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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As part of its National Evaluation Program, the National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal Justice has sponsored a series of Phase I ev.aluation 

studies on specific topic areas. Each topic area consists of on-going projects 

having similar objectives and strategies for achieving them. In the Phase I 

evaluation, basic information related to the area is to be collected, syn-

thesized, and assessed. Evaluation designs for further in-depth studies are 

to be provided where gaps in knowledge of the area exist.· In some cases Phase 

I assessments will be followed by Phase II evaluation studies to obtain addi-

tional knowledge on the topic area. 

Phase I assessments have seven work products: 

1) • Issues paper drawn from general. knowledge and past findings. 

2) • Flow diagrams and descriptions of existing project intervention 
activities. 

3) ,. Analytical frameworks for use in analyzing existing activities 
in a topic area. 

4) • An assessment of what is presently known and not known about 
interventions in the topic area. 

5)1 • An evaluation design for a Phase 'II evaluation study. 

6) • A'single project evaluation design for use on local projects. 

7) • A final summary. 

This paper presents work product (3), an analytical framework, for a 

Phase I study of Intensive Special Probation (ISP) Projects for adult proba-

tioners. 

1 
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The initial definition of Intensive Special Probation required that projects 

be both intensive and specif3-l. Intensive referred to having a reduced caseload 

and special referred to providing a unique form of service or supervision to adult 

probationers. However, site visits revealed that, frequently, projects did not 

emphasize both of these particular interventions. This occurred even though the 

original description, obtained in the telephone survey, indicated that the project 

met the requirement of being both intensive and·special. Consequently,the practi­

cal definition of Intensive Special Probation became projects Which incorporated 

either or both increased intensity or a unique form of supervision. 

Intensive probation occurs when the workload is substantially reduced 

from the prevailing levels. Proj ects with caseloadsof fifty or less meet 

this criterion. 

----~------------
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The Interventions Papers describe the project activities, their relationship 

to each other, immediate outcomes, anticipated final impacts, and potential 

and actual measures of process activities and outcomes. This information 

provided the common raw material for developing the framework for ISP projects 

discussed in this report. 

A general ISP framework is introduced in the next chapter and represents 

the major elements or activities associated with the visited ISP projects • 

By linking these elements it is possible to describe the chain of assumptions 

from expenditure of funds to anticipated impact for a variety of ISP projects. 

These impacts or outcomes are considered from the standpoint of theoretical 

pertinence and measurability. 

I.n the following chapter, again using this general framework, a series of 
Spec ial probation proj ects are those providing unusually individualized or 

specialized probation services. This includes projects which utilize volunteers, or 

paraprofessionals, as well as professional probation officers,for the pMrposes ·of 

improving the attention given and expanding the time available to offer assistance 

to probated offenders, often of a speciali·zed group established according to type 

of offense, or age, sex, race or capability of the offenders. Probation projects 

which permit intensive caseloads and/or specialized counseling or services for 

F ~.> • 

t. <JJ 

alternative functional linkages are described for portions of the general model. 

This description and the associated analysis results in identifying the 

'offenders have been included in the ISP topic area. 

The framework developed in this report was derived from the Interventions 

Papers which consists of site visit reports from twenty-one ISP projects (twenty 

of these were· obtained on field visits and one was based on the published lit­

erature on that project). [1]0£ these twenty-one projects, ten would be classi­

fied as intensive probation projects by usual standards in that they provided 

caseloads for probation officers substantially. below' the average caseload for the 

area. The remaining projects either made use of special personnel (volunteers, 

probation aides, paraprofessionals) or provided special or expanded services. 
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assumptions of various type~ of ISP projects and highlights the conceptual 

differences between such projects.· A detailed consideration·of the process 

and outcome measurements for ISP projects in conjunction with the text is p~ro­

vided. I~cluded is an analysis of definitional variation among various ISP 

project elements, typical measurements currently being employed, potential 

measurements, and the identification of critical measurement issues. The final 

chapter consists of recommendations derived from the framework analysis. 
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CHAPTER II 

• AN ISP FRAMEHORK AND MEASUREMEN'r OF OUTCOMES 

Construction of an analytical framework involves at least two essential 

parts--identification of the desired outcomes of Intensive Special Probation 

( (ISP) Projects and of the requisite procedural actions to attain these out- EXHIBIT I 

comes. The latter is the ~opic of Chapter III, the former is primarily the MODEL I: INTENSIVE SPECIAL,PROBATION PROCESS ELEMENTS 

concern of this chapter. The notion of establishing ca~sal models, indicating 

.f the sequencing of process steps leading to particular outcomes" entails con-

sideration of process actions and outcomes in conjunction. Renee, discussion Located in the 

of outcomes, their measurement, and their relation to alternative process packet inside 

,( paths takes place to some extent in both chapters. the back cover. 

The Analytical Framework 

The analytical framework which constitutes the essence of this paper is 

c 
intended to convey the major procedural elements that combine to produce the 

. ' 

intended outcomes of an ISP. project. To accomodate the diversity among IS]? 

proj ects, the framework is formulated in terms of two basic models. Model 

C 
I, labeled as Exhibit I and contained in the packet inside the back cover. dis-

• 
tinguishes the elements of the ISP process. Exhibit I is discussed in extensive 

detai1later in this chapter and the next. Model II, located at Exhibit II, 
( 

considers factors re1:ev~mt to the determination of ISP outcomes. Much of the detail 

concerning field practices, measurement gaps, and unresolved issues pertaining to 

the process elements is consolidated in a later exhibit which relates to the 
( 

. elements of Model 1. 

The main intent of Model II is to evoke design and measurement issues • 

( . concerning ISP outcomes. Discussion of it takes place later in this chapter. 
( . . 

Model II places the ISP project into context with. rele,rant features of the 

project's environment and emphasizes the need' for some basis of comparison 

c against which to weigh the outcomes of a given ISP project. 
lJ 
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EXHIBIT II . 

f-IODEL II: FACTORS IN THE DETERMINATION OF INTENSIVE SPECIAL PROBATION (ISP) OUTCOMES 

ISP 
Objectives 

ISP 
Group 

Selection Criteria 

ISP Program Processes 

(e.g., nature of any 
helping relationships, 
l~el of surveillance­
See Model II). 

Auxiliary Services Comparison 
.- :--. Treatments 

(e.g., availability 
of mental health 
counseling) • 

'(e.g., nature of 
any helping rela­
tionships, level 
of surveillance­
See Model II). 

Lr--En-V-i-r-o-mn-e-n-t-a-I-I-n-f-l-u-e-n-c-e-s----, 
t---------J 

Outcomes 

(e.g., recidivism) 

(e.g., status of local economy) 

~-----......... ~ Outcomes 

.. ---- Compare - - - - ...... 

(e.g., relative effective­
ness and cos t) 

(e.g., recidivism) 

. . 
•• ,t .• - ~"-_~,, __ "_,, "-'~-"'''''''"''''~.'''''''~'',_ ... ''''''''"'''~~'' , .•• -..-' ~.~.-- '""-......... ...-~',.. .. '-'--:''''''"'"'----~,,--~;.~~Z!.-::::7!':::::::::~';'',;;~;:::.::;:::;::;:';':':..::::":::-:::~~':::::: .. :::::::::::::;::;::::::;:::::::::":'"~'-"~ . 
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Model I which illustrates the array of ISP process elements, is the primary 

focus of the next chapter wherein it is analyzed in terms of alternative process 

pathways. However, it may be useful to the reader to consider the main features 

of Model I at this point. To begin, it should be emphasized that the Model derives 

from the site visit reports compiled in the Inte~;entionsPapers. [1] It attempts 

to specify a comprehensive set of ISP process features. While it is improbable 

that anyone project would entail all of the elements, a given project assembles 

a coherent set of elements to span the conceptual distance between funding and 

proj ect impacts. 

The organization of Model I into sequential levels is intended to por-

tray the general process flOW'. That is, additional funding usually results in 

additional personnel of some type and possibly additional support in the form 

of training, referral rescurces. or facilities (e. g., decentralized offices). 

Program development flows from additional funding leading to additional 

activities. From these activities flow facilitating factors such as better 

sentencing and referrals which in turn contribute ~oward better provision of 

services. These services aim to assist the client and change him or her 

in particular fashions with eventual favorable impacts for society. This 

is the basic conceptual framework for ISP upon and within which further 

elaboration of issues will be developed. 

As an example 6f the flow process, the first overlay is described. Overlay 

I to Model I portrays the main elements that might be involved in a typical 

1 volunteer program. In this scenario, funding is used to support administrators 

for the volunteer project. They in turn develop the organization, and· recruit 

IThe overlays which are contained in the packet inside the back cover, can 
best be used by placing them individually over Model I. They display selected 
portions of paths that correspond to text discuss ions--they are not intended 
to represent complete ISP processes, but rather to highlight conceptual alter­
natives within ISP. 

8 

and train volunteers from the community. The volunteers provide additional con-

tact time with the probationers which results in helping relationships of 

several types. These in turn may assist the probationer in securing and maintain-

ing a job, which in conjunction with the enduring volunteer-probationer relation-

ship leads to improved self-functioning. Self-functioning refers to the offender's 

capacity to make· viable choices. As a consequence of improved self-functioning, 

attitudes and values shift toward socially acceptable norms. This resul ts in 

more socially acceptable behavior, decreased criminal activity and recidivism, 

and lowered social and economic costs. Concurrently, the public relations 

and volunteer recruitment serve to enhance community awareness of probation. This 

in turn leads to enhanced community acceptance, given socially satisfactory be-

havior by the probationers or increased understanding of the probationer's actions 

or situation by the community. Obviously, one could include many other elements 

and connections in a volunteer project, but Overlay I is offered as a basi~ vol-

unteer effort. Further definition of each of the elements·and overlays, along 

with typical and potential measurements and salient issues are presented in a later 

discussion. 

Goals 

Determination of proj~t outcomes is of most interest insofar as the 

outcomes pertain to project goals. This obvious point is of considerable 

importance as one moves toward evaluation of ISP projects. Put simply, 

outcomes of different projects are not likely to be directly comparable if 

the projects aim at di~erse goals. 

Three prominent goals generalize fr·om the site visits to 20 ISP projects 

and literature review 6f· another-- 1) enhancing the capability of the client 

to furtc t ion, effectively in society and for him or herself, 21 protec ting th.e 

community by m~nimizing criminal activity on the part of the client, and 

• 
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3) reducing thl1 prison population through propitious use of probation. While 

these are by no means mutually exclusive they do point toward different per-· 

ceptions of what a probation project is attempting to achieve and the consequent 

variations in priorities and tradeoffs. 

The goal of improved client functioning suggests that change 'of attitudes 

within the individual toward compliance with societal norms is the long range 

aim. B:x- so doing, one provid,es for the individual to do such things as make 

successful choices, accept responsibility for his or her actions, and, thereby; 

function more effectively in society. In the long run then, society will 

be better protected as well, but the focus is on helping th~ individual. 

Toward this goal, one may be willing to tolerate a greater l~vel of deviant 

behavior in the short run to provide the client with opportunities to learn 

to make alternative choices to criminal behavior. 

The sense of community interest reflected in minimization of criminal 

activity is more compatible with an authoritarian corrections perspective. 

In this view, one is mo~e,likely to directly manipulate the client's environ­

ment, require him or her to obtain and maintain a job, and maintain close 

surveillance over client behavior; The desired outcome of minimal criminal 

activity by previous offen~ers can be measured in terms of recidivism. 

While improved client functioning may be viewed as desirable (or even nec'essary) 

in this view, the'payoff is in terms of reduced recidivism. 

The goal of increased use of probation as an alternative to incarceration 

is probably the most ,pragmatic in outlook. Whether or not one can significantly 

reorient an offender, one can conserve resources by reducing the prison popu­

lation, and this is desirable if it can be done without undue risk to society. 

The supposition that probation is less injurious to the individual than 

prison, and, thus, may lead to a better future prognosis for a crime-free 

life'style is a secondary bonus. 
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Other goals relating t~ effective. use of probation resources and 

..:ommunity acceptance of probation can be noted. In general, these are 

not contradictory to the first three goals, and indeed, fit together with 

them in a straightforward manner. Att . f h a1nment 0 any suc goals is another 

matter. In the discussion of alternative causal linkages in Chap.ter III, 

it will be seen that an 7lement such as community acceptance may be deemed 

an important early step in the process and/or 'a final outcome. 

Outcome Measurement 

10 

,As can be noted in Model I (Exhibit 1 located in the packet inside the 

back cover) and/or Exhibit III, one can identify numerous outcomes. Outcome 

measures of proDation 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 

ac tivi ties. If a proj ec t can show no improvement in outcomel:l, then tha pro­

ject must be deemed ineffective in terms of those outcomes. On the other 

hand ~ if a reliable outcome measure does indica te improvement during the' 

period of the proj ect, and the improvement cannot reasonably be attributed 

to causes other than the project, then the project can be considered at 

least partially successful. 

The problems in obtaining reliable outcome measures are.more severe than 

those connected with process measures becaus.e the items being measured are 

much less under control of project management. However, nearly all the 

evaluations summarized in the Issues Paper attempted some form of outcome 

measurement. [2J 

By far the most commonly employed measures of probation project outcomes . 
are those which deal with recidivism, i.e., ,negative behavior on the part of 

clients which results in their being rearrested, reconVicted, or recom~ , 
mitted. For'many years, such measures have been widespread (though not 
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EXHIBIT III 

PROCESS AND OUTCOME MEASURES IN INEfENSIVE SPECIAL PROBATION 

Definition/Levels 

Additional funds 
provided for the 

, purpose of "the 
project. 

Activities include 
recruitment, trainM 

ing, matching with 
clients" and super-

Typical Measurements 

Funds awarded, or 
dollars expended­
usually in terms of 
personal services, 
supplies, equipment, 
travel. 

Number of volunteers 
recruited, trained, 
and matched "with 
clients. 

Potential Measurem"ents 

In multi-faceted ISP 
proj ects it would be 
useful to have program 
rather than a line-item 
budget reflecting, for 
instance, expenditures on 
job placement separate 
from those for drug 
treatment. 

R~cruitment activities. 
Time and content 
of training sessions, 
evidence of retention 

• 

o 

Critical Issues 

1. In some compound pro­
grams, it may not be 
possible to fac tually . 
dissociate funding for 
ISP--e.g., composite 
probation/parole projects 
or in large probation 
departments with line­
item budgets subsuming 
an ISP project. More 
typically since funding 
is usually provided 
on a project basis 
there is no problem in 
det~rmini~g direct ISP 
expenditures but deter­
mining indirect costs . 
is difficult. 

2. Expenditures are often 
reported for odd time 
periods, making compara­
tive calculations 
difficult. 

3, Note the discussion of 
cost-effectiveness in 
Chapter II. 

1. Should volunteers under­
take a in-depth rela­
tionshipor more 
mundane helping efforts? 
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Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element 

• "0 

. 
Interns 

(D es Mo ines ) 

Definition/Levels 

vision of volun­
teers. 
Volunteers may en­
gage in one-on-one 
client counseling 
or special train-

'ing ventures such 
as provis ion of 
group therapy 
sessions • 

Directed training 
and practicum ef­
forts toward pro­
duction of future 
professionals • 

(J 

,Typical Measurements 

Some background in­
formation on volu~­
teers on client' 
contacts. 
Number of clients 
matched to a volun­
teer, maintained 
weekly and 
accumulated monthly. 

Number of interns 

~otential Measurements 
, .. 
and 'application of 
training, matching 
criteria. ' 
Hours worked by volun­
teer on various tasks 
(San Jose). 
Attitude and opinion 
surveys of volunteers 
regarding client rela­
tionships (San Jose) • 
Perceived relationship 
of client behavioral 
changes to volunteer 

: ac tivities • 
Services provided by 
volunteer. 
Medium through which 
contacts were made. 
Number of contacts 
between probationer 
and volunteer per 
unit of time, and 
length of contacts. 
'Indicator of contacts 

,between probation 
officer and volunteer. 
Utilization of speci­
alized volunteers. 
Race/sex/age of 
volunteers • 

Skill acquisition 
levels, services per­
formed, caseload reduc­
tion. 

Critical Issues 

2. Volunteer mayor may 
not perform signifi­
cant surveillance 
functions; 

3. Probation officer may 
or may not continue 
to interact significantly 
with the client. 

4. Use of volunteers typi­
cally does not reduce 
probation officer 
caseloads. 

1. Interns mayor may 
not reduce profes­
'siona1 supervisors t. 
caseloads. 

... -.,; 
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Element 

Aides 
(New York 
City, 
Cambridge, 
Tucson­
aides) 

----~I-·~l--~'~~======-==-

Exhi"it IIf, Contd. 

' .. 

Def inft ion /Lev~ls' 

Paraprofessional 
hired to perf'orm 
such functions as 
investigations, 
client relation­
ships, and 
community liaison. 

(j 0 0 

TyPical Measurements 

Number of aides. 
experience, education, 
salary, geographic 
residence. 
Work mea~ures such as 
number of PSI's com­
pleted or completion 
of psychological 
profile instrument 
on clients. 

'-.,.-.....,.,.,,'""'!--,,--....,..-.~--------rl..,.--====~=:~~-:::::...~=.::!!· .. ::: 
o 0 0 C) ,':» 

Potential Measurements 

Quality of work per~ 
formed in terms of 
thoroughness, complete­
ness, and timeliness. 
Probation officers' 
time saved by tally­
ing distribution of 
time before and after 
aides program 
commences. 

Critical Issues 

1. Can indigenous aides 
act as liaison agents 
between the probation 
office and the co~­
munity, leading to 
increased community 
acceptance? 

2. Can aides matched to 
clients on age, race, 
neighborhood, and/or 
criminal record relate 
better to clients than 
can professionals? 

3. Should aides and pro­
bation officers work as 
teams to deliver more 
effec·tive service (New 
York City)? 

~. Does the use of aides 
to perform informa tion- . 
gathering services, 
thereby relieving the 
professionals of this 
chore, lead to increased 
professional contact 
time? 

.... 
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Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element Definiti~n/tevels Typical Measurements 

Profes­
sionals Usually, probation ,Number of staff 

officer. hired. 
Also, on occasion, Experience. 

Special-
ists 

(Brockton, 
Baltimore -
narcotics) 

Adminis-

avaluators, special~ 
ized supervisors. 

Of various types, 
for instance, 
specialized pro­
bation supervis­
ors, training con­
sultants, or vol­
unteer group 
counselors. 

trators Proper coordina­
tion activities, 
especially notewor­
thy for new pro­
grams. 

Training Training of pro­
bation staff. 

'. 

Number of specialists. 
Experience. 

Number, positions, 
salary. 

Staff hours spent 
in training. 

o () o 
., 

Potential Measurements 

Quantity and quality 
of services provided. 

Examinations to measure 
'facts and concepts learned 
(before and. after testing). 
Degree training applied and' 
relationship of training to 
effectiveness with client. 

o 
• 

Critical Issues 

. 1. Proper training, 
experience, background, 
to enhance success. 

1. Acquisition of in­
house skills versus use 
of referrals to other 
community agencies. 

1. In such ISP activities 
as volunteer programs, 
the activities of the 
program administrators 
supervisors may be sig­
nificant in terms of 
efforts expended in di­
rect client services. 

" 
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',Element 

Referral 
Resources 
(Michigan, 
Oregon, 
Des Moines) 

Facilities 

Reduced 
Caseload 

'. 

c ( 

• 
Exhibit III, Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Provision for sup­
port for referral 
activities (pur­
chase). 

Establishment of 
neighborhood pro­
bation offices. 

See Chapter III 
discussion on 
''Measurement'' • 

(; 

• 

Typical Measurements 

Dollars expended/month 

Number 

Number of active 
clients divided by 
number of agents 
(on a monthly basis) , 

Potential Measurements ... 
Increase in service 
availability and usage 
resulting from purchase. 
Quality of service as a 
function of purchase. 

Survey public attitude 
toward probation in 
surrounding communities 
as compared to before the 
neighborhood office opened 
or to other communities 
wi thout neighborhood' 
offices. 
Likewise, surveys proba­
tioner attitudes toward 
probation. 
Likewise, measure proba­
tion staff familiarity 
with community resources 
on a comparative basis. 

Scoring scale alloting 
extra units for pre­
sentence investigations, 
differential units based 
on intensity of super­
vision required. 
Document type of clients 
served. 

• 

.. 

Critical Issues 

1. Does provision of fund­
ing for referral services 
(community services) 
increase availability, 
usage, or quality? 

2. Do formal service 
arrangements work better 
than informal? ': 

3. Do referral services 
work better or more 
efficiently than in­
house? 

1. Do neighborhood offices 
with lowered criminal 
justice system 

. atmosphere lead to 
improved community 
interactions? 

2. Do neighborhood offices 
contribute to reduced 
probationer hostility? 

3. Does decentralization of 
facilities lead to 
enhanced awareness and 
use of community 
resources? 

I, See Footnote 1 (at 
end of the Exhibit) • 

2. Should reduced caseload 
be used as a measure 
of anything? 

3. Refer to the discussion 
under volunteers, that 

-1 



r 

ElemElnt 

Internal 
Organiza:­
tional 
Development 
(San Jose, 
Des Moines) 

Coordi­
nation 
with 
Other 
Agencies 

• • 
Exhibit III, Contd. 

' .. 

Definition/Levels 

Augment or create 
a Probation 
Depar tment or 
Special Program 
Un;it. 

Effort to enhance 
ties with other 
elements of the 
criminal justice 
system (e.g., 
courts, police) 

TyPical Measurements 

Number of staff and 
clients. 
Implementation of new 
activities (survey 
probation officers' 
acceptance) • 

None 

Potential Measurements 

Consider the following 
measures taken in the 
Atlanta project: Proba­
tioners at end of pre­
vious month, number re­
voked, discharged, trans­
ferred out, newly assigned, 
transferred in, and proba­
tioners at end of current 
month. Field coutac ts with 
clients, their families, 
referral agencies, and 

Critical Issues 

they typically do not 
reduce caseload.yet do 
lead to increased contact. 

other community resources. ' 

In-depth organizational 
analysis. 

Log consultations 
wi th other than 
program people, 
record time 
expended • 

1. In several instances deve­
lopment of a more effec­
tive (or new) probation 
organization was paramount. 
These programs may not be 
ISP projects per see 
Nonetheless organizational 
development does appear 
to be a significant ISP 
issue. For instance, in 
one case it was reported 
that caseload reduction 
did not affect contact 
character until new proba­
tion officers were brought 
in to replace some of the 
old ones. 

.i 
'J 
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Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element 

Inforrna tion 
on Client 
Needs 

Information 
on Available 
Corrnnunity 
Services 

'. 

Definition/Levels 
.,..... i 

and with community 
service agencies. 

Information on 
client needs may 
be gathered through 
pre- or post­
sen.tence investi­
gations, formal 
tes ting, or 
informal inter­
viewing. 
It may be used 
in sentencing, 
referrals, 
special caseload 
screening, or as 
guidance for 
staff-client 
interactions. 

Identify those 
community resources 
available for 
client referral. 

( ( , 

~pifalMeasurements 

Number of PSI's, social 
histories, etc. 
Number of contacts 
between supervisor and 
client. 
Case profile would 
contain needs 
identified. 
Referrals for testing. 

Number of resources 
in community resource 
file. 

to 

( ) 

Potential Measurements 

Comparison between 
counselor perception 
and needs as diagnos ed 
by some other means. 
Time for PSI preparation. 
Quality of PSI's, social 
histories, etc. in 
terms of thoroughness, 
timeliness, etc. 
Subjective evaluation 
of the usefulness of 
information provided. 

Number, time and type 
of community contacts 
(Ba1timore--team). 
Test officer knowledge of 
both factual information 
on community programs 
(e.g., whe·re located, 
eligibility, etc.), and 
efficacy of the programs 
(a suhj ec tive dimension 
probably) , 
Log updated evaluations 
of service quality 
provided based upon 
client and/or super­
visor perceptions. 

Critical Issues 

1. Information on client 
needs is usually 
identified as an 
important step in the 
ISP process. 

2. Information may be 
obtained by probation 
officers, special 

. .... 

staff (separate investi­
gation units), aides, 
or referrals for 
testing. 

3, Aptitude and attitude 
tests are not routinely 
administered by typical 
projects. 

1. Establish common 
knowledge base (a 
handbook or community 
resource coordinator) 
or specialized areas of 
expertise among the 
staff. 

2. Devote extensive time 
to community interaction 
by the staff, or not 
(often associated with 
decentralization of 
probation services), 

, 
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Element 

Public 
Relations 

Increased 
Contact 
Time 

'. 

( 

• • 
Exhibit III. Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Information dis­
semination to 
improve communi-' 
~y acceptance 'of 
probation. 

Time of c1~ent -
probation staff 
interact'ion. 

(" C) 

,'" 

Typical Measurements 

Number of contacts 
made. 
Number of talks 
given., 

Number of contacts 

Potential Measurements 

Poll public opinion in 
areas with and without 
public relations efforts. 
Log-chronology of speaking 
engagements, other sig­
nificant contacts (Evans­
ville. Denver). 

See Chap ter III, "Measure­
me,nt"., Time of Contact. 
Comparison of time dis­
tribution among activities 
before and during ISP and 
regular probation programs. 
[Information on type of 
contact, i.e., formal or 
informal, and location of 
contact, i.e., office, 
horne, community or other 
would be useful. A vali­
dated classification of 
levels of contact to re­
flect the intensity of 
contact would be a further 
refinement. ] 

Critical Issues 

1. Often associated with 
decentralization, 
neighborhood offices. 

2. Is this a useful and 
appropriate activity 
for probation officers 
or probation public 
relations speciality? 

See Chapter III, "Measurement". 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Should the definition 
of ISP refer to in­
creased contact time 
rather than reduced 
case1oad? 

Increased contact may 
also involve' contact by 

,volunteers or aides, or 
by specialized service 
staff (e.g., drug treat­
ment program). 

Number and type of additional 
contacts with other than 
clients. 

Contact may be a func­
tion of accessibility, 
for instance, neighbor­
hood offices may facili­
tate "drop-in" visits 
by clients or others in 
need of advice. Com­
munity relations may 
foster such contacts 
with clients, client 

, 
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Element Definition/Levels 

L 

-~--~--- ---

,~ ______________________________ ~ __________ -===~~========,a======l 
C, 0 (} c) o o 

• • 

,.,. 

Typical Measurements Potential Measurements Critical Issues 

families and friend's, 
or with offenders not 
in the program per see 

4. Relieving probation 
officers of tasks which 
can be accomplished by 
others (e.g., i~vesti­
gations) can greatly 
increase available time 
for contacts. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Reducing caseload or 
otherwise increasing the 
time available to the 
probation officer does 
not insure that this will 
result in increased time 
of contact -- probation 
officer's experience, 
conceptual models and 
attitude may argue against 
this in some instances. 

Increased demands for re­
cord keeping (e. g., con­
tact logging) for evalua­
tion purposes may be at the 
expense of contact time. 

Contact measures incor­
porating time, type, 10-, 
cation, nature, and in- . 
tensity are desirable. 
Time appears superior to 
number of cone acts alone, 
but it is not sufficient 
in itself. 
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Element 

Improved 
Senten­
cing 

. ( Anne Arun­
del County. 
Atlanta, 
Orlando). 

Special 
Caseloads 

" 

DefinitionjLevels 

Provide the court 
, with better infor­

mation, provide 
range of condi­
tions on proba­
tion. 

Division of client 
population into 
special groups 
based on various 
criteria. 

Typical Measurements 

. .,. 

Number of PSI's com­
pleted. 

Type and number. 

• 

Potential Measurement~ 

Measure of the quality 
of PSI's -- complete­
ness, timeliness, re­
liability, and extent 
to which they are used. 
Survey of judges to com­
pare PSI's prepared un­
der special conditions 
(e.g., special PSI 
units, or aides per­
form investigations). 
Follow-up on senten­
cing effectiveness -­
comparative studies with 
various forms of infor­
mation provision tracked 
through offender release 
and potential recidi­
vism. 

Number screened and 
number included. 
Specific criteria 
for inclusion. 

--...,.....-_._--------------" 

• 

• • 

Critical Issues 

8. Almost all projects 

1. 

1. 

2. 

. keep narrative logs of 
contacts, but quanti­
tative measures are 
lack:f.ng. 

Value of particular 
types of information to 
judges in influencing 
sentencing vs. costli­
ness of obtaining that 
information. 

Relative effectiveness 
of PSI's conducted by 
aides, special PSI units, 
or P.O.'s. 

Effectiveness of team 
approach whereby each 
P.O. develops special 
expertise in some area. 

Effectiveness of case 
specialization on a 
variety of grounds,.sep­
arating clients accord­
ing to: 

- sex, race, etc. 
- nature of offense 

(felony vs. misde­
meanor, first offenders 

I 
I 
1 
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Element 

Sound 
Referrals 

I. 

-------------.------

• 

Exhibit III, Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Obtain social 
services from 
outside communi­
ty agencies. 

. ______________________ . ________________________ b~_====~~~-· 

Ci () 

.... 

!Y£ical Measurements 

Number of referrals 
made. 
Number of services 
rendered. 
Agencies providing 
services 0 

Cl 

• 

C) C) 
• 

Potential Measurements 

Evaluation of ade­
quacy of services 
rendered (quality, 
time) (Cambridge). 
Follow-up survey of 
referral agencies to 
assess appropriateness 
of referrals made to 
the agency, Haiting 
time, and outcome. 
Follow-up with clients 
to determine the qual­
ity of referrals. 
Determine needs for 
which services are 
not available through 
tabulation of classes 
of referrals. 

o 
• 

Critical Issues 

vs. repeat offSnders~ 
sex crimes, burglary 
only, etc.) 

- client capabilities 
(mentally deficient 
clients, educational 
and employment skills), 
special needs (drug 
and alcohol problems 
seen as causes of crimi­
nal activity). 

- level of supervision 
deemed necessary (in­
tensive to 'paper case­
load ") • 

1. Who makes the referral 
probation officer, as­
sessment team, volun­
teer? 

2. What arrangements best 
facilitate good refer­
rals -- payment for 
services, formal arrange­
ments, informal arrange­
ments, or in-house ser­
vices? Does decentraliza-

. tion of probation 
facilities help? 

... ~ -.--.,-~---~-.__r_.---------:..-.---------.;;. .. ;. -~------------

: I :; 
:1 
'\ 
,'j 
,f 
J 
;/ 
11 
II ,I 

H 
'I 
H 
11 .j 
Ii 

r 



If • 

Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element Definition/Levels 

.. 

" 

L 

--~-------

Typical Measurements 

o 

Potential Measurements 

Provide handbook of· 
available services to 
probationers so they can 
provide their own ser­
vices. 

Number of referrals per 
client. 

,~-=~======"""""""==-".,...-! 

o 

Critical Issues 

I 
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• • Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element 

More 
Probation 
Options 

Greater 
Community 
Awareness 

Specialized 
Treatment 
(Baltiinore­
narcotics; 
Philadelphia; 
Stark et al. , 
Counties, 
Ohio; Tucson­
mentally 
deficient) 

" 

Defirition/Levels 

Choic'es Available 
for staff-client 
assignments, also 
for conditions on 
probation. 

Through neighbor­
hood office loca­
tion and public 
relations activ­
ity of proj ect 
personnel, im­
pro,ve communi ty . 
awareness of 
and attitude 
toward probation. 

Provision of 
treatment focused 
on particular 
client needs--
e.g., alcoholism, 
drugs, sex offense~, 
and so on. More 
broad,ly, this 
also encompasses 
special train-
ing efforts, , 
both for general 
education and job 
orientation, and 

.various counseling 
programs. 

Typical Measurements 
,.,. 

Program description-­
criteria for client 
inclusion. Number par­
taking of special 
program elements. 
Periodic ,l'cin-
alysis results. 

, . 

Potential Measurements 

Measure range of dis­
positions before the 
proj ect began versus 
distribution over time 
as the project gained 
acceptance. 

[See "Public Relations'f 
and "Better Client­
Community Interactions" 
also.] Use survey 
techniques to sample 
community opinion on 
probation [before/after 
ISP inception], or 
comparing between 
communities with and 
without special 
programs • 

, 
Effect of special treat-
ment on client attitudes 
and behaviors, e.g., 
test for learning in 
educational programs, 
further rela ted 
offenses (drunk driv­
ing charges against 
alcoholics), employment 
records (stability, 
earnings, advancement), 
and so on. 

Critical Issues 
i • 

1. Presumed utility of im­
proved match-ups throu'gh 
option availability-­
e.g., volunteers avail­
able, number of proba­
tion officers specialized 
treatment ~roups, and 
availability of com­
munity services. 

2. Explicit criteria for 
such matching and 
are lacking. 

1. Does this lead to better 
client-community inter­
actions (and hence 
toward desired outcomes)? 

[See "Special Caseloads" 
also] • 

1. Should specialized treat­
ment be performed through 
referrals to outside 
co~munity agencies, 
through collaborative 
efforts (Des Moines), 
or strictly in-house? 

2. There are numerous 
client need-specific 
issues beyond the 
scope of this framework, 
such as the question 

t 
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Element 

Job 
Referral 
and' 
Placement 

.', 

( ( 

Exhibit lIlt Contd. 

,Definition/Levels -, 

Provision of 
assistance in 
securing job 
placement. 

<~"'."""""-="""'''_~''/.'''''''''_t._'~'''''''=~'''--'''''''''''''~~~~='''--::-7 ____ ''''=-;:CO'~~=~'!'-=.==.".=~.;"~-==",,,-~=_"'!';~~~~;;;~~':';::~_~~~_~~~~':7~~ __ "': 

() (j () (Ji 0 (') .:!l -D 

TyJ1ical Measurements 

Number of probation 
officer efforts and 
job referrals made. 

. Potential Measurements 

Time sample probation 
staff work activities 
to determine how 
time is allocated. 
Success of referrals. 

Critical Is sues 

of which approaches to 
alcoholic offenders are 
DlOSt effective under 
what circumstances. 

3. ~o confidentiality issues 
justifiably prevent good 
measurement? 

,1. Can placement best be 
handled by outside 
agency specialists 
(foL~ally or informal­
ly)) by probation de­
partment employment 
specialist, by probation 
officers, or by aides 
or volunteers? 

2. What pressures on proba­
tioners are most ef­
fective in obtaining em­
ployment -- ranging from 
condition of probation 
under threat of revoca­
tion to a supportive non­
pressured stance? 

3. What community factors 
are conducive to increased 
probationer employment 
assistance? 

[See IIIncreased Contact 
. Time" also] 
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Exhibit III. Contd. 

Element 

Helping 
Relation­

ships 

Separation 
of Function 
(Evansville, 
New York 
City) 

'\ 

Definition/Levels 

This central ele­
ment in the pro­
bation process 
takes on a. variety. 
of forms: . 
- minimal assis-. . 
tance with job 
transportation or 
technical problem~ 
to supportive, in­
depth counseling 
over a long term. 
- friendly confi­
dant to enforcer 
of a behavioral 
contract. 
- role model 
for probationer 
or agent of the 
criminal justice 
system; 
~ involve!Jlent of 
a specialist, pro­
bation officer, or 
vQlunteer. 

Involvement of two 
people ·to play the 
roles of friend and 
enforcer respectively, 

. .. 
Typical Measurements 

Casebook entry for 
actions ,taken, con­
tacts made. 

~_~~M __ " __ "'-"':~' ___ '~' __ ~~_.~' __ "'-' _________________ ;"""_ • 

Potential Measurements 

Daily file entr.ies on all 
contacts (Des Moines). 
Classify contacts by type, 
frequency, and intensity. 
Entry and exit client 
and probation officer 
surveys regarding effec­
tiveness of relationship 
in terms of detectable 
client changes and per­
ceptions. post-proba­
tion contacts over a 
period of a year or more. 
Psychological testing be­
fore and after probation 
to determine if the stated 
dynamics are occurring. 
Devise scales to reflect 
the character of contacts 
that are simple and easy 
to use ahd can be used 
consistently by different 
probation officers. 
Review board might evaluate 
the counseling quality of 
probation ofjicers with 
various types of clients 
under various conditions. 

Survey client attitudes 
to determine perceived 
degree of role separation. 

. 
,---""-~,-"!<-.......... -----,---.~ 

.; ..... 

Critical Issues 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

How can one best develop 
an enduring, trusting 
relationship and does 
this lead to desired 
client changes and sys­
tem outcomes? 

To what extent is infor­
mation on client needs 
reflected in assignment 
to treatment and in the 
development of appropriate 
helping relationships? 

~oes type of supervision 
provided relate to out­
comes in any demonstrable 
way? 

Given that the probation 
staff sees utility in 
both providing a helping 

N 
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Exhibit IrI~ Contd. 

Element Definition/Levels 

Surveil­
lance 

Improved 
Client 
Community 
Inter­
actions 

for instance, by a 
volunteer and pro­
bation officer 
respectively. 

"Ari;'authori tarian 
st~nce places em­
phas i'5 on the 
rules with close 
client monitoring 
to determine if 
infractions occur. 

This encompasses 
relationships 
between proba­
tioners and com­
munity. service 
agencies and 
neighborhood 
attitudes toward 
probationers. 

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

typIcal Measurements 

Number of contacts 
[See "Reduced 
Caseload" and 
"Increased Con~act 
Time" also]. 

Number of 
referrals made 

Potential Measurements 

Contact classification 
giving type, reason for 
contact, and frequency. 
Changes in the time of 
probation violation de­
tection attributable to 
increased surveillance 
(some basis of compari­
son imp1ied--comparison 
program groups ~nd/or 
before and after design). 
[See "Reduc edCas e1oad" 
and "Increased Contact 
Time" also J • 

Measure.c1ient parti­
cipation and success 
in community programs, 
including clients' 
attendance, achieve­
ment, and opinion of 
programs. 

.. 

Critical Issues 

re1~tionship and per­
forming surveillance 
functions, does separation 
of function yield more 
favorable outcomes? 

1. Is information on clients 
effectively used to de­
vise appropr~ate surveil­
lance modes? 

2. ,Does surveillance contri­
bute to decreased criminal 
activity? To decreased 
recidivism? 

3. To what extent is increased 
surveillance likely to 
increase the reVQcation rate? 

4. Is surveillance separable 
from counseling? 

[See "Reduced Caseload." and 
"Increased Contact Time" 
also] • 

1. Confidentiality con~erns 
may limit exchange of 
client information between 
programs • 

2. To what extent does 
enhancement of community 
support lead to increased 
socialization of 
probationers? 

, 



L 

~r I 

Element 

More 
Client 
Options 

Employ­
ment 

. , 

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

Exhibit III, Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Greater information 
and number of alter­
natives available 
within the co~uni-. 
ty for probationer 
service. 

Employment 
of Client 

.., 
Typical Measurements 

Employment and 
referral records 

,. 

Potential Measurements 

Number and type of pro­
gram (training, treat­
ment, etc.) options 
available to clients. 
Also, number and type 
of employment, trans­
portation, residence, 
etc. opportunities 
available. 
Survey client aware­
ness of options before, 
during, and after pro­
bation. 

Classificatio~ of job 
categories as to skill 
level and income, as a 
basis for refined dis­
cussion'of "employment." 
Record and tabulate job 
satisfaction. 
Employment status. 
Number of jobs held. 
Annual income versus 
needs. 
Number of months employ­
ment of total months 
available for employ­
ment • 

Critical'Issues 

1. 

2. 

Client commitment to 
special programs can 
possibly be enhanced by 
increased choice. 

Exercise of choice ~y 
client may lead to 1n­
creased self-responsi­
bility, and selection 
of legal options. 

To what extent do 
training p.rograms lead 
to employment, to better 
employment? 

2. Employment income is a 
key requirement for 
personal stability. 
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Element 

Client 
Stabiliza­
tion 

Decreased 
Hostility 
Toward 
Criminal 
Justice 
System 

(. ( 

Exhibit III. Contd. 

• 
Definition/Levels 

Inc1u<;les both a 
satisfactory means 
of economic sup­
port anrl a 
realistic value 
system. 

Clients would ac­
cept the system and 
agree to work within 
it rather than re-
j ect it. Proba­
tioners would have 
less fear that the 
department is t~y­
ing to revoke them. 

C' -y 0 

... 
TYEical Measurements 

Employment and em­
ployment history. 
vis-a-vis drug or 
alcohol programs, 
can measure stabili-· 
zation via urinalysis 
or drinking incidents 
reported. 

Field book entries. 

o o 

Potential Measurements 

Plus form a comparison 
group .against which 
treatment group is mea­
sured for significant 
difference. 

Psychological tests of 
attitudes over time. 

Attitude test given be­
fore and after probation 
(ideally, given also to . 
comparison probation 
group) • 
Further, measures to as­
sociate attitude towar~ 
the C.J.S. with client 
participation in the 
treatment program. 

() 

Critical Issues 

1. Is stability a necessary. 
important step t'oward the 
desired social outcomes? 

2'. What is the rela tionship 
"between external (economic) 
stability and internal 
(psychological) stability? 

1. Can such measures as 
indigenous aides, vol­
unteers, and the 'con­
venience and informality 
of decentralized pro­
bation offices signifi­
cantly change attitudes 
toward the C.J.S.? 

2. In the Baltimore - nar­
cotics project, increased. 
client hostility is por­
trayed as a process 
element resulting from 
increased supervision 
contact and knowledge of 
clients because client 
life styles are seri­
ously impacted by pro­
bation supervision. Is 
this an effective alter: 
native path·to favorable 
outcomes? 
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Exhibit III, Co"ntd. 

Element 

Improved 
Self­
functioning 

Attitude 
Change 

Definition/Levels 

The central notion 
is client change 
toward greater self­
responsibility. 

Personal attitudes, 
goals, and values 
merge with socially 
acceptable attitudes, 
goals, and values. 

Typic~l Measurements 

Casebook discussion of 
family problems and 
other aspects of client 
life style and their 
status. 
Tally number of legal 
dependents, public 
assistance, income and 
source, student status, 
marital status and 
living arrangements 
at entry and exit 
(Des Moines). 

Subjective judgments, 
if at all. 

Potential Measurements 

Entry and exit person­
ality profiles; track­
ing of improvements in 
noted problem areas. 
Devise a test to mea­
sure the capability of 
clients to cope with 
realistic problems to 
be administered at 
entry and exit. 
A standardized test to 
measure socialization 
at entry and exit would 
be informative. 

Comparison for similar­
ity of c"lient responses 
to situational choices 
reflecting commonly ac­
cepted attitudes, goals, 
and va1ue.in American 
culture. 
Or better, valid and re­
liable measures of degree 
and type of deviations as 
compared with non-probated 
population segments and the 
relationship of such tb 
criminal behavior. 

Critical Issues 

1. The entire client 
change leading to de­
creased criminal ac­
tivity segment of th~ 
·ISP pathways is 
unclear. See Chapter 
III, "C1i.ent Change' 
Models. " 

' .... 

2. To what extent do dif­
ferent client ~hange 
models merely reflect 
different levels of de­
tail and different termi­
pology versus different 
underlying change pro­
cesses? 

See Chapter III, "Client 
Change' 'Models. " 

1. Is this possibi'e to at­
tain from probation pro­
grams? 

2. Is this necessary to ob­
tain satisfactory be­
havior? 

3. What are suitable cultural 
comparison bases for 
proba tioners? 

4. Is attitude change toward 
conformi ty wi th whi te 
middle-class values 
justifiable? 

- I 
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Element 

Behavior 
Change 

" 

Decreased 
Criminal 
Activity 

• 
Exhibit III, Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Alter client be­
havior of CGncern 
toward socially 
acceptable norms. 

Typical Measurements 

Casebook narratives 
describi~g behavioral 
problems and their cor­
rection. 

Arrests and convic­
tions while on pro­
bation. 
Revocation. 

Potential Measurements -

Repeat diagnostic ·tests 
nt entry and exit. 
Tabulate behavioral 
needs. Establish 
attainable behavioral 
goals and record pro­
gress. 
Repeated administration 
of a survey instrument 
by probation officers 
subjectively assessing 
client behavioral pat­
terns. 

Critical Issues 

See Chapter III. "Client 
Change Models. " 

1. Is behavioral change 
without concern for 
attitudinal change an 
adequate treatment 
focus? 

See Chapter II, ''Measure­
ment Issues. " 

SeeChapter II, "Measure­
ment Issues." 

Comparison of arrest and 1-
convict·ion rates with a 
suitable comparison 
group. 
Arres t and convic tion ra tes 
after proj ec t release. 
Relate crime rates with 
specific program elements, 2. 
such as probation officer 
characteristics, presence of 
a volunteer, ~nd/or em­
ployment record. 
Victimization studies also. 
Crime seriousness. 

Arrest and conviction 
data only reflect those 
who are caught. De­
termining actual crimi­
nal activity is not 
presently possible. 

How should crimes be 
weighed since they are 
not of equal concern? 

w 
a 

,. 
,. 
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" 'Element 

, Enhanced 
, Community 
Acceptance 

Decreased 
'Revocation 

Increased 
Revocation 

.', 

• • 

Exhibit III, Contd. 

Definition/Levels 

Neighborhood of­
fices, public re).a­
tions, and, above 
all, increased p~b­
lic safety lead to 
improved public con­
fidence in probation 
programs. 

Lowered rate of 
return of offenders 
to prison due to 
t~chnical violation 
of probation con­
ditions or to 
commission of 
new crime. 

As a result of 
increased sur­
veillance, in­
crease number 
returned to 
prison for 
vio la t ions / 
crime!'; • 

Typical Measurements 

, See Chapter II, 
''Measurement Issues." 
Number and type of 
revocation per time 
unit. 

Number and type of 
revocation per 
time unit. 

• 

PotentlalMeasurements 

Survey public attitudes 
on a comparative basis, 
seeking rationale for 
public attitudes as well. 
Compare different com­
munities, before and 
during ISP project 
duration. 

See Chapter II, ''Measure­
ment Issues." 
Compute revocations for 
various outcome condi­
tions such as viola tions 
of technical conditions 
or commission of another 
offense. 
Use time since placed 
on probation to compute 
rate. 
Use a comparison group 
as possible. Link 
revocation to probation 
officer assessments. 

See "Decreased 
Revocation. " 

Critical Issues 

1. What factors are most 
influential in improving 
community acceptance of 
probation? 

·2. Relate community acceptance 
to usage of probation. 

See Chapter II, "Measurement 
Issues." 
1. Is revocation an appropriate 

outcome measure, given that 
many programs explicitly 
try to decrease or increase 
revoca tion ra te? 

See "Decreased Revocation." 
1. Does closer surveillance 

lead to earlier or later 
revocations? 

2. Does increased revocation 
lead to reduced total 
criminal activity (increased 
public safety)? 

, 

r 
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Exhibit III, Contd. 

Element 

t 

D~creased 

Recidivism 

Increased 
Use of Pro­
bation 
(Mic'higan, 
Des Moines, 

R eta:) 
U 
j' 
1 

i~ 

Definition/Levels 

Can be defined: 

a) after proba-
tion or 

b) during proba-
tion 

Can count: 

a) new arrests 
b) new indictments 
c) new convictions 
d) revocations 
e) or exclude revo-

cations 

Wider use of pro­
bation without de­
,creasing public 
safety is a goal 
of a number of 
ISP programs. 

Typical Measurements 

See Chapter II. 
''Measurement Issues. fI 

Number of arrests 
during probation. 

Number on pro­
bation. 

Potential Measurements 

Termination of pro­
bation by type, new ar­
rests after termination, 
percent arrested after 
termination by type of 
offense, arrests and 
percent arrested during 
probation - by type of 
offense. Number of rule 
infractions disciplined. 
Consider time at risk for 
each client. 
Relate recidivism to 
treatment elements. 
Establish appropriate 
comparison groups. 

NUmber on probation by 
type of offense vs. 
number-incarcerated 
(percentage). 
Number on various forms 
of probation. 

.' 

Critical Issues 

3. Should an objective of 
ISP programs be increased 
revocation rate, de­
creased revocation rate, 
or neither explicitly? 

4. Reality therapy/behavioral 
contracting can lead to 
direct requirements for 
revocation. 

See Chapter II. ''Measure­
ment Issues. " 

1. The absence of ade-

• 

quate means to track 
former offenders after 
release is a present pro­
blem. Several locales 
are establishing suitable 
information systems. 

2" The lac k of a co~mon mea sure­
ment standard undermines 
compa-rison between projects. 

3. All crimes are not of 
equal seriousness. 

1. What cost savings re­
sult from increased ul?e 
of probation rather than 
incarceration? 

2. How can one compare recidi­
vism rates between pro­
bationers and those irn-

--I 
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Element 

.. 
Decreased 
Incarcera­
tion 

Decreased 
Social 
Costs 

. , 

, .! 

Exhib:ft III, Contd/ ' 

, 
'Definition/Levels 

As use of probation 
increases, prison 
population should 
decrease. 

Net costs to 
soc iety from 
client treat­
ment and 
behavior. 

.. 

() 

Typical Measurements 

Number in prison, 
number 'on probation. 

None 

=~~~===----------------------------

o C) o 

Potential Measurements 

Cost-effectiveness 
measures including 
direct costs of 
probation program 
and indirect costs 
such as criminal 
losses, welfare pay­
ments to families, 
and lowered tax 
bases. Relative 
costliness of alter­
native programs such 
as incarceration • 

. .' 

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

'; ..... 

Crit'ical Issues 

prisoned, given that 
those in prison have 
little chance of com­
mitting crime w,hile in 
prison yet may have a 
poorer prognosis beyond 
release? 

,. 
1. The objective of de­

creased incarceration 
via increased use of 
probation does not re­
quire attention to post­
probation outcomes. 

1. How cost-effective is 
ISP relative t9 regular 
probation? Relative to 
incarceration? 

2. Measurement of indirect 
costs is vitally important 
but very difficult. ' 

.. 
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entirely accepted) in the field of corrections. However, numerous measurement 

~.ssues connected with recidivism are still ·unresolved. 

One important controversy deals with the choice of the negative behavior 

which should be counted as recidivism. Among the possibilities commonly 

discussed are: 

1) Unsuccessful probation termination defined as termination of 

probation by haying absconded, being'revoked an~ committed to 

prison, or being convicted of an additional crime. 

2) Rearrest defined as being arrested for an additional crime dur-

ing the time at risk. 

3) Reconviction defined as being convicted of an additional crime 

during the ti~e at risk. 

For each of these there are many variations, including distinguishing between 

"technical violations" of probation and actual crimes .. and attempting to 

weigh the seriousness of the crimes involved in arrests/collvictions ~ Vir-

tual~y all of these possibilities were used in some form by at least one 

of the evaluations reviewed and projects visited. [2, Appendix] 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

. Goals has recommended that recidivism be measured by "1) criminal acts that 

resulted in conviction by a court~ when committed by individuals who are 

under correctional supervision or who have been released from correctional 

supervision within the previous three years, and by 2) technical violations 

of probation or parole in which a sentencing or paroling authority took 

action that resulted in an adverse change in the offender's legal status. 

Technical violations should be maintained separately from data on reconvic-

tions" [3]. The logic behind this defini.tio.n 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 after supervision. 
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is long enough t.O include crimes committed by most offenders who will recidivate 

at all. 

In the Issues Paper references were made to standards similar to that 

above but almost all field analyses used other measures. [2] The reasons 

. given for not using the standards include a series of practical problems with 

measuring re-conviction recidivism in an operating intensive special probation 

proj ect. 

One important problem is timing. Project evaluation reports frequently 

are intended to give periodic information about the progress of the proj ect, 

so that activities can be 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--alrnost assure that no useful 

reconviction recidivism data can be available before the end of a one to 

three year proj ec t. Unsuccessful terminations and arres ts during the 

probation.period provide much more timely information and are attractive 

because they are more likely to show meaningful results within the period 

of p't'oject review. In addition, few projects have any real capability 

to follCM the history of a client after he has been released from super­

vision. Follaw-up studies are slow and costly, complicated by the hi?h 

mobility of offen~ers, and the lack of effective criminal information 

sys,tems.. LEAA's Comprehensive Data Systems Program is helping remedy the 

... information system deficiencies. 

Even when the more rapid measures of recidivism are employed, the fact 

that at any point in a project, cases will have been on probation for diff~rent 

lengths of time complicates estimation. In the evaluations reviewed, many 

different form? of standardization were used to account for such variations 
. . 

" . k" f id" but no entirely in the time probationers were at r1S or rec 1V1Sm, 

a~equate scheme was identified. Perhaps the most common was the use of the 
, 
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"viola tion index" defined as follows: 

Violation 
Index 

Number of Cases Terminated Unsucc~ssfully 
Total Number of Cases Terminated 

Obs erve that this index is a valid bas is for comparing probation programs only 

if the length of time before normal terminations is equal among the programs 

being compared. As ~he length of time to normal termination is decreased, 

36 

the violation index will als'o decrease because the chance of unsuccessful termina­

tions decreases. Intensively supervised cases often have different rates of 

early termination; in some instances, probationers may be 'terminated' via 

transference to a regu ar pro at on program. 1 b i (Further confounding th.e measure-

ment problems if comparisons are being attempted between the respective programs.) 

Such difficulties with the violatipn index are an example of another 

recurring difficulty with recidivism measures in intensive probat~on projects--

interactions'betwee~ the level of supervision and the measured recidivism. 

several ways increased supervision can unintentionally result in an increase 

In 

in measured recid1v1sm. "" Adams, Cha· ndler, and Nei thercutt observed in review..,. 

ing the well-known San Francisco project that higher rates of technical vio­

lations among persons under intensive supervision may have been a consequence 

of closer supervision monitoring of the probationer's activities. [4] Seyeral 

other studies found increased rates of technical violation among intenstvely 

supervised cases. It has been suggested that a supervisor's knowledge of re-

." arrests or reconvictions mig~t also be increased when clients are supervised 

intensively. Again, an increase in measured recidivism would result. However,. 

the opposite phenomenon has been reported in the Interventions Papers. [1] 

When the ~robation officer knows the client well, he or she may know the circu:m­

stances surrounding the incident better and be willing to give the client a break •. 
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Further distinction can be drawn between recidivism and revocation. 

Unfor-

tunately, usage of the terms is ,both confusi~g ~md widespread. For the pres'ent 

discussion, it is helpful to distinguish between revocation as commitm~nt to 

prison for a Violation of the conditions of probation, and recidivism as commission 

of an additional crime. 
There is still room for confusing overlap. For instance, 

if a client is arrested while on probat4 0n for some . 1 
• cr1mina activity and revoked , 

without a trial on the criminal charges,this might be counted as a revocation 

(not recidivism), an incident of "d" ( 
rec11vism not a revocation), or both a revoca-

tion and a recidivism incident. I d d . 
n ee , proJects can be found to show revocations 

as a subset of recidivism (new criminal activity or violations that do not 

always lead to a prison confinement), or recidivism as a subset of reVocations 

(wherein revocation includes both technical violations and new criminal 

activity). Such measurement problems are a serious impediment to generaliza-

tion about ISP outcomes. 

The ability to measure an outco e d "" I 
m oesnot 1n 1tse f guarantee a possibility 

of intelligent inference concerning the reason that outcome came about 0 

Model 

II (Exhibit II) arrays some of the important factors that could contribute 

to differential outcomes and hence to conclusions about the effectiveness of 

ISP programs •. The overriding feature of Model II is the commitment to a com­

parative evaluation--that is an interpretation of outcomes can only be meaning-

ful if made against some reference point. Th " 
e compar1son group would ideally 

be established according to the tenets of, sound experimental design with such 

features as random assignment of clients to treatment. Ifeircumstances 

,preclude s.uch a design, then Some supstitute comparison must be established. 

A carefully conStituted compar{son group d . 
~ un ergo1ng an alternative 

treatment 
(e. g " pris on or regular probation) is a good choice; a "before 

.' 

'. 
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and after" ISP project design is a weaker alternative. Further discussion of 

evaluation issues concerning such designs appears in "Single Proj ect Evaluation 

D~sign," one of the products of this Phase I study. 

It is crucial to recognize the dominant effect that factors external to 

. t ~e selectJ.·on of clients is a major the ISP program may h?ve on J.ts ou comes. LU 

factor. ISP projects range from treating high-risk to low 

38 

, 
from felons to misdemeanants, from general county offenders to highly specialized 

subsets of offenders. Results obtained by a particular approach are not 

immediately generalizable from one group to another. Obviously, comparisons 

of recidivism rates or other outcome measures cannot be routinely made across 

groups, but rather one must establish similar client groups for comparative 

purposes. 

In the same vein, one must know about as much about the comparison treatment 

as about the ISP treatment. For instance, in a ''before and after" design, one 

must comprehend the'client sample; previous probation procedures, facilities, 

and resources; levels of staff abilities and motivation; and so on. This implies 

an expensive and delicate data gathering effort, if suitable cooperation 

and commitment of all personnel can be secured. A substantial number of 

evaluation entanglements await the ISP outcome assessment from these directions. 

Definition of program success or failure necessarily inyolves under-

standing of program processes employed. Definition ·and measurement iss.ues 

raised in this regard are discussed in Chapter III and Exhibit III. But 

over and above these issue~ one must be able to determine ~he salient features 

of the program (and comparison treatment) in question. The personality 

-
of the·staff, organi~ational effectiveness, suitability of funding, etc., all 

represent internal project peculiarities that may strongly affect outcomes. 

The availq.bil'ity and cooperation of auxiliary services and support from other 

elements of the criminal justice system and the connnunity may overr~de nominal 

... 
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ISP process actions. Furthermore, other external "enviromnental" influences 

• such as the current extent of unemployment, prior community experiences with' 
o 

probationers or other offenders, social mores, and ra.cial relationships 

may drastically alter the observed outcomes. Such factors as these must be 

considered, even in the "formative evaluation" sense of attempting to under-
o 

I 

r stand strong and weak elenents of a project. 

Implicit in this discussion of outcomes is the consideration of the 

costliness of the programs designed to attain them. Both relative effectiveness 

and relative cost are involved, yet little or no evidence was discovered of 

viable programmatic cost measures in either the programs visited or the studies 

o reviewed for the Issues Paper. [2] For instance, in striving toward· the goal 

of increased use of probation in lieu of incarceration, cost savings is the 

major incentive. Yet even in those ISP projects claiming this goal, a lack of 

interpretable relati'li'e cost indices was found. Cost accounting is by no means ,- (I 
L .' 

a trivial matter entailing difficulties in separating ISP project costs from 

host organization expenses,' in obtaining comparable time data, and in securing 

the comparison data on the non-ISP effort. Beyond these issues, the determination 

of social costs and benefits raises more severe methodological problems, yet 

this is clearly the more all inclusive cost accounting method. Such a model 

would compare costs 'of alternative programs by attempting to include levels of 

welfare payments, lost tax revenues, and costs of crimes committed. 

Against this background of outcome measurement issues, the following 

chapter attempts to identify main elements of ISP programs and to understand 

how they relate. to. each other and to the ISP outcomes. While the construction 

of such conceptual maps is certainly worthwhile, the need to satisfactorily 

.' 
determine projec! outcomes in the face of complicating external features and 

poorly understand proj ect idiosyncracies must be considered. 

, 
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Causal Seguencing 

CHAPTER I.II 

MEASUREMENT OF FUNCTIONS 

One of the intents of the ana~ytical framework is to clarify the cause and 

effect assumptions held by, Intensive Special Probation (ISP) project personnel. 

What are the presumed in~er~elations among the various functions they perform 

and in what ways are these presumed to effect the intended outcomes? The 

identification of the ISP process steps actually taking place and formulation 

of c~mposite models of how these fit together is the first objective of this 

section. Similar project approaches have been grouped ,into general types in 

order to review the findings in a manageable way. This leads directly into 

consideration of the similarities and differences among the different ISP 

projects, addressed in terms of distinguishable functional connections. Analysis 

is conducted at a level which considers ~easures taken, potential feasible 

measurements, and current knowledge gaps. 

The previous chapter has made the point that satisfactory measurement of 

outcome is a necessary prerequisite to understanding probation project effective­

ness. It would be valueless to expend resources on detailed process measure- . 

ments to explain unidentified outcomes. However, once one has determined 

some relative measure of successes or failures of a project, it is logical 

to attempt to relate thes e to what has taken place in the proj eet and 

the immediate env~ronment. In essence if a project is successful, numerous 

parties would like to know why--what.it did to what clients under what circum-

stances, so as to generalize the findings to other locales. If a project 

is. unsuccessful,· it is also important to know why. Did it do what was intended, 

under .what circums~ances, to whom? Did it prove unsuccessful because a step 

in the process was not imp1emelltad, e.g., client contact ·time was no~ increased? 

Answers to these questions are needed to reject the causal model involved as 
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ineffective~ More realistically, one can expect project outcomes 

to be partially successful, situationally dep~ndent, and influenced by process 

steps that are accomplished only partially. Thus, conceptual specificity and 

adequate measurement are required to advance the understanding and improvement 

of ISP. 

Not surprisingly, the majority of the project personrLel querried professed 

no rea~y-made conceptual model of how their activities led step-by-step toward 

the desired outcomes. Th1' s appear t fl' t b h 1 k sore ec ot a ac of theory develop-

ment in the field of probation and inattention to such concerns. Implications 
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of the former will appear as such functions as the forms of ''helping relationships" 

are discussed. Insofar as process flow models illuminate deficiencies in ISP 

projects, ,encouragement for applicants for project funding to think through 

such models may be warranted. Indeed reaction was favorable to having compiled 

a process flow model, once it was c!Jmpleted by the project personnel and inter-

viewers. 'Howevetr:;: many of the proj ec t flow models are "seat-of-the-pants" efforts 

without longstanding conSideration, and these are the main inputs to the pre,-

sent models. 

Model I (Exhibit I located in the packet inside the back cover) presents 

a general process model fl'owing from funding at the top to outcomes at the 

bottom. The specific ~onnections among the elements shown vary among projects 

and are subject to question even within projects. For instance, it has been 

,particularly difficult to separate the cl~ent change elements in an orderly 

fashion. Does at~itudinal change lead to behavioral change or vice-versa? 

Qo one's self-functioning :apabiliti~ increase because of an increased· sense 

of autonomy or vice-versa? Nonetheless, general statements can be made' 

at three levels-- 1) certain functional elements and relationships typically 

appear in ISP' p rOJ' ~ ts ,2) t' b ' . cer a1n aS1C types of ISP projects can be differ-' , 
entiated easily, and 3) certa'n ~lt t' Ii ka 1 C1 eTna 1ve n ges appe,ar to represent • 
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I d o 'to to s w1°th important implications for the formu­significant conceptu~ 18 1nc 10n 

lation of ISP ventures. 

Typical Elements and Relationships 

At a very general level, funding is used to provide additional personnel 

and/or additional support. By and large, the projects visited had increased 

staffing, either prof'essional or otherwise, wherea~ s.upport for referrals or: 

facilities was less generally the case. In turn, projects implemented addi­

tional activities to those which were occurring prior to initiation of the 

project. (Naturally, the time order of events is not always distinct. For 

instance, as new administrators ,develop a program they may continue to in­

crease staff which may then improve services, lead to better probation per-

formance, thence increased use of probation, and the need for even more 

staff) •. The additional activities may then facilitate efforts to provide 

f ' th These may l.°nduce c,hanges such as better services in one 0rm or ano ere 

increased client employment 'which lead to client changes and on to beneficial 

community impacts. 

Several of the elements appeared in essentially all of the projects 

analyzed. Increased contact time between the clients and one or more 

categories of personnel was a central theme, although this does not always 

mean increased contact with a probation officer, and it has not been measured 

well. Client change in the form of altered behavior and IIself-functioning" 

is an almost universal objective in these projects. Enhanced employment :Ls' 

the most common means seen as contributing to client change. Finally, while 

outcome goals and measurements are varied, reduction of criminal activity . 

is certainly present as an,objective. 
. 

The elements displayed-in Model I are more or less commonly.present as 
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h f ° Overlay I illustrates a typical "volunteer." a function of t e type 0 proJect. 

r. 
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program flow as previously discussed ~ 1 
Note that most of the other elements could 

be included in a volunteer program as well--for instan~e, more surveillance lead-

ing to increased revocation, job placement aid, more client options, better 

information on client needs, and so on. Other major program types are expli-

citly intensive, implying a reduced caseload and special programs of various 

sorts dealing with separa~e client groups such as mentally defective off~nders, 

sex offenders" drug users, and drunk drivers. Alternatively, programs may 

focus on particular counselor-client arrangements such as Chicano-Chicano matches, 

ex-off~nder-offender or indigenous aide-probation officer team interaction with 

the client. Some programs can be different~ated by their high prioritization 

on modifying or developing a probation program; others, on decentralization of 

facilities. Note that consider~ble discussion of program related'measurements 

cu"1d related issues appear in Exhibit III, e.g., under the "volunteer" element 

heading • 

Prominent Alternative Paths 

While it would be possible to typify each of the just-noted project types, 

this appears less fruitful than attempting to focus on critical'alternatives. 
, , 

The mnnber of process .. pe~utations through Model I is very large, but even 

more telling is the possible array of elements in any single project" as 

illustra ted in Overlay 1. Rather ,than discuss a few arbitrary funding-to-

impact sequences, a series of alternative functional linkages for ~ortions 

of the general model will bepresented. In this way, some of the cri'tical 

conceptual issues in ISP will be highlighted. 

Overlay 2 to Model I distinguishes between those projects that lead to , -
reduced caseloads (labeled A in the Overlay) and those that do not (B). As 

IThe overlays to be found in the packet inside the back cover, can best be 
used by placing than individually over Model I at the registration marks •. They 
display selected portions of paths that correspond to text discussions--they are 
not intended to represent complete ISP processes, but rather to highlight'con~ 
ceptual alternatives within ISP. 
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commonly used, "intensive" projects entail reduced caseloads in one fashion 

or another, although the magnitude is highly variable. A typical range of 

intensive caseload might be from 15 to '50 equivalent probationers •. But this 

definition would exclude a number of projects involving volunteers, interns, 

or aides in that caseload may not be reduced. Yet a strong argument can be 

made that this is the wrong criterion. In all cases ~evieweq, the first 

characteristic of intensive probation is a presUmed increase in contact time. 

On the one hand, there is little evidence that reducing caseload leads to 
0

0 

an increase in contact time since the latter is only rarely measured. 

Based upon a statewide study in Georgia showing that the typical probation 

supervisor spends only 19.97. of his or her time on client supervision, one 

could hypothesize that reducing .caseload would be a quite ineffective way 

to increase contact time. l [5] On the other hand, a volunteer program that does 

reduce official caseloads may allow time for a probation officer to concentrate 

upon cli~nts other than those with whom the volunteer is working. It cer.tain1Y 

increases contact time of the client with the volunteer. Likewise, transfer of 

the pre-sentence investigation function to carefully trained aides ·may greatly 

enhance probation officer-client contact time based upon the Georgi'a study's 
:to 

finding that 30.2% of the sup~rvisoT.'s ~ime was spent on investigations. Con-

sequently, it appears that "intensive" should be redefined and that measurement 

emphasis be placed upon contacts rather than caseload (difficult to measure 

in any event--see the discussion in the. Issues Paper). [2) 

Overlay 3 focuses upon the locale for specialized treatment. Two polar 

modes can be recognized--develop~ent of in-house treatment skills (C) or r~ferra1 

to outside sources (D). The former may allow tighter control over treaclnent 

1Th'is finding may not be typical on a geriera1 basis; the site visits 
informally indicated a higher percentage of probation officer time devoted 
to counseling. 
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profiles, client participation, and resource usage; the latter may prevent 

duplication of services and make use of more' highly trained personnel. The 

Des Moines Projectl provod ° 1 es an 1nteresting spectrum as it includes informal 

arrangements for mental health service referrals form I . ' a arrangements for 

staff from the state vocational rehabilitation and employment agencies and a 

community college to work at th b i e pro at on office without expense to the pro-

ject. Also, support from two outside sources for b pro ation officers to 

specialize in alcohol problems in-house, and outside support for a private 

agency to work with probationers with drug problems" " 1S 1ncorporated as well. 

When one reflects upon the diverse groups of spec~al 
~ clients.ranging across 

first-offense misdemeanants, sex offenders, d an retarded offenders, it is 

obvious that ISP may involve many different pro gr a.m sp ec if ics • Likewis e, 

client popUlations may differ in terms of 
demographic attributes, and intelli-

gence. Naturally, the treatment program process in"olves 
V' other elements than 

those highlighted in (C) and (D). Selection of C or D has implications for 

funding level, implicit resourc~ support an~ interagency coordination, organiza-

tional size, and potential effectiveness. 

Overlay 4 attempts to convey two maJ"or alternat~ves and 
~ two variants. 

Path E indicates the use of extra contact .. 
time for developing deeper, more' 

helping relationships which may stab~l~ze h 1 
~ ~ tee ient, lower the revocation 

rate and, in turn, the crime rate. 
In contrast, Path F pO'r-trays increased 

monitoring which by keeping closer track of probat~oner 
~ activities can in-

crease the revocation rate. The revocation of hardened "" I cr1m1na types 

can decrease criminal activity or the threat of revocation enhanced by the 

I 

o r 

A brief description of the projects visited is included as 
the Appendix •. 
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surveillance may deter criminal activity. Path G notes the possibility of 

accomplishing both a helping relationship and increased surveillance by split-

ting the roles. In particular, a volunteer may develop the helping relationship 

while the probation officer plays the ''heavy.'' Path H reflects a dual role 

model in Which both functions operate together in a simple relationship. 
( 

In probation practice, any helping relationship is likely to have some elements 

of the surveillance role in that supervisors or volunteers are obligated to 

report criminal activity of which they become aware. Nonetheless, the dis-
( 

tinct ions among the four alternatives carry considerable conceptual weight in 

ISP projects. 

Overlay 5 contrasts two client/community-oriented modes of operation. 

Path I posits the hiring of aides particularly in tune with client needs and 

to whom clients can more easily relate (e.g., ex-offenders, ghetto residents, 

( 
or age and ethnically matched). Path J involves decentralization of facilities 

to less-threatening neighborhood sites or to facilities not strongly'associated 

with the criminal justice system. Both assume that reduction of hostility 
~ 

( 
toward probation will facilitate development of helping relationships and 

attitude change on the part of the client. These represent two distinct 

1 

ijO t:, t, . 

approaches toward that end. 

( 
Overlay 6 contrasts an attitudinal change model (K) with a behavioral 

change model (L). The attitudinal change path fits with the helping relation- '0 5 !. 

Ii 
j 
i 

ship but not with surveillance; the behavioral model can originate from f~ 
either or both sorts of supervisor-cli:ent relationships. However, this distinc-

tion appears to reflect only part of the difference in perceived means of 
,:0 
... 

helping the client through the relationship. A great variety of ideas 

emerged between helping relationships and client change with confusion in 

causal ordering (e.g., improved self-functioning before or after attitude 
• 

f 
4" .r 

I 
"tID '}. 'A 
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change before or after behavior change). Helping relationships are depicted as j 
i 
1 

0 
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an element in the model, possibly the most'complex one. Subsumed in this small 

"black box" of client change dO i 0 ' are 1St nct10ns among short term, long term, and crisiS 

relationships; between deep, trusting relatipns and transportation to the store; and 

among confrontation tactics f 1 beh 0 I ,orma aV10ra contracts, and supportive approaches. 

Alternatively, one can ferret t I f ou aw en orcement ideology, various'psychological-

rooted theories (self-choi~e, beh 0 dOf , aV10r mo 1 ication, deficient person needing 

guidance, etc.), and social casework approaches. 'Given the lack of formql application 

of these to ISP b th 0 Y e pract1tioners, it would be presumptuous to attempt a detailed 

breakdo~n. However, as a beginning, the categorization shown in Exhibit IV seem.s 

to capture a fair portion of the variations observed in the field. 

Pl:imary 
Focus 

Attitude 

Behavior 

EXHIBIT IV 

CATEGORIZATION OF HELPING RELATIONSHIPS 

Orientation 
... 

Internal to the External to the 
Client Client 

I IX--

ITT IV 

Examples of the four styles of helping relationships displayed were all observed 

on the site visits. The internal orientation focusing on attitudinal change 

(Category I) fits the in-depth trea'tment model. This concept includes a 

volunteer developing a long-term caring relationship with the client, and 

viding both support and a model for attitudinal change and increased self 

pro-

confidence and aspirations. The person's deficiencies are remedied thereby 

changing his attitudes from which other pos~t~'ve 0 f ...... re1n orcements follow. Volunteer 

projects in Ohio's Stark, Summit, and Wayne counties "and in Evansville , 
Indiana fit this style quite well. C ategory II plac~s greater emphasis on 

, . 
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the person's environment to attain attitudinal change in directions commensu-

rate with more acceptable norms. Helping assure social stability, recogni-

zing the importance of community acceptance and support, reducing hostility 

toward the criminal justice system, and the social casework model tend in 

this direction. The community-oriented aide program in Tucson is consistent 

with this focus. Category III, in contrast, emphasizes internally-oriented" 

behavioral changes, from which improved attitude mayor may not follow. The 

notion of an enforceable contract setting forth conditions agreed upon by 

the probationer and the supervisory agency fits this reality-directed emphasis, as 

used in the Michigan four-county project. Finally, the fourth category puts 

stock in environmental influences to increase adaptive behavior. One project 

(Tucson aides) primarily uses environmental manipulations (living conditions, 

job) in conjunction with training programs directed at the entire'criminal 

j1.l:stice community to correct negative behavior of mentally defective 'offenc;l.ers·, 

The "defective person" image is consistent with this category -- obtain 

s~cially tolerable behavior without undue concern about effecting internal 

attitudinal changes. The increased surveillance mode also reflects an external .. 
iD£luence to induce acceptable behavior, 

Overlay 7 shows a common path from employment through increased pe~sonal 

stability leading to improved self-functioning and decreased criminal activity. 

Whatever the attitudinal or behavioral emphasis of the lSP project, this path~ 

way is widely endorsed. It also fits reasonably well coming from successrul 

participation in special treatments sudh as job training (leading to employment), 

and drug treatment. The following differentiation between paths M and N 

reflects different sorts of project goals--M, to reduce post-treatment re-

turn to criminal acti.vity; N, to assUre public safety and obtain support for 
.... 

-.-,~ .... ~~~ ... -~~=-----~.--~ 
~l I 

f 
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use.of pr.obation in lieu of incarceration. Hence, the minimization of new 

criminal activity while on probation is of primary importance; hopefully, 

the probation experience will lead to better prognosis for future behavior 

than will incarceration, but this is of secondary concern. Note the different 

interpretations on outcome measures such as revocation implied by these two 

orientations and Paths E and F (Overlay 4). These are made more difficult 

by the lack of standardiz~d definitions. For instance, in one project the 

revocation rate (return to prison) is lower than the recidivism rate (new 

charges while on probation) I in another it is bigher since chargeable criminal 

activities while on probation (recidivism) are a subset of the causes for 

revocation; in sti.ll another, recidivism means post-release offenses (arrests, 

convictions, or whatnot as measured in some locale). As Paths E-F, and M-N, 

indicate, interpretation of the desirability of high or low revocation rates 

can be in opposite directions. 
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Model I does not attempt to convey the richness of the specialized treat­

ment element simply because that appears beyond the present scope, and indeed, 

beyond the scope of many ISP projects. Included in this category might be 

general and advanced educational programs, job training, drug and alcohol 

programs, drunk driver projects, individual and group psychotherapy at various 

levels of depth, and other programs oriented toward resolution of special 

problems. Very often probationers participate on a referral basis, som~t'imes 

their performance is held to be confidential from the probation agency, and 

usually the treatment details are not within the control of the probatio~ agency. 

~ient Change Models 

the array of alternative. paths to get to some approximation of the out-
. 

come of reduced client recidivism from the pragmatic steps of helpful counsel-

ing, service program success, and client employment is baffling. As indicated 

" 
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in Model I, there appear to be at least three notable intermediate elements 

involved; improved 'self-functioning, attitude change, and behavioral change 

(making the assumption that decreased criminal activity is a straightforward, 

logical precursor of decreased recidivism). As discussed under '~rominent 

Alternative Paths" one can distinguish attitudinal and behavioral foci, each 

oriented internally or externally, to lead the client toward the non-criminal, 

socially acceptable lifestyle. It is interesting in addition to contrast· a 

few of the specific causal.linkages postulated in ISP projects that were 

visited. 

To begin, the most straightforward behavioral approach, as reflected in 

the Tucson-mentally deficient proj ec t, appears in Exhibit V. The notion of 

client correction of behavioral deficiencies leading to improved self image 

is entailed in the Orlando project. 

In contrast, the following views portray attitudinal changes as occurring 

prior to behavioral changes. The straightforward attitudinal·change model 

represented in the Atlanta project is reflected in Exhibit VI. The 

Michigan project modeled in Exhibit VII shows the plausible reversibility and 

combination Of these t;~~lusa1 linkages. In this presumed model, a change (albeit 

temporary) in life style precedes an increased sense of autonomy leading to 

behavioral change. In Atlanta, goals wen! to cJ:tange before life style, but 

also note that Atlanta's "more realistic"goais may be somewhat oppos'ed to 

the "increased sense of autonomy" of the Michigan project.· On the other hand~ 

both seem to include some element of "more socially approved" goals. 

The Michigan and St. Louis projects can be characterized as placing 

emphasis upon external forces to motivate the increased sense of autonomy 

and awareness of socially acceptable alternatives from which to choose. The 

New York City; Columbus, Ohio; and Cambridge proj ects emphasize internal .. ; 

motivation as the key to acquisition of such skills via enhanced self-respect. 

---~~-~- ---
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EXHIBIT V 

STRAIGHT BEHAVIORAL APPROACH TO CLIENT CHANGE 

Counseling 

+ 
Service Programs 

~ 
Behavior Improved Client 

+ 
Reduced Recidivism 

EXHIBIT VI 

STRAIGHT ATTITUDINAL APPROACH TO CLIENT CHANGE 

Counseling 

+ 
More Realis tic Goals 

+ 
Changed Value System • .. New Life Style • Reduced Recidivism 

EXHIBIT VII 

COMBINED ATTITUDINAL AND BEHAVIORAL APPROACH TO CLIENT CHANGE 

• 

Employment 

+ Temporary 

Surveillance • Improvement in Life Style • Increased Sense of Autonomy 

~ 
Decreased Anti-Social Behavior 

.. 
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A great difficulty in elaborating differences among the formulations of 

• client-change encountered in the Interventions Papers is the variability and ( 
lack of precision in terminology. [1] . It is extremely difficult to determine 

the significance of differences as one shades from increased self-expectations 

( to increased self-respect, self-functioning, personal responsibility, ability 

to cope with problems and emotions, and better client selection of lawful , 

options. Exh~bit VIII, depicting the Stark et·al. Counties, Ohio, project 

( demonstrates incorporation of several stages of client change. Obviously 

self-~unctioning (under whatever label) is implicit in this chain. By and 

large, it appears that the several distinctions raised could be largely 

( explained as points of emphasis rather than real operationally important 

differences, 

The current state of the conceptual understanding of probation-induced 

( change processes is primitive. Rather than belaboring the many distinctions 

• noted in the ISP projects, it seems more fruitful to attempt to generalize 

to the level of attitudinal versus behavioral and internally versus externally-

( oriented emphases. Translation of the alternative conceptualizations to 

carefully operationalized program differences with predictions of measurable 

aifferences is strongly needed. For instance, the matter of raising o.r 

c lowering self-expectations as a programmatic step offers strong contrast, 

as does the distinction between attempting to increase rather than decrease 

revocations as an element in an effective ISP operation. Until conclusions 

( can be drawn about clear distinctions such as the~e, attention to fine nuances 

in ISP process conceptualizations appears unwarranted. 
• 

Measurement 

{' . 
While measurement problems have been alluded to, the fundamental issues' 

\ 

concerning precise definition of the functional elements and their-measurement 
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Exhibit VI.II 

A 1.10RE COHPLEX MODEL OF CLIENT CHANGE 

co

1
unseli

1 
Basic 

Service .. 
Met 

Program 

Needs 

+ 
Attitudes, Goal&, and Values More Socially Acceptable 

+ Socially Acceptable Behavior • Success F~periences 

+ Less Desire to Commit Crime .. 
New Lif e Style 

+ Reduced Recidivism 

, 
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remain paramount. Recalling the caveat of the previous chapter that the ability 

to measur e outcomes is essential before it is reasonable to engage in process 

measurement, it is nonetheless crucial to be able to measure the process elements 

in order to understand what causes the project outcomes. Indeed, the previous 

discussion of various alternative functional paths within ISPre-emphasizes 

the need for sound measurement to compare the efficacy of alternative concepts 

(measurement both to ensure that the path is completed and to guage the output 

from it). Toward this end, Exhibit III sets forth definitional variations for 

the most significant ~lements (or levels of measurement), typical measurements 

emp~oyed in the ISP projects visited, potentially desirable measurements, and 

h h 1 t Note also 'tha t sundry issues relat-critical issues associated wit t e ~ emen • 

ing . to given elements are mentioned in Exhibit III despite the fac t that they 

overlap categories. For instance, measures of volunteer-client relationships 

are included under volunteer as a focal heading. 

One process measuremen t area deservl."ng of special attention is that of 

caseload/workload. In many intensive probation projects the main process objec­

tive is to increase the amount of probation supervision provided clients, pre­

sumably through 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 projects reviewed in the literature search for the Issues Paper 

on.ISP, caseload was estimated by the simple formula: [2] 

Average 
Caseload 

Average Total Number of Active Cases 
Number of Probation Supervisors 

• 

C> 

However, problems did arise in defining elements of the formula. One problem, 

the definition of the number of supervisors,. arises in projects which make 
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extensive use of volunteers, specialized personnel, interns, or paraprofessionals. 

If these auxiliary personnel are counted equally with regular supervisors, the 

1 d "II b "1 dl."n ly lo'~ On the other hand, volunteers do av :~rag e cas e oa Wl. e m·l.S ea g ... 

"" 
provide services that mayor may not lessen the workload for regular supervisors. 

None of the projects reviewed appeared to have a satisfactory solution to this 

estimation problem, though one did attempt to record the level of volunteer 

activity by tabulating the number of hours worked by volunteers. 

" Another problem of definition arises in determining the number of active 

cases. At any given time the number of cases nominal~y assigned to a supervision 

unit typically includes a numb.er of clients who have absconded or are other-

wise not receiving active supervision. Thus, the number of cases assigned to 

probation is somewhat larger than the number actually receiving supervision. 

In an ef£cirt to adjust to such cases, many proj ects measured active cases as the 

number of assi"gned cases that had not been classified as absconded/committed 

~r otherwise officially inactive. However, less' formally inactive cases usually 

remain in the measured caseload--Des Moines did separately count "paper" 

'caseioad, those requiring no substantial probation supervision. Of course, 

all active cases do not require or receive equivalent attention. 

Several interesting perspectives on caseload measurement emerged from 

the .Issues Paper and merit reiteration here. [2] A more sophisticated approach 

is-the workload scheme employed in one Pennsylvania study. [6] Supervisor 

workload in that study was a~sumed proportional to the number of required 

probationer contacts per month. Thus, cases required to report only monthry 

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 

" 
"" 
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idea is the classification scheme which was used in a project operating in 

Kentucky. Cases were classified as requiring "maximum, II "medium, ". or '"'minimum'" 

supervision, and workload was measured as a weighted sum of such cases. [7J 

Again, the validity of the measurement rests on the accuracy of the classifica-

tiona Another workload issue is how to account for non-superviso~y activities 

of probation officers. Presentence investigations, management of volunteers, 

and similar activities can consume substantial officer time. The American 

Correctional Association's Study on Standards and Goals has recommended that 

presentence inves tiga tions be counted as five cases in determining caseload. 

[8] However, only a few of the reports, evaluations~ or studies repor'c(c'1'J in 

the Issues Paper used such a measurement standard. [2] In fact, only a few 

of the studies employed any estimation scheme to adjust for non-supervision 

duties. 

Case Contact/Supervision Measures 

Ev~n though caseload is the variable project managers can most easily 

manipulate in intensive special probation problems, it is at best only an in­

direct measure of the quantity of supervision provided clients. Thus, it is 

natural that projects sho~ld seek to obtain more direct measures of the super-: 

. vis ion provided. 

The proj£cts studied in the Interventions Papers and the Issues Paper 

included many attempts to keep statistics on the amount of supervision 

provided--typically by logging the amount of conH:act between the supervisor 

and individuals connected with the case. [1,2] 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 authors report that 

they consider the number of contacts a very ~ruidequate measure. Typical 

is Adams, Chandler, and Nel.· thercutt '~s h comment t at use of the number of contacts, 

.. I 
I 
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" not only failed to deal with quality but provided a poor measure of 

quantity ..... " r 4] 

Beyond this conceptual problem with the number of contacts as a process 

measure, there are obvious Questions of the reliability of the mnnbers reported. 

Overworked probation officers might be expected to skimp on the "paperwort.;" 

of logging contacts~ Reliability is particularly troublesome in att~mpting 

to draw comparisons between different probation programs wherein the officers 

recording contacts have differential interest in the statistics collected 

and the evaluation obj ec tives'. 

To obtain at least a better indication of the quantity of contact, a 

few studies have augmented records on the number of contacts with statistics 

on the 'time of contact. While such statistics may be better measures of the 

quantity of contact, they are still subject to all the reliability concerns 

just mentioned. In fac t, the problems may be more serious because the record-

keeping burden on probation offic~rs is greater and because officers might 

feel the need to make sure that all their on-duty hours are counted. 

Only two of the projects reviewed for the Issues Paper reported any serious 

attempts to measure the quality of the 5 up erv is ton provided probationers. [2J 

Both these studies employed a survey of supervisor and client opinion about 

various dimensions of the effectiveness of supervision. While both studies 

appeared to gain useful information from 'the surveys, it does not appear 

feasible to use such surveys on any large scale. [4,9-] 

Concerning other process measurement issues, relatively little has been 

-done. It is thus inappropriate to attempt detailed discussion of such iss~es 

as how to measure client change, usage of community referral services and 

their effectiveness, and attitudinal change by client or community. Exhibit 

~l 

III summarizes information on such matters based upon the site visits conducted. 
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To conclude, it may be useful to review certain of the major assumptions 

more-or-Iess implicit in the ISP process mode~s. Some of these are quite basic 

and relatively untestable, others are liable to experimental study. In any 

, , 

event, all appear quite generally across ISP projects and merit consideration. 

1) Host all of the proj ects opera!~E': under a "pro-probation" bias, 
assuming that it is a desirable and viable approach to corrections. 

2) Probation is a suf'ficiently strong treatment to alter client attitudi­
nal and behavioral patterns developed over ::-. lifetime. 

3) Increased contact time between probation staff and clients favorably 
affects the development of more helpful relationships. 

4) Increased contact time between probation staff and clients increases 
the level of client monitoring 

5) The helping and surveillance roles are separab+e. 

6) Helping relationships promote client self-functioning, socialization, 
and success in attaining a crime-free lifestyle. 

7) Increased surveillance may lead to increased revocation. 

8) Obt~ining and maintaining employment is vital to client stabilization 
and development of self-functioning abilities. 

To the extent that any of these assumptions can be effectively challenged, 

rather substantial revisions in the ISP conceptual models would result. 

• 

- ~------~-----------~-----------
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CHAPTER IV 

RECOMMENDAT IONS 

The operational definition of "intensive" probation should reflect contact 

character, not caseload. Measures such as number, time, quality, and type, 

of contact are suitable because increased contact is the central conceptual 

element of intensive probation. This is not assured by caseload reduction, 

which is difficult to measure in a defensible manner anyway, an~ is potential-

ly enhanced by the use of volunteers, specialists, aides, etc., which may 

well not reduce caseload (by most measures). Caseload measurement should 

be abandoned as a process measure unto itself, serving as the criteria for 

intensiveness of probation processes. It is most useful as a workload 

balancing instrument for internal proj ect management use. 

The establishment of suitable comparison groups is essential to obtain 

interpretable evaluations of the relative success of ISP projects, as 

discussed in the consideration of Model II in Chapter II. Since such 

research designs are costly and difficult to accomplish and many ISP 

personnel are more concerned with and better trained for service than 

research, relatively few such project studies should be supported. 

those supported should be done to maximize the research objective, 

But: , 

utilizing the most powerful experimental designs possible, and clearly 

marked "research." Other ISP proj ects should not be burdened with many 

, measurement requirements, only those sufficient to provide themselves 

with formative feedback to better the project and to assure appropriate 

expenditure of funds. Evaluation of such non-experimental projects' 

should be conducted at a simple level to determine ISP process models 

for further examination in a more thoroughly experimental context. 
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There is little justification for the present attempted merger of the 

service and research functions that burdens the service staff without 

commensurate research utility. 

3. Expenditure of resources on careful process measurement without adequate 

outcome ~easures is not supportable. Without a sense 'of the degree of 

ou tcome success of a yroj ec t it is meaningless to attempt to unravel the 

complexity of factors ~ontributing to the outcomes. 

4. Standardization of outcome measures from project to project would be 

highly desirable to provide some elementary basis for comparison. Such 

-measures must be chosen to include sufficient flexibility to adapt to 

individual project circumstances. 

5. "Revocation" is a particularly poor outcome measure conceptually and 

cannot be recommend~d for use as the sole index of decreased criminal 

activity. There is ambiguity as to w.lether an increase or a decrease 

in revocation rate (incarceration for violation of probation conditions) 

is desirable. Differgnt ISP perspectives postulate either increased or 

decreased revocation rates as salient steps toward reduction of criminal 

activity. Multiple measures of crimina~ activity/recidivism would be 

highly desirable, given potential biases in any particular one that 
I 

can be countered in many cases by one of the other measures. Specifi­

cally, the additonal cost in collecting both arrest and conviction records 
• 

on probationers is probably justifiable. Records should be disaggregated 

'by type of crime and time of occurrence since entry into probation. In 

addition, it would be highly des·irable to obtain similar data for post­

release, if possible. implying the utility of a criminal information 
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system suitable for tracking. Full implementation of the OBTS/CCH components 

of. LEAA's Computerized Data Systems program should facilitate obtaining 

such data. 

o 

o 

o 

• 
• 
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6. It would be advantageous to have a set of s.tandard suggested process 

measures promulgated by LEAA. These might include a standard fiscal 

format; community attitude survey protocols; simple operational scales 

to allow probation officers to record type of client contact; and psy­

chological test instruments to tap stability, socialization, and attitude 

change. Development could draw upon local devices and standard testing 

instruments. 

7. Requirement for LEAA grant applicants to prepa~e a simple conceptual 

model along the lines of those prepared on the site visits and reported 

in the Interventions Papers could usefully direct attentio.n to process 

weaknesses for improvement. [lJ 

8. And, to close on an academic note, research appears to b~ particularly 

needed on the following issues: 

a. When can client-change leading toward reduced criminal activity 

be best accomplished through attitude-change focused approaches? 

When through behavioral approaches?' Under what circumstances 

does an internally-oriented approach work better than an 

externally-oriented, environmental manipulation strategy to 

secure desired, crime-free life styles in clients? Under 

what circumstances does the combination of both approaches 

work best? 

b. Is community acceptance effective in fostering successful proba-

tioner outcmnes, and, if so, under what conditions can this be 

most effectively obtained? 

c. Under what circumstances are particular programs such as volunteer 

and para-professional programs useful? Toward what outcomes? 

d.· What are appropriate client selection criteria for admission into 

specialized treatment programs2 Which of these programs contribute 

to successful probationer outcomes? 
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e. When and how does one decide between development of in-house 

specialized service capaBilities, deyeiopment of support for 

referral resources, and use of available community resources? 

f. What alternative formulations most satisfactorily depict the 

client-change processes involved in ISP? What testable differ­

ential predictions do alternative conceptual models yield? - Are 

undirectiona1 causal models too unrealistic to describe such 

a complex process of human change? 

g. When is separatiou of the helping relationship from the author-

itarian role effective? 
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APPENDIX 

PROJECT SITE VISIT SUMHARIES 

Project 

Anne Arundel County 

Atlanta 

'Baltimore - narcotics 

Description 

Anne Arundel County Impact Probation Pro­
ject, Anne Arundel County, Maryland (Balti~ 
more suburban areas) 

The core of the Anne Arundel probation pro­
ject is an attempt to build a mo~e inte~­
sive relationship between probatlon offlcers 
and clients, primarily through reduced case­
loads. - This intensive relationship is as­
sumed to be reflected in increased client 
sense of agent's caring, and in increas:d 
client success in employment and comrnunlty 
treatment programs. The additional coop: r -
ation between units of the crim~nal jUS~lCe 
system as a part of Anne Arundel ~ounty s 
breaking and entering program asslst~ th: 
probation officer in his work by mak~-r:g In­
formation more readily available to hlm. 

Georgia Citizens Action Program for Co~rec­
tions headquartered in Atlanta, Georgla . 
Comrnu~ity offices in each of 42 judicial 
circuits of the State 

The project consists of8 progra~ ~reas, 
one of which is intensive supervlSlon. 
There are essentially three pathways. 
Citizen volunteers work with probationers 
in an attempt to increase thei~ soc~aliza~ion. 
Adding probation officers provldes lntenslve 
supervisors who can provide personal coun­
seling, provide employment assistance~ and· 
increase surveillance. However, the lncr:ase 
in surveillance also increases incarcerat:on. 
The third pathway through the system'pr~vldes 
for more and better pre-sentence investlga-
tions. 

High Impact Intensive Supervision, Narcotics 
Unit Project, Baltimore, Maryland 

part of Baltimore's 
It provides in­

to a client group 
impact crimes and 

The Narcotics Unit is a 
High Crime Impact program. 
tensive probation services 
who have a history of both 

10 
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Ealtimore - team 

• 

Brockton 

drug use, and who are convicted he fore 
the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. The 
Unit is located within the Maryland Divi­
sion of Parole and Probation. The inter-­
vention diagram for the Narcotics Unit 
strongly reflects the specialization of th~ 
Unit's activities to drug offenders. Pro­
vision of funds for frequent urinalyses, 
specialization of probation agents on drug 
offenders counseling, and reduced caseloads' 
are assumed to combine in Rroducing a 
unique treatment relationship between the 
probation agent and the probationer. This 
relationship is characterized by increased 
ability of the agent to confront the client 
with his problems. 

Intensive Differentiated Supervision of 
Impact Parolees and rrobationers, Baltimore, 
Maryland 

The basic purpose of the project is to 
prov~de intensive supervision of youthful 
impact offenders. A team approach to in­
tensive supervision is used. This approach 
assures that the client will always be able 
to contact some agent familiar with his 
case and provides for cross pollinization 
of ideas as well as specialization on the 
part of individual agents. That is, each 
team may contain one agent speciclizing in 
drug rehabilitation, another in job train­
ing, etc. The reduced caseloads (approxi­
mately 20 per agent) permit increased com­
munity contacts and more time to be spent 
with the client learning his needs. This 
in turn makes it possible to provide the 
clien't with suitable employment opportuni­
ties and other referral services and through 
employment that the client ~vill build his 
self image and esteem, and change his expec­
tations, all of which are expected to yield 
a reduction in the client's criminal activity. 

Model Probation/C.A.S.E. Project (also 
known as Youth Offender Program), Brockton, 
Massachusetts 

The project promotes individualized case 
management through expanded screening and 
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Cambriage 
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Columbus 

Denver 

evaluation, assists in the development of 
community referral resources, and encourages 
'the implementation of service plans. The Pro­
ject's,offender target population is defined as 
young adult recidivists, who have been arreste4 
for three or more jailable offenses and sub­
stance abusers. The Project has two elements. 
The evaluator-implementers interview probation~ 
ers, assess their needs, prepare a treatment ~ 
plan, make referrals, act as surrogate proba­
tion officers, and follow-up client progress, 
essentially in that order. The consultants pro­
vide high level assistance to judges, the eval­
uator-implementers, outside agencies, former 
offenders, and families of offenders. 

Model Adult Probation Project: Assessment, 
Classification, and Management of Probationers, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts. . 

The program of assessment and classi­
fication attempts to systematically 
examine every offender assigned to the 

·probation. office for supervision.. . 
The "Project" is actually a probat1.on a1.d~~ 
addition. The probation aides prepare soc1.al 
histories a~u conduct the Jesness Inventory. 
This leads to a better needs assessment and a 
more appropriate assignment of probationers 
to supervision. 

Volunteers in Probation: One-to-One Adult 
Program, headquartered in Columbus, Ohio. 
Serves Franklin County, Ohio 

O~e-to-One functions as a resource to the 
Franklin County Probation Department. As such. 
it does not reduce caseload, but do~s provide 
auxiliary' services through its volunteers. 
The primary emphasis is for the volunteer to 
perform concrete actions to assist the proba­
.tioner and to provide emotional support as 
appropriate. Major project staff activities 
are recruiting volunteers, stimulating refer­
rals of probationers to the project, matching 
volunteers and clients, and supervising the 
volunteer/client relati9nship. 

Probation Intensive Supervision Program .. 
Denver Colorado 

Denver's Intensive Supervision has two central 
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Evansville 

and related approaches to achieving reduced 
recidivism i'n probation clients. One element· 
is a more intensive supervision of clients 
m3de possible by reducing caseloads and expert 
training of project staff. This more intense, 
supervision is assumed to lead to an improved' . 
relatiol)ship between 'the probation officer and. 
his clj,'cnt which, in time, produce's increases 
in a client's self-expectations. The second 
major element of the Denver program is decen­
tralization of operations to three neighbor­
hood centers. Decentralization is presumed 
to lead to decreased community and client hos­
tility toward probation and to improved place­
ment of clients in community service programs 
as a result of more intimate officer knowledge 
of the programs. 

Comprehensive Community Corrections Program 
for Des Moines, Iowa (Polk County, plus serves 
15 neighboring counties of the Fifth Judicial 
District) 

This probation program is one component of an 
administratively unified comprehensive community 
corrections program. The probation program is 
pragmatic in orientation with rehabilitation 
a secondary aim to maintaining community sa fety 
and correctional effectiveness while replacing 
incarceration by probation to a maximum feasible 
level. Maintaining employment, improving client 
functioning, and close personal counseling and 
supervision serve to keep down ~ecidivism levels. 
Careful measurement of activities and outcomes 
with strong support for evaluation efforts is an 
outstanding feature of the program. 

Volunteers in Probation Project (Court Counsel­
ing Program) for Vanderburgh Circuit Court, 
Evansville, Indiana 

The volunteer program supplements the Adult 
Probation Office's service capabilities. The 
volunteer program staff of two operates from 
an old home adjacent to the University of 
Evansville campus (the University administers 
the program as subcontractor to the Circuit 
Court) • 

One-to-one volunteer efforts are primarily intended 
to offer friendly support and assistance to proba­
tioners; in addition, they provide for increas~d 

·levels of supervisory contact. The second sort of 
,service is that provided directly by the staff in 
the areas of supportive counseling, community 
service referrals, and job placement. 
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Volunteer Probation Counselor Program, Lincoln, 
Nebraska 

The principal theme is the utilization of community 
volunteer probation counselors in a one-to-one re­
lationship with clients thus emphasizing increased 
responsibility and acceptable behavior patterns by 
the client. Clients and volunteers are assigned 
according to several factors including common interests, 
client needq , and volunteer training and capabilities. 
N~ site visit was made to Lincoln, Nebraska. 

Mutual Objectives Program, State of Michigan 
(4 counties) 

The Mutual Objectives Program is one of two experimental 
programs implemented by the State of Michigan in an 
effort to increase the use of probation as a.sentence 
in felony cases without reducing public safety. The 
program is being implemented in four selected counties 
in Michigan, and the companion probation subsidy pro­
gram is being implemented in four other counties. 
The central concept on which the l1utual Objectives 
Program is based is one of using a legally enforceable 
contract, negotiated between the prubation officer and 
the probation client, as a device for bringing about 
a temporary improvement in the client's life style; 
The·contract is assumed to produce such a change by 
placing increased pressure for compliance on the client 
and forcing more detailed supervision by the probation 
officer. Once a temporary change in client's life 
styles has been achieved, it is assumed that clients 
will tend .to raise their personal aspirations and, 
ultimately, reduce their criminal activity. 

Harlem Probation Project, New York City, New York 
(Harlem section) 

The Harlem Probation Project is an effort by the 
New York City Probation Department in cooperation 
with Harlem Teams Incorporated (a community action 
organization) and Harlem Public Hospital. The central 
element of the Harlem Probation project is probation 
supervision through teams consisting of indigenous 
para-protessionals under the supervision of a proba­
tion officer and housed in neighborhood centers. This 
concept offers a series of direct benefits as a con­
sequence of the special knowledge of the indigenous 
para-professionals and the improved attitudes engender­
ed by the neighborhood office location. The probation 
team gains increased familiarity ~.,ith community ser­
vices in· the area and thus makes improved referrals; 
an increasingly honest relationship is developed 
between the para-professional and the client because 

°1" d" probation personnel are not so eaSl y conne . 
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Adult Community Services, Burglary Offender Project, 
headquartered in Salem, Oregon with offices and 
operations in Astoria, Albany, Bend, and Baker, Oregon. 

The basic purpose of the Project is to provide for in­
tensive supervision of adult burglary offenders and 
for enchanced referral service for these offenders. 
Project funds provided for hiring additional proba-
tion officers so that the maximum caseload on the pro­
ject would be 35 active clients, 5 inactive, and J pre­
sentence investigations per month. Project funds also 
provided for obtaining referral services in t~o of the 
cities. The general philisophy of the Project is that 
the reduced caseloads will permit a better determination 
of referral needs, increased client rapport and trust 
and increased availability of rzferral services. 

Office of Court Alternatives -- Misdemeanant Proba­
tion Project, Orange County, Orlando, Florida 

The Office of Court Alternatives in Orlando is one of 
five projects funded to replicate the Des Moines pro­
ject. The complete program includes pre-trial diversion 
and supervised release components as well as misdemeanant 
probation. The central thread is a "deficient person" 
model, i.e., a model which assumes a person violates the 
law because of defects and weaknesses in his character 
or life style which can be corrected through proper 
tra~ning and counseling. The provision of intensive 
probation service is assumed to help correct deficiencies 
in a number of ·ways. First~ the availability of pre­
sentence inves~igations provides better diagnosis of 
deficiencies. Second, additional counseling resources 
provide more referrals to employment and treatment re­
source~ .. Finally, increased counseling resources pro­
vide the opportunity for more careful monitoring ot 
probationer progress in corrective programs--especially 
those specified in court probation orders. 

Intensive Services Unit (ISU) , Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

The ISU serves the City and County of Philadelphia. 
Clients are adult probationers and short-sentence 
parolees who are sex offenders or who are stipulated 
by the judge as needing psychiatric treatment. The 
ultimate goal is to reduce recidivism of sex offenders 
and persons placed on psychiatric probation. This is 
to be achieved by providing intensive and specialized 
treatment. A unique feature of the Project is a trained 
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San Jose 

Stark et al. 
Counties, Ohio 

Assessment Team, which helps identity c~ient needs 
ar,d devise treatment strategies. Probation officers 
are trained in psycho-social skil~s. As a result 
of both of these, treatment is more in-depth than 
that received under regular probation . 

Differential Diagnosis and Treatment Program, 
San Jose, California 

This project is a county wide project located in 
Santa C~ara County, California, mainly an urban area. 
The project is essentially aimed at effective organi­
zational changes. Ultima~ely it is hoped that such 

'changes will result in a reduction in recidivism. 
The organizational changes were accomplished by creating 
the following units or systems: 

1-

2. 

3. 

4·. 

5. 

A Court Information ~ervices System - This 
system is designed to provide quick turnaround 
to the court on court requested information. 
Its primary focus has been preparing pre­
sentence investigations for drunk drivers. 
Volunteer Pro.gram - This activity is aimed at 
recruiting and training volunteers to assist 

. probation officers. 
Resources Program - This program is directed 
towards improving the use of community and 
private referral services; a handbook of refer­
ral services has been developed. 
Diagnostic Testing and' Evaluation - This activity 
is concerned with identifying and coordinating 
psychological services for clients. 
Caseload Management System - This system, when 
ope~ational, will permit caseload assignments 
to be made on tne basis of projected time demands. 
The system will also permit P.O. 's to specify 
the type of specialized caseloads they prefer. 

Ohio Governor's Region 10 Probation Rehabilitation 
Activities Project, Stark, Summit, and Wayne Counties. 
Ohio. 

The project consists of two individual components -
use of volunteers and specialized treatment for al­
coholic offenders - operating in three counties in Ohio. 
The two components do not interact functionally. The 
De-Tox prog~am emphasizes a medical approach to the 
alcoholic offender. Both medical treatment and counsel­
ing are provided in a controlled environment for 2~ 
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days. Through this means the offender is to become 
aware and understand'his or her alcohol problem. 
The volunteer component was conceived as a means of 
augmenting the ,services of the respective probation 
departments and increasing citizen support. Specifi­
cally, volunteers are requested when the probation 
officer perceives that the additional time, attention, 
or services that a volunteer can provide would be 
beneficial to the probationer. The numerical size 
of the probation officer's caseload is viewed as pre­
venting him/her from providing such treatment. 

Intensive Supervision Services Project, City of 
'St. Louis, Missouri 

The Project provides intensive probation and parole su­
pervision to adults identified as requiring intensive 
supervision. In Phase I, neighborhood offices ,were 
established, two new supervision uni'ts and one inves­
tigative unit were organized, and emphasis was placed 
on high impact street crimes with initial use of 
volunteers in support of staff personnel. In Phase 11 
the program was extended to reduction of caseloads 
tor intensive supervision and a client classification 
system used to determine the amount of supervision 
to be given to each client. Impact street crimes still 
received primary emphasis. Phase III expanded the 
scope of treatment to non-impact offenders that y]ere 
classified as requiring intensive supervision. Com-

'munity resource units or contacts were established to 
provide better staff and community relationships and 
to make better use of ('offii1lUnity resources. The program 
was continued with state funds after the, termination 
of federa~ funds. The caseload is no longer as con­
centrated on intensive cases but clients are still 
classified. Increased use of volunteers in support 
of staff handling of caseloads is being emphasized. 

Adult Probation Aides Project, Tucson, Arizona 

In addition to the regular probation program, there is 
a program using probation aides. Activities of the 
probation aides are intedned to relieve probation 
officers of their duties so that probation officers 
will have an increase in 'the amount of time they may 
spend in contact with probationers. This relief is 
accomplished in three ways. The probation aides serve 
as ambassadors in the community increas~ng the ease of 
relationships in that area. The probation aides assist 
in preparing PSI's re~oving the requirement that the P.O.'s 
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complete the task in its entirety. The probation 
aides provide support services such as transporting 
probatione~s to further relieve probation officers. 

Special Services Project for Mental~y Deficient 
Offenders, Tucson, Arizona 

The additional tunas permitted the Pima C~unty Adult 
Probation office to establish a project to provide 
sp~cial services to MID probationers. The project 
staff consists of a director, a coordinator of rehabili­
tation services, a job developer, and two probation 

. counselors. Through a series of tests the MID pro­
bationer is identified. His needs are established 
by interview with a counselor and the type of contact 
(frequency and intpnsity) establiShed. Through tne 
case supervlsion intervention proces? the counselor 
gains insight into the client's behavior and its causes. 
The counselor attempts to reinforce those aspects of 
the client.' s behavior that are positive and through 
environmental manipulation (employment, training, and 
improved· living conditions) attempts to correct negative 
behavior. Although the primary purpose of the project 
is to provide special services for MID offenders, the 
project staff has also conducted training programs for 
police and probation officers and is concerned with the 
indoctrination of the entire criminal justice community 
in the special problems of the MID offender. 
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and outcome measures. are then pres,ente,d, The outcome, measures include an¥ 

CHAPTER IV analysis ot cost tha,t may' nave been conducted. LastlY'l the findi.ngs are pres,ented. 

MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION ISSUES Th.e Exhibi,t was cQ11l.piled oy revi'ewing evaluation reports from recent 

( 
In Chapter III the problems and controversies which affect the design and 

projects involvtng intensive or special probation of adult offenders, The reports 

selected were those whi,ch had been obtained fly Georgia Tech through the literature 
operation of intensive special probation programs were presented and discussed. 

, , 

Attention centered on the theoretical justification for various types of pr.oba .... 
search outlined in Chapter .1. Thus, they do not represent any sort of scientific 

" 

example, but it is believed that they do span the range of probation evaluation 
tion progJ;ams" and on past findings which tend to s,upport or refute those justifi-

and measurement practice in the United States, It is also important to note that 
cations. 

the entries in Exhibit IV-I 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 certainly cases where project methods were misinterpreted. Similarly, 
become important after the general form of a proposed project has been defined 

'( 
(e.g., use of volunteers, hiring 'a community services coordinator~ adding proba-

tion supervisors to reduce caseload, etc.), In order to maintain proper manage-

any erroneous or self-serving remarks in the evaluations would probably not have 

been detected because no attempt was made to verify the reliability of the data 

or analyses presented in the reports. Such independent verification is an 
ment control of the project, some scheme is usually 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) 

are a consequence of the project rather than of some extraneous influences. Process Measures 

Numerous methodological questions arise in devising and implementing such schemes. One important class of measures of probation projects includes those which 

This section discusses what measures have been proposed and which have document the process or activities of the project.' Such process measures do not 

actually been implemented,in dealing with these methodological questions. Frequent measure the impact of the project on the probationers, surrounding community, or 

=( references will be made to the summary of evaluations shown in Exh1bit IV-I. the society as a whole, but they do provide valuable information concerning what 

The material in Exhibit IV-I is greatly abbreviated to enable as much information ~akes place in the course of the project. First, process measures serve as the 

transfer as is possible in a compact manner. The first portion of the Exhibit basis of day. to day proJect management. For example, the numbers of different 

=c refers to identifying information. The project description discusses the modes sorts of activities provide managers with information about appropriate staff 

operandi in a very few short statements. The evaluation design indicates the assignments. In addition, process measures play an important role in longer. 

baseline for comparison and the methods used in the evaluation. The process terms review and evaluation of proj~cts. Before it can be claimed that a project 
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PROJECT TITLE: 

. 
. ·.~~_·;\'-t._· ::-'~l~:, """,,-." ~,~_"". ",._ " • 

EXHIBIT'IV - 1 
SUMMARY OF EVALU~TIONS 

LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Volunteers in Probation Delaware Delaware Council on Crime 
and Justice, Inc. 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

163 volunteers 

SPONSOR: 

LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

. Unknown 

EVALUATOR: 

Division of Adult 
Corrections 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

8-74 through 7-75 

CODE: 

DL-l 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

No comparisons drawn. Provide a one-to-one volunteer counsel­
ing relationship designed to assist 
the state probation staff. Selection: Low risk cases predominantl 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Number of volunteers compared to number 
of clients available. 

Interv{ew data from judges, volunteers, 
DCCJ, and Department of Pardons and 
Parole concerning project merits. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION ~~~ MEASUREMENT: 

Evaluation unable to determine the project's effectiveness in reducing crime 
i:mproving :the criminal justice system, adaptability to other jurisdictions, 
ihdi~ations of achievement, and ability to demonstrate cost-effectiveness. 
Difficulties in coordination between DCCJ and the D,epartment of Probation and 
Parole and the Municipal Court. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Intensive Supervis~on 
Project 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

75-100 

LOCATION: 

Florida 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

9030 total cases within 
year 

ADHINISTERING AGENCY: 

Florida Parole and Probation 
Connnission 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

11-71· through· 11-72 
.--

~-----------------4--------~------------~------__ -------------SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
LEAA Project Staff, assistance 

from Florida State Univ. 
FL-1", 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Measure whether success of high risk 
parolee and probationers ~s improved 
by reducing case10ads. 

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, and 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 chRr­
acteristics of two groups were exten~ 
sive1y c~mpared to assess comparability 
of groups. 
Analysis restricted to 1500 c~ses 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 
asconding. 

Cost: not'ana1yzed~ 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

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 

t~ document character. 

1-00. ; 
truly not have otherwise been on probation 
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EXHIBIT IV - I, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STP..FF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

0·-

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

FL-l, Cont'd. 

~--------------~-----------a--------~--------------------
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

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 - I, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Probation and Parole 
Reorganization 

LOCATION: 

Kentucky 

'-

I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Kentucky Department of 
Corrections 

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~s; 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 
supervi~ion levels and pre-sentence 
reports: 'measured actual point load of 
officers;. starting salaries average 
education levels. \ 

Fiscal year 1974 (second 
year of two) ~ 

CODE: 

KY-l 

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. 
With advent of a Kentucky Criminal Justice Information System, statistics regard­
ing inactive cases may include information heretofore unavailable, therefore 
they emphasize active caseload recidivism rates only. 
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EXH~BIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Intensive Supervision - Baltimore, Maryland 
High Impact Narcotics 

Baltimore, Maryland Divisior· 
of Parole and Probation 

OffendpT!'l 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

7 

NU}ffiER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

Experimental group average< 10-73 through 7-75 
J about 200 clients .--

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEAA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

To reduce number of convictions for 
Impact crimes committed while under 
supervision. 
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 and specializa­
tion. Only narcotics unit officers 
handled these cases. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Demographic, personal history data. 
No. of urinalysis tests. 
No. with documented performance 1n a 
treatment program. 
No. employed. 
No. of monthly contacts per case 
(experimentals and controls). 

CODE: 

MD-1 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Probationers who meet project criteria 
·are randomly assigned to ~ither the 
experimental group (narcotics unit 
staff--80%) or control group (20%). 
Also, draw comparisons between 1974 and 
1975 efforts. 
Monthly evaluation comp,arisons made. 

Selection: 
Impact crime committed, drug user-­
target population is males in their 
early 20's. 

OUTCOME .1>IEASURES: 

No. arrested monthly/monthly population 
(experimentals and controls). 
No. and ser10usness of offenses (experi­
mentals and controls). 
No. of cases terminated for various 
reasons. 
% of positive 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 l-IEASUREMENT: 

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 thesecontrol cases) increased almost 200 per 
agent. 
Much tighter scrutiny over arrests in experimental group. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: T .. OCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NU}ffiER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.--

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

MD-l, 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: 
Intensive Differentiate Baltimore, Maryland 
Supervision of Impact 
Parolees and PrgbatiQn~'~ 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

25 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

700 total 1n 2 years 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Department of Public Safety 
and Correctional Services 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

9-73 through 9-75 
.-" j 

~ __________________ ~ ______________________ ~_' ________ '--------------i 
SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: 

LEM 

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 caseload (target level 
of 20 per officer) and "buddyll system 
for agents and a team approach. 
Develop a profile of specific Impact 
offenders and corresponding treatment 
olan. 

PROCESS HEASURES: 

No. of o'ffenders 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- r 

vision caseloads. 

Selection: 
Youthful (18-26 years) Impact Crime 
Offenders - parole and probation -
Baltimore. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

No. returned to institutional confin'emen 
Total number exiting the program. 
Rearrest data for Impact and other crime 
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 is functioning well but that no standards 
exist to decide effectiveness based on the recidivism rate for the time-period 
under study. 

'"~ _______________________ n __ ~ __________________________________ ~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd . 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.--

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

MD-2, Cont'd. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN; 

Develop cost effectiveness analysis. 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND tlliASUREMENT: 
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EXHIBIT IV 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: , ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Special Offenders Maryland University of Maryland 
Clinic hospital 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

9 50 total (3 years) 1972-1975 
~ ."' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

Maryland LEAA block Member of project staff MD-3 
grant 

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 compar1sons 
actually made only on basis of the 
time evolution of project clients. 

Selection: 
Offenders with qualifying offenses who 
were accepted 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 A1~ MEASUREMENT: 

Originally planned comparisons to a control group were not possible because 
court and clinic personnel continued to select clients 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 . 

~.-"------------------------~----------------------------------~ 
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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 
1 volllntpP7" 

SPONSOR: 
LEAA 

EVALUATOR: 
grantee staff 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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 
volunteers. 

by 

Distribution of supervision time over 
various functions. 

CODE: 
MI-l 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Limited comparisons drawn with past 
experience. of same court. 

S'election: 
Misdemeanant o=fenders 1n the 46th 
District. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by % of closed 
cases with violations and % of all 
cases closed with violations. 

Cost: Not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Extensive problems with a computerized data collection scheme invalidated 
data. some 

No real evaluation - only analysis of data . 

.. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCA.TION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Intensive Supervision 
Services 

St. Louis, Missouri Missouri Board of Probation 
and Parole 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

25-30 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

,average of 500/month 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

5-74 to 9-74 (Phase II of 
three-year project) ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA - Impact St. Louis Connnission on 
Crime and Law Enforcement 

MO-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce future criminal activity of 
clients most likely to connnit future 
crLmes through reducing 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 offende~s). 

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: 

Interim evaluation provides only sketchy information. 

EXHI~IT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

2robation Employment 
and Guidance Program 

LOCATION: I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Rochester (Monroe County), Monroe County Probation 
New York 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
-.ance Connr;l in lq mnnt-h..:: 

,--

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: ,CODE: 
LEAA Administering Agency NY-I 

PRQJECT DESCRIPTION: 
To maximize employment for unemployed 
and underemployed probationers, and 
thereby reduce recidivism through 
ut~lization of skilled connnunity 
volunteers to assist in solving employ-
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 Coun~y 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 moving to higher employment 
status (e.g., part to full time). 
Number involved in educational or 
training programs . 

. Aggregate income earned. 
Number of new arrests. 
Separate data for adult and family 
court (minor offense) probationers 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREHENT: 

Pro~e:t modifications occurred in the second phase (6-74 through 5-75). In 
addLtLon, 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. 
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E~HIBIT IV - 1, Contld. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

/ 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

---

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
NY-I, Contld. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

~----------------------t----.------------------~ 
PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

involved in the project. 

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 pr.omising. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Contld. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Community-Based Proba­
tion Project 

LOCATION: 

Cleveland, Ohio 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Cleveland Municipal Court 
Probation Department 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

20 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

4'000 (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 increase interests of clients 
in services. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number and minutes .of individual coun­
selling, group counselling, family 
counselling, home visits, contacts with 
outside services per month. 

---

CODE: 

OH-l 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Compared only to quantitative goals and 
objectives. set by Impact staff. 

Selection: 
Offenders in the Cleveland area who 
either committed or were likely to 
commit Impact crimes. . 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 

Recidivism = (No. Arrest of Clients) 
No. of Glients 

% of clients employed in vocational 
training, and in educational training, 
per month. 

Cos t': 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: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Oregon Oregon Correction Division 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

4 

NUMBER OF CI.IENTS: 

180 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1974 .through 1975 
.. ' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
LEAA 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. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd . 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Philadelphia Out-reach 
Sub-offices and Chester 
District Offi('~ 

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 1974 .(4th year of continuing 

program) .. ' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
LEAA 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 ~mASURES: 

Subjective measure .of agent.' 
Average monthly number of cases per 
agent . 
% of defined client needs not met at en( 
of month. 
Number of contacts with referral agen­
cies. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 
Compared to main caseload of Philadel­
phia district after subtra~ting 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 arres ts + average numbe,r of 
clients. 
% of cases classified as unconvicted 
viqlators. 
Employment success as measured by % 
em~Joyed full or part time . 
% on public assistance. 

Cost: Not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Numerous programs working on the Pennsylvania case load simu1taneou~ly 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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I EXHIBIT IV - I, Cont'd. 

-------------r--------------r=-'--~------~ 
ADMINISTERING AGENCY: LOCATION: PROJECT TITLE: 

NID-mER OF STAFF; NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.. " I 
SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

{ PA-l, Cont I d .. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

I 

PROCESS MEASURES:. OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Evaluation was deemed conclusive. 
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;XHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Intensive Services Unit Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Adult Probation Department 

(Philadelphia Court) 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

30 
NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME 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 community. 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. (Hypothe~is: intensive 
super.vision 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 p~edicted risk 
,..,4= """"";rl;";c-~ 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

% 9f clients arrested. 
Average number of ~rrest-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

vic:;nn 

NUHBER OF STAFF: 
50 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 
3700-4300 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1-74 ,through 9-75 (grants (l 
and (2) have been operating 
for several years) 

I SPONSOR: 
Pennsylvania Governor's 
Justice Commission 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

EVALUATOR: 

Social Research 
Associates 

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. 

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'rojeet offices 

OUTCOME ,MEASURES: 

Field Study: 
Rearrest data: average number of ar­
rests within 10 months of release from 
prJ.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 ~ MEASUREMENT: 

Probation followed prison for many in the field' study described. 
Separate study affirmed that a prediction device for the determination of case 
risk had validity. 
Results of evaluation not conclusive. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
3) Maintaining Quality 

Probation Services 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

LOCATION: I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS; TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA-3, Cont'd. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

OUTCOME, !'IEASURES : 

across different treatment schemes. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

.. " 

~-----------=~----------,--------~~------~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Comprehensive Drug 
Control Project 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
17 

SPONSOR: 

LOCATION: 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 
Average of 650 

, EVALUATOR: 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
Pennsylvania Board of Pro-
bation and Parole "" 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1974 (3rd year of a continu-
ing project) ~ 

CODE: 

LEAA Administering Agency PA-4 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:~ 

Improve the effectiveness of probation 
and parole of drug, addicts by establish­
ing 2 narcotics units to provide compre­
hensive drug control supervision. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Performance compared to experience with 
similar drug units in other cities and, 
(on a limited basis) to the general 
Pennsylvania caseload. 

Selection: 
Probationers and parolees 1n Philadelphia 
who are drug addicts. 

OUTCOME ,NEASURES: 

Identified client needs not met at end Recidivism as measured by % of cases, 
of month. closed successfully, % of caseload 
Quarterly averages of cases per super- arrested per month, % of cases as 
visor. "unconvicted violators" per month. 
Number of contacts per month with client; % of clients employed full or part time, 
not committed or absconded. or on public assistance. 
Number of urinanalyses run' on clients. % of clients showing drug use via 
Survey,job satisfaction of agents. \ urinanalysis. 
Number of guided' group sessions. Cost: not analyzed. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }lliASUREMENT: 

Very difficult to identify a suitable control group so comparison to similar pro-
grams used as alternate. 
State of economy strongly 
Proportion of parolees 1n 
many parolees. 

affects employment success of clients. 
a project biases outcome measures against one with 

Evaluation deemed conclusive. 

~-----------------------------:--------------~------------------~ 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

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 

NU}IDER OF CLIENTS: 
700 per month 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1974 (4th year of continuing 
report) ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Research unit of administer, PA-5 
1ng agency 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve probation and parole success by 
providing a number of specialized units 
including 3 intensive supe'rvision units 
and 4 pre-parole case analysis units. 
Included 1S a reduction in the'case10ad 
of the intensive units. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Surveys of the information collected 
and reported by pre-parole analysts. 

,Average number of cases assigned per 
agent. 
Average number of office and field con­
tacts per c1ient~ 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Comparison to the general case load of 
the Philadelphia and Pi,ttsburgh dis- , 
tricts (less'clients of several 
special progr~ms). 

Selection: 
1 intensive unit has high risk parolees 
other 2 intensive units, took repre­
sentative loads 1n Pittsburgh ,and 
Philadelphia. 

OUTCOME,}lliASURES: 

Recidivism as measured by the % of case~ 
closed successfully. 
% of average cases closed successfully 
each month. 
Number of arrests . 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 }lliASUREMENT: 

Court specified the intensive probation unit in'Phi1adelphia 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. Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

PA-5 Cont'd. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: EVALUATION DESIGN: 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME, MEASURES: 

STATED OBSERVATIONS'ON EVALUATION AND ~mASUREMENT: 

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
Suboffice 

.: 

LOCATION: 

Pennsylvania I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Pennsylvania Board ,of 
Probation and Parole 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
275 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 

1500 per month average 
TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1974·d975 (last 18 months 
of a 4 year effort) ~ 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
LEAA Administering Agency PA-6 ~ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Improve law abiding behavior' and eco­
nom1C 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 interac,tion. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Proportions of clients served who liYe 
in 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 office, in 
field or with collateral persons. 
Number, of activ~ counseling 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. 

Se1ection: 
All probation and parole cases in 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. " 

COfit: 

Compared total annual costs per client 
from direct and indirect project costs, 

STATED OBSERVAT~ONS ON EVALUATION AND }mASUREMENT: 

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 in small city locations may have . 
introduced differences in character of clients. 

• 



( 

• 

( 

-
:C 

( 

( 

=c 

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

EXHIBIT IV 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

LOCATION: I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: 

. \ 

CODE: 

P,A..,..6 Cont' d. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

e~timated costs of detention of 
arrested clients, welfare ~osts of 
unemployed clients, taxes paid by 
employed clients. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }IEASUREMENT: 

Rearrest data includes more than one arrest per' client in some cases. 
District offices having higher proportion of parolees may have biased recidivism 
against sub-offices. 
Evaluation sufficiently definitive to research some conclusions. 
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EXHIBIT IV -,1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: 

Field Services Tennessee 

.. '= " 

I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Tennessee Departmen.t 
of Corrections 

, NUMBER OF STAFF: 

285 

NU}mER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
1970 through 1974 Increase from 1100!month 

,probationers average in 
1%9 to 35.o0/month in 1974 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA Department of Correction/ 
Tennessee.LEPA Staff 

TN-1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reorganization of State Supervision 
Programs to affect caselo~d, services 
to the courts, and recidivism. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Caseload's. 
Work time allocation of officers. 
Number of probationers, institutional 
population. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Ex post facto - changes in Tennessee· 
over 5 year period. 

Selection: 
All probation!pa1;ole in the St'ate of . 
Tennessee . 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Cost: Savings ~f probation' compared 
to institutionalization (diversion)/ 
month. Annual funding leveis. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }IEASUREMENT: 
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EXHIBIT IV 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

Increase Adult 
Probation 

LOCATION: 

Dallas County, Texas 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

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) -' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 

LEAA - Impact Dallas Area Criminal 
Justice Ceuncil 

TX-1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reduce criminal activities by more In­
tensive Supervision and provides ex- c 

panded and innovative rehabilitative 
programs. 
Conducts pre-sentence psychological 
testing and interviews. 
Provides computerized reporting capa-" 
bilities and region-wide notification 
of probationer's arrest.' 
Improves skills of probation officers 
in supervising ~robationers. 

PROCESS ~ASURES: 

Number of offenders/officer. 
Number of job referrals and placements. 
Dropout rate from employment assistanc 
program. 
Number .of volunteers and cases handled. 
Program dropout rate. 
Number of participants and certificates 
~btained. \ 
Total hours of training. 
Horkshops attended by counselors. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Same department 1n previous years with 
1972 as baseline. 

Selection: 
Full Dallas County felon probation 
program. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

~rohation failure rate = Prevocation/ 
Cases closed in period. 
Revocation rate - Revocations/Nuwber 
of probationers at end of year period. 
Recidivism rate = Humber of probation­
ers arrested/Number of probationers 
under supervision during the period. 
Special program's droupout rate. 
All of the above are recorded by com­
ponent sub-programs as 'to7ell as in 
total. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT: 

Changed classif~cation of marijuana offenders from felony to misdemeanor 1n 1974 
and also, redef1ned felony theft. Generally all the threats f h' t 
changes in economic climate, type of cases h~ndled etc 0 1S ory; e.g., D . d ' . are present. 

eterml.ne ~xternal G~D program inadequate on basis of certificates obtianed 
they est~b~1shed new 1nternal GED program. during 1974. ' so 
GED part1c1pants were tracked as community resource participants. 
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EXHIBIT· IV - I, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.-' 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: COPE: 

TX-I Cont'd. 
r----------------~~---------,--------~--~~~~---------.-

EVALUATION DESIGN: PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: OUTCOME HEASURES: 

Cost; Direct expenditure per 
quarter/probationer. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION ~ HEASUREMENT: 

This study attempted to sort out the effects of the various sub-programs. . .. - . 
No baseline data available on recidivism rates or special program dropout rates. 
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EXHIBIT IV 1, Contld. 

PROJECT TITLE: LOCATION: 

Harris County Model 
Probation Project 

Harris County, Texas I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Harris County Departmen~ 
of Probation 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

70 

NUMBER OF CLIENT~: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

1000 felon + 500 misdemean- 7-72' through· 11-73 
,ors/month , 

CODE: EVALUATOR: SPONSOR: 

Texas Criminal Justice 
Council 

Sam Houston State UriiversitLr TX-2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Reauce the number of convict'ed criminal 
incarcerated by p~oviding a full ser­
vice probation functiom iri.Harris 
County including added off~ces, ~atel­
lite offices, presentence 1nvest1ga­
tions, and community resource usage. 

PROCESS ~ASURES: 

Average monthly ~aseloa~ ~er supervisor 
Number of probat1oner V1S1ts to office. 
Number of supervisor field visits. 
Number of presentence investigations 
completed. 
Number of community resource xeferrals. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Number cases assigned to probation com­
pared to experience before project. 

Sel:ection: 
Al1 criminals· assigned to p'robation 
in Harris County. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Success Rate = {Number 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 projecf" 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND }mASUREMENT: 

Report is not an evaluation. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Contld. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Mexican-American Com­
munity Corrections 
Support Program ("SOCIO') 

LOCATION: 
Utah 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 
SOCIO (a community organi­
zation) with Utah Division 
of Corrections 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

3 

NUMBER OF CLIENT~: 

103 total 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

9-73. to 9-74 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
Utah LEAA Dept. of Psychology.; Uni­

versity 
UT-l 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Reduce Chicano probation and parole 
violations by: 
Arranging for jobs and on' the job 
. training. 
Arranging for tra1n1ng and education. 
110bilizillg resources of community 
agencies. Providing direct counseling 
and support. 
In theory, SOCIO counse~ors supplemente 
regular P.O./parole officers, but 1n 
practice came closer ·to replacing them. 

PROCESS 11EASURES: 
"" 
Number of contacts, employment data, 
and wages for some offenders. 
Number of arrangements for training. 
Number of arrangements for community 
contacts (they abondoned this dimen- _ 
sion) .. 
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. 
Perfect· match on probation district, 
sex, history of previous offenses (re­
peat or. not), parole or probation ... 
Conservative match on :r;-ated probability 
of recidivism. 
Compared Chicano crime base rates with 
Black and White base rate"s. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

~umber of inst~nces of recidivism 
(arrest for which charges were not 
subsequently dismissed, orderp to show 
cause or other parole/probation 
violations, and any issuance of bench 
warrant.) 
Interviews with SOCIO clients and com­
par~son group clients were conducted 
to.determine their assessments of 
program effectiveness. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND NEASUREMENT: 

Identification of Chicanos fallible, they estimate that they missed 25%. 
Recidivists had fewer jobs, but received more efforts from counselors. 
Abanddned objective of community contact as clients actively resisted. 
Provided useful services to other people in 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. 

PROJECT TITLE: 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

SPONSOR: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

• 'J;' ~'!"".~ ••• ~,,,,",,,","" ....... '''"'.>.-

LOCATION: ADMINISTERING AqENCY: 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

EVALUATOR: CODE: 

UT-I, 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 actuaHy got them quarterly. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Probation and Parole. 
Demonstration Proiect 

LOCATION: 

~·rorthern Virginia 
me.tropoli.tan area I ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Division of Probation ang 
Parole Services 0:1: 
~rorthern Vir~inia 

NUMBER OF STAFF: NUMBER OF CLIENTS: TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 
Added 15 probation and 
parole officers to 

Average of 900 probatione.rs 

...Qrevious 13 
and 300 uarolees durin~ 19J2 tliroug~ 1974 
107'4 - • 

. -" 

SPONSOR: EVALUATOR: CODE: 
Virginia Division of 
Justice and Cri'[T1,e 

P~C/Public Management 
Services 

VA.,..,3 

Preventinn 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

To increase the efficiency and effec­
.tiveness of service delivery to proba­
tioners and parolees by eS'tablishing 
community services·coorqinator. 
Reduced caseloads to 60 and used 3-man 
teams to specialize 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 cour17s of, record 
[i.e., work with wisdemeanants]. 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number 0,£ referrals handled. 
Team approach ~Yith specialization by 
type of offender abandoned in practice. 
Student interns met with subiective 
approva~. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

10-.year. time. series data in nerce.ntap,e. 
of revocations for this. probation and' 
parole. division. 

Selection: 
northe.rn Virginia repular probci.tioners: 
and paro'le.es (f;e.lonpl plus some 
misdemeanants (from courts not of 
record) • " 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Percentage of revocations = Number of 
revocations/Average monthly .caseload. 

Average number of offenders on prob­
ation = An indicator of the division's 
service capacity. 

Judge'~ 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 weip.hted caseload count­
ing is .used) between documentation provided, the semi-annual report; and inter­
view information provided to the evaluator. 
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EXHIBIT IV - 1, Cont'd. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Community Correctional 

'Programs and Services 
for Adults 

LOCATION: 

Ri.chmond, Virginia 

NUMBER QF CLIENTS: 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Ri.cruuond Communi.ty, 
Correctional Center 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

.. 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 

8 ft:verage occupancy 
, about 17 men 

Fiscal year 1975, first 
CI,uarter fiscal year 1976.'-

SPONSOR: 
Virginia Division of 
Justice and Crime 
Prevention 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

EVALUATOR: 

PRC/Public Management 
Services 

CODE: 

VA-1 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

Selection: Halfway house, accepting both state 
and federal probat'ioners and parolees. A mix of 5 sources; probationers from 

coort or from caseloads, parolees 
from prisons 9r from caseloads, 
federal ,cases. ' 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Subjective notation. of community 
interactions. 
Employment data on'2urrent residents 
onlv. 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Failure rate = Number rearrested, 
absconderl, or program standards 
violaters/total discharged from 
program. 

Cost: net costs/client/year 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND ~mASUREMENT: 
, . 

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. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Probation and Parole 
Demonstration Pro;ect 

NUMBER OF STAFF: 
I Added 14 probation 

parole officers to 
previous 8 

SPONSOR: 

and 

Virginia Division of 
Justice and Crime 

, 

LOCATION: 
Norfolk, Virginia 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS: 
Average of 500 probationerE 
and 275 parolees during 
'1974' . 

EVALUATOR: 
PRC/Public Management 
Services 

ADMINISTERING AGENCY: 

Division of Probat~on and 
Parole Services - Norfolk 

TIME PERIOD OF REPORT: 

19]2 through. 19-14 

CODE: 

VA ..... 2 

I 

Prevention 
~~~~~--------~----------~-----,--~--------------------~ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

~o increase the efficiency and effec­
tiveness of service delive~y to proba­
tioners and parolees by reducing case­
load to 60 work units per officer ,~: py 
procuring psychological consulting 
services, by improving service to drug­
dependent cli~nts through maximum use 
of community drug treatment faciliti.es', 
and by using one ex-offender as a pro-
bat~on and parole aide. ' 

PROCESS MEASURES: 

Number o~ average work units/officer. 
Weights pre-sentence investigation 5 
units, other investigations 3 units, 
and supervision ,. a weight of 1. 

Number of psychological consultations 
procured. 

EVALUATION DESIGN: 

.l9J.l Norfolk. data used as' flase of 
comparison' for 1?72, 1973, and 1974. 

Selection: , 
Norfolk, Virginia regular 
probationers and parolees (felons). 

OUTCOME.MEASURES: 

Average number of offenders·on pro­
bation (but no way 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 absconders/ 
average caseload. ' 
(Sep.arate probation and parole data 
kept.) I Cost: Total grant costs. 

STATED OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION AND HEASUREl-IENT: 

Administering agency declines to draw inferences from recidi'visl'.l statistics, 
but evaluator believes favorable inferences are reasonable. 
Drug-treatment portion of the program was undermined by upheavals in the 
community agencies. 
Evaluation points out the flows of attaining numerical caseload goals. 
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produced some outcome, it must be established that the project carried on some 

rela.ted actiyity., Conver-sely ~ i,f a I?roj8c:t ·3.eeJl!S· to ha:ve produced some particularly 
, 

good or bad outcomes,' it is· important .to k.noW' wli.a,t activities were carried on in 

order to determine how to reproduce or improve tli.ose 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 problem~ that recur in inten­

sive 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] = fAverage Total No.1 / (NO. of prObation]. 
Caseload l of Active Cases J l Supervisors 

However, some problems did arise 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 caseload 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 est:4nation problem, 

tli.ougli. one di'd attempt to record the level of vo1uteer activity by tabuldting 

the number of hours worked by volunteers. [103, 104] 

Another problem of definition arises in determining the number of active 

cases. At an~ given time the number of" cas"es nominally assigned to a supervision 

unit typically includes a,number of clients who have absconded 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 to adjust 

for 8.1:lch cases, many of the studies reviel~ed in Exhibit IV-1 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. [92] 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 proje~t operating 

1 . f· d .""""" d1" "or"·· " in Kentucky, cases were c aSS1 1e as requ1r1ng max1mum, me um, m1n1mum 

supervision, and workload was measured as a weighted sum of such cases, [157] 

Again, th~ 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 substantial officel;' time, The Ameri,can 

Corr-ectional Association~'s Study on Standard$ ~nd Goals has recommended that pre~ 

sentence investigations be counted as 5 cases' in determining caseload. I2lo.] 

f 1;, reports, evaluations, or studies reported in Exhibit However, only a few 0 tue 

IV-l used such a'mea~urement standard. In fact, only a few of the studies 

1 d t · t' n sct:.eme to adJ·us·t for non-supervision duties·. emp oye any es 1ma 10 ,11 , 

Case Contact/Supervision Measures. Even though caseload is the vari.able 

probation managers can most easily manipulate in intensive special probation 

problems, it is at best only an indirect measure of the quantity of supe~vision 

provided clients. Thus it is natural that projects s.hould seek to obtain more 

direct measures of the supervision provided. 

The studies reviewed included many attempts to keep statistics on the 

amount of shpervision 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, 

h 1 · , 1 tc However, many of the evaluators the client's family, tee 1ent s emp oyer, e • 

~ommented 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 cqnceptual problem with the number of contacts as a process 

measure, there 'are obvious questions of ~he 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 quantity of contact, a few 

studies have augmented records on the number of contacts with statistics 

on the time of ~ontact~ While such statistics may be better measures of the 

quantity of contact, th~y 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 ~ecause officers might 

feel the need'to make sure ,that all their on-duty hours are counted. 

Only two of the studies reported i~ Exhibit IV-l reported 

any' seriou/:!, attempts to measure the qualitY4 of the supervision provided 

probationers. Both these studies employed a survey of supervisor and client 

opini,on about various dimensions of the effectiveness of supervision. While both 

studies appeared to gain usefui'information from the surveys, it does not appear 

feasible to use such surveys on any large scale. [7, 79] 

Other Activity Statistics, As indicated in the "Process Measures" column 

of Exhibit IV-l,numerous statistics are compiled by special probation projects 

which reflect activities other than client supervision. Examples include the 

following: 

1. Urinanalysis run (in connection with drug 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 presentenCe 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 completing assessment 

. and 'classif.ication of offenders). 
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Measurement of such activity statistics is direct. An important 

measurement issue is whether the procedures for collecting the statistics 

are reliable. 

Because the number of factors impinging upon project processes is so great, 

any attempt to compare different intensive special 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 on. 

Outcome/Success Measures. 

The second major class of measures of probation projects are those which 

seek to document changes in probationers that may have teen 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, it 

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 reliable outcome measures. These problems are more severe 

than those connected with process measures because the items being measured are 

much less under control of project management. However, nearly all the evaluations 

summarized ~n Exhibit IV-l attempted some form of outcome measurement. The next 

several subsections discuss the most important classes o~ measures employed. 
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Recidivism Measures. By far the most commonly e~ployed measu~es of 

probation project outcomes are t. hose Whl"ch deal "'th "d'" . Wl reCl lvlsm, l.e., negative 

behavior on the part of clients which ,results in their being rearr.ested, recon-, 

victed, committed to prison, etc.. F t:. or many' years, SUCu 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 the choice of the negative behavior 

which should be counted as recidl"Vl" sm. A_ h "b"l" 
~ong t e POSS:l'-l lties commonly discussed 

are: 

J) Unsuccessful probation termination defined as tepmination of 

probation by absconding, being revoked and committed 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 cr.ime 

during the period of evaluation. 

For each. of these there are many variations, including distinguishing between 

f(technical violations" of proDation and actual crimeB.1 and attempting to 

weight the seriousness of the 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 r. ecommended th t " d "" b a reCl l.V1Sm ·e measured by "{1.) criminal 

acts that resulted in conviction by a court, when committed by individuals 

who are under correctional supervision or who have been released from 

correctional supervision within the previous three years, and by (2) technical 

violations of probation or parole in which a sentencing or paroling authority 
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took action that resulted in an adverse change in the offender's legal 

status. Technical violations should be maintained separately from data on 

reconvictions.1J [27] The logic behind this definition is that 

a reconviction is a well~efined legal event which admits to less bias and 

variation thpn arrests or technical violations, and that the period of 

three years a:£;ter supervision is' long, enough to include crimes committed by 

mos·t offenders who will recidivate at all. 

In a few of the reports sunnnarized in Exhibit IV-I references were found 

to standards like this one, but almost all real analyses ,used other measures. 

The rea~ons given for not usi.ng the stand~rds are a ~hQle s~X"i~ o~ practi,cal. 

. "t-l'· rec .... divi .. am in an opera.tt,p.1l' intensive I:'roolems. -wi.th. )I1eaSUrl.,ng re":,,conVIC ..... on ... .."... ""' <;> 

special probatip.n proj ect. 

One important problem is timing. Proj ect evaluation rep<:)rts 

a.re intended to give periodic information about the progress of the proj~ect, 
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so that activities can Be redirected as necessary, and the impact of innovations 

assessed. The long time delays inherent in convictfons--particularly if 

a several year follow .. up period is included ..... -a.lmost 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 much more timely in-

formation. In addition, few projects have any real capability to follow 

the history of a client after he has been released from supervision. Follow-

up studies are slow and costly, complic~tedby 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 employed, the fact 

that at any point in a project, cases will have been on probation for differen't 

lengths of time complicates estimation. In the evaluations reviewed 
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many different forms of standardization·'"We~.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 us'e of the "violation index" defined as follows: 

[
YiOlationl ::; 
inde~ ) 

rna. of cases terminated 
~ unsuccessfull 

l total no. of cases ternd:na;~d r 
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Observe that this index is a valid bast~· for cO)I1paring l'J:'Qbati.Qn. prograJll!i only 

if the length of t:i:)Jl,e. before nopnal terininations is equal among the pl;'ograms 

being cO'illJ?ared, As· the length of time to normal terminati.on is decreased~ 

the viQlation index will also decrease Because the chance of unsuccessful 

terminations decreases., Intensively' supervised cases often liave di.fferent 

rates of early termination; in some instance~, 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 bf 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, 

i.t 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 recidivism would result. 
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E1TI\,loJ7ll!ent Success Heasures. The only outcome measure besides recidivism 

which was reported in any substantial number. of the evaluations shown in Exhibit 

IV-I is client employment success, i.e .• , the degree to whicn. probationers were 

able to obtain and retain employment. Among the measures employed were the 

following: 

1. Average percent 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 histo~y 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 sup'ervision 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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Oth.er Outcome Heas;ures.. Thougli there is no consistency between pt;'oj ects? 

some of the evaluations' summarized in Exhibit IV-I 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 siniilar 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 Measures 

Process measures describe project activities, outcome measures de'scribe 

project successes, and the relation ?f these measures to cost defines project 

productivity. Thus, costs are very important in determining the overall value 

of an intensive special probation project. 

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 proj~ct budgets to 

the number 9f clients served. 

" 
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and benefi.ts contained among the 
The lIlos.t serious. ana1¥si.s of costs 

. with a Pennsylvania 
Exh;.oit rV~l was' performed in'connectIon 

evaluations of ... 
d the surn of the 

project. [92] Per client were estimate as 
Total annual costs 

following; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

of operating the project 
Di~ect and indirect costs 

Costs of detention of arrested clients. 

of unemployed clients 
Welfare support costs 

Tax revenue paid by employed clients. 
of recidivism, employment 

Costs includes some effects 
Since this measure of 

in the project, it was possi~le to make rather 
success, and the investment 

d comparison group. Of 
comparisons between the project grou~ an a 

complete involved data from 
the costs used in the comparison 

course, the development of 

assumptions and reductions. 
a number of sources and various 

Thus, the reliability 

of the analysis poses a serious question~ 
evaluation have advocated the 

Some experts in the field of correctiona~ 

f t and benefits. For example, Lipton, 
Complete measures 0 cos s 

,use of even more 

and Wilks cOfu~ented that, Martinson, 
of costs that should be 

"There are at least three types . benefits of treatment 
. ~. tion of econom~c 

included ~n a de~erm~na .. gram costs. Such costs 
f · t t-ype ~s' d~rec t pro 1· 

Programs. The ~rs ~- . 1 f i1;ties court costs, po ~ce 
1 . s p'~vs~ca ac.... . . 

include staff sa ar~e, h
J 

• _ The second type ~s ~n-
. d detent~ot' costs. 

process~ng costs, an S~ch costs include loss of revenue 
direct costs to gov:rnment. d sales tax paid by offe~ders, and 
derived from state ~ncom~ a~ 'dependents The th~rd type 
welfare cost~ paid to of s~~~:~s cos.ts inc1ud~ wages lost by 
includes soc~al costs. by a robbery or a burglary 
the victim, the loss of moneY

d 
e by an opiate addict to 

victim, and the human damage on 
himself." [146] 

. a model probation program for 
Costs of incarceration with 

A study comparing 

f
;rst type in some depth, the second in part, 

Texas covered the ... 

venture into the third. [194] 

but did not 
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Evaluation Design 
t • • • 

Every eva1uati.on has or should nave a research design, i,e", a plan of 

investigation conceived so as to oetain answers to research questions. In in-

tensive special probation projects the design usually seeks to determine whether 

a change in outcome measures during the time of the project can be attributed 
. 

to the activities of the yroject. A design which can make such a determination 

satisfactorily is said to be valid. In the next several subsections, the validity 

of evaluation designs used in probation is classified and analyzed. 

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 s'pecial 

probation, the studies reviewed in. Exhibit IV-l 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 whic~ 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 3 of the s.tudies in Exhibit IV-l 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 similarly calculated 

ones before the project was implemented. A total of 9 of the studies in 

Exhibit IV-l took the before-after approach. In some cases, "before" .data 
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w:ere based on a city- or state-wide baseline analysis of the situation when the 

proje.ct wa,s implell}ented, and in otfi,ers comparisons were drawn d4'ect1y ,\-lith. 

pa.st performance Qf th.e prooation or parole agency housing the proj ect. 

BefQre~fter analyses are aBle to detect changes in outcome measures, 

Qut they· are seriously lacking in validity Because they are unable to control 

~ny a1ternat~ve 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 dgtermine 

if revocations were diminisfied by project activity -- because there had been 

a long term trend· ~oward fewer 'revocations in the agency housing the project. [57] 

In a Dallas study, reclassifica.tion of marijuana possession as a 

misdemeanor in tFie middle of the project t·s operating period substantially 

changed the· mix of offenders Deing served by the project. Again, a change 

in recidivism cannot De eonvincing1y attributed to the project. [95] 

These limitations of the before .... after design were often recognized by 

the autfiors of evaluations. However, many commented that the environment, 

of their projects did not permit any Detter controlled evaluation. In some 

cases the project provtded probation 'service in an area where it ha4 

essentially not existed before. There was no similar group und~rgoing a 

different type of probation with which the project group might be compared. In 

other cases the specialized nature of the proJect"popu1ation (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 demomltrated 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 
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risk clients. to the project., Tlius, if the. classifi.cati.on ~ere successful, the 

project group would not Be comparaBle to oth.e~ proBation programs', 

W.ben s.o~e s.eparate., but relatively- c~parahle grQup U. a.y~Uable p. 

tfr~. l(esearch de~:tsn t:s called a 'group" compariSon. ~s de.s.::4;n ~~prQa.cb... 

~annot rule out all differences in outcomes -that may be caused by 

d+fferences- in tne project group and comparison group populations, but it 

allows stronger inferences -than a before-after comparison. Chang~s in the 

external environment and consequences of historical trends are re:asonably 

well controlled. 

Among tlie evaluations reviewed in Exhibit IV-I, group' comparisons were 

the most popular design. A total of 10 studies used the approach. The 

trPical cnoice for a comparison group was probationers being supervised 

under the usual proBation system in the same jurisdiction as the project. 

'1!or example, a Pennsylvan:i:'a project which involved decentralization 

of probation services to 5 neighborhood offices was compared to normal 

supervision of the probationers remaining under the control of the down-

town office. 188] 
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Since comparison groups in the group compar;son d-esign ... are not r.andomly· 

to determined or exactly matched to the project group, ~~~e group differences prior 

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 grcup 

differences were the following: 

1. Different mixes of probationers and parolees (parolees appear 
" 

to be higher risk offendersl 

2. Higher proportion of high risk offenders in the project group when 

~t is selected by locating neighborhood supervision offices in high 

cri~e neighborhoods 

t.J 
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3.. Lower propor.tion .. of high risk offenders in the proj ect group when 

it is selected by locating offices in suburbs or rur.al areas and 

cQml?a.J;e.d to s.tatewide. figures::, heavily weighted with central 

. _.city offenders. 

The. most valid designs used in. the special probation· evaluations 

su~arized in 'Exhibit IV-l entail comparisons drawn to a scientifically 

chosen control group. Control grou d s" "h b . p e ~gns operate e~t er y matching 

clients in the proJ"ect group t th" 1 o ose ~n a contro group on the basis 

01: personal characteristics likely to be associated wi~h 'their",supervis1:on 

needs, or, preferably, by creating a pool of qualified clients and 

randomly allocating them to project and control groups. In either case the 

fact tliat the characteristics of the project and contr.ol groups are quite 

similar leads to stronger conclusions than those which can be drawn from 

the group comparison des·ign. 

SiX of the proj ects revievred in 'Exhibit IV-l used the control group 

evaluation des'ign, two with .. matclied control groups and four with random 

allocation. In all cases a number of demographic indices were recorded 
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on clients in the two groups and compared aft~r the groups had been selected. 

In at leas·t the case of a Florida study such'a comparison showed .the groups 

differed on 14 of 23.characteristics 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. t by the analysis of covariance techniques. 

.. , .... ; 
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. D· T1:..,e val:lditv, of the best evaluation design 1?roblems in Imrl~ent+ns, , eS1gns:. ~1 -t 

can be defeated i:f th.e research plan impl:tcit :tn tne design i,8 n,ot prope,rly im .... 

plemented. In common with many'otner corrections researchers, the evaluators whose 

summar1·'zed in Exhibit IV.,..! encountered numerous practical problems in reports are 

carrying out their original designs. 

The most common pr~T)lem of thts. type arose, from conflicts between the 

servi.ce funct;[on and tne researcn function of the probation \proj ect being 

evaluated., 'For example, judges sometimes' chose to specifically order that 

particularly nigh rfsR offenders be assigned to a proj ect-operated intensive 

proDation unit. SucIi. decisions defeat a contr()l or comparison group design 

conceived around the assumption that clients of the project group 'are fairly 

typical of tne 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 

nad been established, a system of transfers was used, Any client of the' 

intensive unit wno had completed several months without incident was 

transferred to routine, less..,...intense supervision so that more per.sons could 

he handled oy the intensive probation unit. Such a transfer threatens a 

. des1·gn wh1'ch measures differences between the intensive compar1son group 

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-l simultaneously undertook to reduce caseload, increase 

contacts with community agencies, introduce group counseling, decentralize 

'·ff· t In other cases each project had a single function, supervi,sion 0, 1ces, e c, 

but several were simultaneously instituted in the same jurisdiction. Both 
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no re!:leal:cIt de:&.i:gn ca,n, m?ke it: l'osS'ibJ:e. tl> d:i:,s,tinguisJi, between tlle effects of 

the particular program elements-unless' tney- are not all applied to the same 

population., In one case, a Texas- study attempted to compare the effectiveness of 

several independent suo-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 probation pvoject affects the level 

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 oj clients to be se~iced by the central office. 

Thus, caseloads in the central office were substantially reduced, and it became 

questionable in some cases whether supervision was actually more intense in the 

project,s. A Maryland project illustrates the complementary problem -- in maintain-

ing the special p!oject 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 voiun'teer supervisors' actions 

varying greatly from one to another) -- such factors make the 

evaluation " . . " n01S1er . 
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3. Locali.zed in£luences. may cloud interpretation ~.- for instance, 

special projects may be implemented at a very few offices wh:tle 

a few other probation offices constitute the .control groups. In 

such a situation, anything affecting a particular office will 

seriously affect one of the groups and not the other. Or, in 

so~e cases the number of supervisors participating is so. low that 

their individual personalities may be critical to observed proJect 

outcomes. 

( 
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-

f 
pared for a project might become available to the control probation 

supervisors. Or control-group supervisors not chosen to be in the 

special 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. To prevent such demotivation, 

program directors may attempt to compensate, giving other special 
( 

II II to the normal probation groups. inducements In any of .these 

instances, the usefulness of. the comparison between the special project 

and control group is in doubt. 
[ 

s. 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 eval.uation 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 

." r 
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particular cli.ent populati.Qn se'(yed l the proj ect enVironment, and 

th.e peri.o~ of; hts.tory in wIttcR. the study tooR. place. tn addi.tion, 

results' may reflect only particular treatments and measures and might 

not affect other measu.res similarly. Because a caseload of 50 does 
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not lead to a reduction in reVOcation rate may not imply that a case­

load. of 35 would p.ot lead to a lowered post ..... probation reconviction rate. 
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V, SUMMARY A...~D CONCLUSION 

Many issues surround intensive special probation, In this. presentation 

the issues have been pres~nted in two categories~ ell theoretical and 

operational, and (2) measurement and evaluation. One of the prima.ry 

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 contribctes to this uncertainty. The 

resulting. dubiositYJ considerably~ complicates effective design and operation 

of ISP's. 

One o:f the areas of uncertainty concerns the choice of intervention method 

Seven methods have been discussed. Some believe th~t 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 

yersus, 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 op'erational. 

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 mc:r2 to managerial 

problems than to an invalid concept. The issue is in operationalizing the 

.-) 

"~'_~r'_'" >«-,., ~~~ .... ....,_;"" __ '-""'" 
, . 

volunteer l:'rog~'aIn$ '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. Hmvever, when the cost of personnel, equipment and overhead 

far outstrip the revenue intake, the use of this method is questioned. 

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 candida'tes. 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 'recidivisIIl is d.esirable. 

lo7hether 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 caseload size. There are those who believe asking 

caseload questions without other considerations is a worthless venture. 

In favor of caseload 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 

ll7hich ~lill 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 that 

have been conducted point to a need to determine the effects of graduated 

caseloads on the range of offender types and treatment methods'. 

In addition to caseload 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 adva~tages 6f a probationer 

participating in file development include, among others, an understanding 

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,iect level, it is 

argued that the probationer should determine his or her needs rather 

than have services pyescribed. 

At issue is the relationship between the probationer and the 

probation officer. Since the probation officer can recommend revocation 

of probation, much power is present. The probation officer has to 

weigh the ge~eration of a twisting relationship to responsibility for 

reporting revocable acts to the courts. Thus, recidivism can largely 

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 age, race, sex, 

education, agency policy, and SQ 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. Alternately, 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 projects to the extent that such pla~ement effects project 

management, delivery of service or outcomes. Two of these issues 

include (1) placement of the probation system i~ the judicial versus 

the executive branch of government, and (2) placement of l>robation 

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 projects> 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, t~is is a 

The fundl.'ng question associated with costs is forever weak argument. 

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 workloa,d. Neither caseload nor ~vorkload 

is defined in a standard manner. The numerator in determining average 

caseload contains the average num er 0 ac l.V • • b f t ' e cases Determining this 

number creates problems since some clients may have absconded~ some 

may be on mail-in report only, or other status. Hhen determining 

workload, credit is given for presentence investigations. The ratio 

of credit given varies from 5 active cases equals 1 presen~ence inves­

tigation all the war ,to 14 active cases equals 1 presentence investi-

gation. 

't 1 'st Most of these measures are Measures of case contac a so exl. • 

quantity - nurr~er at contacts or l.me • - t' of contacts Very few measure 

the quality of contact. 

Outcome or success measures relate more to project goals than 

project activitl.es. L! , 1'I'l-1'e most conunonlv" 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 offens~, and (4) reconviction of an additional 
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crime. This lis'ting could continue, but the point is that there are 

many variations of what constitqtes recidivism. 

The only other outcome 'measure besides recidivism which was 

reported in substantial numbers in the evaluations reviewed was 

em~loyment. However, the methods of reporting this data are unreliable 

as they are subject to bias and high variability. 

Designs used by projects that recently undervrent evaluation were 

studied. The after-only design is the least valid form, and was 

only used in 3 of 28 cases. A much rr,ore common design was the 

before-after co~narison with 9 of 28 cases using this ap~roach. 

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. This was the 

most popular desif,n. Since comparison groups are not randomly assigned, 

some group differences may account for differences in outcome. However, 

the group comparison is superior to the before-after design. Six of 

the 28 eva,luation designs employed a control group. ¥..any 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 between the service 

function and the research function. For examvle, 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 t' - ~me. However,-

no research design can make it possible to distinguish between the 

effects of the particular program elements unless they are not all 

applied 'to the same population. 

implementing evalua~ion designs 

A final set of recurring problems in 

arises when the op~ration of the ISP 

project affects the level of . 
serv~ce provided by normal probation. 

One community had so many ISPs underway that the normal 
probatio~ 

achieved a marked caseload d . re uct~on and also became an ISP. 
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