers and a clerk stenographer form a team and two 

teams function as backup units for each other. In Northern Georgia, the role 

of the clerk stenographer ·is very important as keeper of the records, information 

provider, and general resource person~ 

Other federal probation offices which have recently adopted the team 

concept include Memphis in 1973, Oklahoma City and Tampa in 1974, and Nashville 

in 1975. Portland, Oregon has been using the team concept since 1965. 

The positive attributes of team probation include increased motivation 

and morale. This leads to greater productivity. 

The team approach mayor may not include caseload reduction. In the 

Northern Georgia District it appears that the workload is essentially the 

same. In Virginia, the caseload has been differentiated between members of 

the team. The officer having an Intens~ caseload has between 20 and 25 

cases. The team member supervising a Normal caseload has 40 to 50 cases. 

Finally, the officer with an Ideal caseload supervises SO to 100 cases. 
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There may also be disadvantages w~th us~ng th t 0 1 1 ~ ~ e eam concept; part1cu ar y 

when teams specialize. Perhaps, the biggest disadvantage to specialization is 

cost. Specialized teams must be formed for various types of offenses. These 

teams only handle the type of offense for which they are structured. This 

creates inefficiency. There is also an added expense with the type of team 

used in Northern Georgia. Each probation officer on the team must have full 

knowledge of all the cases handled by the team. This requires added review 

time, and in effect, increases the caseload. 

The team approach has also been used in Virginia in differential case-

load supervision. [172J It is said to provide decentralized decision-making 

affording the o£ficers in the team greater flexibility, control and manage­

ment of their respective caseloads within established policy and procedural 

guidelines. 

The teams in Virginia are made up of three officers, each with a designated 

caseload for supervision; "Ideal," "Normal," and "Intense". One of the 

officers is designated as team "leader". ThO o. 1S pos1t1on rotates every six 

months. 

Virginia has also developed specialized teams to handle drug and sex cases 

with the same differential caseload composition and with a team leader. Student 

interns are attached to all teams in Virginia. 

Behavioral Contracting. Behavioral contracting between the offender and 

the probation officer is a special method which has been tried by the Division 
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of Probation and Parole/Community Based Services, Georgia Department of Corrections 

and Offender Rehabilitation. This method involves mutual identification of 

the offender's needs and listing them in order of priority. The probationer and 

the probation supervisor work out appropriate and attainable goals to solve the 

problems listed. When the goals and methods of achievement have been mutually 

agreed upon, they may form a contract between the offender and the court. 



----~--- ---

The Chief Probation/Parole Supervisors in the 10 Judicial Circuits who 

volunteered to experiment with this program reported that many Superior Court 

Judges endorsed this method by placing it in the order of probation. However, 

hard data on effectiveness was not available. [132] 

Use of Volunteers. Probation began with a volunteer, John Augustus. 

Today, the use of volunteers appears to be one of the more promising in.ter-

ventions in the field. It can help alleviate the problem of overloaded case-

loads and contribute to rehabilitation and reintegration goals for the proba-

tioner. 

The mere provision of manpower can contribute to alleviating problems. 

The 'ways in which that manpower is applied are limited only by system avail-

ability. For example, volunteers can amplify the time, attention, and types 

of interaction given to probationers', can help diversify the services received, 

can assist with administrative work, can help with public relations, can help 
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secure facilities, materials or other volunteers, and provide many other services. 

The types of volunteers which are used are as varied as the ways in which 

volunteers ,are used. The citizen who has a desire to help is one type of 

volunteer. Students have been used as volunteers, but using students has the 

disadvantage of requiring more constant supervision and having scheduling 

conflicts such as with school breaks. [104] 

A natural extension of volunteer programs was to use specialized volunteers 

such as ex-offenders, the offende~s themselves, and indigneous non.,...professionals 

as para-professionals. Beless, Pilcher, and Ryan make a number of arguments 

for using indigneous non-professionals which are persons from the same social 

class as the population being served. [5] The rationale is that use of such 

persons minimizes social distance; and, thus, encourages client'identification 

and rapport with the worker. Grosser saw the local resident worker as a 
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"bridge between the lower-class client and the m:i.ddle class professional 

worker." [5] Rieff and Riessman describe the indigneous worker volunteer as follows: 

"He is a peer of the client and shares'a common background, 
language, ethnic origin, style and group of interests .• ;. he 
'belongs;' he is a 'significant other," he is 'one of us'. 
The style of the non-professional is significantly related 
to his effectiveness, because it matches the client's." [5] 

The preceding commentary supports Gordon's contention that "The indigeneous 

leader can communicate instantly to the suspicions, and distrustful client, 

avoiding noblesse oblige, in a way many middle class professionals cannot do 

when dealing with disaffected, hostile, anomic clients who see the middle class 

agency worker as part of the system against which he is fighting."[5] The same 

rationale could apply in dealing with interracial tensions in probation services. 

Another viewpoint challenges this approach. While recognizing that using 

indigeneous workers facilitates communication, the following grounds are,given 

for not restricting the probationerts official contact only to the indigeneous 

worker: 

1) In everyday life the probationer will be dealing with persons 

from other social classes. 

2) The probationer/probation officer relationship which is helpful 

will involve a realistic trust. 

3) If trust is established, and the resulting relationship with the 

the middle class probation officer is accepted, the lower class 

client~s future reaction in dealing with persons from the middle 

class is apt to be enhanced. This, of course, is dependent upon 

the degree to which the client generalizes his experience. 

Projects like POCA (Chicago based Probation Officer Case Aide) have 

experimented with using indigeneous non-professionals in probation and parole. 

POCA confirmed the operational feasability of employing indigeneous non-
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professionals as case aides in the Federal Probation Service. Tentative con-

clusions by, Beless, Pilcher, and Ryan are that wider use of indigeneous workers 

seems justified when clients differ markedly from professional workers in 

cultural and social values, and development of such positions presents a means 

of incre,asing the number of blacks in probation work. [5] 

The experience of groups like Alcohol Anonymous and Synanon has suggested 

that those who have personally encountered and overcome a problem have a unique 

capacity to help others with similar problems. From this and the recent 

respectability of using indigeneous workers, probation services have tried 

using ex-offenders and offenders themselves as staff~ Studies of peer group 

influences and pressure would also support this approach. 

Often in these situations, it is the ex-offender or offender'who is 

"helping" that changes the most, To be the "helper II r.equires a role reversal. 

Cressey attributed the success of such activities to the fact that the reformee 

gains experience in the role of reformer, a role identified as desirable by 

the group. A group in which criminal A joins with some non-crimin2ls to change 

criminal B is probably most effective in changing A, not B; in order to change 

B, criminal A must necessarily share the values of the anti-criminal members. 

[5] Another pre.,...success factor operating is described by Keve as "Our clients 

tend to be people who have had little reason to feel their l~ves are purposeful 

for they are usually on the receiving end and so are seldom able to enjoy the 

ego building effect of being important to someone else." [195] 

Success is described rather frequently and in numerous terms for volunteer 

programs in probation. Killinger states that, "Courts using volunteers consistently 

report reductions in institutionalization rates, as more and more they are able 

to work with the offender in his home community. At the same time, striking 

reductions in repeat offense percentage are:also claimed (~lthough this can be 

a somewhat elusive statistic). '~ [79] 
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The Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council's Increase Adult Probation 

Project which includes a volunteer component also suggests success. Volunteers 

are erilisted to provide one-to-one counseling with probationers. The revocation 

rate for all of 1974 for those probatl"oners who had 1 vo unteers was only 0.7%. 

While comparison statistics were not provl'ded, 0.7%0 b d can e accepte , prima 

facie, as low. [95] 

Scheier reported that research in three separate courts confirmed that 

a group of probationers assigned volunteers on a one-to-one basis showed lessening 

of anti-social attitudes when tested before and after probation. This finding 

was even more significant in view of the fact that groups of probationers 

not assigned volunteers showed an increase in anti-social attitudes. [8] 

When discussing volunteer programs the Royal Oak program must be mentioned. 

If criteria such as community willingness to support a project with time and 

money, or program expansion are used, certainly Royal Oak is a success. After fif­

teen months the city and private contributors were asking to support the program. 

Four years later the program's budget had increased from $4,400 to $25,000. 

In addition, the project claims a 7% recidivism rate over a ten year period. [11] 

Lack of success in volunteer programs seems to be a function of management 

or organizational proble~s rather than the concept. The Delaware Volunteers 

in Probation project records a number of difficulties of this type. However, 

the degree to which these p~oblems affected the project's effectiveness in 

reducing crime or improving the criminal justice system has not been examined. 

Unfortunately, data was not maintained which might allow such a determination. [162] 

A basic issue in volunteer programs concerns how to operationalize such 

programs effectively. Such programs are subject to common management pitfalls. 

Depending upon the project structure, coordination can be a major factor. 

Delaware's lack of coordination between Judges, the Department of Corrections, 
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the Bureau of Probation and Parole, and the volunteers was severe enough for 

the evaluation to comment that "unless the coordination problems are resolved, 

the true potential for this particular project can never be realized." [162) 

Internal coordination was also a problem as evidenced by the time lags between 

a p.robation officer's request for.a volunteer for a specific case and the time 

the volunteer was assigned. In some cases, the delay was so extreme (as much 

as six months) that the offender was already dismissed from probation before 

the volunteer was assigned. 

Another issue revolves around the trade-offs between flexibility and control. 

How much procedure and control are necessary for effective functioning without 

unduly sacrificing the advantages of flexibility? Flexibility is considered 

essential to accomodate the individual personalities of the volunteer and 

probationer. [79] The point is to accomplish a goal, rather than to prescribe 

how it will be accomplished. Some parameters must be set but a broad philosophical 

framework can be sufficient. Horejsi, for example, describes a conceptual 

base from which the volunteer can plan his own intervention. His framework 

is called the M-C-O Approach, M~C~O refers to motivation, capacity, and 

opportunity, [13] 

On the other hand, adequate controls are necessary for organized functioning 

and as protective measures. Working with probationers is a sensitive area. 

Therefore, controls on the discretion of the volunteer are necessary, just 

as there are some controls on the probation officer. Sufficient supervision of 
""" 

the volunteer also can prevent the volunteer from feeling alone and iosing 

his motivation. 

Other management issues relate to recruiting, screening, and selection, 

volunteer incentive and support, leadership, training, guidelines or suggestions 

for effective implementation and so forth. The process of recruitment, screen-

ing, and selection of volunteers is cr·ucial.· Exposure to these areas can best 
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be obtained by refering to any of a number of sources. Killinger and Cromwell's 

Corrections in the Community, Keve's Imagina~ive Programming in Probation and 

Parole, and LEAA's National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals are among 

the sources that might be used. [79, 195, 16) 

An issue that is, peculiar to volunteer programs concerns the relatilion-

ship of the probation officer and the volunteer. One of the questions is what 

are the optimum roles? Some professional probation officers feel threatened 

by the volunteer. This resistance appears to be lessening as probation 

professionals are exposed to evidence that shows professionals have not lost 

jobs because of.volunteers. To the contrary, volunteers have helped create 

probation leadership positions where none existed before. [19] Training can 

also help mitigate this resistance. 

Resistance has also been based upon the "good guy", "softie" image. 

Probation officers have tended to believe that volunteers get to do all the 

"good guy", "fun" things while the probation officer must be the enforcer. [162] 

The proper distribution of these roles is an issue which should be addressed 

by a volunteer project, 

One way in which some of these objections can be lessened is to allow 

the probation officer to determine which of the probationers on his caseload 

need more intensive supervision by a professional. The probation officer can 

then work directly with those who are apt to benefit most from his attention. 

He will also have fewer probationers requiring his time, and be able to retain 
u 

the satisfaction of direct contact. [79] 

It is also important for volunteer programs to be structured and opera-

tionalized in sucn a manner that supervision of the volunteer doesn't become 

just another added duty for the probation officer without reducing his workload 

in some other manner. Although the original intention was to reduce the caseload 
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by using volunteer services, this did not happen in the Delaware project. In establishment in the connnunity. In those circumstances, the use of financial 

fact, caseloads were not reduced and the probation officer had the added duty penalties is apt to have exactly the opposite effect of what is intended. Read-

of supervising the volunteer. [162] ings on this method force the conclusion that when fines or financial re.,.. 

Use of financial penalties as treatment. The use of fines alone as a imbursements to victims is the choice of methods, the goal is not treatment 

treatment method has the advantage of being less disruptive to the offender's but some other value. 

social and personal life than sending him to an institution or placing him on Participants 

probation. If the fine is paid promptly, it is a cheap method of.maintaining 
In addition to choosing a method, the participants in an int"ensive special 

law and order. On the other hand, when systems have to be set up to collect 
probation project must be determined. Should the offender be the only person 

the fines, the fiscal advantage is lost. 
"treated" or should "treatment" include the offender's family, peer associations, 

When fines are combined with a probation order, the accusation is made that 
and/or the connnunity at large? One source of support for including the family 

mixing a punitive measure with supervision has a negative effect on the "helping 
and peer group is found in Charles Cooley's designation of primary groups. 

process" that probation officers consider essential to the probation process,· 
Primary groups, as contrasted with secondard groups, are characterized by . 

This contention is supported by Martin Davies study, "Financial Penalties and 
intimate association and cooperation, usually face-to-face. The significance 

Probation", particularly when the probation officer is involved in collection of 
of the primary group is in its ability to exercise social control. The family 

the fine. [50] 
and peer group as primary groups are able to exert considerable influence 

Davies' study further concludes that there is no evidence that using fines 
on an individual. It is in recognition of this that such groups are often in-

reduces the likelihood of reconviction and in fact, his findings suggest that 
cluded in treatment~ Ultimately, the decision of who to include in treatment 

the use of fines is associated with higher reconviction rates. No opposing 
will depend in part upon the extent to which each of these is believed to 

studies were found in the literature search. 
influence the desired response from the offender, That extent, in turn, will 

Another consideration in using fines or financial reimbursement to victims 
be determined by the degree of acceptance of particular theories of crime 

as a project component centers upon the question of equity. The pattern of 
causality. 

non-payment which emerged in Davies' research showed that those with the 
Part of the difficulty in determining who should receive intensive special 

greatest environmental problems were the ones least likely to fulfill their 
probation, supervision revolves around lack of knowledge concerning what ::type , 

obligation to court. The higher the financial penalty and worse the environment, .. offender should get probation. Dressler states that, ideally, selection for 
the greater the number of defaulters. Therefore, unless the offender's financial 

probation would be individualized. [45] There are, however, factors which 
and environmental difficulties are taken into account, insufficient payment 

should be considered in the selectior: pro.cess because of their relationship 
could automatically destine the offender to jailor prevent successful re-

to recidivism. One area of gen"eral agreement appears to be that violent offenders 
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who commit their crime under circumstances which are likely to reoccur should 

not receive probation, and, thus, would not participate in ISP's. 

Based upon past findings, intelligence and physique are not factors which 

are significant influences on recidivism. Consequently, they would not be 

part of any selection criteria. Factors which should be included because of 

their relationship to recidivism are age, prior criminal record, whether or 

not the crime was economic and non~vio1ent, criminal associations, and prior 

work regularity. The specific findings are capsuled below: 

1) The younger a person is when he is arrested~ convicted, or 
confined for any crime, the more likely he is to continue 
in crime. Between 18-20 more than 50% recidivate. With 
age, the probability increases that any further criminal 
acts will be misdemeanors rather than felonies. 

2) The greater the number of previous offenses on a criminal 
record, the greater the tendency to recidivate, except as 
mitigated by age.. \'Recidivism rates are about the same 
following a fourth or subsequent felony conviction as 
following a third conviction. However, first offenders 
for a felony hav~ an appreciably lower recidivism rate 
than 'two time' or subsequent 'losers'." [224] 

3) "We have learned also that because a person is for the 
first time convicted of a crime, such a circumstance in and 
of itself is no recommendation for his selection for proba­
tion. Investigation has repeatedly disclosed that some 
first offenders possess well defined anti-social habits, 
have had extended experience in criminal enterprise with­
out having been apprehended, and have had continued con­
tacts with underworld groups. II [207] 

4) Those offenders whose crimes were economic and not 
accompanied by violence are most likely to recidivate 
(i.e., auto theft, burglary, larceny, forgery, etc.). 

5) 

6) 

Burglary and larceny offenders usually have life histories 
reflecting numerous associations with those who would 
give recognition and social support for their crimes. 

Prior work regularity is more clearly related to 
·recidivism than job type. [224] 

Once it is decided that a person will receive probation, there are several 

classification schemes which have been used in designating the type of super-
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vision which will be gl"ven. These d" d" 1 . are 1scusse 1n a ater section on case-

load size. 

The classifications become a selection device since, the category into 

which an offender falls determines who receives what kind of supervision. 

A question also is whether or not various types of intensive supervision 

will h d ave ifferent effects on different categories of offenders. Work in 

the juvenile field by persons such as Ms. M. O. Warren indicates that there 

are differential effects with different categories of offenders. [76] It 

appears very little conclusive research has been performed on this in the 

adult area. 

Results 

There is a general agreement that a reduction in recidivism or the 

recidivism rate is a desired result. Th" "d b ' ere 18 cons1 era 1y less agreement 

as to what constitutes recidivism and what other results should constitute 

"success!!. 

Recidivism in probation is defined most frequently as the commitment of 

a probationer to a penal institution for violation of the conditions of proba­

tion or for the commission of a new criminal offense. [146] It has also been 

defined as: 

1) rearrest for any offense 

2) rearrest for an offense included in a specific category of crimes 

3) reconviction for any offense 

4) reconviction for an offense included in a specific category of crimes 

5) incarceration 

6) revocation of probation 

7) various combinations of the preceeding. 
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The choice of definitions will, of course, affect any conclusions concern-

ing the degree to which the desired result has been obtained. 

Some like Dressler, feel that although recidivism is an important out-

come, it should not be the only consideration.· "To use recidivism as the only 

factor in establishing whether the individual has Successfully readjusted in 

society is to set up an all-or-nothing frame of :cefereflce. The recidivist be~ 

comes a 100 percent failure and the non-recidivist a 100 percent success. 

Controversy is rampart as to what else should be considered success in ISP 

projects. There are those who advocate accepting positive attitude changes or 

One desired changes in self-concept of participants as evidence of success. 

position of proponents is that self-concept and attitude change are of value in 

and of themselves, '" To be effective in reforming or re-educating the offender, ' 

states Kingsley, 'effort should be directed towards the correction of faulty 

attitudes.,. [rather than] improving bad habits. '" [204] This attitude is 

an expression of the feeling that at least some positive change has occurred. 

Other proponents assume that such changes will result in desirable behavioral 

changes in the long run, which mayor may not include a change to no or less 

criminal behavior, 

Other outcomes which are frequently suggested as evidence of success in~ 

clude job placement and retention, job type, work regularity, educational ad­

vances, drug or alcohol rehabilitation, satisfactory probation performance 

in terms of criteria other than commitment for a new crime, and community 

acceptance and perceptions" Community acceptance will be influenced by the 

perceived degree of risk to the community. The degree of project benefits 

versus the perceived risk to the community then surfaces as an issue. "This 

is modified on an individual basis by the degree of an individual's acceptance 

in the community. Community perceptions are also influenced by community aware­

ness of incidents and the number of times the same individual is probated." [225] 
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Some suggest that being a valuahle membel;" of society is more important than 

a minor degree of recidivism. There are many ways the ex-offender may fail to 

become a valuable member of society.. Perhaps, he avoids further crimes of 

theft and, instead, lives on welfare. It may be that some small degree of 

recidivism, if linked with an otherwise productive life, might be preferable 

to a parasitic existence just within the confines of the law. [202] Such a 

position could lead to considerable wrong-doing lurking behind·approlTed behavior. 

For example, it is possible that a probationerl:s behavior, despite one major 

relapse into crime, would be so exemplary in other respects that success would 

be claimed. [46] Ultimately, the choice of results is a ques tion of valu·es. 

Opponents argue that the function of ISP projects is a correctional one. 

Therefore, recidivism is the prime consideration, If the behavior 1eading to 

recidivism is not prevented, then success is not achieved. Other outcomes are 

judged in terms of their impact on recidivism. 

Even the opponents are divided as to what should constitute progress 

towards the goal of preventing recidivism. Should a switch to a less "serious" 

crime be considered success? At what point in the criminal justice system· 

should a person be considered a recidivist -- at rearrest, at reconviction, 

or at some other point? Time becomes a crucial factor as well. How much time 

must pass without evidence of recidivism before a person is considered per~ 

manently rehabilitated? 

Rational decision making requires knowing what result is desired before 

one selects a method for accomplishing that result. Therefore, answers to 

the previous questions and resolution of the issues raised in this section 

are essential to choosing a project methodology. 
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Conditions 

A large percentage of the issues in adult ISP projects concern deter­

mining what conditions influence effectiveness of the project in terms of 
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the individual participant's behavior. Among these are caseload size and 

charactel:7stics, the degree. of offender inclusion in the decision-making 

process, voluntary versus involuntary participation, length of time of the 

probation order, and a seri~;s of sub-issues that revolve around the relation­

ship of the probation officer to the offender~ to the judge, to service 

agencies, and other individuals arid groups which could influence service 

delivery and "treatment" effectiveness. 

Caseload Size., Historically? there has been considerable interest in 

determining the "correct" caseload size. Frequently, the response to criticism 

of probation programs has been, and is, that the magnitude of the caseload 

prevents successful operation. Consequently, a search for the "best" case­

load size began. 

Initially, 50-unit caseloads became the recommended standard, This 

concept "dates back to at least the second decade of this century when Charles 

L. Chute of the National Probation Association observed that ~ifty cases is as 

many as any probation officer ought to carry. I" [149] Academicians and 

professional organizations began to concur with this non-empirical statement 

which reinforced acceptance of 50 units as the "standard caseload". In 1967, 

the President~s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

advocated a new number - 35 - as the appropriate target. "It, too, was without 

empirical basis and only generally considered other impactors on supervision." 

[149] Recently, even asking the question of "What caseload size is optimum?" 

has been challenged. M. G. Neithercutt and D. M. Gottfredson suggest that 

asking such a ~question is committing a reductio ad absurdum. [126J 

" \, 

( 

-- ----

37 

Implicit in the search for an optimum caseload size has been the assumption 

that a magic number or numerical range could be found that was more effective 

in reducing recidivism than numbers above or below that point, 

From this, it has been hypothesized that reducing caseload size will 

reduce recidivism. The rationale for this hypothesis is based upon the 

following set of beliefs: 

1) the fewer cases a probation officer has, the more time he can devote 

to each probationer. 

2) the more time the probation officer devotes to the probationer, the 

greater the intensity of the interpersonal relationship will be 

3) the more intense the interpersonal relationship, the more 'likely the 

probationer will not recidivate. 

The San Francisco Project isa specific example of findings which refute 

this hypothesis. Four levels of workloads were established: (1) Ideal (50 

cases), (2) Intensive (25), (3) Normal (100), (4) Minimum supervision (with 

a ceiling of 250 cases) - requiring only the submission of a monthly written 

report. It was found that those under minimum supervision performed as well 

as those under normal supervision. The minimum and ideal caseloads had almost 

identical violation rates. In the intensive caseloads, the vio1ati~n rates 

did not decline but technical violations increased. This was, in all likelihood, 

due to increased surveillance. Another prob1em which arises with intensive 

caseloads is effective management of the additio?al time available to project 

probation staff. This was found to be the case in the San Francisco project 

and was a complaint in the Atlanta Impact Program Outreach project • 

The San Francisco project indicated that the number of contacts between 

probationer and staff appeared to have little relationship to success or failure 

on probation. The conclusion was that the concept of case10ad is meaningless with­

out some type of classification and matching of offender type, service to be 

offered and staff. [226J 
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The conclusions of the San Francis.co project have been questioned. "After 

ad:iressing itself to peripheral issues, suffering from a lack of methodological 

sophistication (which was fortunately realized by the end of the project) and 

acute data collection problems, undergoing major alt~rations in the research 

design and experiencing a phenomenal attrition rate, the project provides few 

bases for significant conclusions." [1] The San Francisco project moved too 

rapidly from speculation to attempted experimentation, and failed to .state well 

the problems to be solved. [79] 

As a general rule caseload research which is well known, has d2alt with 

juveniles or parolees rather than probationers, per se, The Special Community 

Supervision Project (SCSP), of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections, was 

close to being an exception. It involved both parolees and probationers, 

but ninety per cent of the clients were probationers. Official results of 

this project were not supportive of reduced caseloads resulting i.n less 

recidivism. "The reduced caseloads h d .. f s owe no slgnl icant increment in success 

rate compared to the control group." It describes ·many of the probationers 

as self-correcting and states they may be supervised in caseloads of 150 or 

more. [126J 

The Workload Determination Project of the Los Angeles Probation Project was 

instigated, primarily, to determine the most appropriate workload size for a 

deputy probation officer. Juvenile and adult caseloads were involved. "For 

adult cases, the WDP caseload settled down at about 90 cases per officer. This 

was in contrast with the average of 210 cases in the non-WDP caseloads in the 

same areas." The eleven month follow-up of the adult cases suggested the WJ;>P 

units were providing more effective supervision and had "appreciable potential 

for cost reductions in the management of adult cases." [65] Adams did not 

report recidivism effects for the adult portion of the WDP. 

------------------ -----
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In othel;' s.tudi..e.Q..?, thel;'e has. been evi.dence. that low.er caseloads l;'educe 

recidivism. For example, of 45 relevant studfes- listed in 1967 by the National 

Clearinghouse for Mental Health Tnformation of the National Institute of 

Health, 40 supported low caseload effectiveness, and 5 did not. [9] 

A report by Adams and Vetter on a 1965 low caseload demonstration project 

under the auspices of the Maryland State Department of Public Welfare showed 

that there was a statistically significant lower number of recidivists in the 

low caselo,,!-d unit research sample than in the high caseload unit research 

sample. (The findings apply to Caucasian ,I. adolescent, male, first offenders). 

However, the report also suggests that a more efficient approach, in terms of 

energy expended, tax dollars spent, and correctional ends achieved would be 
. ' 

the development of criminological diagnostic entities matched with appropriate 

treatment measures. [9] The point here is that several studies in both the 

adult and juvenile areas suggest that future research should relate measures 

to treatment content form and to types of offenders. 

The 1961 Community Treatment Project of the California Department of 

Youth Authority provides insight into the process by which low caseload assign~ 

ments may contribute to less recidivism. Tn spite of the fact that it deals 

with juveniles, it is mentioned because it has been described as follows. 

"Although the effects of caseload size and other variables 
are compounded, this project provides what is probably the best­
controlled assessment of lowered caseload size available since' 
1965. Contrary to other research, this project provides an 
opportunity to assess caseload size with reasonable assurance 
of what other variables are operating." 

Statistically significant differences favor~ng the lowered caseload group were 

found in parole success rates .. Lower caseloads appeared to be associated with 

success through enabling wo'rkers to ma~e intensive andlor extensive inter-

ventions into several areas of a client's life. [1] This finding would tend 

to support the rationale behind the original caseload reduction hypothesis. 
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A.daJl1~. an.d Y~t~~:r. d~.t.eJ;"JIl:!..ned tha.t; :f-!: w.Qul.d b.e a ,nrL.s;.lea.d:j.ng ;i..nt~J:;':pre.ta.ti.on 

of ?revi.ou& ;r;es.e.;l,licl'r. (~:r:'i.:PJ:;' to 19:67} to conclude. only' that low caseloads were 

superior to high ones',. Tiley- did point out that a survey of caseload research 

performed by S. Adams in 1967 found that, although early studies reported un-

successful findings, later (perhaps more complex) research supported the innovative 

programs, Through their review of the literature, Adams and Vetter concluded 

that although low caselQads are superior to high caseloads with some offenders or 

probation officers or other variables, such as type of additional offense, this 

does not hold true under all conditions for all such variables, and is. probably a 

far less efficient means of achieving probation success than even the most 

rudimentary form of caseload flexibility plus classification. [9] 

After a detailed review of caseload s-ize research? Stuart Adams found that .. 
the data collectively were unabl'e to support a consistent finding that small 

caseloads were superior to large, at least in terms of overall offender success 

and failure rates.[149] Some of the specific points which emerged from S. Adams' 

review have significant implications Dor an ISP. :For example, small caseloads 

were successful with juveniles but, apparently, were failures with adults. 

Adams ponders whether this means small caseloads are inherently advantageous 

for juveniles, but not for adults, or if it means the program design for adults 

has been too uninformed, management too ineffective, or measurement too imprecise. 

Another finding of interest was that all the reduced caseload projects 

of the Los Angeles County Probation Department (most of which were juvenile 

projects) showed small caseloads to b~ effective. One of S. Adams' inter-. 

pretations of this result is that "probation would be the correctional activity 

best able to make an effective showing with a procedure such as reduced case .. ' 

loads." [65] 

After studying the dilemma of caseload size; Carter, Glasser, and Nelson 

conclude, 
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"There is no such thing as an ideal caseload size and that 
a continuous search for a magic number is inappropriate and most 
likely futile. Rather, there may be ideal caseload sizes, depend.,... 
ing upon and varying with differen~combinations of offenders, 
'officers, programs, communit~es, and the like. The challenge 
is t9 find the appropriate mix; the immediate requirement 
is to build into the probation and parole system sufficient 
flexibility to permit restructuring from trad±"tional to 
experimental caseloads." [149] 

There are numerous studies on both sides of the caseload question. How-. 

ever, in summary, the question is still open and continues to be an issue of 

concern. The studies do seem to indicate that the questions should be re-

fined to allow determination of the effects of graduated caseload amounts on 

the range of offender types and .treatments. 

Further, the studies seem to support the belief currently held by many 

'practitioners and researchers that no single factor accounts for either the 

content or outcome of treatment. 

The Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Division of Research 
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and Development, Evaluation and Monitoring Services, has suggested that specializa-

tion of caseloads is more significant in effective supervision than caseload 

size. Effective supervision is equated with reduction in recidivism. Specializa-

tion of caseload, as used in Georgia, refers to assigning clients on the bapis 

of need for services versus simple surveillance. The risk factor would also 

be taken into account. For example, for offenders classified as high need/ 

low risk, the emphasis would be on counseling services while for those classified 

as low need/high risk the emphasis would be predominantly supervision and 

,surveillance. [227] 

The State of Virginia, in its Differential Caseload/Differential In-

vestigation Load Project, Phase I, groups clients as "willing" (cooperative, 

tractable), "reluctant" (needs direction, help) or "intractable" (negative, 

resistant). The "willing" client is assigned to minimum supervision, the 
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"reluctant!·!· cli,ent i,E;. as,l?.igned to medium s;u1?eJ;yisJ.on and th.e. ~"intractablel,l. 

client is aS$:':;i:gned to i.ntens:ive supeJ;'vis:ton. Tne number of face-to-face 

contacts requtred is one of the primary factors- that distinguishes between 

the types of supervision. Minimum supervision requires one face-to-face 
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contact every six weeks', medium requires 'one face-to-·face contact every month, 

while intensive supervision requires not less than two face-to-face contacts 

a month-with bi-we@kly collateral contacts. Clients can move. from one 

category to another based on personal and social adjustment. 

In the ~hiladelphia Intensive Services Unit of the Adult Probation De-

partment, supervision is intensive if the probation officer is the primary 

treatment agent and the client is being seen four times a month) or the client 

is receiving on~going primary treatment elsewhere and the probation officer 

is seeing the client on a moderate basis-~usually two times a month. 

The Missouri Board of Probation and Parole uses a client analysis scale 

to determine the degree of responsibility being exhibited by the client. 

Key areas such as employment, educational or vocational training, legal 

offenses, special problems, family and social relationships, aggressiveness 

or assaultive behavior, and client's perception of the way he handles 

responsibility are scored. From this the probationer is assigned to a 

supervision status. 

Like Georgia, Maryland takes the factor of risk of failure under super­

vision into account, Maryland's process classifies offenders in one of two 

levels of supervisl" all.' -lnte" " " 1 ~ nSlve or mlnlmum. C assification is based upon 

the offenders "potential threat to the public." All new parolees or proba­

tioners are given intensive supervision during the first six months. After 

six months, if behavior is appropriate, the offender may be reclassified to 

the minimum level. Offender types are initially ranked from high to low risk. 
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The highest risk rank is assigned the following types of offenders; (1) violent 

offenders, (2) organized crime offenders, (3) drug abusers, (4) criminalistic­

offenders, and (5) potentially' violent offenders. 

Mississippi :classifies every offender in the maximum level for 60 days 

and allows reduction in supervision over time based upon a thorough evaluation 

of the client'·~ community adjustment, 

Oklahoma classifies within three levels of supervision; intensive, medium 

and mail-in-status.' The offender is cla,ssified according to (1) age,"and 

(2) conviction pattern. These two criteria produce the following classification: 

Early offender (~nder 21 and first conviction) 

Late offender Cover 21 and first conviction) 

Intermediate offender (more than' 4 years between convictions) 

Persistent offender (less than 4 years between convictions). 

The Oklahoma system incorporates many of the basic aspects of most systems, 

using three levels of classification and permitting reductions in supervision 

based upon the successful adjustment through differential treatment. 

California has put the most time' and experimentation into their clas,sifica-

tion attempt. [115] California client-centered Base Expectancy classification 

is an actual design measuring expectation against outcome. [126] Not only is 

the classification system well documented by extensive data collection, but 

it has been highly innovative. The San Francisco project, while demonstrating 

the need for classification, emphasized the feasibility for mail-in super­

viston. The project indicated that it is possible for a single agent to handle 

a caseload of nearly 300 offenders classified as needing only minimal super-

vision, and, by doing so, free the energies of other agents to concentrate 

on specialized or more intensive caseloads. 

Offenders in the San Francisco project are classified according to: 

(1) age, (2) current offense, (3) prior record, and (4) the socialization 
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score on the California 1?sychological Inventory. These fOllr factors were llsed 

as indicators of difficulty in adjustment. 

The various attempts to classify have y-ielded the following conclusions: 

1. Even the most effective classification procedures, which identify 

appropriate levels of supervision do not of themselves reduce 

revocation or recidivism rates. It is, therefore, very important 

to identify the types of cases upon which the increased attention 

could be productively expended. 

2. Minimum supervision groups had the lowest total violation rates 

while the intensive supervision group had the highest rate. The 

intensive group recorded the greatest number of technical violations. 

This may have merely reflected the increase in supervisory contacts 

and surveillance by agents. 

3. The experimental random assignment of offenders to various intensities 

of supervision had had no significant impact upon violation rates. 

The number of contacts between offenders and agent are seemingly 

unrelated to success or failure under supervision when the assign-

ment was made on a random basis. This implies that a simple reduction 

in client to agent ratios does not effect a corresponding reduction 

in criminal behavior. 

4. There is some evidence that supervision may be improved by matching 

the offender type with specialized agents. The strategy of matching 

the offender with a particular style of supervision represents an 

important innovation in supervision technique. 

5. Previous classification schemes question the value of "all purpose" 

counseling and supervision and demonstrate that effective supervision 

deals with treatment specifics, not generalities. Data suggest that 

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

much of the supervision effort, which is routinely directed to the 

offenders, is not effective and does not produce any change in the 

delinquent or criminal behavior of the client, unless such treat-

ment is designed specifically to the need for services. 

6. It is evident that the first six to twelve months of supervision 

are generally the most critical. Violation rates tend to decline 

with the pass-age of time. Consequently, those who remain under 

supervision, after the first year, have an increased chance of 

successful termination. 

Current research in classification is limited and extremely inadequate 

at the present time. [115] "Few classification systems have demonstrated 

accuracy, dependability and utility. Some types of classification attempts 

have been conslstent y lsappOln lng . 1 d' "- t' --. {cll"nl"cal J'udgments, for instance.'" 

[126] However, that which has been conducted, has provided some evidence 
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of the existence of differential treatment needs within heterogeneous offender 

populations. The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice and Standards 

recognizes that the state of the art of classification does not as yet provide 

adequate guidelines for creating a comprehensive system. [115] 

The term specialization has also been used to designate matching offenders 

with certain problems with probation officers with special skills to deal with 

those problems. The advantages and disadvantages of this procedure have 

been discussed previously. 

Probation Inclusion in the Decision~Making Process. In addition to 

caseload issues, the extent to which the probationer should be included in 

the decision-making process is relevant to an ISP project at several levels. 

This question is raised at the individual case level, the project level, and 

the organizational context level. 

I 
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At all of thes,e levels the advocacy pos.ition i:s rooted in the social work 2) Mutual participation in file development may' break down the traditional 

philosophy of client":"'centeredness and, more recently, in various psychological 
hierarehial roles between proBationer and probation officer. This, 

approaches emphasizing assumption of responsibility by the individual for his 
of course, would not be desirable to those who believe legal 

own behavior, regardless- of pas t influences'. The opposition generally argues 
discipline and external authority pressures' are necessary to control 

that organizational concerns require less involvement by the probationer 
the probationerts behavior. [53] 

or that external controls and pressures, particularly of authority and legal The question of participation by the offender in his treatment plan also 

discipline, are needed' to change behavior. 
arises at the case level. James E. Bartelt, Director of Mercer County Probation 

At the case level the question is dis~ussed most often in terms of whether Department in th(~ State of Illinois, in his February 17, 1976, response to 

or not the probationer should participate in the development of his file. inquiries regarding issues in ISP's attributes non-inclusion of the offender 

Some of the reputed advantages of a probationer participating in the process in treatment planning as one reason for failure of previous programs and methods. 

of his file development are: 
He points out that, "a plan is. only as viable as the one who follows through." [221] 

1) Responsibility is shared by the probation officer and the probationer. Obviously, in these situations, the probationer is the one who must follow 

The probationer is encouraged to assume responsibility for his own 
through. Inclusion of the offender in the need/goal setting process is con~ 

behavior. The hope is that gradually he will assume total responsibility sistent with commonly espoused general principles of probation work, and has 

for himself and exercise it in a constructive way in the community the potential for encouraging follow through. 

setting. 
At the project level~ support for identification of service needs by the 

22 The perspectives of probationer and probation officer are exposed, probationers ~- not probation staff -- is listed as a primary issue in ISP by 

'with the implication that this should facilitate communication. John A. Wallace, Program Development, National Institute of Corrections. Mr. 

3) The probation officer is forced to examine his own thinking and Wallace, substantiates his position with research by Elliot Studt and Vincent 

assumption? in an effort to clarify his descriptions and conclusions. OILeary noting the vast discrepancies between problems and objectives identified 

Some of the disadvantages cited by Joseph Arcaya in Criminal Justice and by probation staff versus those identified by the probationers, who were the 

Behavior include: 
service recipients. [223] 

1) Confidential information with which the probationer mayor may not Whether participation in an ISP project is voluntary or involuntary is also 

be equipped to deal may be disclosed. For example, the probationer a source of controversy. Some social workers view the legal restrictions and 

may not interpret results of intelligence tests or psychiatric absence of the voluntary factor as making effective probation service unlikely. 

examinations properly. 

I~ 
The basis for this view is that client readiness is an essential pre-requisite 

for change. The probation officer, on the other hand, cantt wait for the 
" 
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client's readiness to acce1?t help with his- pr-oblem. Since the probation 

officer ~-s supervision is activity oriented there is more urgency than in the 

realm of the social worker. 

In its 1967 .,.. 19'69 work, Probation Management Tnstitute emphasizes the con-

cept of having the probationer participate in the decision-making process at the 

organizational level. They proposed that probation organizations turn over 

control of the bureaucracies to the people affected by the decisions being 

made. Goal setting was to be in the hands of the clients, thus enabling 

them to plan their own destinies. Probation professionals then assume the 

role of implementers instead of directors. [141] 

In summary, several decisions are raised for an ISP by the issue of 

including the offender in the decision.,..making process: 

1) Should the probationer participate in the decision-making process 

or not? 

2) Should a uniform procedure of participation or non-participation 

be established or should the extent of participation be left to the 

individual probation officer and/or probationer? 

3) It it is determined that the probationer should participate, then 

the questions of a) at what level, b) to what extent and c) the best 

way to achieve such participation must also be decided. 

Probationer/Probation~fficer Relationship. In an intensive special proba-

tion project, as in probation in general, the relationship of the probationer 

to his or her probation officer is crucial. The probation officer, to a large 

extent, is in a position of power and control over what is done with the 

probationer. Carter, in a study of f~deral probation officers, reports that 

Federal Courts concur with probation officers' recommendations in 95 out of 

100 cases, In 1967, California's Superior Courts followed probation officers' 

recommendations in 97% of their cases, [141J 

------ ------ ------------

49 

The fact that courts tend to follow the offrcer's recommendations intensifies 

the issue of discretion of the probation officer to initiate revocation. 

Donald J. Newman, Professor of Criminal Jus-tice, State University of New York 

at Albany, addresses this issue so well rn his- response to the investigation 

inquiry, we quote; 

"In my opinion, one of the key issues is the discretion of the 
probation officer to initiate revocation. Whatever specific pro~ 
cedures are later used to effect or deny probation are, of course, 
important but these are issues that have been addressed by the 
Supreme Court in Gagnon Y.... Scarpelli with references to Morrissey 
v. Brewer. What has remained largely unaddressed by courts, 
legislatures and for that matter by researchers is the initial 
exercise of discretion by the field agent. Presumably probation 
officers can and do discover violations and on their own 
initiative decide not to initiate revocation; in some cases 
this initial decision may be revie,-led by a supervisor who may 
convince the P. O. to change his stance or may overrule him~ 
However, the nature, range and frequency of nonrevocation 
discretion when violations are discovered (whether these vio~ 
lations are technical or new offenses) remains undescribed and 
unanalyzed. 

Apart from simply a description of field agent discretion, a 
very tough, controversial and unresolved issue is whether the field 
agent may initiate revocation (and have the initiation supported 
by the court) based on his own 'expertise' in judging that the 
probationer is likely to violate in the immediate future even 
though the probationer has not violated a specific rule or 
condition of probation nor committed a new offense. Let me 
give you an example: suppose in the case of a sex deviant (child 
molester), under intensive supervision, it came to -his probation 
officer's attention that the probationer was loitering near school 
yards, playgrounds or parks where children congregated. If, in 
the opinion of the probation officer, this behavior was an aura 
of possible future violation, could he initiate and successfully 
achieve revocation, assuming once more that there was no 
specific rule covering this loitering and the behavior did 
not constitute a crime? 

Now there may be a question about the appropriateness and 
sufficiency of evidence that the probationer was in fact hanging 
around schoolyards. This of course is a separate issue, but 
there are some dimensions here that are largely unresolved also. 
There is, for example, the question of whether the probation 
officer must personally observe the loitering of the probationer, 
whether he can take the word of police officers, school authorities 
(or others) or whether such information can come third-hand in 
hearsay fashion. These are each important, but the most 
significant issue is the underlying one of whether probation 
officers cqn, s'hould, and do initiate 'hunch' revocations basing 
these hunches on expertise resting on education, training and 



... 

- ----~--~--

experience.. rf the answer to this is. no ~." if the only wax a 
probationer can really be sUbject to revocation is o¥ flagrant 
violation of a specific rule of condition or police apprehensions 
for a new crime ,~. then the expertise basis of supervision is 
weakened. The fact is that in many jurisdictions because of 
large caseloads or otherwise, probation staff rarely initiate 
revocation unless an arrest has been made or the offender has 
absconded. This really makes the revocation decision a 
function of police activities and not of probation staff. 
And I think it weakens the credibility of probation super­
VlSlon. It is my opinion that until probation officers be~ 
come willing and able to revoke upon the basis of professional 
assessment of likelihood of violation before it occurs, then 
probation will have a hard time claiming recognition as a 
profession." [216] 

Another way in which the probation officer controls the probationer is 

discussed by David H. Gronewold. Use of community resources is determined 

by the probation officer. It is his perception of the offender's need, 

knowledge of community resources, including waiting lists, the effectiveness 
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of that resource in dealing with needs of the type his probationer is perceived 

to have, his knowledge of the probationer's financial status, and his willing-

ness to refer clients to that particular agency. The probationer has control 

only in expressing his willingness or non-willingness to use that particular 

resource. [46, 225] 

In view of the degree to which the relationship between the probation 

officer and the probationer can influence outcome, factors bearing on the 

relationship assume even more importance. "One direction in current research 

and theory in criminology is the notion that organizational outcomes such as 

recidivism rates in probation or parole, are not entirely an attribute of 

the client, but represent, in part, the judgments of the worker who is 

influenced by the organizational context in which he operates •. " [14lJ 

Eighty percent of probation professionals who responded to a questionnaire 

by Probation Management Institute stated the probationer or connnunity receives 

primary considerations in case judgments. However, it was apparent that 

different value orientations were attached to these terms. This same study 

revealed case judgments are influenced by: 

~f ! .,.. ., ~ I 
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1) age 

2) hierarchial position 

3) type probation agency 

4) size of probation agency 

5) region of the country 

6) level of education 

7) degree of metropolitanism~ 

Specifically, some of the findings were that education tends to increase 

leniency and those who carry caseloads are more severe than those who do not. 

In summary, decisions by probation professionals about probationers reflect 

personal belief systems, community values, and organizational boundaries. [141] 

Since education has been identified as influencing case deciSions, the 

educational background of persons working in probation becomes a concern. 

As in other spheres of the probation field, there is no one answer upon which 

there is agreement. 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 

Justice, in 1967, reconnnended the Master's of Social Work degree as the pre­

ferred educational qualification. Six years later, the National Advisory 

Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals recommended an undergraduate 

degree for entry-level work in probation. This recommendation was in response 

to a shortage of MSW's, compared to the demand, and evidence that persons 

with bachelor's degrees were doing probation officers' jobs effectively. [27] 
. . 

Walter Reckless, sociologist, holds that curricula for probation officers 

should not be in casework but, rather, in probation and parole. A contrary 

view is held by David Dressler, who perceives probation work, es'sentially, 

as social work. [45] Some feel the skills of the professional social worker 

are more appropriate to probation tasks than those of other professionals such 

as psychologists or sociologists. Others'feel social workers do not know 



enough about the law and a,~e too client..-centered? without giving sufficient 

consideration to the v:i;sibility of court decisions and the necessity for 
' , 

authority inherent in a correctional situation. I47] The dilemma is summarized 

by Professor Norman Glass, of the University of Southern California School 

of Social Work. Until the nature of probation is defined as social worok 

or not, or social work and "something else," or some other combination of 

identifiable, educational content, no sound educational planning can take 

place. [45] 

A study of factors affecting North Carolina's probation officers' decisions 

about probation violations w,as made in 1965. It revealed rural officers favored 

official action and were more "officer~oriented" th~n urbans who favored un-

official action and were more "probationer-oriented"'. Unofficial action, the 

officer handling the violation himself rather uhan going through official 

agencies or channels, was also preferred by probation' officers who adopted 

big brother/big sister roles. Social science majors, liberals, those 

with no preference and pref r f '. .. b e ences or supervlslng pro ationers of different 

ages and crime types were more likely to be in favor of non-revoking types 

of actions than officers with other characteristics. [46] 

A factor affecting the probation officer/probationer relationship which 

is receiving increasing attention is difference in race. "There is an in-

creas~ng cry from black professionals in psychology and social work that only 

blacks can work in a helping way with other blacks." [71] In the field of 

probation, however, William Breer, Probation Officer, San Bernadino County, 

California, contends this proposition breaks down on both theoretical and 

practical grounds. On the theoretical Side, he holds that probation is 

involved in social control as well as many aspects of social work and that 

the social control function means coercing subcultural groups into at least 

nominal acceptance of the laws of dominant white society. On the practical 

'.-'::~:;::-+.:':;=:-,.~~~---~== 
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side, there are relatively few black probation officers in relation~h:.Lp to 

the size of the black caseload.. According to Breer, even if the probation 

field were committed to assigning black officers to black probationers there 

would be insufficient manpower to do so. He attributes this situation to 

the lack of appeal probation work seems to have to black college youth and 

feels the situation is not likely to improve in the near future. He, there­

fore, concludes that the answer is to find ways in which th~~ white probation 

officer can work more effectively with the black probationer. [71] Ms. M. 

Kay Harris, Press Of,ficer and Researcher, U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, 

Southeastern Region, suggests that another alternative is to improve the 

appeal of probation work to blacks by making it more competitive with other 

job possibilities. [228] 
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Those who support only blacks working in a helping way with blacks contend 

that such an arrangement is necessary because of subcultural differences. 

It is claimed that when the officer and client are of different races, 

co~munication, trust, acceptance, and identification are frustrated. The 

other side of this position is that while racial differences may hinder 

or retard development of these qualities, positive exposure to persons of 

another race is the beginning of destroying misconceptions and stereotypes. 

The'.key, then, is in assuring that' the exposure is positive. 

Just as raciai issues that affect society as a whole have filtered down 

to the probation field, so have sexual issues. Traditionally, cross-sex 

supervision, particularly of females supervising males, has been avoided in 

probation. Until 1965, female officers in Washington were assigned only 

to work with female offenders, although there were no written or verbal policies 

rest:cicting women to supervision of women offenders. As of October, 1970, 10 

states -- Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, New Hampshire, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, and Virginia -- had no women employed in adult 

probation or parole agencies who were supervising male offenders. The same 

, 
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1970 s.tudy I,'epQr:ted forty~,two s.tate 'proba,tipn @pq parQle a,genc:,i.es.) Puerto Ricp, 

and the Virgin Islands d:td emplQ¥'fema,le offi'cers.'~. Twep.ty-,two of these state 

'" agencies indicated they restrict their female officers to the supervision of 

female offenders. Female offenders were <occasionally supervised by male 

officers in these same twenty-two agencies. New Jersey and Pennsylvania 

statutes prohibited supervision of offenders by' persons of the opposite sex. 

In the federal system only nine of the eighty.,-nine district courts re-

ported having women on their probation staff. Four of the nine made cross~ 

sex assignments of females on a selective basis. Summarizing, of the fifty~ 

three state and federal probation and parole agencies, who did employ women, 

twenty-eight allowed them to supervise male offenders while twenty-five did not. [54] 

Cross-sex supervision did not develop in England, either, until recently. 

The 1967 Criminal Justice Act made it legally possible for male probation 

officers to supervise female probationers. Although there were no legal 

barriers, presumably because no one envisaged the possibility of women 

officers supervising men; traditionally, this did not occur until 

the 1960' s. [74] 

Cross.,..sex supervision assignments, particularly of female officers to 

male offenders, usually have reflected the administrative needs of the agency~ 

Shortage of personnel and high caseloads have led some administrators to assign 

women officers to supervise male offenders. Others have made such assignments 

because they are convinced women can do the job as effectively as men. [54] 

In England, also, administrative need led to appointing women to carry 

ma.le caseloads. The practice began in London where male officers were in shorter 

supply than women officers. Existence of cross-sex supervision seems to be 

.related more to pI;oblems. of recruitment and personnel shortag~ than to a 

thought-out policy of matching the offender's needs with the skill and sex 

~r / 
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of the officer. HQweyeI;~ a, p~acti~e which originated in admin:,i.stratiye need 

may offer greater flexio.ility in meeting client needs. [74] 

Resistance to assigning females to supervise male offenders has been 

based upon objectives such as: 

1) women can't cope with the more aggressive male offender 

2) women would be in physical danger when making field investigations 

and home visits 

3) uneasiness about female officers attempting to arrest or transport 

male offenders 

4) women would be less object~ve in case decisions where men were 

.concerned I 54 J 

5) fear of sexual involvement, blackmail or at a minimum, arousal of 

sexual feelings between officer and client., [74J 

When supervision of male offenders by female officers has occurred, 

frequently, assignment has been selective. The selectivity is often predicated 

upon stereotypes of women and their roles. For example, women working with 

male juveniles and family problems tend to be accepted more readily than 

other female supervisor-male offender arrangements,. [54 ] It is quite likely 

that this acceptance is connected to a mother image of women. Wisconsin has 

adopted a policy of using women agents to deal with family problems involving 

support, neglect, alcoholism, or maritial conflicts. They have ~also been used 

to work with male juveniles and youthful offenders. [54] Traditionally, 

in England, women officers were allowed to supervise males only up to some 

ill-defined point in their teens, after which they were thought to require a! 

"male influence". 174 J 

All of this persists in spite of lack of scientific evidence concerning 

the objections or the need for selectivity. In fact, the experience of agencies 

which have engaged in cross-sex supervision supports the view that an experienced, 



competent officer, male or female, can work effectively with offenders of 

either sex. Skill and personal qualities appear to be more important than 

the offic'er"s sex. [54] Phyllida Parsloe, Professor at Indiana University, 

states that the 'issue is whether an individual client is more likely to 

succeed with a worker of the same or of a different sex or whether other 

things such as age or skill in the worker are of greater importance than the 

sex of the worker. [74] 
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The charge, that women can't cope with the more aggressive male offender, 

is disputed by a 1966 West German study by G. Wunder which showed that 

aggressive male offenders tend to lose their aggressiveness when dealing 

with a female probation officer. In an October 1970 survey by Washington 

State Office of Probation and Parole, there were no reports of female officers 

being threatened physically; even from those agencies where no distinctions 

were made in case 9r field work assignments. 'Trecautions were taken by 

most agencies, but the information suggests that female officers are in 

no more danger of being physically assaulted by their clients or others 

than their male colleagues are." [54] 

Two of thirteen agencies, that routinely assign ,female officers to male 

offenders, reported in the Washington survey that women officers occasionally 

had problems making arrests, transporting violators, and gaining admittance 

to jails, but these were considered to be of minor co~sequence. In general, 

the administrators of these thirteen agencies asserted that women can super-

vise male offenders as well as men. 

There would appear to be no more reason to assume women would be less 

objective in case decisions, where men were concerned, than to assume that 

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

men would be less objective in case decisions involving women clients. Probably 

the accusation is based on the stereotype of women as more emotional than men; 

and, thus, less objectively implied. 

.. 
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Fears expressed about sexual difficulties are by no means~ entirely 

fantasies, although of,fi:ce:rs said such situations occurred less, frequently th.an 

they had feared •. It should be pointed out tfiat '('similar situations presumably 

arise between male officers and their female clients, but because of cultural 

attitudes towards sexual relationships toey' get discussed rather dillfferently." 

It would appear that feelings officers attribute to clients, which may be 

accurate, are, frequently, also a reflection of the officers' feelings. [74] 

As one woman officer in the Connecticut Department of Adult Probation expressed 

it, "The only problem I encountered initially in dealing with male clients was 

my own apprehension." [54] 

In addition to sex, age, education, training, and organizational influences, 

it is claimed that personal attitude~ as well as the personalities of the proba-

tioner and probation officer interact in ways which influence outcome. Further, 

the views each has of the other could affect whether or not change occurs. 

Actions on the part of the probation officer which are described as essential 

elements of a '!helping relationship" may not be so viewed by the offender. [1.49] 

The difficulty is that all of these possibilities exist, but the degree to which 

they do affect success has not been substantiated. 

The situation is complicated further by the variety of interactions which 

can take place ·between the officer and probationer, and between the officer and 

other individuals and groups who can impact upon service delivery and treatment 

effectiveness. The relationship of the officer to the judge is important. For 

example, the officer's subservient role to the judiciary and need to meet dead-

lines often dictate that the courts needs are served rather than '.the needs of 

the individual offender. [60] 

Disparity of Sentencing. There are several issues tha,t are less directly 

connected to the central question of what methodes) should be used for whom under 

what conditions to produce what results, One of these concerns the effects of 
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disparity in sentencing on the success of probationers., It is widely believed 

that the disparity which exists from judge to judge and from jurisdiction to 

jurisdiction has a negative impact on the "'success": of probationers. "An offender 

who believes he has been sentenced unfairly in relation to other offenders will 

not be receptive to reformative efforts on his behalf." [27] Efforts to 

correct disparity are outside the pursuit of ISP projects and therefore, will 

not be discussed. It is, however, of concern to ISP projects to the extent that 

it affects ISP probationers' receptivity to reform. 

Placement Issues. A set of issues concerning organizational placement 

is of concern to ISP projects to the extent that such placement affects project 

management, delivery of service, or outcomes. These issues include~ 

• Placement of the probation system in the judicial versus the 
executive branch of government 

• Placement of probation administrati,on at the state or 10CH.1. 
level 

• Geographical location of services 

• Placement of an ISP project within a specific organizational 
structure. 

Judicial versus Executive Branch. In the debate over the appropriate 

governmental branch for the probation system, those who favor the judicial branch 

give the following rationale. 

1, A sha,req kno-w;l~dge 9~ ;function and communicat~.on about progl;'am content 

that is not found elsewhe·re. in. the correctional apparatus frequentl:y 

exi:sts when probation is administered immediately by a judge, [46] 

2. Probation would be more responsive to court direction. Throughout 

the probation process, the court could provide guidance to proba­

tion workers and take corrective action when poliCies were not 

followed or proved ineffective, 

~----~-- ~--
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3. This arrangement would provi:.de th.e judiciary with an automatic feed­

back mechanism on effectiveness of dispositions through reports 

. '\ 
filed by probation staff. Judges, it is urged~' may place more trust 

in reports from their own staff than in those from an outside agency. 

4. Courts have a greater awareness of needed resources and may become 

5. 

advocates for their staffs in obtaining better services, 

Increased use of pretrial diversion may be furthered by placing 

I b h Courts have not been inclined probation in the judicia ranc. 

to transfer authority and therefore may set more stringent limitations 

on the discretion of nonjudicial personnel to release or divert 

than on judicial staff, 

Those who oppose placement of probation within the judiciary argue that: 

1. Under this arrangement judges frequently become the administrators 

of probation in their jurisdictions--a role for which they usually 

2. 

d The current' trend toward use of court administrators are ill-equippe • 

reflects the belier that judges cannot be expected to have the 

. f two such distinct roles. time, orientation, or train1ng to per orm 

When pro at10n 1S W1 1n e b · . 'th' th J'Ud1'c1'al system, the staff is likely 

to serv1'ces for the courts rather than to services to give priority 

to probationers. 

ff b ass'l"gned functions that S'erve l,egal processes }.'rohation s.ta may·e 

of the court and are unrelated to probation, such as issuing summonses, 

serving subpenas, and running errands for judges. 

4. Courts, particularly the criminal courts, are adjudicatory and 

regulatory rather than service-oriented bodies. Therefore, as long 

as probation remains part of the court s'etting, it will be subservient 

to the court and will not develop an identity of its o~. 



60 

Another: cla,s.s. 9;1; arguments. s,upports placement of p:t;"ohat:j.on in the executive 

branch of government, rather than merely opposing placement in the judicial branch. 

1. All other subsystems for carrying out court dispositions of offenders 

are in the executive branch. Closer coordination and functional 

integration with other corrections personnel could be achieved by 

a common organizational placement, particularly as community-based 

corrections programs increase. Furthermore, job mobil~ty would be 

enhanced if related functions are administratively tied. 

2. The executive branch contains the allied human service agencies 

including social and rehabilitation services, medical services, 

employment services, education, and housing. Where probation 

also is in the executive branch, opportunities are increased for 

coordination, cooperative endeavors, and comprehensive planning. 

3.. Decisions involving resource allocations and establishment of 

priorities are made by the executive branch. It initiates requests 

to the legislative bodies, either local or State, for appropriation 

of funds, and by so doing sets priorities for allocating limited tax 

dollars. When probation is included in the total corrections 

system, more rational decisions about the best distribution of 

resources can be made. 

4. Probation administrators are in position to negotiate and present 

their case more strongly, if they are in the executive branch. When 

probation is part of the court system the judge, not the probation 

administrator, is responsible for presenting the budget request and 

acting as negotiator. The latter is not a role traditionally under-

taken by the judiciary. 

State versus Local Administration. Those in favor of local administration 

advance the following reasons: 

" 
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1. Local programs develop Bet ter support from local citizenry and agencies. 

2. Employees of local jurisdictions usually have greater identification 

and ties with their communities, hence~' greater access to local resources. 

3. Local rperations are smaller than state operations and thus, more 

flexible and less bound by bureaucratic rigidity, 

4. Larger state organizations are more 0:5. an administrative burden 

as well as posing a greater risk if their power is misused. 

Those in favor of state administration present the following arguments: 

1, There is a greater probability that the same level of services will be 

provided to all areas and clients if probation is state administered. 

2. There is a greater likelihood that policies will be uniform. [However, 

according to the Corrections Task Force of National Advisory Commission 

on Standards and Goals, attempts by states to bring about some degree 

of uniformity have been limited. The degree to Tllhich local probation 

systems have compiled with state standards has depended upon the 

state providing rewards or sanctions in the form of revenue o~ manpower]. 

3. State administration increases the possibility of combining probation 

and parole services or at least coordinating so that continuity of service 

is provided. Combined services also offers economy in the distribution 

of services since ,one officer can service parole and probation cases 

in sparsely populated areas. 

4. County' agencies are o;Eten SII)all and la.ck. J;esource.s for staff training 

and development, research a.nd program planning,and more basically. 

services to probationers. A state administered system by virtue of 

being larger would have more flexible use of manpower, funds, and other 

resources. 
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Unde:r: state admi.nis.tration les:s, Yari,ati.on is apt to exi.s.t in tex'ms of 

leaders:li.,ip, number of s·taff employed in countI"es.· of ' 'I S:ImJ: ar size ~ 

qualiftca,tions of pers'onnel employed and relative emphasis on services 

to courts and prooationers. 

A state administered system can organize more easily around the needs 

.of a particular locality .or region withaut having to cansider lacal 

political impediments. 

Histarically, state agencies have d·eveloped' , , InnavatIve programs, 

demanstratian prajects, and correctional research. Extensive research 

and demanstration have been almost non~existent at the lacal level. 

Geagraphical Lacatian of S'eryices.. It' S . 1 ,-n ens.1.ve .peq,:a Proba tion praj ects, 

as well as redu.cing caseload, may invalve decentralizatian of services to the 

neighborhaad level. This, generally, connotes lacating satellite offices in the 

community. Those who favar decentralization feel that prabatian services shauld 

be based in that part .of the cammunity where offenders reside and near ather 

o.pro atloners. This has cammunity services in order ta be readI'ly· accessI'ble t b' 

the advantage .of minimizing agent travel time, thus, praviding maximum time for 

client supervisian. [88] Th 1 d h ey a sa conten,. t .at staff serving probationers 

should be remaved from courthauses and separated from staff providing services 

ta the caurts. [27, 79] It' fIb h IS e t t.at t is creates a mare personal, client-

.oriented service delivery system. [88] 0 't' 'h ppasl Ion mIg t stem fram the possibility 

that coordination and contra 1 problems might increase under a decentralized 

system. 

The unique characteristics of rural areas may necessitate a different 

orne maIntain that due ta travel time arganizatian than that .of urban areas., S' , 

a geographical organization .of caselaad is the only practical alternative for 

rural areas, while specializatian may be preferred in urban areas. [98] Same 

, 

feel services to probatianers in rural areas should be organized on a regional 

.,. 
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basis, utilizing mabile units in outlying districts. Others prefer the traditional 

county basis. [27] 

Decentralization is a feature in both the Pennsylvania Board of Prabatian 

and Parole's "Establishment of a District Office and Outreach Centers in the 

Philadelphia Area" and the Cleveland Impact Cities "Community Based Prabation 

Project". [88, 94] Both projects claim success. The Pennsylvania praject's 

interim canclusion was that a lacalized service delivery system enhanced the 

effectiveness .of client rehabilitation, and, consequently, lowered recidivism. 

[88] As a result of the success of the Cleveland praject, all three partici-

pating agencies sought lacal funding to cantinue operations after the 

termination of Impact funds. [94] 

, Placement Within a Specific Organizatianal Structure. The level .of place-

ment in an organizatianal hierarchy is usually reflective of the dE~gree .of 

autharity and respansibility accarded. Since the degree .of autharity possessed 

can certainly affect the ability ta "get things dane" and thus, performance, the 

level of placement of an ISP praject within an organizational hierarchy becomes 

an issue .of practical concern. 

Placement can also affect communications. As Alex Almasy, (Correctians 

Pragram Chief, Law and Order Section, North Carolina Department .of Natural and 

Ecanomic Resources), points out, "The line .of communications ta implementing 

personnel may be so complex to the paint that misinformatian is received." [215] 

Placement is alsa of cancern when project g?als or implementation pro-

cedures clash 1.;rith unstated organizatianal goals. Patentially, a situatian similar 

ta the one that develaped in the Newgate praj ect:s could develop in ISP proj ects. * 
"The end result of the success of the Newgate prajects was ta cause these programs 

to run head lang into insurmountable· barriers 'inherent in correctional system 

operatians.;" [205] The system's unstated goals were ta (1) ease emp1ayee's 

, OEQ funded between 1967 .... 69. at Oregan State Prison, New Mexico State Prison, 
MInnesata State Reformatory, Pennsylvania StatePrisan, and the Federal Youth Center 
at Ashland, Kentucky. Involved college courses, indIvidual and graup caunse1ing 
and therapy, after.,..,care suppart in callege upan release. 
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wt)rk routineq~ (2)_ ;t;educe outs.·i.de criticism en maintain moral s.ul?eriority over 

prisoners (41 maximize th~" autonomy of the Bureaucracy', RehaBilitation in this 

environment meant conformity s·tated as' helping the individual to "adjust". 

Rehabilitation in the Newgate projects meant improving the quality of 

the offender's life and society by reshaping him into an effective, self-sufficient, 

self-actualized, socially aware and involved individual. As these qualities were 

achieved the offenders became more prone to question, to be assertive, etc., 

which, in turn. produced conflict with the correctional organization's unstated 

goals. All of the Newgate projects went through a period of open conflict and 

accomodation. 

As the system's goals began to dominate, satisfaction of the participants 

with the ability of the program to meet their needs was. reduced. This was true 

for participants who entered in the accomodation phase and was not a function 

of exposure to previous perceptions. [205] 

The Volunteers in Probation Project of the Delaware Council on Crime 

and Justice, Inc. is another example of difficulties of comparable nature. 

As reported in their October 1975 evaluation report, "From their perspective, 

the proj ect has not met the Department ,·s needs and problems, yet they were un­

willing to take the necessary steps to see that internal problems were resolved 

and external benefits were acc·rued." [162J 

A similar development can occur when organizational procedures are violated, 

such as the chain-of-command. If the project is .placed high enough in the 

hierarchy the perceived need for circumventing the chain-of-command is minimized. 

It was felt lower placement led to such a situation with the Atlanta Impact Program 

Outreach project, and, thus, became an implementation barrier. 

The experience of the North Carolina Adult Intensive Special Probation 

Pnoject was analogous in several respects. 

.. 
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~'I.n the planning s·tage and on the drawing b.oard and in the 
selec ti.on of team cities, there was· no ob$·ervaBle problems i however. 
when top administrators firs·t learned that each team would be an 
autonomous body, we li.ad immediate prolUems. It was difficult to 
overcome the r:igidity' of the bureaucratic structure as found at 
that time in the Nortli. Carolina Probation Commiss'ion. 

Another component of the teaming process wIdch later ran 
into organi'zation troubles' was' the estaBlishment of satellite 
offices in ghetto areas, Black communities and rural communities 
away from the gO'vernmental complexes where probation offices were 
located. They were open at night, on weekends and at all times 
when it might be most convenient for the client to visit. Staff 
people manning the satellite offices were allowed to wear clothes 
which were informal and by working at night and at other odd times 
they were not required to be in the regular team offices during 
the rigid 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. schedule. This was never 
fully accepted by staff people who were non-team members." [220J 

Being by their nature different from the normal treatment, Intensive 

Special Probation projects increase the potential for conflict with the 

organization. Almasy alludes to this problem when he mentions that, "agencies 

may adopt rigid policies; so that despite verbalizations of innovation or 

progress, traditional working environ~ents persist." [2l5J 

Another practical placement issue is cited by Dr. ThomasC. Neil, 

Department of Corrections, Illinois State University. In his opinion, if 

organizational placement of an ISP results' in the project merely being an 

appendage to an existing program, several negatives follow. Such placement 

generates lack of support by all staff, the special emphasis' isolates ISP 

staff which makes sustaining the program difficult and integration of the 

program into total probation services even harder. There is a tendency to 

treat such a project as a fad which must only be contended with for a short 

time. [2l8J 

Considering the frequency with which the experts whose opinions were 

solicitated mentioned, in some form, the issue of placement within a specific 

organization and its potential for directly affecting ISP project operations; 

this issue is certainly of prime concern in ISP projects, 
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Costs. Cost i.s a Elignificant issue in ISP ~s from the standpoint of its was available, funding justification would be a possibility, even if the cost 

ability to influence design, operations, and continuity of the project. In were judged high. At present, however, ISP's are not in that enviable position. 

. proper planning~ the design of the project should be determined and then the cost Source of funding can also be a problem when the source has been 

computed. In reality, the process often works in reverse. federal and is switching to local. Philadelphia, for example, has questioned 

Cost, combined with economic realities of the moment, also affects the its ability to afford to continue many federally funded projects. [140] 

degree to which a project is implemented and continued. ISP's have a more Potential time lapses in funding processes create difficulties for ISP 

difficult time than many other projects in that, by their nature of reducing projects in that such lapses, or uncertainty about whether they will occur 

caseload, the costs of providing services increase. Delmar Huebner (Director, or not, typically result in staff turnover, morale problems and can result in 

Bureau of Probation and Parole, State of Wisconsin), considers the budget the project not being sustained. 

implications of an ISP project to be a primary issue and potential problem area. 

[217] 

ISP's can allude to justification on the basis of the commonly cited 

10 to 1 ratio of probation costs versus incarceration, but at best this is 

a weak position as it is not a comparison of ISP costs with anything. 

A review of cost literature through 1973, and an in-depth cost comparison for 

the State of Texas, on probation in general, and in relationship to incarcera-

tion, was prepared by the Institute of Contemporary Corrections and the Behavioral 

Sciences. [194] Review of evaluation past findings in the topic area lends little 

insight into cost considerations. One of the few estimates of cost "savings" 

comes from the California Subsidy Program, which might be considered special 

but not intensive. That estimate was a net saving of $126 million. [10] 

As an alternative, ISP projects could attempt to argue cost away as an 

important factor. The plea could be the oId "You can't attach a dollar cost 

to human 'savings' ." 

Several of the experts whose opinions were solicited listed the lack of 

substantive data with which to support positions with funding bodies as an issue 

for ISP's. Giles Garmon, Chief Adult Probation Officer, Travis County, Texas, 

was one of these. [222J If reliable data documenting effectiveness with confidence 
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and outcome measures are then pres,ented~ The outcome measures. include any 

analysis ot cost that may have been conducted. Las:tlY'~ the findings are presented, 
, ' . 

CRAFTER IV 
The Exhihi,t was- compiled by reviewing evaluation reports from recent 

MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION TSSUES 
projects involvi,ng intensive or special probati.on of adult offenders, The rel?orts 

In Chapter 11'1 the problems and controversies which affect the design and selected wer'e those which had been obtained lly· Georgia Tech through the literature 

operation of intensive special probation programs were presented and discussed. search outlined in Ch~pter I. Thus, they do not represent any sort of scientific 

Attention centered on the theoretical juS'tif,ication for various types of proba.,.., example, but it is believed' that they do s'pan th,e range of l?robation evaluation 

tion programs, and on past findings which tend to support or refute those justifi- and measurement practice in the United States., It is also important to note that 

cations. the entries in Exhibit IV-l were derived by the investigators solely on the basis 

This section addresses a related, but quite different set of issues in of information provided in the evaluation reports. Since many of the reports 

intensive special probation. The focus is on the question of how to measure " are unpolished, working documents, not intended for broad circulation, there are 

the activities and impacts of a probation project. Such measurement questions almost cer.tainly cases where project methods were misinterpreted. Similarly, 

become important after the general form of a proposed project has been defined any erroneous or self-serving remarks in the evaluations would probably not have 

(e.g., use of volunteers, hiring a community services coordinator, adding proba- been detected because no attempt was made to verify the reliability of the data 

tion supervisors to reduce caseload, etc.). In order to maintain proper manage- or analyses presented in the reports. Such independent verification is an 

ment control of the project, some scheme is us~ally devised to document the important objective of the upcoming telephone and site survey tasks in later 

activities actually performed by the project, the associated successes or tasks of Phase I. 

failures of project clients, and the degree to which successes (or failures) 
Process Measures 

are a consequence of the project rather than of SQru.e extraneous influences. 
One important class of measures of probation projects includes those which 

Numerous methodological questiono arise in devising and implementing such schemes. 
document the process or activities of the project. Such process measures do not 

This section discusses what measures have been proposed and which have 
measure the impact of the project on the probationers, surrounding community, or 

actually been implemented in dealing with these methodological questions. Frequent 
the society as a whole, but they do provide valuable information concerning what 

references will be made to the sunnnary of evaluations shown in Exhibit IV-I. 
takes place in the course of the project. First, process measures serve as the 

The material in Exhibit IV-l is greatly abbreviated to enable as much information 
basis of day to day project management. For example, the numbers of different 

transfer as is possible in a compact manner. The first portion of the Exhibit 
sorts of activities provide managers with information about appropriate staff 

' .. refers to identifying information. The project description discusses the modus 
assignments. 

operandi in a very few short statements. The evaluation,design indicates the 
In addition, process measures play an important role in longer 

terms review and evaluation of projects. Before it can be claimed that a project 
baseline for comparison and the methods used in the evaluation. The process 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATIONS 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: 

Volunteers in Probation Delaware 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Delaware Council on Crime 
and Justice, Inc. 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

8-74 through 7-75 163 volunteers Unknown 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Division of Adult 
Corrections 

DL-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Provide a one-to-one volunteer counsel­
ing relationship designed to assist 
the state probation staff. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of volunteers compared to number 
of clients available. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

No comparisons drawn. 

Selection: Low risk cases predominantl 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Interview data from judges, volunteers, 
DCCJ, and Department of Pardons and 
Parole concerning project merits. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Evaluation unable to determine the project's effectiveness in reducing crime or 
improving the criminal justice system, adaptability to other jurisdictions, 
indications of achievement, and ability to demonstrate cost-effectiveness. 
Difficulties in coordination between DCCJ and the Department of Probation and 
Parole and the Municipal Court. 

--~------

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Intensive Supervision 
Project 

LOCATION: 

Florida 

71 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Florida Parole and Probation 
Commission 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

75-100 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

11-71 through 11-72 9030 total cases within 
year .. -

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Project Staff, assistance 
from Florida State Univ. 

FL-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Measure whether success of high risk 
parolee and probationers ~s improved 
by reducing caseloads. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Average cases per supervisor. 
Number of contacts with client, family, 
and employer (by worker or by para­
professionals). 
Time supervisors spent with clients, 
family, ~nd employer. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Results for regular group compared to 
those for a control group with higher 
caseloads (70 work units vs. 50 work 
units). 
Criminal history and demographic char­
acteristics of two groups were exten­
sively compared to assess comparability 
of groups. 
Analysis restricted to 1500 cases with 
10 months _in program and high risk 
characteristics. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Subjective measure of overall adjustment 
done by supervisor. 
Fractions of cases not revoked and not 
absconding. 

Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND ~ffiASUREMENT: 

Experimental and control groups were statistically significantly different on 
14 of 23 measured characteristics. 
Poorer project group scores on adjustment measure may have been an unintended 
consequence of closer supervision. 
Number and time of contacts inadequate 
Some problem in assuming clients would 

to document character. 
truly not have otherwise been on probation 

~'----------------------------------~;------------------------------------------_w ____ -l 



72 

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE:- LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

---

CODE: 

FL-1, Cont'd. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Selection: 
Random selection in geographic areas of 
parolees and· probationers who would 
ordinarily be considered too risky to 
release. 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

or parole. 
Evaluation generally inconclusive. 

-----------

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Probation and Parole 
Reorganization 

LOCATION: 

Kentucky 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Kentucky Department of 
Corrections 

73 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

80 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Unknown 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce recidivism by better informed 
corrective officers; by reduced case­
load; by better use of community 
resoure.es; by systematized reporting 
system by supervisors; by upgrading 
staff qualifications (and salaries). 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Participation in staff training program 
(hrs./person); college attendance by 
officers (5); 50-point workload with 
points assigned for Max, Med, Min 
supervision levels and pre-sentence 
reports: measured actual point load of 
officers; starting salaries average 
education level~. \ 

Fiscal year 1974 (second 
year of two) ~ 

CODE: 

KY-1 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

. Previou,s year's recidivism rates. 
No controls. 

Selection: 
Regular state probation and parole 
operations. 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

Recidivism - failure rate based on 
fiscal year 1973 data only (first year 
of pr?ject)--not explicitly defined. 

Cost: Total grant amount. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Believe drop in recidivism attributed to upgrading staff.' 
Reported that a comparative study in relation to National Advisory Commission 
standards recommended for probation and parole has been done. 
~ith.adve~t of a Kentuc~y Crimi~al Just~ce Information System, statistics regard­
~ng ~nact~ve cases may ~nc1ude ~nformat~on heretofore unavailable, therefore 
they emphasize active caseload recidivism rates only. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Intensive Supervision -
High Impact Narcotics 
Offenders 

Baltimore, Maryland Baltimore, Maryland DivisioTI . 
of Parole and Probation 

NUMBER OF STAFF.: 

7 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Experimental group average 10-73 through 7-75 
about 260 clients ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

To reduce number of convictions for 
Impact crimes committed while under 
superv1.s1.on. 
To reduce use of illegal drugs. 
To reduce convictions for other crimes 
committed while under supervision. 
To assist in development of stable em­
ployment and/or education habits. 
Maximum caseload of 35 an4 specializa­
tion. Only narcotics unit officers 
handled these cases. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Demographic, personal history data. 
Number of urinalysis tests. 
Number with documented performance in 
a treatment program. 
Number employed. 
Number of monthly contacts per case 
(experimentals and controls). 

CODE: 

MD-1 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Probationers who meet project criteria 
are randomly assigned to either the 
experimental group (narcotics unit 
staff--80%) or control group (20%). 
Also, draw comparisons between 1974 and 
1975 efforts. 
Monthly evaluation comparisons made. 

Selection: 
Impact crime committed, drug user-­
target population 1.S males in their 
early 20's. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Number arrested monthly/monthly popula­
tion (experimentals and controls) 
Number and seriousness of offenses 
'Cexperimentals and controls). 
Number of cases terminated for various 
reasons. 
% of pos{tive urinanalysis results. 
% of employed full and part time·; (ex­
perimental and control groups). 

Cost: total project cost/average case­
load. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }ffiASUREMENT: 

Project in City Probation Department at its onset; the Department became part of 
the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation 7-73. Due to change in testing 
arrangements, second year urinanalysis were more sensitive. 
Caseload of general officers (and these control cases) increased almost 200 per 
agent. 
Much tighter scrutiny over arrests in experimental group. 

_. ; ~----------------------------------.----~ 

75 

EXHIBIT IV - 1; Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

---

, SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

MD-1 .. Cont'd. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

, . 
" 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

" 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Relatively small sample sizes, possibly of sampling errors, and the differences 
in supervision techniques should be considered in interpretations of data. Too 
few instances of termination to interpret yet. 

. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Intensive Differentiate Baltimore, Maryland 
Supervision of Impact 

Department of Public Safety 
and Correctional Services 

Parolees and Probatione 's 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

25 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

9-73 through 9-75 700 total ~n 2 years 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce stranger-to-stranger crimes of 
homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated 
assault, and burglary committed by 
youths (ages 18-26) by intensive super­
visory services to youthful offenders 
with specific problems of addiction 
(drug or alcohol) and unemployment 
through limited case10ad (target level 

'of 20 per officer) and "buddyl\ system 
for agents and a team approach. 
Develop a profile of specific Impact 
offenders and corresponding treatment 
olan 

PROCESS MEASURES: 
Number of offenders supervised/agent. 

Monthly employment rate. 
Record known drug abusers. 
Demographic data being collected along 
with documentation of the individual 
treatment plans. 

.--

CODE: 

MD-2 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Comparative re-arrest analysis with 
control group assigned to regular super­
vision case10ads. 

Selection: 
Youthful (18-26 years) Impact Crime 
Offenders - parole and probation -
Baltimore. 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 
Number returned to institutional confine­
ment. 
Total number exiting the program. 
Rearrest data for Impact and other crimes 
by actively supervised clients, also 
tabulated by felony or misdemeanor. 
Cost: Project amount/client capacity/ 

year. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

No impact yet noted on the prison population of Maryland. 
Report concludes that the project 1S functioning well but that no standards 
exist to decide effectiveness based on the recidivism rate for the time-period 
under study. 

~r I 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.--

CODE: 

MD-2, Cont'd. I~ J 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Develop cost effectiveness analysis. 

, 
f 
.. 
--"' 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

~ ____________ -., _____________ "",-. -----I 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Special Offenders 
Clinic 

LOCATION: 

Maryland 

78 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

University of Maryland 
hospital 

NUMBER OF STAFF:· 

9 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

50 total (3 years) 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1972~l975 
.--

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

Maryland LEAA block 
grant 

Member of project staff MD-3 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve the probation success of sexual 
offenders and assaultive offenders by 
providing intensive probation super­
vision and group psychotherapy 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Control groups planned, but compar~sons 
actually made only on basis of the 
time evolution of project clients. 

Selection: 
Offenders with qualifying offenses who 
were a~cepted by staff after psycho­
logical testing. 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

Recidivism = % of clients rearrested, 
% reconvicted, % incarcerated during 
treatment and after treatment. 
Time evaluation of subjective judgments 
of progress in group therapy. 
Time evolution of subject measures of 
serial adjustment. 
Time evolution of standard psychologica 
tests including MMPI. 

Cost: NOt analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Originally planned comparisons to a control group.were not possibl: be~ause 
court and clinic personnel continued to select cl~ents for the project s 
psychotherapy in non-random basis. Pre/post psychological testing complicated 
by illiteracy, by early patient termination, and by patient apathy on post- ' 
testing. 
Evaluation inconclusive. 

~'--------------------------i-------------------------------.----4 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: 
46th District Court 
Probation Improvement 

Southfield, Michigan 
ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
46th District Court of 
Michigan 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
3 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

1000 per year 
TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

12-73 through 11-74 
(second of three years) ~ 2 part time 

~ voll1ntp~r 

SPONSOR: 
LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

EVALUATOR: 
grantee staff 

Improve success of probation by expande 
use of presentence investigations. 
Reduced caseloads (to 75) through the 
use of volunteer caseworkers and in­
creased the amount of contact between 
workers and clients. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number completing program. 
Average monthly load per officer. 
Number of hours per month provided by 
volunteers. 
Distribution of supe~vision time over 
various functions. 

CODE: 
MI-1 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Limited comparisons drawn with past 
experience, of same court. 

Selection: 
Misdemeanant offenaers in the 46th 
District. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by % of closed 
cases with violations. 

Cost: Not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Extensive problems with a computerized data collection scheme invalidated Some 
data. 
No real evaluation - only analysis of data. 

.------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Intensive Supervision 
Services 

St. Louis, Missouri Missouri Board of Probation 
and Parole 

r-------------------~---------------,------~~----------------------~ 
NUMBER OF STAFF: 

25-30 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

average of 500/month 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

5774 to 9-74 (Phase II of 
three-year project) ? 

EVALUATOR: CODE: SPONSOR: . 

LEAA - Impact St. Louis Commission on 
Crime and Law Enforcement 

MO-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce future criminal activity of 
clients most likely to commit future 
cn.mes through reduci,ng caseloads to 
a value between 25 and 40. 
Increasing the number of contacts with 
clients. 
Providing increased educational and 
vocational testing. 
Recruit and train volunteer workers. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Average number of cases per worker. 
Number contacts. 
Number tests administered. 
Number volunteers recruited and trained. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Previous phase compared results to a 
control group of similar offenders. 

Selection: 
Clients in the St.'Louis area who need 
intensive supervision (with preference 
to Impact crime offenders). 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by the rate of 
revocation, absconders, and the rate 
of new convictions. 

Cost: Not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Int~rim evaluation provides only sketchy information. 

------ ~~-------- ----------------~---
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Probation Employment 
and Guidance Program 

Rochester (Monroe County), 
New York 

Monroe County Probation 
Department 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

2 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

11-73 through 5-75 
1 analyst 

321 clients screened and 
appeared before the Guid­
.<In"", Conncil in lQ mnnt-hq 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Administering Agency NY-I 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
To maximize employment for unemployed 
and underemployed probationers, and 
thereby reduce recidivism through 
utilization of skilled community 
volunteers to assist in solving empl,oy-
ment problems. . 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Demographic, personal history data on 
clients. 
Full description of client flow through 
the employment guidance program. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 
Job ready clients were randomly assigned 
to control. (given a few suggestions 
and told to report back to their pro­
bation officer) or experimental group. 

Selection: 
Monroe County unemployed and under­
employed probationers age 18 and older. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

6 and 9 month follow-up following the 
session with the guidance council. 
12 month. follow-up measured portion 
of the follow-up period worked and 
number mov1ng to higher employment 
status (e.g., part to full time). 
Number involved in educational or 
training progra~s. 
Aggregate income earned. 
Number of new arrests. 
Separate data for adult and family 
court (minor offense) probationers 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Project:. modifications occurred in the second phase (6-74 through 5-75). In 
addition, Monroe County Probation merged Family Court and adult probation 
departments. 
At the time of this report, insufficient time has elapsed to evaluate the 
second phase outcomes. 

~~,------------------------------------------,--------------J ; 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

r-----------~, --------~------------------------~------------------~~--~ 
PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

NY-I, Cont'd. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

involved in the project. 

0"" 

Cost: Total operational costs/clients 
screened. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Data demonstrate a relationship between employment and recidivism, but not a 
causal direction. 
Evaluation able to conclude that project effects on employment were too slight 
to significantly affect recidivism. Forthcoming I2-month follow-up results on 
employment appeared more promising. 

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Community-Based Proba­
tion Project 

LOCATION: 

Cleveland, Ohio 

• 

83 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Cleveland Municipal Court 
Probation Department 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

20 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

4000 (2 years) 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

2-73 through 3-75 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEAA-Impact Impact Staff 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce impact criminal activity by 
establishing 3 satellite offices to 
supervise probationers and parolees. 
Installed a needs classification 
system to Lncrease interests of clients 
in services. 

0"" 

CODE: 

OH-l 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Compared only to quantitative goals and 
objectives. set by Impact staff. 

Selection: 
Offenders Ln the Cleveland area who 
either committed or were likely to 
commit Impact crimes. 

'~-----------------------------------------t------------~~----------------------------~ 
PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number and minutes .of individual coun­
selling, group counselling, family 
counselling, home visits, contacts with 
outside services per month. 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

Recidivism = (No. Arrests of Clients) 
No. of Clients 

% of clients employed in vocational 
training, and in educational training, 
per month. 

Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Original plan to link activities directly to crimes waS abandoned. 
Evaluation successful only in comparing the objectives. 

~.--------------------------~;----------------------------------.--~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Burglary Offender 
Project 

LOCATION: 

Oregon 

84 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Oregon Correction Division 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

4 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

180 

TIME PERIOP OF REPORT: 

1974 through 1975 
.0" 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEM State Criminal Justice 
Planning Agency 

OR-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Reduce burglaries by providing intensiv 
probation to burglary offenders· in 4 
district offices. 
Reduced caseloads to (30-35 clients). 
Increased presentence investiga~ions. 
Increased employment, educational and 
other support activities. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Mean number of contacts per client per 
month. 
Number of investigations. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Compared to results for burglary-related 
clients in. 4 offices. Target and 
comparison groups checked for similarity 
of age, sex, ethnic group, education 
level, employment history, alcoholism, 
drug usage, and prior criminal history. 

Selection: 
Burglary-related offenders who were 
assigned to the district offices where 
special counselors were located. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by % of clients 
having new arrests during time on 
project. 
Arrests distinguished for felonies, 
misdemeanors and burglary related of­
fenses. Termination as measured by 
the % of clients terminated from super­
vision for various causes. 

Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED .OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Clients in comparison groups had typically been under supervision longer and 
thus were more "exposed" to recidivism. 

85 
EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Philadelphia Out-reach 
Sub-offices and Chester 
Di~tric.t Offic.I'> 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Pennsylvania Board of Pro­
bation and Parole 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
35 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
Average 400-500 per month )974 14th year of continuing 

program) .. " 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
LEM Administering Agency PA-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Improve effectiveness of probation and 
parole in Philadelphia by opening 5 
outreach and 1 district offices to de­
centralizing operation. 
Reduced caseloads to 50 clients. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Subjective measure .of agent .. 
Average monthly number of cases per 
agent. , 
% of defined client needs not met at enc 
of month. 
Number of contacts with referral agen­
c~es. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 
Compared to main caseload of Philadel­
phia district after subtracting clients 
of some special programs. 

Selection: 
Probation and parole clients living in 
areas of decentralized Philadelphia 
facilities. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by % of cases 
closed successfully. 
Number of arrests 7 average number of 
clients. 
% of cases classified as unconvicted 
violators. 
Employment success as measured by % 
employed full or part time. 
% on public assistance. 

Cost: Not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Numerous programs working on the Pennsylvania case load simultaneously produced 
some confounded effects. 
Main case load of district decreased significantly due to implementation of 
several special programs. 
Different distributions of parole and probation clients affect outcomes. 
Economy affects employment success. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITr.E: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.--
~--___ , __________________ ~ __________ ~ ______________ ~~ ____________ -----------------1 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA-I, Cont' d. 

PROJECT DESCRI.PTION: , EVALUATION DESIGN: 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATIO~ AND MEASUREMENT: 

Evaluation was deemed conclusive. 

-""\ 
_~'·>"~"-·~'---'·'~"''''''''''-''', .. ,''%-:'''O~~*.,'\l".'-r-'"~'''~'_.'''''' __ ~''''" =""""= __________ ==-==========-= _. ==t\~-~~..:::.:::_.::::::.:::- i 
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EXHIBIT IV - I, Cont1d. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Intensive Services Unit Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Adult Probation Department 
(Philadelphia Court) 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

30 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TI}m PERIOD OF REPORT: 

2-75 ·through 6-75 833 probationers and parol 
ees as of 6-75 ---

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

Federal Government and 
City 

Human Systems Institute PA-2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Reduce recidivism through intensive 
supervision. 
Make out individual treatment plans 
based on 6-8 week assessment process. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of client contacts. 
Caseload. 
Number of c.ommunity agency referrals. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Three 'intensive supervision groups: 1) 
sex offenses, 2) psychiatric conditions 
for probation/parole, and 3) "high risk" 
clients formed by screening prospective 
participants. (Hypothesis: intensive 
supervision will have greatest impact 
on high risk group.) 
Attempt to establish control groups for 
sex, psychiatric, and high risk groups 
which do not distinguish treatment and 
compare with intensive supervision 
groups, controlling for pr.edicted risk 
nF "'Q"'~~~"~"'~ 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

% of clients arrested. 
Average number of arrest-free days 
for clients arrested at least nnce. 
Total number of rearrests. 

Cost: total project costs 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Have questions concerning the accuracy of the data because reports are not 
filled out daily, but rather at the end of the month. 
Research responsibility changed from an R&D Unit back to project staff in 
8-74. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

~----------------------~~--------------------~'------~--------~-------------------. 
PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

1) Caseload Management Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Adult Probation Department 
(Philadelphia Court) 2) Addition to Super-

u';,,;nn 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
50 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 
3700-4300 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1-74 ~hrough 9-75 (grants (1 
and (2) have been,operati~g 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

Pennsylvania Govt'rnor' s Social Research 
Justice Commission Associates 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Probation officers to handle a full 
range of clients whereas other units 
in the department have more homogeneous 
caseloads (e.g., same sex, specialized 
teams for alcohol, drug, sex and 
psychiatric cases). 
Test of generalized supervision. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Workload based on classification 
of Intensive, Moderate, Minimum super­
vision needed. 
Caseload defined as number of cases. 
Number of client contacts/month. 
Number of client referrals per month 
and whether these were to outside com-
munity'agencies. \ 
Proportion of clients by sex and sex of 
officer. 
Officer attitudes toward cross-sex as-
signments surveyed. 

for several vears) , 

CODE: 

PA-3 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Field Study: 
Follow-up study after 10 months of pro­
bation between project and other units 
and those not placed on probation or 
parole. 
Study of relation of caseload size to 
rearrest within the project as well as 
7 of 20 district offices are part of 
the project. 

Selection: 
Probation clients living in parts of 
Philadelphia serviced by p'roject offices 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

Field Study: 
Rearrest data: average number of ar­
rests within 10 months of release from 
pn.son. 
% arrested within 10 months of release 
from prison. 
Average monthly rearrest rate over a -
6-month period, in correlation between 
caseload'size and rearrest rate. 

Cost: cost-benefit considerations 
discussed under assumptions that costs 
per supervision unit are equivalent 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Probation followed prison for many in the field study described. 
Separate study affirmed that a prediction device for the de,termination of case 
ris~ had validity. 
Results of evaluation not conclusive. 

I 
I 

-: 1 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

3) Maintaining Qual~ty 
• • fit 

Probat~on Serv~ces 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS; TIME PERIOD OF REIiORT: 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA-3, Cont'd. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

r 
I 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

across different treatment schemes. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Comprehensive Drug 
Control Project 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Pennsylvania Board of Pro-
bation and Parole , 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
17 

NUMBER OF CLIENT~: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Average of 650 1974 (3rd year of a continu-
ing project) ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Administering Agency PA-4 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve the effectiveness of probation 
and parole of dru~ addicts by establish­
ing 2 narcotics units to provide compre­
hensive drug control supervision. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Identified client needs not met at end 
of month. 
Quarterly averages of cases per super­
visor. 
Number of contacts per month with client~ 
not committed or'absconded. 
Number of urinanalyses run on clients. 
Survey. job satisfaction of agents. \ 
Number of guided' group sessions. 

EVALUATION DESIGN~ 

Performance compared to experience with 
similar drug units in otp.er cities and 
(on a limited basis) to the general 
Pennsylvania caseload. 

Selection: 
Probationers and parolees 1n Philadelphia 
who are drug addicts. 

OUTCOME, l-IEASURES : 

Recidivism as measured by % of cases 
closed successfully, % of caseload 
arrested per month, % of cases as 
"unconvicted violators" per month. 
% of clients employed full or part time, 
or on public assistance. 
% of clients showing drug use V1a 
urinanalysis. 

Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND NEASUREMENT: 

Very difficult to identify a suitable control group so comparison to similar pro­
grams used as alternate. 
State of economy strongly affects' employment success of clients. 
Proportion of parolees in a project biases outcome measures against one with 
many parolees. 
Evaluation deemed conclusive. 

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 
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PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Development of Special­
ized Units 

Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Pennsylvania Board qf Proba-
Pennsylvania tion and Parole " 

NUMBER OF STAFF:' 
Unknown 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: , , 

1974 (4th year of continuing 
report) ~ 

700 per month 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Research unit of administer PA-5 
ing agency 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve probation and parole' success by 
providing a number- of specialized units 
including 3 intensive supervision units 
and 4 pre-parole case analysis units. 
Included 1S a reduction 1n the caseload 
of the intensive units. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Comparison to the general case load of 
the Philadelphia and Pi.ttsburgh dis- , 
tricts (less'clients of several 
special programs). 

Selection: 
1 intensive unit has high risk parolees 
other 2 intensive units took repre­
sentative luads 1n Pittsburgh.and 
Philadelphia. 

~'---------------------------------------f------------~~'----------------________ ~ 
PROCESS MEASURES: 

Surveys of the information collected 
and reported by pre-parole analysts. 
Average number of cases assigned per 
age"nt. 
Average num.ber of office and field con­
tacts per client~ 

OUTCOME .HEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by the % of cases 
closed successfully. 
% of average cases closed successfully 
each month. 
Number of arrests 7 average caseload. 
Number of clients classified as "un-:­
convicted violator". 
Client employment success as measured 
by % emp'loyed and % on public assistancE. 
% of parole cases approved by parole 
board. 

Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }IEASUREMENT: 

Court specified the intensive probation unit in'Philadelphia on many high risk 
cases. 
General caseloads in Philadelphia also decreased with the advent of several 
special programs. 
Client transfer between units complicate statistics and generally early trans­
fers out of successful cases. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1. Cant'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA-S Cont'd. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND HEASUREMENT: 

Employment results are affected by general economy. 
Evaluation results are not conclusive. 

.' 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Regional Office­
Sub office 

LOCATION: 

Pennsylvania 

--- ----

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Pennsylvania Board.of 
Probation and Parole 

----------------------

93 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
275 

NUMBER OF C~IENTS: 

1500 per month average 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1974~1975 (last 18 months 
of a 4 year effort) ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Administering Agency PA-6 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve law abiding behavior' and eco­
nomLC integration·of parolees and pro­
bationers by establishing 9 sub-offices 
in smaller cities to decentralize super­
vision and reduce caseloads. ' 
Emphasizes family and group interaction. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Proportions of clients served who live 
Ln same county as the local office. 
Average number of cases per supervisor 
with adjustments for absconders and 
other inactive cases. 
Number of agent contacts in o£fice, in 
field or with collateral persons. 
Number· of active. ~ounseling groups. \ 

EVALuATION DESIGN: 

Comparison to performance before pro~ 
gram was implemented and to performance 
of similar clients handled by district 
offices and by special offices for 
alcohol/drug abusers. 

Selection: 
All probation and parole cases Ln geo­
graphic area of sub-offices.· 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by % of cases not 
closed successfully, arrest~ average 
caseload per period. 
New classification as "unconvicted 
violator" .;. average caseload per period. 
Employment success measured by % 
partially or fully employed during each 
month. . 

COst: 
Compared 'total annual costs per client 
from direct and indirect project costs, 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }ffiASUREMENT: 

Program was implemented at same time as others so effects could not be disting­
uished. 
Rearrest data on sub-office group was found to include different mix of technical 
violations than district group. 
District offices being in urban and sub-offices Ln small city locations may have 
introduced differences in character of clients. 

EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: ' 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

• 
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LOCATION: 
ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENT~: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA.-6 Cont' d. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

OUTCOME . MEASURES : 
estimated costs. of detention of 
arrested clients, welfare costs of 
unemployed clients, taxes p~id by 
employed clients. 

L---------------------~~.------~----.--------~ 
STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }mASUREMENT: 

Rearrest 
data includes more than one ar.rest per client in some cases. 

f 1 have biased recidivism 
District offices having higher proportLon 0 paro ees may 
against sub-offices. . 

1 def ;n;t;ve to research some conclusLons. 
Evaluation sufficient y L L L 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Field Services 

LOCATION: 

Tennessee 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Tennessee Departmen.t 
of Corrections 

95 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

285 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1970 through 1974 Increase from 110b/month 

probationers average in 
1Q69 to 35~O/month ih 1974 .. -

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEM Department of Correction/ 
Tennessee.LEPA Staff 

TN-1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reorganization of State Supervision 
Programs to affect caseload, services 
to the courts, and recidivism. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Caseloads. 
Work time allocation of officers. 
Number of probationers, institutional 
population. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Ex post facto - changes ~n Tennessee· 
over 5 year period. 

Selection: 
All probationjparo~e ~n the State of . 
Tennessee. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Cost: savings Df probation' compared 
to institutionalization (diversion)/ 
month. Annual funding levels. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND NEASUREMENT: 

( 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOGATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Increase Adult 
Probation 

Dallas County, Texas Dallas County Probation 
Department .' 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

80; 200,volunteers 

NUMBER OF CLIENtS: 

6200 average 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1-74· to 12-74 
(2nd year) • .1" 

SPONSOR: EVALuATOR: CODE: 
LEAA - Impact Dallas Area Criminal 

Justice Council 
TX-I 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce criminal activities by more In­
tensive Supervision and provides ex­
panded and innovative rehabilitative 
programs. 
Conducts pre-sentence psychological 
testing and interviews. 
Provides computerized reporting capa­
bilities and region-wide notification 
of probationer's arres t.' 
Improve.s skills of probation officers 
in supervising probationers. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of offenders/officer. 
Number of job referrals and placements. 
Dropout rate from employment assistancE 
program. 
Number pf volunteers and cases handled. 
Program dropout rate. 
Number of participants and certificates 
. obtained. \ 
Total hours of training. 
VTorkshops atten<;led by counselors. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Same department ~n previous years with 
1972 as baseline. 

Selection: 
Full Dallas County felon probation 
program. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

~rohation failure rate = Revocations/ 
Cases closed in period. 
Revocation rate - Revocations/~uIDber 
of probationers at end of year period. 
Recidivism rate = Humber of probation­
ers arrested/Number of probationers 
under supervision during the period.. 
Specia.l nro!2;ram's droupout rate . 
All of the above a,re recorded by com­
ponent sub-programs as well as in 
total. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASURE'MENT: 

Changed classification of marijuana offenders from felony to misdemeanor in 1974 
and also, redefined felony theft. Generally, all the threats of history; e.g., 
changes in economic climate, type of cases handled, etc. are present. 
Determined external GED program inadequate on basis of certificates obtianed, so 
they established new internal GED program during 1974. 
GED participants were tracked as community resource participants. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont ',d. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

TX-l Cont'd. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Cost; Direct expenditure per 
~uarter/probationer. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

This study attempted to. sort out the effects of the various sub-programs. 

97 

.--

No baseline data available on recidivism rates :;>r special program dropout rates. 

I· 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Harris County Model 
Probation Project 

Harris County, Texas Harris County Department 
of Probation ," 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

70 

NUMBER OF CLIENT~: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1000 felon + 500 misdemean- 7-72' through 11-73 
ors/month , 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

Texas Criminal Justice 
Council 

Sam Houston State Universitlr TX-2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: -, EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Reduce the number of convict'ed criminal! 
incarc'erated by p1:oviding a full ser­
vice probation function iri Harris 
County including added offices, sa.~el­
lite offices, presentence investiga­
tions, and community resource usage. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Average monthly cas.eload per supervisor. 
Number of probationer visits to office. 
Number of ~upervisor field visits. 
Number of presentence investigations 
completed. 
Number of community resource xeferrals. 

Number Qf cases assigned to probation com­
pared to experience before project. 

Selection: 
All criminals· assigned to probation 
Ln Harris County. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Success Rate = {Numbet' of revocations 
during period) (Number of cases 
during period). 
Number of cases assigned to probation 
(under assumption that they would 
otherwise be incarcerated. 

Cost: not evaluated for project. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }ffiASUREMENT: 

Report is not an evaluation. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Mexican-American Com­
munity Corrections 
Support Program ("socra') 

LOCATION: 
Utah 
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ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
SOCIO (a community organi­
zation) with Utah Division 
of Corrections : 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

3 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

103 total 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

9-73. to 9-74 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

Utah LEAA Dept. of Psychology; Uni­
versity 

CODE: 
lJT-1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Reduce Chicano probaLion and parole 
violations by: 
Arranging for jobs and on the job 
. training. 
Arranging for traLnLng and education. 
Mobilizing resources of community 
agencLes. Providing direct counseling 
and support. 
In theory, SOCIO counselors supplemente 
regular P.O./parole officers, but Ln 
practice came closer to replacing them. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of contacts, employment data, 
and wages for some offenders. 
Number of arrangements for training. 
Number of arrangements for com:,~nity 
contacts (they abandoned this dimen- _ 
s ion) .. 
Number of contacts with comm;nity 
agencies. 

'Number of counseling contacts. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 
. Chicano group receiving regular P.O. 

services were non-randomized "matched" 
individuaily with SOCIO clients (70 
matches of 103 possible) . 
Matched on age, date of probation or . 
parole, nature of offense. 
Pe~Lect match on probation district, 
sex, history of previous offenses (re­
peat or not), parole or probation .. 
Conse·rvative match on 1;'ated probability 
of recidivism. 
Compared Chicano crime base rates with 
Black and White base rat~·s. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Number of instqnces of recidivism 
(arrest for whic'l charges were not 
subsequently dismissed, orderJ> to show 
cause or other parole/probation 
violations, and any Lssuance of bench 
warrant. ) 
Interviews with SOCIO clients and com­
parison group clients were conducted 
to·determine their assessments of 
program effectiveness. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }lliASUREMENT: 

Identification of Chicanos fallible, they estimate that they missed 25%. 
Recidivists had fewer jobs, but received more efforts from counselors. 
Abandoned objective of community' contact as clients actively resisted. 
Provided useful services to other people Ln the Mexican-American community as 
well as indicated somewhat lower recidivism than in control group and provided 
process services with reasonable success, although specific process objectives 

• 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

~----------------r----------------"~--~--------'--------~ 
PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

UT-1" Cont'd. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Researched Chicano base recidivism 
rates. 

Selection: 
SOCIO clients are fairly representative 
of Utah Chicanos on probation/parole, 
but imperfectly so (neither fully 
random nor comprehensive selection). 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

,~------------------~~------------------; STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

were set unrealistically high in the grant. 
Noted difficulties in cross-ethnic comparisons (e.g., different crimes and 
different resultant sentence distributions) . 
Intended to get counselor reports weekly, but actually got them quarterly. 



101 
EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont I d. 

r------------------------r---------------------------~--------~,----------------~ 
PROJECT TITLE: 
Community Correctional 
Programs and Services 
for Adults 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

8 

SPONSOR: 
Virginia Division of 
Justice and Crime 
Prevention 

LOCATION: 

Richmond, Virginia 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

Average occupancy 
about 17 men 

EVALUATOR: 

PRe/public Management 
Services 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

RichInond Connnuni~tY". 
Correctional Center . 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Fiscal year 1975, first 
quarter fiscal vear 1076 ..... 

CODE: 

VA-1 
I-__________ ..a...._. ____ ---...,.---... -~------------... 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Halfway house, accepting beth state 
and federal probat'ioners and parolees. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Subjective notation. of community 
interactions. 
Employment data on current residents 
only. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Selection: 
A mix of 5 sources; probationers from 
court or from case1oads, parolees 
from prisons or from cas'eloads, 
federal cases. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Failure rate = Number rearrested, 
absconded, or program standards 
violatersitotal discharged from 
program. 

Cost: net costs/client/year 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }lliASUREMENT: 

Comparison of failure rate with other programs is difficult due to the variety 
of high-risk clients served. 

; 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 
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PROJECT TIT.(:..E: 
Probation and Parole 
Demonstration Proiect 

LOCATION: 
norfolk, Virginia 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Division of Probat:i,on and 
Parole Services - Norfolk 

NUMBER OF STAFF: ~~ER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
Added 14 probation and 
parole officers to 
previous 8 

Average of 500 probationerE 
and 275 parolees during 
1974 . 19J2 through. 19.74 ._-

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
Virginia Division of 
Justice and Crime 
Prevention 

PRC/Public Management 
Services 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

To increase the efficiency and effec­
tiveness of service delivery to proba­
~ioners and parolees by reducing case ... 
load to 60 work units per officer'" PY" 
procuring psychological consulting 
services, by improving servi.ce to drug­
dependent clients through maximum use 
of community drug treatment faci.li.ties, 
and by using one ex-offender as a pro­
bation and parole aide. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of average work units/officer. 
Heights pre-sentence investigation 5 
units, other investigations 3 units, 
and supervision, a weight of 1. 

Number of psychological consultations 
procured. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

1971 Norfolk. data used as oase of 
comparison' for 1972, 1973, and 1974. 

Selection: 
Norfolk, Virginia regular 
probationers and parolees (felons). 

OUTCOME.HEASURES: 

Average number Qf offenders on pro­
bation (but no Hay to relate to over­
all court dispositions) as an.indicator 
of the division's service capacity. 
Rate of recidivism inclUding technical 
violations, new felonies and abscondersl 
averav,e caseload. 
(Separate probation and parole data 
kept.) 

Cost: Total grant costs. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }lliASUREMENT: 

Administering agency declines to draw inferences from recidivisl'l statistics, 
but evaluator believes favorable inferences are reasonable. 
Drug-t~eatment portion of the program was undermined by upheavals in the 
community agencies. 
Evaluation points out the flows of attaining numerical caseload goals. 

~---------------------_J---'----. ______ ~ ____________ ~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cant I d. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Probation and Parole 
Demonstration Proiect 

LOCATION: 

~'Jorthe.rn Virginia 
metropoliXan area 

103 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Division of Probation ang 
P~role Services of 
iTorthern Virp;inia 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Added 15 probation and 
parole officers to 

Average of 900 probationers 
.' 

previous 13 
and 300 narolees durinp- 19]2 throug~ 1974 
lQ7'4 ' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
Virginia Division of 
Justice and Crime 

PRC/Public J'~anagement 
Services 

VA.,...] 

-h~ention 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

To increase the efficiency and effec­
tiveness of service delivery to proba­
tiQners and parolees by es'tablishing 
community services' coorqinator. 
Reduced caseloads to 60 and used 3-man 
teams to specializ:e in ideal, normal, 
and intense offenders. 
Uses student interns as probation and 
parole aides. 
Provide and service to courts not of 
record in addition to courts of record 
[i.e., work with wisdemeanants]. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number of referrals handled. 
Team approach Hith specialization by 
type of offender abandoned in practice. 
Student interns met with subiective 
approva~. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

10 ..... year. time seri.es data in ner::entap:e. 
of revocations for this. probation and' 
parole division. 

Selectio.n: 
northern Virginia re.pular probationers: 
and parOlees C-t:elonpl plus some 
misdemeanants (from courts not of 
record). .. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Percentage of re.vocations = Number of 
revocations/Average monthlv .caseload. 

Average number of offenders on prob­
ation = An indicator of the division's 
service capacity. 

\ Judge's expression that service has 
improved' and increased the number of 
presentence investigations requested. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Drop in revocation rate commenced a year and a half before the grant, but no 
conclusions are possible in regard to grant's effect on this. 
Discrepancies in caseload definition (as to whether a weiphted caseload count­
ing is used) between documentation provided, the semi-annual report, and inter­
view information provided to the evaluator. 
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produced some outcome, it must be established that the project carried on some 

rela,ted actiyi:ty'" Conver-s·ely ~ if a proj ec t s.eems to ha:ve produced SOme l?articular ly 

good or bad outcomes, it is' important to know what activities were carried on in 

order to determine how to reproduce or improve those outcomes. 

By their nature process measures' tend to be project-specific. For example, 

it makes sense to measure the number of volunteers recruited only when volunteers 

were recruited. And the number recruited must be weighed against specific project 

needs and capacities in context with prior efforts and community sentiment and 

resources. However, the review of recent evaluations summarized in Exhibit IV-l 

identified several process measures and measurement problems that recur in inten-

Give special probation projects. The following sub-sections present and discuss 

the major categories. 

Caseload/Workload Measures. In many intensive probation projects the 

main process objective is to increase the amount· of probation supervision provided 

clients by reducing the caseload of probation supervisors. Thus the average 

caseload per supervisor becomes an important process measure and it is desirable 

to make the measure correspond closely to the amount of supervision provided. 

In most cases presented in Exhibit IV-I, caseload was estimated by the 

simple formula 

[
AVerage] _ [Average Tot:al Ninn~ +. fN~mber of p~oba-) 

Caseload - ber of Active Cases) ltlon Supervlsors 

However, some problems did ari.se in defining elements of the formula. One problem, 

the definition of the number of supervisors, arises in projects which make extensive 

use of volunteers and/or paraprofessionals. If these auxiliary personnel are 

counted equally with regular supervisors, the average faseload will be misleadingly 

low. On the other hand, volunteers do provide supervision service that mayor 

may not lessen the workload for regular supervisors. None of the projects in 
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Exhibit IV~.l appeared to have a satisfactory solution to thi.s estimation problem? 

though one did attempt to record the level of voluteer activity by tabulating 

the number of hours worked by volunteers. [103, 104] 

Another .problem of definition arises in determining the number of active 

cases. At any given time the numoer of cases nominally assigned to a supervision 

unit typically includes a number of clients who have aosconded or are otherwise 

not receiving active supervision. Thus the nominal number of cases is somewhat 

larger than the number actually receiving supervision. In an effort ~o adjust 

for such cases, many of the studies reviewed in Exhioit IV-I measured active cases 

as the number of assigned cases that had not been classified as absconded/committed 

or otherwise officially inactive. However, less formally inactive cases remain 

in the measured caseload, and, of course, all active cases do not require, or 

receive equivalent attention. 

A more sophisticated approach is the workload scheme employed in one 

Pennsylvania study. [92J Supervisor workload in that study was assumed pro­

portional to the number of required probationer contacts per month. Thus, 

cases required to report only monthly or quarterly were counted less heavily 

than those reporting weekly. To the extent that required reporting times are 

kept up-to-date with the amount of supervision required, this approach would seem 

quite accurate. 

A related idea is the classification scheme used. In a project operating 

in Kentucky, cases were classified as requiring "maximum," "medium," or "minimum" 

supervision, and workload was measured as a weighted sum of such cases. [157] 

Agai~ the validity of the measurement rests of the accuracy of the classification. 

Another workload issue is how to account for non~supervisory activities 

of probation officers. Presentence investigations, management of volunteers, 

• 
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and similar actiyi.ties, can consume sub.stantial officer time.. Th.e American 

Correctional Association ':s Study on Standards and Goals has recommended that pre.,.... 

sentence investigations oe counted as five cases in determining caseload. [210] 

However, only a few of the reports, evaluations, or studies reported in Exhibit 

IV-l used such a measurement standard. In fact, only a few of the studies 

employed any estimation scheme to adjust for non-supervision duties. 

Case Contact/Supervision Measures. Even though caseload is the variable 

probation managers can most easily manipulate in intensive special probation 

problems, it is at best only an indirect measure of the quantity of supervision 

provided clients. Thus it is natural that projects should seek to obtain more 

direct measures of the supervision provided. 

The studies reviewed included many attempts to keep statistics on the 

amount of supervision provided -- typically by logging the amount of contact 

between the supervisor and individuals connected with the case. The simplest 

and most widely used approach is to record the number of contacts with the client 

the client's family, the client's employer, etc. However, many of the evaluators 

commented in their reports that they considered the number of contacts a very 

inadequate measure. Typical is Adams, Chandler, and Neithercutt's comment that 

use of the number of contacts, " .•. not only failed to deal with quality but 

provided a poor measure of quantity .•• " [7] 

Beyond this conceptual problem with the number of contacts as a process 

measure, there are oovious questions of the reliability of the numbers reported. 

Overworked probation officers might be expected to skimp on the "paperwork" 

of logging contacts. 'Reliability is particularly troublesome in attempting to 

draw comparisons between different probation programs wherein the officers re­

cording contacts have differential interest in the statistics collected and the 

evaluation objectives. 

, 
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To obtain at least a better indication of the qu'antity of contact, a few 

studies have augmented records on the number of contacts with statistics 

on the ti~e qf cdntact~ While such statistics may be better measures of the 

quantity of contact. they are still subject to all the reliability concerns 

just mentioned~ In fact, the problems may be more serious because the record­

keeping burden on probation officers is greater and because officers might 

feel the need to make sure that all their on-duty hours':are counted. 

Only two of the studies reported in Exhibit IV-l reported 

any- serious. attempts to measure the quality~ of the supervision provided 

probationers, Both these studies employed a survey of superviscir and client 

opinion abQut various dimensions of the effectiveness of supervision. While both 

studies appeared to gain useful information from the surveys, it does not appe~r 

feasible to use such surveys on any large scale. [7, 79J 

Other Activi.ty Statistics '. As indicated in the "Proc.ess Measures" column 

of Exhibit IV-I, numerous statistics are compiled by special probation projects 

which reflect activities other than client supervision. Examples include the 

following: 

1. Urinanalysis run (in cOh~ection with ~rug offender projects) 

2. Client referred to community agencies (in connection with.efforts 

to expand use of community services) 

3. Presentence investigations performed (in connection with projects 

providing more extensive presentenee investigations) 

4. Group counseling sessions held (in connection with projects employing 

group counseling) 

5. Volunteers recruited (in connection with volunteer projects) 

6. Tests administered (in connection with projects complet±ng assessment 

and classification of offenders). 

-------- ---

Measurement of such activity statistics is direct. An imp?rtant 

measurement issue is whether the procedures .for colle.cting the statistics 

are reliable. 
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Because the nUmber of factors impinging upon project processes is so great
1 

any attempt to compare different intensive spe:ial probation projects on these 

bases must be done with extreme caution. For instance, possible nuances in case­

load measures have been discussed. In addition, an evaluator attempting to cate­

gorize projects on the basis of caseload should consider a whole range of inter­

related factors such as type of client served, community resources available, 

socio-economic milieu, and so OIl. 

OutC0me/Success. Measures. 

The second major class of measures of probation projects are those which 

seek to document changes in probationers that may have been caused by project 

activities. These outcome/success measures are thus related more to the project 

goals than to project activities. If a project can show no improvement in 

outcomes, then the project must be deemed ineffective. On the other hand, if 

a reliable outcome measure does indicate improvement during the period of the 

project, and the improvement cannot reasonably be attributed to causes other 

than the project, then the project can be considered at least partially successful. 

The issue of evaluation designs for attributing outcomes to projects is 

addressed in a later section. The present section considers the equally formidable 

problems in obtaining rel-iable outcome measures. These problems are more severe 

than those connected with process measures beaause the items being measured are 

much less under control of project management. However, nearly all the evaluations 

summarized in Exhibit IV-l attempted some form of outcome measurement. The next 

seve~al subsections discuss the most important classes of measures employed. 
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Recidivism Measures. By far the mO$t commonly employed measures of 

probation project outcomes are those vlhich deal with recidivism, i.e., negative 

behavior on the part of clients which results in th.eir being rearrested, recon.,.-

victed, conunitted to prison, etc.. For many' years. sucn measures have been wide-

spread (though not entirely accepted) in the field of corrections. However, 

numerous measurement issues connected with recidivism are still unresolved, 

One important controversy deals with tne choice of the negative behavior 

which should be counted as recidivism. Among the possibilities conunonly discussed 

are; 

~) Unsuccessful probation termination defined as termination of 

probation by absconding, being revoked-and conunitted to prison, 

or being convicted of an additional crime. 

2) Rearrest defined as being arrested for an additional crime during 

the period of evaluation. 

3) Reconviction defined as being convicted of an additional crime 

during the period of evaluation. 

FOr each. of these there are many variations, including distinguishing between 

r~technical violations"" of proDation and actual crimes" and attempting to 

weight the seriousnes-s of tfie crimes involved in arrests/convictions. 

Virtually all of these possibilities were used in some form by at least one 

of the evaluations' reviewed for Exhibit IV-I. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals has recommended that recid:ivi.sm be measured by "(1) criminal 

acts that resulted in conviction by a court, whenconunitted by individuals 

who are under correctional supervision or who have been 't"eleased from 

correctional supervision within the previous three years, and by (2) technical 

violations of probation or parole in which a sentencing or paroling authority 

, ",'." 

:LIO 

took action that resulted in an adverse change in the offender's legal 

status. Technical violations should be maintained separately from data on 

reconvictions." [27] The logic behind this definition is that 

a reconviction is a well~defined legal event which admits to less bias and 

variation than arrests or technical violations, and that the period of 

three years a:t;ter sUl?ervis±on is: long. enough to include crimes conunitted by 

mos·t offenders' who will reeidivate at all. 

In a :i;ew of the reports summarized in Exhibit IV~·1 references were found 

to standards like this one, but almost all real analyses used other measures. 

The reaSQ-ns. given . .for not using the standards are a whole serte.s. of; pra,cti,cal 

l?rqbJ,ems. wt,th. :mea,surtng re"convict:i:.on recidivi.sm ;i..,n an opera.t::i:.ns intensive 

special prQba.tiO,n pr0j ect., 

One important problem is timing. Project evaluation reports 

a,re intended to give periodic information about the progress of the proj~ect, 

sQ that activities can De redirected as necessary, and the impact of innovations 

assessed. The long time delays .inherent in convictions--particularly if 

a several year follow-up period is included.,..-almost assure that no useful 

reconviction recidivism data can be available before the end of a 1 to 3 year 

project. Unsuccessful terminations and arrests provide Inuch more timely in-

formation. In addition, few projects have any real capability to follow 

th.e history of a client after he has been released from supervision. Follow- . 

up studies are slow and costly, complicated by the high mobility of offenders and 

the lack of effective criminal information systems. Thus the more timely measures 

of arrests during the probation period and terminations are attractive because 

they are more likely to show meaningful results within the period of project review. 

Even when the more rapid measures of recidivism are emp~oyed, the fact 

that at any point in a project, cases will have been on probation for different 

lengths of time complicates estimation. In the evaluations reviewed 



many different forms of standardization' "'V1elt'el used to account for 

'such variations in the time probationers were "at risk" for recidivism, but 

no entirely adequate scheme was identified. Perhaps the most common was 

the use of the "violation index" defined as follows: 

fViolationl = 
L Index J 

[
Number of Cases Term­
inated Unsuccessfull_ 
Total Number of Casesl 
Terminated J 

Observe that this tndex is a valid bast~ for comparing pIQhatipn prQgr~lIls only 

:j..f the length, of ti)n,e oefore no;rmal terminati.ons is equal among th,e pI;'ograms 

heing compa.r.ed, As the length of time to normal terminati.on is decreased~ 

the, violation index w:i:ll also decrease because the chance of uns~ccessful 

termiriations decrease~,\ rntensively' supervis~d cases o.i;'ten have di.fferent 

rates of early termination; in some instancef'j, probationers may be "terminated~' 

via transference to a regular probation program. (Further confounding the 

measurement problems if comparisons are being attempted between the respective 

programs) • 

Such difficulties with the violation index are an example of another 

recurring difficulty with recidivism measures in intensive probation projects--

interactions between the level of supervision and the measured recidivism. 

In several ways increased supervision can unintentionally result in an 

increase in measured recidivism. Adams, Chandler and Neithercutt 

observed in reviewing the well ..... known San Francisco project that higher rates 

of technical violations among persons under intensive supervision may have been 

a consequence of closer supervision monitoring of the probationer's activities. [7] 

Several other studies included in Exhibit IV-l found increa~ed rates of technical 

violation among intensively· supervised cases. While not documented' in studies, 

it might at least be suggested'that a supervisor~s knowledge of rearrests or 

reconvict ions might also be increased when clients are supervised intensively. 

Again an increase in measured re~idivism would result. 

------------------ • 
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Empl0YTI!ent Success Measures. The only outcome measure besides recidivism 

which was reported in any substantial number of the evaluations shown in Exhibit 

IV-l is client employment s'uccess, i.e., the degree to which probationers were 

able to obtain and retain employment. Among the measures employed were the 

following: 

1. Average perc'ent of clients employed full.,..time 

2. Average percent of clients employed part-time 

3. Aggregate dollars earned by clients 

4. Average percent of clients receiving various forms of welfare. 

However, there is no uniformity of definitions for these measures and very little 

discussion of the problems in implementing the measures. 

One of two procedures was typically used to obtain employment data. In 

some evaluations, probationers or supervisors reported employment history often 

at termination of probation. In others, employment status was determined by 

a follow-up study in which project research staff interviewed clients. 

Neither of these techniques would appear very reliable. Any method which 

depends on reporting by clients or supervisors would be subject to biases, high 

variability, and to interactions between the level of supervision and the level 

of employment reported. For example, a supervisor who is working intensively 

to find employment for his clients might be, expected to over-report any employ-

ment actually obtained. Follow-up studies and reporting at termination of 

probation risk a different form of bias. ,After any substantial time of project 

op~rations, some clients would have absconded or otherwise gone beyond reach 

of a survey. Thus, they cannot be included in statistics, and, ignoring such 

persons could tend to make projects with high recidivism appear to be doing 

well on employment. The number of clients reporting employment would be compared 

to a reduced total. 
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Other Outcome }1easur~~ ., Though there is no consistency between proj ects? 

some of the evaluatIons· summarized in Exhibit IV~l did record outcome measures 

other than recidivism and employment success, Some such measures dealt with 

specific elements of the project. For example, two projects dealing with drug 

addicts used the percent of clients showing drug use in urinanalysis as a measure 

of failure to stop drug use. Other outcome measures involved subjective judg-

ments by the supervisor on the degree of social adjustment exhibited by the 

probationer at termination or judgments on the project's effectiveness obtained 

through clients. 

There is little discussion of the methodological problems of using these 

measures in the evaluation reports reviewed, but it would appear that the 

problems would be quite similar to those discussed above for other measures. 

For example, urinanalysis data would be subject to most of the measurement 

problems and interactions with intensive probation that were presented in the 

discussion of recidivism. 

Cost and Cost/Benefit Measure~ 

Process measures describe project activities, outcome measures describe 

project successes, and the relation of these measures to cost defines project 

productivity. Thus, costs are very important in determining the overall value 

of an intensive special probation pr.oject. 

In view of this importance it is somewhat surprising that only two or 

three of the evaluations reviewed made any serious analysis of costs. Most 

reports did not mention costs at all (except occasionally to comment that cost 

analyses should have been made). Studies which did mention costs typically 

limited analysis to the calculation of the ratio of total project budgets to 

the number of clients served. 

• 
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The mOS.t s.erious. analysi.s. of costs and bene.fi.ts contained among the 

evaluations of Exhibit. IV-·l was performed in connection w:i:th a Pennsylvania 

project. [92] Total annual costs per client were estimated as the sum of the 

following; 

1. Direct and indirect costs of operating the project 

2. Costs of detention of arrested clients 

3. Welfare support costs of unemployed clients 

4. Tax revenue paid by employed clients. 

Since this measure of costs includes some effects of recidivism, employment 

success, and the investment in the project, it was possible to make rather 

complete comparisons between the project group and a comparison group. Of 

course, the development of the costs used in the comparison involved data from 

a number of sources and various assumptions and reductions. Thus, the reliability 

of the analysis poses a serious question. 

Some experts in the field of correctional evaluation have advocated the 

use of even more complete measures of costs and benefits. For example, Lipton, 

Martinson, and Wilks commented that, 

"There are at least three types of costs that should be 
included in a determination of economic benefits of treatment 
program~. The first type is direct program costs. Such cost~ 
include staff salaries, physical facilities, court costs, pollce 
processing costs, and detention costs. The second type is in­
direct costs to government. Such costs include loss of revenue 
derived from state income and sales tax paid by offenders, and 
welfare costs paid to offenders' dependents. The third type 
includes social costs. Social costs include wages lost by. 
the victim, the loss of money by a robbery or a burglary 
victim, and the human damage done by an opiate addict to 
himself." [146] 

A study comparing costs of incarceration with a model probation program for 

Texas covered the first type in some depth, the second in part, but did not 

venture into the third. [194] 

, 
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Evaluation Design 

Every evaluation has or should have a res'earch design) i,e., a plan of 
EXHI.BIT rv~ 

investigation. conceived so as to obtain answers' to research questions. In in- Cla,ssificati,on of Evalua tiqn Designs 

tensive special probation projects the design usually seeks to determine whether 
Classification Used in Intensive Speclal Probation Number 

a change in outcome measures during the time of the project can be attributed 
After-only 3 

to the activities of the project. A design which can make such a determination 
Before-After 9 

satisfactorily is said to be valid. In the next several subsections, the validity 
Group Comparisnn 10 

of evaluation designs used in probation is classified and analyzed. 
Con tro 1 Group 6 

Validity of Evaluation Designs. The validity of an evaluation design is 

a direct consequence of the degree to which causes other than the project treat-

ment which might produce a change in outcome measures have been controlled by 

the design. Campbell and Stanley in their classic work on quasi-experimental 

design, and Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks in their study of correctional treatment 

provide a classification of designs according to what is controlled. ~08, 146] 

In an effort to gain some insight about evaluation practice in intensive special 

probation, the studies reviewed in Exhibit IV-I were classified along similar 

lines. The number of studies included in each category is shown in Exhibit IV-2. 

The least valid form of evaluation is an after-only study which merely 

reports various items measured during the project. With such designs it is 

not even possible to determine if outcomes changed let alone whether changes 

were caused by the project. Only three of the studies in Exhibit IV-I fit the 

after-only classification. 

A much more common evaluation form is the before-after approach which 

compares outcome measures produced by the projects to simila!ly calculated 

ones before the project was implemented. A total of hin~ of the studies in 

Exhibit IV-l took the before-after approach. In some cases, "before" data 
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were based on a city- or state-wide baseline analysis of the situation when the 

proj ect wa,s, impLemented? and in otners compari.sons were d~awn dt;rectl:y wHh 

pa,st perfo~a,nce of the pronation or parole agency housing the project. 

Bef,Qre\~fter analyses are aBle to detect changes in outcome measures, 

but they' are serious'ly lacking in validity because they are unable to control 

~any alternative explanations of the changes. Several of the before-after 

evaluations of intensive probation projects experienced such problems. One 

example is' a Virginia study which reported being unable to determine 

if revocations were diminished by project activity -.- because there had been 

a long term trend toward fewer revocations in the agency housing the project. (57] 

In a Dallas study, reclassification of marijuana possession as a 

misdemeanor in the middle of the project "s operating period substantially 

changed the mix of offenders being served by the proj ect. Again, a change 

in recidivism cannot be eonvincingly attributed to the project. (95]' 

These limitations of the before ..... after design were often recognized by 

the authors of evaluations, However, many commented that the environment. 

of their projects did not permit any better controlled evaluation. In some 

cases the project provided probation 'service in an area where it had 

es.s.entially not existed before, There was no similar group undergoing a 

different type of probation with which the prqject group might be compared. In 

other cases the specialized nature of the proj.et.t, population (e.g., drug addicts) 

made comparison to another probation program essentially meaningless. In con­

junction with a special probation program for Chicanos in Utah, a statistical 

analysis demonstrated the non-comparabilities between Chicanos and any other 

ethnic offender groups (a comparison group of Chicanos was devised). (144] 

Finally, some projects set out to classify offenders and assign the highest 

ll8 

risk clients. to the project~ Thus~ if the classifi,cation were s,uccessful, the 

project group would not Be comparaBle to other: proDation programs', 

When SO)I\e s.e.parate? but relatively co~parable grou:p :j.,s. aya,:L,lahle, 

the 17esearch de.$.:tgn :;t:s: called a 'group; comparfs'On., TIus destgn ~l?Pl;"Qa,ch. 

cannot rule out all differences in outcomes that may be caused by 

differences in Ute proj ect group and comparison group populations, but it 

allows stronger inferences than a before-after comparison. Changes in the 

external environment and cons'equeri.ces of historical trends are reasonably 

well controlled. 

Among the evaluations reviewed in Exhibit IV-I, group comparisons were 

the most popular design. A total of ten s,tudies used the approach. The 

t¥,pical choice for a comparison group was probationers being supervised 

under the uS'ual proDation system in the same jurisdiction as the proj eet. 

l"or example, a Pennsylvania proj ect which involved decentralization 
" 

of probation services to five neighborhood offices was compared to normal 

supervision of the probationers remaining under the control of the down-

town office. 1881 

Since comparison groups in the group comparison design are not randomly 

determined or exactly matched to the project group, some group differences prior to 

project participation which might account for outcome differences are bound to be 

present. In many cases the evaluations performed some analysis of such differences 

in the two groups. Among the items which seemed to introduce serious group 

differences were the following: 

1. Different mixes of probationers and parolees (parolees appear 

to be higher risk offenders) 

2. Higher proportion of high risk offenders in the proj ect group when 

it i,s selected by locating neighborhood supervision offices in high 

crime neighhorhood~ 
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3. Lower proportion of high risk offenders in the project group when 

it is selected by locating offices in suburbs or rural areas and 

coml?a;r:e,d t9 s.ta,tew:tde, figu,):,es;, heavily weighted with central 

city offenders. 

The most valid designs used in the special probation evaluations 

summarized in 'Exhibit IV-I entail comparisons drawn to a scientifically 

chosen control group. Control group deSigns operate either by matchi~g 

clients in the project group to those in a control group on'the basis 

of personal characteristics likely to be associated with their supervis'ion 

needs, or, preferably, by creating a pool of qualified clients and 

, randomly allocating them to project and control groups. In either case the 

fact that the characteristics of the project and control groups are quite 

similar leads to stronger conclusions than those which can be drawn from 

the group comparison design. 

Six of the projects reviewed in Exhibit IV-I used the control group 

evaluation des'ign, two with matched con'trol groups and four with random 

a.llocation. In all cases a number of demographic indices were recorded 

on clients in the two groups and compared after the groups had been selected. 

In at leas't the case of a Florida study such a comparison showed the groups 

differed on fourteen of 23 characteris.tics compared. [93] Such differences 

made the evaluator question whether the allocation process had been as random 

as intended in the research design. In other studies, the differences were 

not as severe, but still raised doubts about the evaluation, However, no 

case was found where the evaluator made a systematic attempt to correct 

for group differences, e.g., by the analysis of covariance techniques. 

--,-------
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1?roblems in ;I:mplementing Design~", The validity of the best evaluation design 

can be defeated if the res'earch plan implicit in the design is not prope.rly im..-

plemented. In common with many' other corrections res'earchers, the evaluators whose 

reports are summarized in Exhibit IV.,..l encountered numerous practical problems in 

carrying out their original designs. 

The mO,s't c01l!1llqn problem of thi$. type arose. from conflicts netween the 

s:ervi.ce function and tne research function of the prohation ~proj ect being 

evaluated.. For example, judges' sometimes chose to specifically order that 

particularly high risk offenders be assigned to a project-operated intensive 

probation unit. Such decisions defeat a control or comparison group design 

conceived around the assumption that clients of the project group are fairly 

typical of the overall probation population. 

A related difficulty' was reported in some Pennsylvania projects. In 

an effort to gain maximum benefit from an intensive probation unit which 

had been established, a sy-stem of transfers was used. Any client of the '-----

intensive unit who had completed several mo~ths without incident was 

transferred to routine, less..,.intense supervision so that more persons could 

he handled by the intensive probation unit. Such a transfer threatens a 

Comparison group design which measures differences between the intensive 

unit and regular probation because some clients are moving back and forth 

between the two groups. 

Another common problem arises when several different services are 

introduced into a jurisdiction at the same time. Many of the projects 

listed in Exhibit IV-I simultaneously undertook to reduce caseload, increase 

contacts with community agencies, introduce group counseling, decentralize 

supervision offices ~ etc. In other cases each proj ect had a single function, 

but several were simultaneously instituted in the same jurisdiction. Both 
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t~le.$,e. a.pp.1;'Q~ch.e.$. JIl<il.~ b.e t.4g r:e.q.ul t q£ ye:t;:y' 1?Qlln.d :p.~Q~r:~J1l p,L9,nnip& ~ HQWeyex:, 

no r,eseaFcfi des,d:gn ca,n. ma.ke tt pos:s·i:b.le. to d;tstinguis.n 'b.etween the effects of 

the particular program elements' unles's they are not all applied to the .same 

population. In one cas.e, a Texas' study attempted to compare the effectiveness of 

several independent sub-programs by computing separate recidivism rates for each. [95] 

A final set of recurring problems in implementing evaluation designs arises 

when the operation of the intensive special b t· . t ff h 1 pro a lon p~OJec a ects t eeve~ 

of service provided by normal probation. An example is a group of projects im­

plemented simultaneously in Philadelphia. All these projects used as a comparison 

the normal probation supervision provided by a central Philadelphia office. How­

ever, the cumulative effect of all the special probation projects was to sub­

stantially reduce the number of clients to be serviced by the central office. 

Thus, caseloads in the central office were substantially r(~duced, and it became 

questionable in some cases whether supervision was actually more intense in the 

projects. A Maryland project illustrates the complementary problem -- in maintain­

ing the special project caseloads at a low level, the supposed control group 

was forced to operate with caseloads considerably greater than normal. [163] 

Conclusive evaluation is not simple to attain. In conclusion, there are 

a number of threats to validity, even for the control group design, including 

the following: 

1. Changes in outcome measures may take place during a study, such 

a~ revised criminal statistics accounting, changes in revocation 

standards, or reclassification of offenses. 

2. Demonstration of statistically significant outcomes is more difficult 

given problems of measurement reliability, wide ranges of clients 

served by a project, and variation in actual treatment implementation 

(for instance, 'it is easy to imagine volunteer supervisors' actions. 

varying greatly from one to another) ~-, such factors make the 

evaluation "noisier". 

[ 
r: 

3. Locali.zed influences. may cloud inteJ:"pretatj,on -~ for instance, 

special projects may be itnplemented at a very few' offices wh:i:le 

a few other probation offices constitute the control groups. In 

such a situation, ariyth:i.ng affecting a particular office will 

seriously affect one of the groups and not the other. Or, in 

some cases the number of supervisors participating is so low that 

their individual personalities may be critical to observed project 

outcomes. 
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4. The independence of the special project and control groups may come 

into question when these are organizationally and geographically connected. 

For instance, a special listing of available community services pre-

pared for a project might become available to the control probation 

supervisors. Or control-group supervisors not chosen to be in the 

spe~±al project may exert extra effort to show up the special project; 

conversely, they may become demoralized by their lack of attention, 

special resources, or lowered caseloads. T t h d o preven suc emotivation, 

program directors may attempt to compensate, giving other special 

inducements ·to the "normal" probation groups. In any o~ these 

instances, the usefulness of the comparison between the speciai project 

and control group is in doubt. 

5. Evaluation itself may affect activities and outcomes -- heightened 

expectations may motivate probation supervisors and probationers, the 

novelty of specialized treatment may encourage special performance 

("Hawthorne effect"), or apprehension of evaluation may lead to sub­

version of data collection or even project implementation. 

6. The generalizability of evaluation findings is naturally a function 

of the special treatment or combination of treatments used, the 

::-' , 
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particular clt.ent populati.Qn se;t;"yed~ the proj ect environment, and 

th.e peri.od of; history in wnicfi the study· took. place. In addi.tion, 

results' may reflect only particular treatments and measures and might 

not affect other measures similarly. Because a caseload of 50 does 

not lead to a reduction ~n revocation rate may not imply that a case~ 

load of 35 would not lead to a lowered post~probation reconviction rate. 

, G 
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V, SUMMARY.AND CONCLUSION 

Many issues surround intensive special prohation. In this. presentation 

the issues have been presented in t~iTO categories: (ll theoretical and 

operational, and (2) measurement and evaluation. One of the primary . 

theoretical and operational issues is the inability to guide intensive 

special probation projects on the basis of theoretical certainty. Lack of 

concrete evidence on effectiveness contributes to this uncertainty. The 

resulting dubiosit~ considerably complicates effective design and operation 

of ISP's. 

One of the areas of uncertainty concerns the choice of intervention method 

Seven methods have been discussed. Some believe that the role of the probation 

officer is to serve as a caseworker. Others argue that the role should be 

more as a referral agent. There are arguments for and against group counseling 

(group therapy, guided group interaction, group work). Supporters argue that 

since probationers must relate in groups during everyday life, it is a useful 

method of resolving problems. The choice between using the casework approach 

versus, or in conjunction with, group approaches depends upon the individual 

probationer's needs. 

Educational upgrading or vocational training are intended to alleviate a 

prime source of recidivism among adult males - unemployment. The need for these 

services is generally recognized. The issue is that a job must be available 

at the completion of the training period to render ,the intervening linkage operational. 

Some have tried team probation and acclaim its merits. It may be more 

expensive than the standard method of probation. 

The use of volunteers has extended service to probationers and reduced the 

caseload of probation officers, Lack of success is attributed more to managerial 

problems than to an invalid concept. The issue is in operationalizing the 
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volunteer l?rograTIl~ .to. insure effectiveness·. Important words in success 

are coordination and supervision of the volunteers, 

The use of financial penalties as a treatment method has the 

advantage of being less disruptive to the offender's life than sterner 

methods. However, ~.:rhenthe cost of personnel, equipment and overhead 

far outstrip the revenue intake, the use of this method is question.ed. 

In. addition, there are concerns that financial penalties do not deter 

later commission of crimes. 

In addition to choice of method is choice of client. Some individ­

uals have excellent potential for intensive special probation. Others, 

such as the violent offender, who under similar recurring circumstances 

will commit the same offense, are clearly unlikely candidates. A 

question remaining is when does ISP work (based on age, sex, prior 

criminal record, criminal associations, etc.) and when should it be 

avoided. There are probably differential effects with cifferent 

categories of offenders. 

There is disagreement over what is the desired result of ISP. 

It is commonly agreed that a reduction in recidivism is desirable. 

~n1ether job retention, abstention from drugs and alcohol, community 

acceptance, and so on should be counted is debatable. Some claim 

that an exemplary life-style, other than a short relapse into crime, 

or commission of less serious crimes is a success story. 

The conditions under which ISP projects exist include the very 

large area of case10ad size. There are those who believe that as1<ing 

case10ad questions without other considerations is a worthless venture. 

In favor of case10ad reduction is the intervention hypothesis that says 

~---~ --------
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that more time will be available ·for the probation officer to devote 

to the probationer, thereby building a more personal relationship 

~l7hich will reduce recidivism. Contrary to this notion are many studies 

which have rendered the hypothesis inconclusive. One reason for 

increased recidivism in caseload reduction projects is the increased 

surveillance of the probationer. Contrary to this argument, if proba­

tioners are given intensive supervision of one hour per week, their 

activities for the other 167 hours are unobservable. The studies tha.t 

have been conducted point to a need to determine the effects of graduated 

case10ads on the range of offender types and treatment methods. 

In addition to case10ad issues, the extent to which the probationer 

should be included in the decision making process is relevant at several 

levels. For example, at the case level advantages of a probationer 

participating in file development include, among others, an understandin~ 

of responsibility for the offender's life in the community setting. 

A disadvantage is the disclosure of confidential information which the 

probationer may not be able to hancUe. At the pro.i ect level, it is 

argued that the probationer should determine his or her needs rather 

than have services prescribed. 

At issue is the relationship between the probationer and the 

prohation officer. Since the probation officer can recommend revocation 

of probation, much power is present. The probation officer has to 

weigh the generation of a trusting relationship to responsibility for 

reporting revocable acts to the courts. Thus, recidivism can large1v 

be a function of the personality of the probation officer, and particularly 
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~ the probation officer's values. These values vary with a.ge, race, sex, 

education, agencv nolicy, and so on. 

The race and sex differences have received prominence. Claims 

are made that probation officers of one race should not force their 

value system on probationers of the opposite race. p~ternately, the 

destruction of misconceptions and stereotypes may be the result of 

a positive exposure. 

The. issue of cross-sex supervision has been raised - particularly 

where there is a woman probation officer. Resistance to these 

assignments include statements such as "women can't cope with an aggres-

sive male offender." Research reports indicate that a competent 

probation officer of either sex can work with offenders of either sex. 

A set of issues concerning organizational placement is of concern 

to ISP pro.i ects to the extent that such placement effects proj ect 

man agelTlent, delivery of service or outcomes. Two of these issues 

include (1) placement of the probation sys tem ir.. the judicial versus 

the executive branch of government, and (2) placement of probation 

administration at the state versus the local level. Convincing argu-

ments are given on either side of these two issues. Another issue is 

geographical location of services. When asked to name the top issue in 

intensive special probation project~many of the experts mentioned place­

ment within a specific organization. For instance, appending an ISP 

project to an existing program may not generate the staff support needed 

for project sustenance. 

Cost is a significant issue in intensive special probation as it 

influences design, operations and continuity. Cost analyses always 

------------------
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show ISP to be cheaper than incarceration but, at best, this is a 

weak argument. The funding question associated with costs is forever 

lurking. Many ISPs have received short term funding and their con-

tinued existence is an annual nightmare. 

Quite a different set of issues is the one related to measurement 

and evaluation. One important class of measures is that which concerns 

processes such as caseload or workload. Neither caseload nor workload 

is defined in a standard nanner. The numerator in determining average 

caseload contains the average number of active cases. Determining this 

number creates problems since some clients may have abscond.ed, some 

may be on mail-in report on.ly, or other status. Hhen determining 

workload, credit is given for presentence investigations. The ratio 

of credit given varies from 5 active cases e~uals one presentence inves-

tigation all the way to 14 active cases equals one presentence investi-

gation. 

Measures of case contact also exist. Most of these measures are 

quantity -- number of contacts or time of contacts. Very fe~q measure 

the' quality of contact. 

Outcome or success measures relate more to project goals than 

project activities. The most commonly employed outcome measure is 

recidivism. A major controversy deals with the choice of negative 

behavior which should be counted as recidivism. For example, recidivism 

can occur with (1) unsuccessful probation termination (absconcion, 

revocation, conviction), (2) rearrest for a similar offense, (3) rearrest 

for a similar or lesser offense, and (4) reconviction of an add.itional 
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crime. This listing could continue, but the point is that there are 

many variations of v7hat constitutes recidivism. 

The only other outcome measure besides recidivism which was .. 
reported in substantial numbers in the evaluations reviewed was 

employment. However, the methods of reporting this data are unreliable 

as they are sub.i ect to bias and high variability. 

Designs used by proj ects that recently underwent evaluation 1"rere 

studied. The after-only design is the least valid form, and was 

only used in three of 28 cases. A much more corrnnon design was the 

before-after COI'1narison with nine of 28 cases using this approach. 

Unfortunately, before-after designs fail to control for a number of 

threats to validity (history, instrumentation, and maturation, for 

example) . 

Ten of the 28 evaluations used a group comparison. ~his was the 

most popular desiv.n. Since comparison groups are not randomly assigned, 

some group differences may account for differences in outcome. However, 

the group compa.rison is superior to the before-after design. Six of 

the 28 evaluation designs employed a control group. ¥~ny of the 

evaluations indicated problems with the control groups not achieving 

the randomness desired. 

There were also problems reported in implementing the evaluation 

design. The most common problem arose from conflicts hetween the service 

function and the research function. For example, the court ordered 

certain offenders to an ISP project preventing any chance to 'allow 

randomness in making assignments. 
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Another common implementation problem occurred when several 

projects operated in the same jurisdiction at the same . tlme. However, 

no research design can make it possible to distinguish betw'een the 

e(fects of the particular program elements unless they are not all 

applied to the same population. A. final set of recurring problems in 

implementing evaluation designs arises when the operation of the ISP 

project affects the level of service provided by normal probation. 

One coromunity had so many ISPs underway that the normal probation 

achieved a marked caseload reduction and ~lso became an T ._SP. 

130 



.. 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Reed Adams, and Harold J. Vetter, "Effectiveness of Probation 
Caseload Sizes: A Review of the Empirical Literature," 
Criminology 8(4), 333-43 (1971). 

T. D. Bamford, "California Reputation and Reality," Probation 
17 (1), 4-7 (1971). 

M. H. Hogan, "Probation in Japan," Probation 17 (1), 8-11 (1971). 

-Ray Leeves, "New Form of Intensive Supervision,1l Probation 18(2) 
48-51 (1972). 

1 h d Ell J Ryan, "Use Donald W. Beless, William S. Pi c er, an en 0 

of Indigenous Nonprofessionals in Probation and Parole," 
Federal Probation 36(1), 10-5 (1972). 

Charles R. Horejsi, "Attitude of Parents Toward Juvenile Court 
Volunteers, II Federal Probation 36 (2), 13-8 (1972). 

William P. Adams, Paul M. Chandler, M. G. Neithercutt, and 
D. Crim, "The San Francisco Project~ A Critique, I, Federal 
Probation 35(4), 45-53 (1971). 

Ivan H. Scheier, "The Professional and the Volunteer in Probation: 
An Emerging Relationship," Federal Probation 34(2), 12-8 (1970). 

Reed Adams and Harold J. Vetter, "Probation Caseload Size and 
Recidivism," British Journal of Criminology 11(4), 390-3 (1971). 

Andrew Rutherford, "The California Probation Subsidy Programme," 
Abstracts on Criminology & Penology 14(5), 186-8 (1974). 

Keith J. Leenhouts, "Royal Oak's Experience with Professionals 
and Volunteers in Probation," Probation 34(4), 45-51 (1970). 

Albert G. Hess, "The Volunteer Probation Officers of Japan, II 
The International Journal of Offender Therapy 14(1), 8-14 
(1971) . 

Charles R. Horejsi, "Training for the Direct Service Volunteer in 
Probation," Federal Probation 3 (3), 38-41 (1973). 

Alfred Blumstein, and Richard C. Larson, "Problems in Modeling and 
Measuring Recidivism." Jounal of Research in Crime and Delinq­
uency 8(2), 124-32 (1971). 

Edwin M. Schur, "Theory, Planning, and Pathology," Social Problems 
3(6), 221-9 (1958). 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Task Force on Administration of Justice. Corrections. 
Task Force Report. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1967. 

• 
-~--...----~--~- ------ -~---------

'. 

, 
I 
I 

\.._.~ 

17. 

18. 

" 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26 

27. 

28. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Task Force on Administration of Justice. The Courts. 
Task Force Report. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 
1967. 

Denver Anti-Crime Program, Characteristics and Recidivism of 
Juvenile Arrestees in Denver. Denver: Denver Anti-Crime 
Council, 1974. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
National Institute of Law Enforcement Criminal Justice. New 
Approaches to Diversion and Treatment of Juveniie Offenders. 
Criminal .Justice Monograph. WasQ.ington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1973. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
Community Crime Prevention Washington: Government Printing 
Office, 1973. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administrat­
ion. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 
Statistics Division. Criminal Justice Agencies in Georgia. 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1967. 

FultoFl County Adult Probation Department, "Project Proposal for VISTA 
Volunteers," Atlanta, Georgia, June 1973. 

Lawrence J. Center, Debra R. Levin, Raymond N. Milkman, and Mary A. 
Toborg. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC): An 
Evaluative Framework and State of the Art Review - Summary. 
Washington, D.C.: LAZAR Institute, 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Evaluative Research in Corrections: A Pratical Guide, by Stuart 
Adams. LEAA Prescriptive Package. Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminj.strat­
ion. National Institute of Law Enforcement. and Criminal Justice. 
Criminal Justice Research - Evaluation in Criminal Justice Programs 
Guidelines and Examples. By Ellen Albright, et al. Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, June 1973. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
Task Force on Corrections. Corrections. Washington, D. C. ~. 

Government Printing Office, 1973. 

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Crime and 
Justice: American Style (Monograph Series, Crime and Delinquency 
(issues), by Clarence Schrag. Publication No. HSM-72-9052. 
Rockville, }furyland: Government Printing Office, 1971. 



29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Office 
of Technology Transfer, Prescriptive Package Series, Abstracts. 
~f,!ashin8ton, D.C.: 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. Operation Identification Projects: Assessment of 
Effectiveness, by Nelson B. Heller, William W. Stenzel, Allen D. 
Gill, Richard A. Kolde, and Stanly R. Schimerman. National 
Evaluation Program Phase 1 Summary Report. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. Management by Objectives: A Corrections Perspective, 
by Mark L. McConkie. Prescriptive Package Series. Washington, 
D.C.:· Government Printing Office, 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. Exemplary Programs. 
Printing Office, 1975. 

Washington, D.C.: Government 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. 
by Tully 
Series. 

A guide to Improved Handling of Misdeme~~ant Offenders, 
L. McCrea and Don M. Gottfredson. Prescriptive Package 

Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974. 

Adult Probation Department Fulton County, Georgia. Goals and 
Objectives for ACTION-VISTA Project July 1975 - July 1976. 

Fulton County Georgia Adult Probation Department, Counseling Section, 
Yearly Reports on Caseload and Analysis of Effectiveness for 
1974 and 1975. Atlanta, Georgia: Fulton County Adult Probation 
Department, 1975., 

Fulton County Georgia Adult Probation Department Child Support 
Division. January to June (1975) Statistical Report. Atlanta 
Georgia: Fulton County Adult Probation Department, 1975. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. A Framework for Assessing Project-level Evaluation 
Plans. by Gerrie Kupersmith. National Impact of Program 
Evaluation. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,1975. 

Institute For Public Program Analysis. Concept Paper for Phase I 
Evaluation of Premises Security Survey Projects, by Nelson B. 
Heller. December, 1974. 

Institute for Public Program Analysis. Application for Federal 
Assistance from Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National 
Evaluation Program (Phase I - Operation Identification). by 
Nelson B. Heller. 1974. 

f 

I 

I 

~------

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

"AntiCrime Project Branded Failure," New York Times, 13 August 1975. 

John Howard Association. Report of the Association. Probation in 
Iliinois - A Politically Entrenched Overburdened "Non-System." 
Chicago, Ill.: John Howard Association, 1972. 

D. Brown and C. Goff. Oregon Case ¥mnagement Corrections Services 
Project-Evaluation Report Number 1. Salem, Oregon: Oregon Law 
Enforcement Council, 1974. 

D. Brown and C. Goff. Oregon Case Management Corrections Services 
Project-Evaluation Report Number 2. Salem, Oregon:, Oregon Law 
Enforcement Council, 1974. 

Carl A. Bersani, ed., Crime and Delinguency-A Reader, London: The 
MacMillan Company, 19.70. 

David Dressler, Practice and Theory of Probation and Parole. 2nd 
ed. New York: Columbia University Press, 1969. 

Robert Melvin Carter and Leslie T. Wilkins, eds. Probation and 
Parole - Selected Readings. New York: John Wiley, 1970. 

Charles L. Newman, ed., Sourcebook on Probation and Parole, 2nd 
ed., Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1964. 

Institute for Public Program Analysis, Phase 1 Evaluation of 
Operation Identification, Volume 2: Survey Findings, Other 
Evaluations of Operation Identification, and Evaluation of 
This Study, St. Louis, Missouri: Institute for Public Program 
Analysis, 1975. 

Martin Davies, "A Different Form of Probation," Community Care 
(29, October 1975). 

Great Britain, Home Office, Financial Penalties and Probation, 
by Martin Davies. Home Office Research Unit, Report 5. 
London: ner Majesty's Stationary Office, 1970. 

Great Britain, Home Office, Social Work in the Environment, by 
Martin Davies. Home Office Research Unit, Report 21. London: 
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1974. 

C.J. Wood and A.J. Shember, "A New Role for the Probation Service?" 
Probation 19 (1), 18-21 (1973). 

Jose Arcaya, "Probation and Parole Records Considered as Therapeutic 
Tools," Criminal Justice and Behavior 1 (2), 150-61 (1974). 

Ellis Stout, "Women in Probation and Parole - Should Female Officers 
Supervise Male Offenders?", Crime and Delinquency 19 (1), 61-71 
(1973). 

A.W. McEa.:::hern and E.M. Taylor, "Juvenile Pr::>bation System," 
Ametican Behavioral Scientist 11 (3), 1-45 (1968). 



56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

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

R.W. Deming, "Coping with Resentment in the Probation Process," 
International Jburnal of Offender Therapy 17 (1), 74-6 (1972). 

Rob George, "Toward Shorter Probation Orders," Probation 19 (3), 
87-8 (1973). 

H.M. Core and David R. Lima, "Mental Health Services to Juvenile 
Courts," Men-::al Health Digest 4 (10), 43-9 (1972). 

Manuel Lopez-Rey, "The Present and Future of Non-Institutional 
Treatment," International Journal of Criminology and Penology, 
1 (4), 301-17 (1973). 

Jack Linden, "The Future of Federal Probation - A Field Officer's 
View," Federal Probation 37 (2), 22-8 (1973). 

William L. Tafoya; "Project Intercept: The Los Angeles Experience," 
~ournal of Crim~nal Justice 2 (1), 55-60 (1974). 

Romine R. DeminJ, "Valence as a Measure of the Effectiveness of 
Probation Officer - Client Relationship," Journal of Criminal 
Justice 2 (2), 157-62 (1974). 

Thomas M. Kelley and Daniel B. Kennedy, "Validation of a Selection 
Device for Volunteer Probation Officers, January, 1972 - July, 
1972," Journal of Criminal Justice 1 (2), 171-2 (1973). 

David B. Stugart, "Helping the Public Offender," Journal of 
Rehabilitation 33 (4), 13-4 (1967). 

Stuart Adams, "Some Findings From Correctional Caseload Research," 
Federal Probation 31 (4), 48-57 (1967). 

S.W. Pearson. Adult Probationers Needs Survey - An Analysis of 
the Needs and Characteristics of Men and Women on Adult Pro 
bation in Santa Clara County, California, Sacramento: American 
Justice Institute, 1973. 

John A. Collins. 
Final Repor. t. 
bilitation. 

Chicago Federal Offenders Rehabilitation Project. 
Chicago: Illinois Division of Vocational Reha 

James C. Howell. "A Comparison of Probation Officers and Volup.teers," 
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Colorado, 1972. 

Richard H. Moore and D. Levine. Evaluative Research of a Community 
Based Probation Program. Lincoln, Nebraska: University of 
Nebraska, 1974. 

Gaylord L. TilOrne, Roland G. Tharp, and Ralph J. Wetzel, "Behavior 
Modification Techniques: New Tools for Probation Officer," 
Federal Probation 31 (2), 21-7 (1967). 

! 

I 

! 
I. 

I 

. , 
! 

7L 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

82. 

83. 

-----,.---_.- --_. 

William M. Breer, "Probation Supervision of the Black Offender," 
Federal Probation 36 (2), 31-6 (1972). 

Mildrec.l K. --Klein, "Maintaining Drug Abusers in the Community: 
o A New Treatment Concept," Federal Probation 36 (2),18-26 (1972). 

David P. MacPherson, "Corrections and the Community," Federal 
Probation 36 (2), 3-7 (1972). 

Phyllida Parsloe, "Cross-Sex Supervision in the Probation and 
After-Care Service," British Journal of Criminology 12 (3), 
269-79 (1972). 

J. Kraus, "A Comparison of Corrective Effects of Probation and 
Detention on Male Juvenile Offenders," British Journal of 
Criminology 14 (1), 49-62 (1974). 

Marguerite Q. Wa.rren, "The Ca.se fl)r Differential Treatment of 
Delinquents," The Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science 381, 47-59 (1969). 

Alexander W. McEachern and Edward M. Taylor. The Dispos.ition 
of Delinquents. Probation Project, Report Number 1. Los 
Angeles: Youth Studies Center, University of Southern Califor­
nia, 1966. 

Alexander W. McEachen' .. and Edwf:ird M. Taylor. The Effects of Pro­
bation. Probation Project, Report Number 2. Los Angeles: 
Youth Studies Center, University of Southern California, 1967. 

George G. Killinger and Paul F. Cromwell, eds., Corrections in 
the Community. Alternatives to Imprisonment - Selected Readings. 
St. Paul, Minne~ota: West Publishing, 1974. 

Council of Europe. European Committee on Crime Problems. Report 
of the Committee. Practical Organization of Measures for the 
Supervision of Conditionally Sentenced or Conditionally Released 
Offenders. Strasbourg: Council of Europe, 1970. 

U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
A Compendium of Selected Criminal Justice Projects. Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975. 

Missouri Board of Probation and Parole. 29th Ann~al Report of the 
Division of Probation and Parole. Jefferson City, Missouri: 
Missouri Board of Probation and Parole, 1975. 

American Correctional Association. Juvenile and Adult Correctional 
Departments, Institutions, Agencies and Paroling Authorities -
Vnited States f:ind Canada~ 1975-76 ed. College Park, Maryland: 
American Correctional Association, 1975. 



84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

~ 93. 

American Justice Institute. Initial Evaluation Report on the Oregon 
Corrections Division Impact Programs. Sacramento, California: 
American Justice Institute, 1975. 

Oregon Law Enforcement Council. State Plannlng Agency. Burglary 
Offender Project. Salem, Oregon: Oregon Law Enforcement 
Council, 1976. 

Oregon Law Enforcement Council. State Planning Agency. Impact 
Evaluation Unit. Final Outcome Assessment Based on In-Service 
and Post-Service Offense Comparisons Between Study Groups. 
Case Management Corrections Services Project, Evaluation Report 
No.6. Salem, Oregon: Oregon Law Enforcement Council, 1975. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency. Management Planning 
for Parole and Probation Services in Florida.. Paramvs, New 
Jersey: National Counc~l o~ Crime ~nd Delinquency, 1975. 

Pensylvania Board of Probation and Parole. Bureau of Administrative 
Services. Research and Statistical Division. Establish.ment of 
a District Office and Outreach Centers in the Philadelphia Area 
for the Pennsylvania Board of- Probation and Parole. Harrisburg" 
Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania Board of Pro~ation and Parole, 1975. 

Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. Bureau of Administrative 
Services. Research and Statistical Division. Comprehensive Drug 
Control Project in Philadelphia for the Pennsylvania Board of 
Probation and Parole. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania Board 
of Probation and Parole, 1975. 

Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. Bureau of Administrative 
Services. Research and Statistical Division. Development of 
Specialized Units of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania :Soard of Probation and 
Parole, 1975. 

Maine Department of Mental Health and Corrections. Bureau of Cor­
rections. Division of Probation and Parole. Seventeenth Annual 
Report of the Division of Probation and Parole: 1 July 1974 -
30 June 1975. Augusta, Maine: Maine Department of Mental Health, 
1975. 

Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. Bureau of Administrative 
Services. Research and Statistical Division. Evaluation of 
Regional Offices and Sub-Offices of the Pennsylvania Board of 
Probation and Parole, Final ~eport. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: 
Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole, 1976. 

Florida Parole and Probation Commission Research, Statistics, and 
Planning Section. Intensive Supervision Project, Final Report. 
Tallahassee, Florida: Florida Parole and Probation Commission, 
1974. 

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

94. 

I 

I: 
f~ 95. 

t 

96. 

1- 97. 

! 98. 

I 
t-

99. I 

r 
f' 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

Office of the Mayor, Impact Cities AntiCrime Pl:ogram. Cleveland 
Impact Cities Program, Diversion and Rehabilitation Operating 
Program, Community-Based Probation Project, Final Evaluation 
Report. Cleveland, Ohio: Office of the Mayor, 1975. 

Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council. Increase Adult Probation, 
Interim Evaluation Report. Dallas, Texas: Dallas Area Criminal 
Justice Council, 1975. 

Alex Almsay. Dissertation on Probation Unpublished Ph.D. Dis­
sertation, North Carolina State University. 

Jessie Bernard, "Social Problems as Problems of Decision," 
Social Problems 3 (6), 212-21 (1958). 

William A. Goldberg. Probation and Parole: Diversion from Prison. 
East Lansing, Michigan: By the Author, Michigan State University, 
1972. 

Wayne County, Ohio, Probation D2partment. Progress Reports, 
Training Schedules, News Clippings, and Promotional Materials, 
1975-1976. 

Georgia Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation. Research 
and Development Division. Evaluation of the Georgia Probation/ 
Parole System, by Linda L. Lyons. Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia 
Department of Corrections/Offender Reh~bilitation, 1975. 

Lazar Institute. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC): 
An Assessment of Evaluation Needs. Brochure. Washington, D.C.: 
The Lazar Institute. 

H. Talmage Day, William G. Gay, James P. O'Neill, Carl J. Tucker, 
and Jane P. Woodward. Issues in Team Policing - A Review of 
the Literature. Preliminary Draft. Washington, D.C.: National 
Sherrif's Association, 1975. 

City of Southfield. 46th District Court. Probation Improvement 
Program - Action Grant Final Evaluation Report. Southfield, 
Michigan: City of Southfield, 1974. 

City of Southfield. 46th District Court. Probation Improvement 
Program - Subgrant Final Evaluation Report. Southfield, Michigan: 
City of Southfield, 1975. 

Onondoga County Probation Department. 1974 Annual Report. Syracuse, 
~eH York: Onondoga County Probation Department, 1975. 

Daniel L. Skoler. Analysis of Extent of Applicability of the UN 
Standard Hinimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners to Com­
munity-Based Supervision and Residential Care for Convicted 
Offenders. Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association 
Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services, 1974. 



107. 

108. 

109. 

110. 

111. 

112. 

113. 

114. 

115. 

116. 

117. 

.. 118 . 

Team for Justice. Project Start, Budget Summary, Project Summary, 
·and Progress Reports 1 and 2. Detroit, Michigan: Team for Justice. 
1975. 

Missouri Board of Probation and Parole. Client Ana.lysis Forms and 
Descriptive Materials. Jefferson City, Missouri: Missouri Board 
of Probation and Parole, 1975. 

St. Louis Commission on Crime and Lc.w Enforcement. Intensive Super­
vision Services Project. Revised Interim Evaluation Report. 
St. Louis, Hissouri: St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law 
Enforcement, 1974. 

Nassau County (New York) Probation Department. Annual Report for 
1974. Mineola, New York: Nassau County Probation Department, 
1975. 

Montana State Board of Pardons. Annual Report for 1974. Deer Lodge, 
Montana: Montana State Board of Pardons, 1974. 

Montana State Board of Pardons. Annual Report for 1975. Deer Lodge, 
Montana: Montana State Board of Pardons, 1975. 

South Carolina 
1974-1975. 
Parole, and 

Probation, Parole, and Pardon Board. Annual Report, 
Columbia, South Carolina: South Carolina Probation,. 
Pardon Board, 1975. 

Jerome Mabli, and George Steinfield, "Perceived Curative Factors in 
Group Therapy by Residents of a Theraputic Community," Criminal 
Justice and Behavior 1 (2), 283 (June, 1974). 

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services. Division of 
Corrections. Bureau of Probation and Parole. Case Class:Lfication/ 
Etaff Deployment Project - Conceptual Design. Madison, Wisconsin: 
Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services, 1975. 

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services. Division of 
Corrections. Bureau of Planning, Development and Research. 
Fiscal Year Summary Report of Wisconsin Corrections Population 
1 July 1974 - 30 June 1975. Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin De­
partment of Health and Social Services, 1975. 

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services. Division of 
Cor~ections. Bureau of Planning, Development and Research. 
1973 and 1974 Calendar Year Summary Report of Population Move­
ment. Statistical Bulletin C-60B. Madison, Wisconsin; Wisconsin 
Department of Health and Social Services, 1975. 

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services. Division of 
Corrections. Bureau of Planning, Development and Research. 
1974 Fiscal Year Summary Report of Population Movement. 
Statistical Bulletin C-60A. Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin 
Department of Health and Social Servi~es, 1975. 

~ 

r 
f' ~ 

~ 

I 
~ 

po 

119. 

120. 

121. 

122. 

123. 

124. 

125. 

126. 

127. 

128. 

129. 

130. 

131. 

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

Robert M. Smith, "The Problem Oriented Record Used in a Probation 
Setting," Federal Probation 39 (1), 47-51 (1975). 

Dennis Johns, "Research into Probation Subsidy," California Youth 
Authority Quarterly 24 (3), 13-15 (1971). 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. !~nual Report -
Fiseal Year 1975. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio Department of Rehabili­
tation and Correction, 1975. 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. Division of 
Parole and Community Services. An Overview of State-Wide Pro­
grams of Community Corrections. Col~nbus, Ohio: Ohio Depart­
ment of Rehabilitation and Correction, 1974. 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation 
Parole and Community Services. 
Report 1975. Columbus, Ohio: 
and Corrections, 1975. 

and Corrections.- Division of 
Adult Parole Authority. Annual 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation 

George Saleebey, "Five Years of Probation Subsidy," California 
Youth Authority Quarterly 24 (3), 3-11 (1971). 

James D. Jorgenson, ":John Augustus Revisited: Th-:: Volunteer Pro­
bation Counselor in a Misdemeanant Court," (Reprint). Denver, 
Colorado: National Information Center on Volunteers in Courts, 
1970. 

D.M. Gottfredson, and M.G. Neithercutt. Caseload Size Variation 
and Difference in Probation/Parole Performance. Pittsburgh~ 
Pennsylvania: National Center for Juvenile Justice, 1974. 

Peter W. Hemingway. Intensive Parole and Probation Supervision 
Project - Annual Report - 1 June 1974 thru 30 June 1975. Draft 
copy. Denver, Colorado: Denver AntiCrime Council, 1975. 

Georgia Departme:tt of Offender Rehabilitation. Project SCOPE Forms. 

Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation. Project SCOPE 
Data Sheet and Termination Forms. 

Dennis C. Sullivan. Team Management in Probation - Some Models 
For Implementation. Paramus, New Jersey: National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency, 1972. 

Victoria L. Kepler. Volunteer Probation Aide Program Progress 
Report - 10 February 1976. Wooster, Ohio: Wayne County Adult 
Probation Department, 1976. 

- -\ 

.1 



132. 

133. 

134. 

135. 

136. 

137. 

138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

142. 

Georgia Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation. Division 
of Probation and Parole/Community Based Services. Citizens Action 
Program. Supervision: Based on the Offenders Needs. Public Infor­
mation Handout. Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia Department of Corrections/ 
Offender Rehabilitation, 1976. 

Lawrence E. Cummings and Charles H. Bishop. Meuia Aids for Corrections: 
16 mm Films. 2nd. ed., Athens, Georgia: Co~rections Division, 
.Institute of Gove.rnment, University of Georgia, 1973. 

Michigan Department of Corrections. Ap~al Report, 1974. Lansing, 
Michigan: Michigan Department of Cor:tec tions. 

Keith J. Leenhouts, "Volunteers in Probation," Court Review 10 (3), 
19-22, (1970). 

Philip Baridon. Community Correctional Programs and Services for 
Adults. Grant Evaluation Report, Grant #74-A2382E, Division 
of Justice and Crime Prevention, Commonwealth of Virginia. McLean, 
Virginia: PRC Public Management Services, Inc., 1975. 

Ivan H. Scheier, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Super­
vision, National Information Center on Volunteerism, Boulder, 
Colorado, June 11, 1976. 

Montana Board of Crime Control. Corrections, by Roland McCauley 
and Michael E. Madison. Helena, Montana: Montana Board. of 
Crime Control, 1973. 

Washington Department of Social and Health Services. Intensive 
Parole Supervision Project. Grant Application, Washington 
Office of Community Development. Olympia, Washington: Wash­
ington Department of Social and Health Services, 1975. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency. Pre and Post Trial Cor­
rectional Processes in Philadelphia. Austin, Texas: National 
Council on Crime and DeliDquency, 1972. 

Alvin W. Cohn, Emilio Viano, and John Wildeman, eds., Decision­
Making in the Administration of Probation Services. Probation 
Management Institutes Report. Hackensack, New Jersey: National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1970. 

Tennesee Law Enforcement Planning Commission. Probation and P~role. 
by Pamela Collins, Ron Fryar, Linda Myers, Ramon Sanchee-Villas. 
Joint Report of the Tennesee Department of Correction and the 
Tennesee Law Enforcement Planning Commissicn. Nashville, Tennesee: 
Tennesee Law Enforcement Planning Commission, 1975. 

143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 

148. 

'I···· ;: 

, 

149. 

150. 

151. 

152. 

153. 

T 

• 

Jame8 E. Olson. Final Evaluative Report: An Outpatient Treatment 
Clinic for Spe~c~i~a~1~~O~f~f~e~n~d7e~r=s~.~~C~o~l~l~e~g-e~p~a~r~k~,~M~a~r~y~l~a~t-td~:~u~n~i~v~e~rsity 
of Maryland Hospital, 1975. 

Utah Law Enforcement Planning Agency. The Mexican American Community 
Corrections Support Program: A Description. of Services Provided 
and Assessment of Effects on Recidivism During its First Year, 
By Michael R. Fenn, Lynn S. Simons, Cathleen L. Smith, Charles 
N. Turner, and B. Jack White. Salt Lake City, "Utah: Utah Law 
Enforcement Planning Agency, 1974. 

U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 
Ev&luation of Crime Con.trol Programs, oy Michael D. Maltz, 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, April, 1972. 

Douglas Lipton, Robert Martinson, and Judith Wilks. The Effective­
ness of Correctienal Treatment - A Survey of Treatment Evaluation 
Studies. New York City, New York: New York State, 1968. 

Richard C. Nicholson, "Use of Prediction in Caseload Management," 
Federal Probation 32 (4), 54-58 (1968). 

Patrick J. Murphy, "The Team Concept," Federal Probation, 39 (4), 
30-34 (1975). 

Robert M. Carter, Daniel Glaser, and E. Kim Nelson. Probation and 
Parole Supervision: The Dilemma of Caseload Size. Los Angeles, 
California: University of Southern California, 1973. 

Institute of Contemporary Corrections and the Behavioral Sciences. 
Harris County Model Probation Project. Externa.l Evaluation~ 
July 1, 1972 - November 1, 1973. Huntsville, Texas: Sam 
Houston State University. 

California Department of Justice. Division of Lm" Enforcement. 
Bureau of Criminal Statistics .. Characteristics and Case MOVe­
ment of Juvenile Court Probationers in Regular and Subsidy 
Caseloads. Sacramento, California: Eureau of Criminal Statistics, 
1971. 

Hugh Nugent. Diyision of Probation and Parole Sgrvices, Division 
2, Norfolk, Virginia. Grant Evaluation Report, Grant #72-A-2290 E, 
Division of Justice and Crime Prevention, Commonwealth of VIrginia •. 
McLean, Virginia: PRC Public Managem.ent Services, Inc., 1975. 

Hugh Nugent. Division of Probation and Parole Services, Division 
10, Northern Virginia, Grant Evaluation Report, Grant #71-A-2291 E, 
Division of Justice and Cri~e Prevention, Commonwealth of Virginia, 
McLean, Virginia: PRC Public Management Services) Inc., 1975. 



154. 

155. 

156. 

157. 

158. 

t, 

159. 

160. 

161. 

162. 

163. 

164. 

__________________ ------ ____________________________________ ~---------__ ----------------_w.------------------------------------------------

Robert H. Wells, "Los Angeles County: Intensive After-Care," 
California Youth Authority Quarterly 24 (3), 25-29 (1972). 

Maxine Singer, "Yuba County: An I-Level Approach to Special 
Supervision,1I California Youth Authority Quarterly 24 (3), 
16-19 (1972). 

Kentucky Department of Justice. Probation and Parcle Aide 
Supplement. Action Grant Application, Kentucky Crime Com­
mission. Frankfort, Kentucky: Kentucky Department of 
Justice, 1975. 

Kentucky Department of Justice. Probation and Parole Reorga'ni­
zation, Action Grant Application, Kentucky Crime Commission. 
Frankfort, Kentucky: Kentucky Department of Justice, 1974. 

Kentucky Department of Justice, Bureau of Corrections. A 
Comparative Analysis of Demographic, Characteristics of the 
Division of Community Services Staff in the Bureau of Cor­
rections of the Commonwealth of Kentucky Department of Justice, 
by Carol Snider and Jack Allen. Frankfort, Kentucky: Kentucky 
Department of Justice, 1975. 

Denver AntiCrime Council. Project COPE (Community Outreach Pro­
bation Experiment) (72-lC-0069). Interim Evaluation Report. 
April-December 1973. Denver, Colorado: Denver AntiCrime 
COtnlcil. 

OtterTail County, Minnesota. Off-Con of Otter Tail County Diversion 
Project. Fergus Falls,Minnesota: Otter Tail County, 1974. 

Denver AntiCrime Council. Intensive Parole and Probation Supervision 
Project, (72-ED-08-0008). Interim Evaluation Report. March 1, 
1973 - December 31, 1974. Denver, Colorado. 

Harold W. Metz. Volunteers in Probation - A Project Evaluation. 
Wilmington, Delaware: Delaware Council on Crime and Justice, 
Inc., 1975. 

Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. Intensive Supervision 
High Impact Narcotics Offenders. Evaluation Report. Baltimore, 
Maryland: Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. 

Maryland Division of Parole and Probation. Intensive Differentiated 
Supervision of Im?act Parolees and Probationers. Evaluation Re-' 
port. Baltimore Maryland: Maryland Division of Parole and Pro­
bation. 

I: . 

!
',< ~' 

C· 

I ..... " •. , .. :'.:.;.: .. · •... .. 

,. 

:1'··.··.-

.. , 

t' 
11 i,' 
'1 
·1 

~'l 

1 .. ,1 [1 

'1 
til 
v' 

.. 

165. 

166. 

167. 

168. 

169. 

170. 

171. 

172. 

173. 

Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice. Projects Funding Plan 
for 1976. Boston, Massachusetts: Massachusetts Committee on 
Criminal Justice, 1976. 

Maricopa County ~dnlt frobation Department. 
Program. Collected Progress Reports and 
State Justice Planning Agency. Phoenix, 
Adult Probation Department, 1973-4. 

Specialized Supervision 
Final Evaluation, Arizona 
Arizona: Maricopa County 

Maricopa County Superior Court. Phoenix Inner-City Intersified 
Su~ervision Program (2nd Phase). Collected Progress Reports, 
Arlzona State Justice Planning Agency. Phoenix, Arizona: 
Maricopa County Superior Court, 1973-4. 

Robert C. Cronin, Dorothy Greenwood, and Robert A. Norton. A 
Report on the Experience of the Probation Employment and Guidance 
Program - September 1973 - May 1975. Rochester, New York: 
University of Rochester, New York: University of Rochester, 1975. 

~, 

Michigan Department of Corrections. Goals and Standards for 
Corrections. Application for Federal Assistance, U.S. De­
partment of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Departrr.ent of Corrections, 1975. 

North Carolina Divi3ion of Adult Probation and Parole. Probation 
Collection Officer Project. Descriptive Brochure. Raliegh, 
North Carolina: North Carolina Division of Adult,Probation 
and Parole, 1975. 

Dallas County Probation Department. Increase Adult Probation. 
Interim Evaluation Report. Dallas, Texas: Dallas County 
Pronation Department, 1974. 

Virginia Department of Corrections. Division of Probation 
and Parole Services. Evaluation Forms, Correspondence, 
and Descriptive Materials. Richmond, Virginia: Virginia 
Department of Corrections, 1976. 

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Criminal Justice. C?llected Correspondence. Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana: Louisiana Commission 0:'1. Law' Enforcement and 
Administration of Criminal Justice, 1975. 



174. 

175. 

176. 

177. 

178. 

179. 

Philadelphia r,ommon Pleas Court. Adult Probation Departm:nt. 
High Intensity Unit II. Grant ~p~lica:ion, Pe~ns~lvan1a 
Department of Justice, Governor s Just~ce Comm1SS10n. 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Phila1elph1a Common Pleas 
Court, 1975. 

Philadelph:ta Common Pleas Court. Adult Probatio~ Department. 
Intensive Services Un1t. Phila­
Philadelphia Common Pleas Court, 

Refunding Report on the 
delphia, Pennsylvania: 
1974. 

Human Systems Institute. Follow Up Report on the Intensive 
Services Unit Adult Probation Department, Court of 
Common Pleas, City of Philadelphia, Penns~lvania. Phila­
delphia, Pennsylvania: Human Systems Inst1tute, Inc., 
1975. 

Peter C. Buffum, Ronald Vander Weil, Finn Hornum. Follow 
Up Report, Caseload Management and Addition to Super­
vision. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Social Research 
Associates, 1975. 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas. Adult.pro~ation Depart­
ment. Caseload Management. Grant Ap~11cat1~n, Penn~yl~ 
vania Department of Justice, Governor s JUst1ce Comm1SS10n. 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Philadelphia Court of Common 
Pleas, 1975. 

Peter C. Buffum, Ro~ald Vander Weil, and Finn Hornum. 
Mar:a.gement" and Addition t6 Refunding Report Caseload u_ 

Supervision. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Social 
Research Associates, 1975. 

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

180. 

181. 

182. 

f1 

I' 183. 
t 

18!f. 

185. 

186. 

187. 

188. 

189. 

I .. 
190. 

Social Research Associates. 
Addition to Supervision, 
Services. Philadelphia, 
Associates, 1975. 

"'--~-

Interim Report - Caseload Management, 
and Maintaining QGality Probation 
Pennsylvania: Socia.l Research 

Minnesota Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, 
Project Evaluation Unit. P.O.R.T. of Crow Wing County - A 
Preliminary Evaluation Report. St. Paul, Minnesota: Minnesota 
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, 1974. 

Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Council. St. Louis High 
Impact Anti Crime Program, Field Review_ and Evaluatbre Reports. 
Saint Louis, Missouri: Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance 
Council, 1974. 

Andrew S. Rogers, "EiI.ucation in a Gamp Aftercare Unit," California 
Youth Authority Quarterly 25(3),58-63 (1972). 

Claude T. Mangrum, "The Probation Department: A Client-Oriented 
Agency?" California Youth Authority Quarterly 25 (2), 26-35 (1972). 

Nevl Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency. 
An Evaluation of the Full-Time Probation Officer Assigned to 
Phis to\-l , Seabrook, and Hampton Courts - Proiect Number 72A594 , 
by Yvette L. Gosselin. Concord, New Hampshire: Governor's 
Commission on Crime and Delinquency, 1974. 

New Hampshire Governor's Commj_ssion on. Crime an.d Delinouency. 
An Evaluation of the Full-Time Probation Officer Assigned to 
Peterborough, Jaffrey and Hillsborough Courts - 1?roiect Number 
73A773, by Yvette L. Gosselin. Concord, Nevl. Ea.mpshire: l~ew 

Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinauency, 1974. 

New' Hampshire Governor r s Commission on Crime and Delinquency. 
An Evaluation of the Full Time Probation Officer Assigned to 
Milford, Goffstovm, and Merrimack Courts - Project Number 73A782, 
by Yvette L. Gosselin. Concord, New Hampshire: New Hampshire 
Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency, 1974. 

New Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency. 
An Evaluation of the Full-Time Probation Officer Assigned to 
Salem District Court - Project Number 73A596, by Yvette L. 
Gosselin. Concord, New Hampshire: New Hampshire Governor's 
Commission on Crime and Delinquency, 1974. 

Hugh Barr. The Role of the Volunteer: A Reappraisal. London, 
England: National Association for the Care and Resettlement 
of Offen,ders, 1972 . 

Nancy J. Beran and Harry E. Allen. Shock Probation: The Ohio 
Experience. Columbus, Ohio: Program for the Study of Crime 
and Delinquency, Ohio State University, 1973. 



191. 

192. 

193. 

194. 

195. 

196. 

197. 

198. 

199. 

200. 

201. 

.. 

Missouri Law· Enforcement Assistance Council Region 
Criminal Justice Plan. Saint Louis, Missouri: 
Enforcement Assistance Council Region 5, 1973. 

5. Region 5 
Hissouri Law 

Lowell Lyle Kuehn. An Evaluation of the California Probation 
Subsidy Program. Ph.D. Thesis. Seattle, Fashington: University 
of Washington, 1973. 

~fuine Department of Mental Health and Corrections. Bureau of 
Corrections. Mobilization of Community Mental Health Resources 
Toward the Rehabilitation of the Offender. Augusta, Maine: 
Maine De-partment of Hental Health and Corrections, 1975. 

John A. Cocoros, Robert Lee Fraizer, Charles M. Friel, and 
Donald J. Heisenhorn. Incarcera.tion and Adult Felon Probation 
in Texas: A f;ost Comparison. Criminal Justice Honograph, Vol. if 

No.3. Huntsville, Texas: Institute of Contemporary Corrections 
and the EehaviorRl Sciences, Sam HOllston State University, 1973. 

Paul H. Keve. Trnaginative Programming in Probation and Parole. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota: Uni.'ve.rsity· of Minnesota· Press, 1967. 

Minnesota Department of Corrections. The Assessment of Restitution 
in the }linnesota Probation Services. Summary Report, by 
Steven L. Chesney. St. Paul, Minnesota: Minnesota Department 
of Corrections, 1976. 

De-partment of Social Sciences State of IovTa. Division of 
Management and Planning, Correction Evaluation Bureau. Community 
Corrections in. Towa: An Alternative to Tradition. Des Hoines, 
Iowa: Department of Social Services, State of Imva, 1975. 

Joseph H. Sasfy. Assumptions Research in Probation and Parole: 
Initial Description of Client Porker and Project Variables, 
National Impact Program Evaluation. Pashington, D.C.; The Mitre 
Corporation, 1975. 

Josenh H. Sasfy. An Examination of Intensive Supervision as a 
T~eatment Strategy for Probationers, ~ational Level Evaluation, 
Final Report. Y.Jashington, D.C.: The Mitre Corporation, 1975. 

Third District Court of Eastern l1iddlesex Cambridge, Massachusetts! 
Assessment, Classification, and Management of Adults As~igned 
for Supervision to the Probation Office. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
District Court, 1975. 

Department of Social and Health Services. State of Hashington. 
Division of Institutions. Offjce of Probation and Parole. 
Probation and Parole Officer, Perceptions of Ideal Time and 
Activity, by Loren Lindseth. Olympia, Washington: Dept. oi 
Social and Health Services, State of Vlashington, 1971. 

.. 

202. 

203. 

204. 

205. 

206. 

207. 

208. 

209. 

210. 

.211. 

212. 

213. 

214. 

215. 

Leslie T. 1i!ilkins. Evaluation of Penal Measures. New York: 
Random House, 1969. 

Merton and Nisbet. Contemporary Social Problems. Ne~v York: 
Harcourt, Brace, and Horld'- Inc., 1961. 

Alexander Bassin, and Alexander B. Smith. "Research in a 
Probation Department," Crime and Delinquency 8(1), (Jan., 1962). 

John Irwin, "The Trouble with Rehabilitation," Criminal Justice 
and Behavior 1(2), (June, 1974). 

Robert M. Carter, Robinson, and Leslie T. Filkins. The San 
Francisco Project: A Study of Federal Probation and Parole. 
Final Report. Berkeley, California: University of Southern 
California, School of Criminology, 1969. 

Ronald L. Goldfarb, and Linda R. Sing~r. After r.onviction: A Review 
of the American Correction System. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973. 

Donald T. Campbell, and Julian C. Stanley. Experimental and . 
Quasi-Experimental Designs for Researcn. 
Rand McNally, 1966. 

Chicago, Illinois: 

National Council for Crime and Delinquency, Professional Council 
Committee on Standards for Adult Probation. Standards and Goals 
for Adult Probation. Ner-, York: National Council for Crime and 
Delinquency, 1962. 

American Correctional Association. Manual of Correctional Standards. 
New York: American Correction~l Association, 1966. 

John Augus~u~, First Probation Officer. Patterson Smith Reprint 
Series. Publication Number 66. Montclair, New Jersey, 1972. 

Irving ri. Halpern, A Decade of Probation, Patterson Smith Reprint 
Series. Publication Number 66; Hontclair, Nev7 Jersey, 1969. 

George G. Killinger Ph.D., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, Sam Houston State University, Institute of Contemporary 
Corrections and the Behavioral Sciences, Houston, Texas, February 10, 
1976. 

M. G. Neithercutt, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Hackensack, New Jersey, 
February 10, 1976. 

Alex Almasy, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
North Carolina Department of Natural and Economic 
and Order Section, Corrections Programs, Raleigh~ 
February 20, 1976 • 

Supervision, 
Resol.!rces, La"r 
Nortli Carolina, 



216. 

217. 

218. 

219. 

220. 

221. 

222. 

223. 

224. 

225. 

226. 

", 

227. 

Donald J. Newman, Professor of Criminal Justice, Letter on Issues 
in Effective Probation Supervision, State University of Nf"w York 
at Albany, School of Criminal Justice, Albany, New York, 
February 23, 1976. 

Delmar Huebner, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision; 
State of Hisconsin, Department of Health and Social Services, 
Division of Corrections, Bureau of Probation and Parole, 
Madison, Hisconsin, February 17, 1976. 

Thomas C. Neil, PhD., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision; Illinois State University, Department of Corrections, 
for North Carolina Department of Correction, Division of Prison.s, 
Normal, Illinois, February 16, 1976. 

Anthony C. Gaudio, Letter on Issues in ::3ffective Probation Supervision; 
Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Corrections, Division 
of Probation and Parole Services, Richmond, Virginia, 
February 17, 1976. 

Al F. Si3mon, Jr., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision 
(with Enclosure), North Carolina Department of rorrection, Adult 
Probation and Parole, Raleigh, North Carolina, February 16, 1976. 

James E. Bartelt, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
State of Illinois, Fourteenth Judicial Court, Nercer County 
Probation Services; Aledo, Illinois, February 17, 1976. 

Giles Garmon, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
State of Texas, County of Travis, Adult Probation Office, Austin, 
Texa.s, Februarv 23, 1976. 

John A. Wallace, Letter on Issues in ~ffective Frobation Supervision, 
National Institute of Corrections; Hashington, D.C., 
March 3, 1976. 

Daniel Glaser. !he Effectiveness of a Prison an~ Parole System. 
Indianapolis, ITldiana: Dobbs-t!errill, 196L~. 

Fulton County Adult Probation Meeting of January 22, 1976, with 
Georgia Tech. Staff for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Grant Number 76-NI-99-0045. 

James Robinson~ et al., The San Francisco Project. Research Report 
Number 14. Berkeley: University of Southern California, School 
of Criminology, 1969. 

Telephone Conversation of February 4, 1976, Between Investigator and 
Geor~e Cox, Dire:tor of Program Evaluation, Evaluation and Monitoring 
Serv1ces. Georg1a Department ~f Correction$/Offender Rehabilitation, 
~for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Grant Number 76-NI-99-0045. 

,'t 

~ 
I 
~ 
" 

~ 

~~ 
" 

" 

~ 

228. 

229. 

230. 

231. 

232. 

.. 
233. 

.. 
234. 

235. 

236. 

237. 

238. 

239. 

240. 

Interview' of 1-farch 24, 1976, Between Investigator and Kay Harris, 
Press Officer and Researcher, U. S. Commission Civil Rights, 
Southeastern Region, for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Grant Number 76-NI-99-004·5. 

Telephone Conversation of February 19, 1976, BetHeen Investigator 
and John Jefferies, Institute o·f Government, University of Georgia, 
for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Grant Number 
76-NI-99-0045. 

Telephone Conversation of February 19, 1976, Between Investigator 
and Jo Ann Morton, Director, Regional Management Training Council, 
University of Georgia, for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Grant Number 76-NI-99-0045. 

Annette M. Brodsky, "Planning for the Female Offenc.er," Criminal 
Justice and Behavior 1(2), 392-9 (June, 1974). 

Richard Pooley, "v!ork Release Programs anrl. Corrections: Goals and 
Deficits," Criminal Justice and Behavior 1(1), 62-72 (March, 1974.). 

Marguerite Q. 'Harren, IrThe Meaning of Research in Social Action," 
Criminal Justice and Behavior 1(1), 73-86 (March, 197 /f) . 

Peter B. Hoffman, "To Secure .::tnd Maintain Gainful Employment: 
Theory and Practice, II Probation and Parole 2 (1), 20-.3 (1970). 

Sethard Fisher, IrInforr.tal Organization in a C,orrectional Organization," 
Social Problems 13(2), 214-22 (1965). 

Ted B. Palmer, "Matching Horker and Client in Corrections," Social 
v.Jork 18(2), 95-103 (March 1973). 

Charles H. Dean, and Thomas J. Duggan, '!Statistical Interaction 
and Parole Prediction," Social Forces (University of North Carolina 
Press) 48, 45-49 (Sept. 1969). 

Telephone Conversation of February 18, 1976, Between Investigator 
and Carl A. Oliver, Technical Assistant Project, American Correc­
tional Association, for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Grant Number 76-NI-99-0045. 

Mark Se~vell, Jr., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Probation Office: Athens, Geor.gia, February 12, 1976. 

Forrest Dill, PhD., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
School of Sociology, State University of New York, Stoneybrook, 
New York, February 25, 1976. 



.:r 

,.. 

... 

241. 

242. 

243. 

244. 

245. 

.. ,246. 

2l~ 7. 

248. 

Marguerite Q. Harren, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, School of Criminal Justice, State University 
of New York, Albany, New York~ February 25, 1976. 

Eertis B. Sellers, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Adult "Probation and Parole, North Carolina Department of Corrections, 
Raleigh, North Carolina, February 25, 1976. 

Professor Charles J. Eckenrode, Letter on Issues in Effective 
Probation Supervision, School of Sociology - Anthropology, 
University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia, February 23, 1976. 

Sanger B. Powers, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Division of Corrections, State of VJisconsin, }~adison, lvisconsin, 
Februarx 23, 1976 •. 

Roy H. Russell, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Florida Parole and Probation Commission, Tallahassee, Florida, 
February 18, 1976. 

James Haran, Letter on Issues in Fffective Probation Supervision, 
Chief Probation Officer, Brooklyn, New York, February 16, 1976. 

Paul Kebe, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Director of State Probation for State of Delaware, Smyrna, Delaware, 
February 12, 1976. 

\valter Kershaw, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Cornmuni.ty Services Specialist, ~:rassau County, new York, Probation 
Department, Hineola, New York, February 16, 1976. 

249. Paul F. Cromwell, Jr., Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, Board of Pardons and Parole, State of Texas, A~stin, 
Texas, February 16, 1976. 

250. David I. Morgan, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Probation-of Youth Offenders, South Carolina Department of Correc­
tion, Columbia, South Carolina, February 16, 1970. 

251. Professor Norvell Morris, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, University oE Chicago Law School, Chicago, IllinoiS, 
February 16, 1976. 

252. Telephone Conversation of February 18, 1976, Between Investigator 

", 253. 

'r 

and Edward Docekal, Law Enforcement Specialist, Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, for Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration Grant Number 76-NI-99-0045. 

Professor Daniel Glaser, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, Department of Sociology, University of Southern 
California, Los Angeles, California, February 16, 1976. 

" 

t:~ 254. 

255. 

256. 

257. 

258. 

• 

Guy lnlletts, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Supervision, 
Administrative Office of the United States Court, Washington, 
D. C., Fehruary 16, 1976. 

Hubert M. Clements, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Super­
vision, South Carolina Department of Corrections, Columbia, 
South Carolina~ February 11, 1976. 

lVilliam G. Nagel, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation Super­
vision, The American Foundation, Incorporated, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, FebruC:1:y 11, 1976. 

Judge Joe Frazier Brown, Letter on Issues in Effective Probation 
Supervision, Criminal Justice Council, Austin, Texas $ 

February 12, 1976. 

American Bar Association. Standards Relating to 
on Standards for Criminal Justice. New York: 
Justice Administration, 1970. 

Probation. Project 
Institute of 




