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... . .. '. . justice 'pol icyOiakers>~t a:~11eVe]s,'ot90vern~~nta,re:: . 

hamper~c1 bi alack of sound:tf)fQrmatfon~on theeff~dti,Vt,eness"o~;various 
. programs ,and' approaches .. TQ. help,reme.d.YtheproQl~n'i;.· the'·· t'fatf,Qnal,.· ' .... ' 

...... ~ .' .~~f~~~~i~ o~P~~s~h~" .~~~i; :o~:~e~1i!U~~~iT;ti~~'~~n;ol~r~~:~"~~t~,~a~p~~i ~al 
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,L~vt: . Each NEP gssessment c~-n~entt~tes on.asp~c1f;~UtqPip;are'~lIj'c~n- .. 
'.' D,'s]stlng of grollps of On-gOlng"proJects,.wl'thslnnl~robJ~ctTv~S al1c1 ", ... ' .. 

,:",,\ ,.~t/ (j,.;~ trategil'es... T~e. ini ti al s t,ep: :rn theptocess'i~a,tPhase 'I"':SflJdY'Fha't:f,'"~ ,.c. ,,~:,~.~;\,;:, 
" '~;\i i den,ti fies the key issues, as[sesses whati s' curr~ntlJiknown.aQol1t:th-eiti,~.!" ,. ';(,"i'f;;~ 

and '. develops. methods for mote'. i(,ntens ive eval'uatl on ~a tboth, ~h~'na tiOna1"'? 
,'~.' ' 

1'. 

and 10callevel~Phase I studi\ss~are nQ.t mea'nt to bedefinl't}veeval..;, . 
uati cns; rather,. they analyze what "Ve presently know' and.,whatjssttlr" 
uncertain or unknown. They offer aspu~dbasi S)? forplann'tngfu'rther 
eva'luat.iQn and r~sea rch. . ../ '<" ". ',< I..·.<, . " 

, Al tb~Qugn Pha~~"tstuClles'~'afe,gene~ally,short-ter~" (aPbroximate,l.f~····· 
si x. to efglltmonthS), "t.heye.xamine many pro3ec"ts~andc',cqJJ~ctlandranaly:ze '",' 
a gre,at deal of information . To make thi s,}nfOtllla'tion a'valNab~~~t!:r~:o':""",~'~I?j 
,stat~ andloca l' dec; si orf-mak~rs:anj~others "the"Nat~onalTn~{!%tu~e;:'~~~"'~~;"~~~_~ ·:t',:i, 
pyb l'~ shes . a.~summary of ·the ·fl ndlnff~·. of each Ph~$~. rstudy~\\ M}\p~o.frcm~ .,' ' "'-~.~ 
or .1 ~an cople~ of the full: repo~t'aremade~va~Japle'~thr9U9htr~e. ~a't;LonC!l";;:'.<Aj 
Grl ml na 1 Justl ce Ref~rence Se~vlce" Eva1 UC! tlon Glea i"li~ngn0USe."P ~O~ ,Box," ':\"::;;":\ 
24036, SoW. Post Offlce, k/ashH)gton, D.C.. 20024. '. ''1 ." "l" " .. , \>;I~~ 

These Phase I teport~ at~e nowav~Traj)le1'''< '. 
.?;.'~ 

Operation IderitificationProj'ects 
Cit,izenCrime Reporting Projetts 
Spec.ializedPolice Patrol Operations. 

,. NeighborhoodTeamPo'licing 
, Pre-Trial Screening . . 
Pre-Tri'al Release 

J,,"0~ 
, -~ .. ~' . -:': '::~"-,:~~ 

Treatment Alternatives to" Street, Crime (TASe) 
Early Warning Robbery ReductionoProJects, 
Del inquencyPrevention, '. ,< ' . 

Alternatives to Tncarcerati'on 
. Juvenile Divers'i on .,' 
Citizen Patrol 
Traditlonal Patrol' 
Security Survey. Projects 
Hal fwayHouses . . .. , '. 
Court Information Systems 

,Intensive Spec; aLProbati'on 
Polic.eCrime Ana~"ysis . 
Youth'Service Bureaus 
Secure Detention of Juveniles 
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This.:r~po:d:p~(ry:l~e$' a"aummar:rl)~j·~S:$.u~s.c~.~~ten~i.ve~p'7Cij.al J;lrobation=(ISfh 
,a referencefram:ewi'>rkto stdin tihderstand:l;ng'rSP,j>l:;oject: opera,tioris ,a,rid impacts, 
and a ,knowledge, as~sment wf1l:cIi. organf~es·e>!;lst:j.ngknOwledgt;! ';interIlls' of 'the "~, ,,' 
reference framework.I!, ISP {proje~ts aJ.."ej;ntensive "illthattnere.:ts asubstantfal;'; ~,~ 
reduction' in caseloaa "or' spectal in tfiaturtiq'Ue forms of' supe~ision are ,offered'~, 
, '!'he da,ta source for this s~mma'ry:tnc1udesa ser,ies: 6:1: ear1.:ter;reports,." These' 

o earl1:~rreports were based, on a literature sunrey, ".cbnimunicfrltfohswi~h E!xperte; , 
in the Held of intensive specialprobatfon, and ,site viSits to: 20.projects ' 
throughout the Uh,:i:ted State$~ " , "'" ,,', ," ," , ', " 

This study wascon4ucted DY' the Georgia Institute ,of Techho~ogy as parto,f 
the NatioI).al EvaluaUonPrograrn sporis~red by the National Institute of Law ,', 
Enforcement and Crim:tnal JustiC::e.. Major, f:J,:ndings, based <upohev!dencecomp!led 
intl1.e process of conducting projectactivfties and judgmi:mta,l ,~ssessm~n,t 
are as follows: "', " ',' "', ",,' 

1. The literature is inco,nc1usive ,~liat cas~load' r~duc1:iol1 resuitsin 
a decrease in recidivism-s In fact, manys1;udieshave shown increased, 
recidivism which has been a ttriouted to higher levels of suryeil.lartce .. 

, " """.' :' .," '", .', ' 

2. Several recent cas'eload,reductionproj ects claim decreases:i,n the 
recidivism rate, ''Out-the associatedevaluation'designs may" not be 
strong enough to warrant such claims: 

· ~'" . 

3. There is only .weak evid:§nce for success of vo1(~nteer probationprojectso, 

4. Projects specializing in s'erving particular client group~ off~r 
eviden.ce of successful ,outcomes. 

'J 

5. Unfortunately, re1~t.ively few projects use an evaltiation design which 
permitsattribution of success to ,the project. 

'i 
~J :', '; 

6. Notcmttch information is available about the elements ,in the reference 
framework for ISP. This problem is c'aused in, partbytb,~ short time 
span of ma.ny evaluation efforts. • " 

, 7. There are no standardized measu:res for process or' outcome va.riables· , 
in ISP. I' 

8. There is some doubt that truly intensiv~ ,sup'ervisidn can ever 
since client contact can only occur for suc,ha small duration 
probationer's waking hours. d 

9. There is almost no real cost evaluation in ISP. ' Most cost analyses 
have only compared "the cost, of ISP to the cost of incarceration:. 

II). summary: Almost eve:r;y' element of informaei(j~:.aqQ1.1t ISP is knowable through, 
.direct emp~rica1studyye~ almost nothing is scientifIcally known andklittle' 
will ever be known until measurement technigues are improved." ' 
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"d~~ 
th~s report sUJWllarf'zeB th~ exi;?ting; '~t~;fep:fknOwled~e~ ~oncernfn~ .. ·IrttenSiV~ '. 

Special Probation i~IS,P). ISPproJectsachieve int7~sity,thr()ughc~s~1(jac1re,... 
duction. They achieve their specialna tureby offerimg unique,.forms ofprqba~ 
tion. The sttudy was' conducted ,by the GeO,rgta'Illstitu1:eof Technology between; 
January and December, 19T6,as par:l;of tl1.e

J

Na,t:iona;i,EvaluationBrogram of . .thEa . 
Na tiona 1 Ins t.i tute of law Enf orc.ementa nd ;, Criniii1al~'Justic e.' '. .' '. .'.' '. , .' ,) , 

.. .. ..' ,'. . .... . ...' . ...' c,., j"' '. " ..•. ", 

. The state .ofk?o~xledgelldescrit:redill,this ,!3~ry'7Feportis not intended t~be.". 
a definitiveevaluat!onofISP projects. Rathe~,.jf/tpreSeJltsthectirrentstatus 
of what is klJ.own r~ga;d~ng: ISP al)f1~descti1?est:hegaps :tn the know1.edge .base~,' 
This summary report inC:Orporat~ the major.fihdings frama series,pf ear,lier; 
report;El;; an issues Paper, an intervention~ pB:p~rdescrib~ng~gtuat>p:roject:s<in. 
the field, a referenc~lframeworks paper. tOa:ld in'4riderstaIidin,&;:;~SJ?'1?roject'P, 
operations and impacts', and a knowledgeassessmerit'which'organizesex,iSting ,', 
knowledge in terms of . theref,e:i:enc~framework'and,ideni:ifi~s'maJor.short'7;o .... ' 
comings ill, that knowledge •. Additio~l" papers,iIl' the 'se1;'c:f.es'include an'~vClloa~" 
tion methodology for l;SP proj ec'ts and an evahia tioh liesigri. ,to ~fill 'SOmeo;,tl1e' 
gaps in knowledge~ "Twoworking papets have also been prepared.The~e,'c'on'cern"'i-. 
the 'results' of a t~lephone surv~o1: riumerous ISPprojecpsarid ,ades~ri~tion; 

c· • ." '"', , •• ' ,1')., -'., ".i" ,:'."'. _'; ' ... " .'".' . .";: "f' ,'. ,".' 
of the process used in selecting actual site,s to visit..':' ... ».':',: ··.i: ' .• 

A number of persons'bl:tve been very,,, helpfuld4ringthecotn;"S¢,'o£'thfsi~tudy. 
Dr. Richard Barnes and Mr. Michael'V:}ftilkey of, the Natioru3;:Llristi.tute' ofDaw 0, 

Enforc~~nt ahd Crinlinal Justice~:nd Mr"'Joe~~yof t,~e>ti~bani:nstitute" . 
provided us'eful gu:i,dance in the' initial stagesofthestugy. 'M~;<JanTrueworthY,' 

., ,'. .'", .', '1' .' , .. -;~ .. \ ,,::,/,', '.'. " . " .' '. '. _ ,., ,', . ., 

of the National' Institute of Law Enforcep1ent a,nd'·Cr,imitlalqustic;eprov!.ded 
; . continuing guidance and encouragemegt.;; Th!;v'LocalAdvisorYBoard, llla:de:tip of 
'~-:cxt,remely knowledgable persons :tn the At.1antaarea, serv,ed ,asaresouI'ce .and 

a sounding.~oard. In addition;, staff 'a~··iIldividual,;I$,Pprolects .furnished, 
a wealth of, irifor.~tion and"shat::ed theirexp~rierices. c':Such' w:tllingnes,S < to '.' . 
share infOrIilationw~:~'also presel1tin the criIninal just:ic~ systemrepfeserita- ' 

: tives whO. respond~d to our;:reqt.!~st forinformatioti about'i'''!ssues'and . 
in' ISP~""-

,. ,"7 ... 

. '~ -

": 
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INTRODUCTION" '" ''\; ',.~:" 
.' '.' ,;1 . ,.:, \ . 

!'rObation:an b:d~(in' thewo:ds of th~Americ'n~( AsSoci, tiO;"S!\~l~ 
s t:andardEi ' Rela: tirig'.tci~' Proba: t:ton)as . "A' sen tertc e l;lotinvo ~ving,c onfil'lement,' . '>"1 \~ 
which :1mp'oses cond,;f:tions and,retainsautnoritY'in the. sentevcingcourt;,.to ,,', ./<:.':~ 

<:, ,. 'mod,ifythe,'condi.1tlons 6£sent:enceor re-sel1ten~,et the,qffender,lf;hevio1atEa~"~'S1t 
the Cdpdition~/{ [35J ... Thus;pr,obation.isac6,nsequ~nc.e o(f' ,~~,pft.rnd.~~.rjvp~,':'. " .••.• ~f( 
conviction irc a criminal court, Du't it,is oriewh-fel1:"';ul::ithe:l:cotlfin:e'~:l1inilhe:r. ;."".), 
in any ins({tutionn,or releaseshiin!hf:!rent:irdy from ,courta:uth:or!ty._~~Adul,e2?i'-,?~ 

't,:" ,,;:/.' .' ' ...... :' ",. -"".'. :',.~ .. ' 'J,. ,", .... ,.;: .. -.0" •..• ,. "', ,.<.,'.-.. <~:.,y:,':-',,:--" ~1;':,---.-: ./:.~",;'O-~"" .'~k:.?",".;,,:.,tL 

proba t~9/ii--th,e~part-of prpba tion,,~n:v()~ying."'no~~juvenil~/,~gt1r'~~~+s~t:1i~~)a:r~es,~i<'jI0\~',~ 
s:I;ng1e¥'7segment'of the,;f..mericanicorrect.ionalsystem.· ,RE7sults:'ofthe'~res;ic;l'1.mt!s)ttr~ .. :;ci 

~;~~;s!~n c~~r~~~"~~!~r~:~~.,~: tA:;';~!~~:~~~;"~1~~t~~C';i~J~g2a~~!i~~~~'-'j~r"'~.~~ 
Jj'a~l~_popu~a tioll'" ofadul t',of f end~rs ' under. cotr:ct io~,al.~up eryi,sl:~,~,wereon;).: :,g6k.:::;,:~~~:: 

'.2; proba ti<)U;:" [83] Itis wid ely <believei that tb,.;tS proportion,o:f>offeIldet:s,:~"':;!""~ 
/~' on probB;tionhas increased s.ince 1965.: " '., " ,.,;,If:,;~~;;'~''''':;,''~ !.':;'>Irl.<,',:')i~i 

Soine.,formof a,du1t probiit,~oncanb.e ,found,a1:Vir,t~~~lYr~very.~~ve~9t/gCi~~rn~,,;': ~;; 
ment and every. geographical part of the United 'S~~,pes.,I}ntensiye:Ju)~cia11Iroba~~."~::,.,, 
tion (ISP) offers unusqa,lly large qU~l1tities 9f/'stipe~is!;ion: t;(),;:eii.chpr()ba.{t~Qner,:>\'(,:: 

'I".. "'; - .', . '.: ..... ::/.__ "_.' ~ 'r"_._ .. ,:::";,",,".C.;" ,.:» ',.' ", ... ;1, .. _.:.'." '~'""'",.: ... : .. ,:,~,<., 

and! oturiique forms of pro ba tiqn s ervicec:1:a-liYery. , Itt;rt!}3""Emcomp~~s. ~!3:;I~~e . ". ~/:) 
gr~ t ~lajority of in~ovations an,d'ex~,~l"iinents in ad~~'t".~~. oba tion, main~f " , ~ " ~ 
exc1ud:Lng only those programs conI},E:!c'tedWi-th p~e-~on\~fc~ion activities/of ,- • ,:' 
probation staffs,financingo~"pfoba,tion, or l.!~u·stfal1Y ight, probatio,¥,' super- ,'" 1. "" 
vision. Over the pas t two ,decades numerous ISP prograJll have' been implemented' " " - ,,~ 

::::::c:':::;:zt9 (1) l~c'le·., (~) concepts~. anl3) SC'l~.:; .,' .'. ....,';.);,j 
This rep<;rrt, summarx?' is th~ ~ast . in. a se.des InzAAutea. by. Geo~g:iai'T~c:h'S "'~':. .:;g;; 

Phase I,N8"ti'i,nal· Evalu~ tion of' Intensive .~pecia1' .Pt;,obatio~:l .(LEA,A,,;qr~!lt':~innb~er •. 't· .. <;.,,< 
7 6NI~9i~-{)045). This proj ec t;like the m0r'~ tharttwel1ty otherJ:lhS\'se~Ipr.9 J@c;t:s~,"~ 
il,1variou~' criminaLjustice program Clreas,is ap,art of)i'the:,'~ktiona.l In.Stit:~t;~j<$<;',;, 

···.0£ Law'Enforc ementandGtd.mina1' Justice'sNa :tiorutl.EvaIUa t!onPrograni:,.The·:]Qng. ,.,: 
term aim of the~atio.nalEvalua. tion Prog:r~p1 is' tov'detetmip;~'W?:i,q~,:t:YrJ';es~(j(./t;;' ., ' . '<';, 
crimin;ll justice programs are "hhe.JI!ost" prodtlc:tiveil1ves,tments·Qfcrillll.ru(k;,. '<?'~~.,.' ••. ;::.,'.:"~,'.'.',;.~,."' •• ,,,,.~,;,:~.; •• 

justice dollars. '., Ea:choPha.se~J: study is 'tO$~~ the"s:~a.gieforev'a,l\!a.:ti()ift"~i:' ,"'1<: 
;~1 of a particular programa~ea bydeterininiflg~hQw particu'lar,'i;rbgranis,a:r~<,Y .. ,:"' 

;#f il actuallYat:ruc tured an~implemen t~d "defi-ninga f~a{newo~lt~o,kT6~~d;~'W~.t£J~L~1!_:.'~c:£: '-''-'C:~~f 
ill,ev9:1!lation can be. I:entered and assessingthestat:eo:t_lqj.nwil~ge-;~fbpjit~thla,.,,,,,() .. ·,;<~'i~f 
,/, II' elements of' the fralnework~. . ".,.: ....... ~,"~~~.t:~"'. ' .•..•. .. \'i' ..•.•••.•. < ',' '. , • ";~.'-~G[: 
t"\~ To accomplish. its Phase' I studyof~r«tensive spkc:i.al:pf6bation,t:he.·G~'orgicl' ........ "":~j 
f: ,\:, Tech research ,·teatn".oas,under=takexl'a varietY'of:rE!a~~rch(\act:ivitfes~.inti::tal'iy!·,,;';:;;i 

[~~~ , ' ~t;::!r;:i::~:.~.i~~d:~;!r'~~;th~~!1:~:~~1~~~~;~~r~n1¥~~:~~;!iW::i;A~:gns~:!~~ 
"if ~""'. forth the ~mportant concepts. and co-g,troversies in'the" designandevaluatIonof.,:, ,:'>~;r: 

~( -~2ccomplete :it~e for tqi$a",uIi~nt i~ S~"l:Pkt~:eI;~riK;;;i.~~;' /e:i~ 
,;'~ 'In tens iv €! Sp~cialPr6ba don' Pr6:iec ts .Ho~ve.r,wnenreference$ tP:;i:ttt:etna;IJY,": ,>Z;; 
'"'It g~nerated:ISP proquc tS"ar"g made her.e ,only, themaill t~tles' wili;bet:L~,e4;i>; (. '. <~~;.$.: 

, <, -:. ~·"i<·:,~1 

';-' ice-

~~~.~(. 
~:~:~\J~\\~S~~.-;~ ;<:' 



,:,;" 
:{~~~,~S, ". 





;,' 

'" /l···'~$·:{;:~::~:jY~~:'."~f~~"~H";::";?~i.:>"::'::,'.,:~"."~, ';:T~: 
~_ ¥ --1 ' I -: I;; l; ~'f:.{' / : ?( 

'nJ..ere ts dis:agr'eement oyer ~lf~t is" th.e' des;i:r~ resl~~~ of' I~J~:' :£1:' is 'com- ~_. ,)-" , ,:~;I 
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",;,represen,t:5 success'. ". ...' ... , " tit /'g'~';4~< ., -,). ;;;, :f:'~ 
,).fl.ere. are p.ume:i:ious·deoates in the l:t.:terature a'Qout:, cas·e1oad!~si%e.r'~· T!i.~J~.J.:~-~-1?~"---'--·~ 
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v:ntio~.hypo thesis tna t say~ tljat ,more tilll.e will'--b~.a~f1J~b+A1~ffl$,:.,t,J't~P1=;?.£gr7 .,,'·,"¥/:'9 
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r~lationfS1lip wn.i:ch wil:I,,';lietluce r'ecid;tvf~11l.7';'K~0.n~~t:Y,A;6.;t~aijri,Pt:i.o1,l·;:.at:,~It},&Jl¥- ; ·~t.·/i 
stud.fes !'wmch have re~der,ed the hypotnes,;ts int6ntll.lsive. Onffi-reason,.ror:/ ;'>6~cl 
increased rec.j:d::i:v:i;$lli :in case1Qad redtlct1on:'-grojectsis t4e,i~1c~;~sed: sult'- " _ . ...... · •.•. <r .. ;r.·;~.~ ... ,.,-,·.·.,I 

veillanc·e 'ofthe,prooa tioner ... Cqntrary to thi~argument, if{~proDa~:iqnet$ . ;' 
,are given intensive superVisionofb~g:-J1cur'p~r~we_ek, '. their{'~htiVf:Ir~:tes ", 
for the 0 tn,er 167 hours are uno1Js:~t::lfaDl~~ •. _>~e;;sttidies tha t.,~ia-;veJp~el:l~;;_ 
conducted'p.o.int to a. need.'to-'de.termine ih~ effects. or grad:uated:q/aseloads 

. ',' ".'.':: -. -~ ,~-' _ .' '. ' . . . '. // '-.: ' - . '0' :.: ~"',~ 
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disadvan. ta~e/i.s tl7ie disc;fosuref;:·Qt con! i? etiEici!'!:,·'inforrna. t:lo.rtwhich ·th.E:'/f¥o ba.~9 ... 
tioner may not;~eprepared to 'na~d~e/<:~~ the_"p:r~jectre.ve}, itis../{rgU~";."\,;.; .~if;~ 

~~~;:r~;:t:ii?~h:n::;:t::::::~2~~r t::rp:;::::tl~t:::~C.;~:~~~~ 
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r~ommen:a revoca tl.onofpr~~~,:~~~~:I:!;$h~4"il;'.()J;a.tl.o~offic:r~Wla<s t9W~igh th~::-;;!"'" .•.•.... ·~i{J~ 
development 0:

0

• ~",J~~H~.ing,~ t:~-;ra ~Ionship :wi~h . the :c~pons*B~!~~ty:, j~pr:~l"~~,~~tin.~-:,d"~·?l'~:f!.";~i 
revocable act~$"'t 9 "the courts .. / 1'hus , , recidivism,can la::r'g eJiy>beafu;t$,'tl.o!).c::c\,.J : ...... ' • J;"0;'<;~i:,' 
of .. theperaopality qf' the probation 'officer, and pa:t:,'i1:icul~rJi,~tl~Ii.!C,6o'il"t:i.9h".~~('/?lf 
off ie er'.fvyalties ." Thea e v,ftu es ,";a,ry with" ag e, raf.:~~"s ~~,<~;eda'ca'£lon" .' Ci.gettSi':?:-.-r / . /' 

poi!~tIB' ~~~~~:a~~:'7~'have ~ rec ei:ed. at~entj:on,·a,f3;-:!,~~j~:s~:JJ~~!a.~~~~~:F!~ e:(: .......•.•. . '. ,/,(;t.. 
that probat:Lon off:Lcers~)l:. ape race-shouldnot fOFcet1:'leirvalue system.onc">i"i! 
probationerljl ofthEt opposite race. Alternately, • the' d~sti'uctrtbnof %1S7 ,rf/ .J' 
conc.eptions and: stereotypes may 'be 'the·re$ult'ofa.pos.d.tlv,~(~p6su~~ •. i, '1. .. ,frt· 

, T +heissue Qf,cro!3f3-sex supety:i.sionhas beenra~s~_4~p~rtidU1a:i:lyTwher,:~ -.i,'" ;.I? 
tl1er:e is' a vrOman propaUono:€ficer. ··Resistance.~o-.theseassigIur.lentshi':'" /, "'ftli' 

"',-, .:)..,'. :. ' :. _>, . • .... --:'--';.~. -, ',. . .':- _ /" _: j :.' (" ,'. . ' :.~ i' 

clude .. s ta tement:s such as "women can' t copeFw~ih anagg:ressive}rklle;off.ten'det. u 'f 
Researc~;r.eports ... ~ndicatethat c: fompe~7e!'.'tJprobation bffice!Ylf .E;lJ"the;,;>;;·"l, 
s~~artWOrkJ;'7itn offenders ,ofeith/~Ji'-,,;se;:~, .'. . ,,)/,," . ;,;/'~ • c 

.': ... c!"csetof' issues concerning org~:n.i'za tidnal placement i~b_WCpl}q'e):p:,:" *"ISR 
,j 'projects, to. the extent thatsu,9'h r.ftacemE!Ut effects~.proji:!e.t';;':tna'ii.ig;~··,. ' 

,.' . delivery·of service.or .o,u;tc:;c'mes./ Tw'opf thes.e issues:ln.ci),~~de.cl)p18.cE$ent 
=:-.="",~ .. ~., .. ,_"O,.~ .. ,-~-;_ ..•.. '=- ~--:--- .- -.. ,__ '" -- ~" ' • i '. . . __ ,f, __ . - .-,. __ ' .. ". 
' .. / oftl).e probatfo;.i sys'temirt the judicial:" versus theeJ!:ecut:i,ve bran<~h~of 
. ;;: .' . '. ." . . '" '. . .' '.. "'."'~' 

i/~,' goverrnnen t,.8 nd (2')placemeri t of prOfJaUQll"adininistra.tion a t th~.,s ta te .. ' 
. versu s .t1fe~local:levei. ConvinCip.g arguments ar-e"gtienbn E{~th'~fslae:;~:'. 

of these two issues. Another is~he is.geograpljical/locat:i,on of"s~;pikes. 
When askedtp: hame thet:op issue in intens;t.:ve spedalpro'bati.'o,ll-"p~oj:ect~s,~ 

',' .'''. --. "- -;- _ ~ . ", .... :.,,, .. "7"', __ .~~r: 

many expertsll!.entioned 'placement wtthin a sp'ec-if:tc o.rgan.i~;t::fbn~-'Eor,· in~ 
stance"l1Ppena:ing an ISP proj ec tto,an existing pr?g,te.-JTlrrtr£y "n.o t generate 
the ;ptaffsupportneeded.for project sus:tenaIfcej~'::~"~/'" . . ' . 
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Of tl1~ 1;26potent-ia1 project:@,46 operational; tru1y<ISp.projects·~w~re lven­
.tually Ioea ted' and. in terviewed"by telephone. TJ:ui!results of these int~rviews 
ispr1se1:).ted inJ3] ,~., '. ' " ',";., ' r 

The projects selected for site visits were chosen from the 46{'ISPprhjects ' 
which had beenil1terviewed byteIepl:J,one.Of these 46 projects ,"20wef~s~lected 

, for site visits,. The priD:c:l.:p'al criterion for,se~ect:ing'p~ojects tob,~visited 
was the existence of-a "good." project eva,lua,tibn" bas~dupon thejild~~:nt&f 
the telephone surveyinterviewer.Severai important fa'ctora :illflueri~ed this " 
judgment. First, it, \07as clesirab1~.that the p:t;ojecthaveanevaiuat~oneffort' 
in,c1uding a, reseCi~d1,~d'esign~ Secotld"it was desirable that the project haye 
a "go9~r~"da'ta'ba se • Of the or.igina1 46ISP projects ~.}6 receiy~da,i nOll';'l1egative " 

.:-jild·gmenta1 response from the interviewers with respect to tl1is1ast, criterion~ ,",' 
---_':::,.: : •• , ••• •• ' .'. < :: .,' _ " j".., -. ", " ,~, 

. To further narrow the candidates for s~lectiontwosecondaryselect.ion crite:t;ia 
w,ereestablished. First, the"projects should, if, possible,'. ut.ilizfa'unique·, .' 
approach to probation. Second, the proj ects selected fqrsite vi~its $h9~14~, 
conform to the general charact,eristics of: theentirepopu1ati.ono~the46/,~,:", 

"':~'"' ISP projects. Using, these criteria,. the final, 20project,'sto be visited :were 
"s'-tUe~~ted~~ :~~_, .,:' , < ~ -

:;.,<,~ 

Uniform site visitrep~rts ,were prepared inc1udinOginfq~~'tio.n;organized, 
. as foJ lows: 

1\0 

·2.0 
3.0 
4.0 

Project Description 
1.1 Project Title 
1.2 Project Location 
1.3 Project Purpose 
1.4 Project Funding 
1.5 Project Duration 

.'Proj ect History 
Vis;i.t Summary 
Intervention Diagram and Narrative 
4 .• 1 lnteryention Process .F1.owDiagram 
4.2 Intervention Diagram Narora tive ,. 

4.2.1 Overviaw of Activities and Assumed 
4.2.2 Block Details ' 

Sequence of 

These site vis:t':t.reports we~ec,ollected ~rid presented in[ 4 ].' Acidfdon~L 
supporting site 'visit materials "including the survey insttument,eva1ua:tion 
and monitoring reports, and descriptive materials (flyers, .. news releases~ . 
procedures, etc.) have been collected arid are available to a: Phase II grantee. . . .. 
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CHAPTER III 

A REFERENCE FMMEWORK 

An important element of the National Evaluation Program approach. to criminal 
justice programs is the development of a framewo;rk or:' intervention 'tneorygor 
each class of proj ects. Frameworks~repres~nted as block-:ff1owdiagrams in 
which b10cks represent inputs, activities, and outputs of the projects and 
arrows indicate assumed directions of causation~ By· defining the underlying 
theory of the projects the frameworks provide a useful reference' for, both 
validating the concepts implicit in the project design and planning the 
measurement and evaluation of the' projects. . ., '.' .,' 

The Frameworks report provides details of .such an intervention the6~y for the 
ISP projects considered in Georgia Tech's Phase .,Inationalevalu.ation. [ .5 ] . 
In that paper it was observed that no single"'detailed frameworkcou.ld seriTe 
for the many ISP projects in the United States.' Moreover, when an attempt. 
was made to solicit.:: the outline ofa. framework from project personiiel,the' 
exercise was usually well received by the project, but it was clear that a 
systematic theory had only rarely been verbalized before Georgia Tech's con~, 
tact with the projects. 'l"hus, any single framework for intensiVe special 
probation projects must be con.sideredboth oversimplified andprelirilinary. 

Within such limits, however, it will be useful to offer some single" frame­
work as a point of reference for the body of this assessment. Exhibit III-:--1 
presents such a reference framework. A brief overview of the frameworks is 
presented in the r~nainder of this chapter. 

Virtually every intensive special probation project requires some input of 
"ISP Funds" (Block 1). When "Increased Regular Staff" (Block 3) are, involved, 
such staff are usually the major project cost .!'IncreasedAuxiliary Staff'! 
(Block 2)--typically either volunteers or paraprofess:l,.onals--also require some 
funds, but the amount is usually 'less because auxiliaries are unpaid or paid 
less. Increases in either of.these forms of staffarepres:umed'tolead to 
"Increased Staff Case Contact" (Block 5). The nature of "the contact may take. 
many forms, and the contact may be with the offender or others concerned with 
die case,' but some increase in contact is assumed in intensive' probatiott. 

ISP proj ects may also seek to operate by "Client Specialization and Class i­
fication" (Block 7), i.e., by offering different services tc;differentoffender 
groups. "Increased Diagnostic/Assessment" services (Block 4) are often re­
quired to support schemes for class}.fying clients or selection procedures 
for proj ects dealing with special client groups. Such specialpt:'obation 
capabilities may operate either within or outside a structure of "Decentra­
lized Probation" (Block 81', i.e., probation pffices operated in the connntini";' 
ties where clients live. Another form of specialization is. the use of "Spe­
cial Staff Organizations" (Block 6)---often probationteams--tobringmultiple 
supervision talents to bear on each case. . 

"'~. A key justification for all such intensifications and specializations of 
pr0'ba tion resources is that "Increased Staff Understanding of Cases" (Block 9) 
will result. One assumed caus.~.is the increased familiarity as s6c:i:at ed with 
increased contact, Others are'the probation staff sophistication resulting 
from various forms of specialization and increased diagnostic/assessment ser­
vices. Finally, indige;'ous knowledge, held by paraprofessionals or gained by 
locating probation in neighborhood f.;lciIities, may contribute to staff rapport 
with cl:ten ts. . 
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EXHIBIT III;...l 
-,.,,-

A REFERENCE FAAMEW'oRKFORIN'I'ENSIVESPECrAL PROBATION PROJECTS 
!:! 

12. Client 
'--_____ ........ ...,. _____ :--:--""'!Attittide Toward 

Probation 

16, 

14;. Increased 
SUrVeiilance 
of Clients 
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Amajor objective sougnt in ISP is "More Effective Client Treatment Programsl' 
{Block l3} ~ nTreatment" may' involve a. wide range of' s,erVices offeredproba,.. , ' 
tiones:s, including a: Spectrtnn from psychoanalytic trea'tment to employment and 
housing assistance, , 

ISPprograms attempt to iricrease the effectiveness of treatment in marty ways. 
Increased staff contact with cases' pennits more direct counseling of clients,' 
and impro\red ti'seof available community resources. Other aids to use of , 
community resourc,es are specialized staff knowledge of programs' gained through 

"neighborhood location or client specialization, extra care in formu1.8ting 
"Legally Binding Treatment Plans" (Block 10) an,!i additional funds to pur.­
chase trea.tment and service. In a few cases projects directly "Provide New 
Treatment Capabilities" (Block 11). Staff decisions in 1?oth counseling -and 
referral are aided 'by increased understanding and familiarity with cases." 
, The general purpose of more effective t;reatment progra.ms is "Improved. Client' 
Social Functioning" (Block 15). Improved. functioni:nsmai take 'the form of 
positive changes in the client's attitudes and self-image, changes'in 
family environment, c.hanges in educatfonalandeco-ubmic standing, changes 
in drinking/drug use habits, or changes in many other elements of the 
client's rela tion to society. 

The effectiveness of probation programs in bringing about such changes 
is assisted by "Improved Client Attitudes Toward Probation" (Block 12). 
Among the asstnned causes of improved attitudes are;, the added convenience of 
decentralized . probation and. the apparently more supportive. role ofproba- " 
don staff associated with increased contact, better staff understanding, 
more effective referrals, and the less authoritarian, image of volunteers 
and parapIlofessionals. Changes in client functioning> may also be brought 
about by the "Increased Surveillance of Clients" (Block 14) implied by in-
creased staff understanding of cases.' , 

One direct and immedi.ate outcome prestnned to follow from :Unproved client: 
functioning is tlDecreased Crime" (Block 16). Decreases are achievedmainliy 
through reductions :i,n clients' recidivism, i.e" return to crime., However, 
the improved social functioning may have many other implications for "De­
creased Social Costs" (Block 17). Increased employment, decreased incar­
ceration and decreased crime all make major contributions to sociai cost 
reduction. 
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The purpose 6f'thischapter ist~;rovide a critica.l reviewcpf' 9ve~-:> 
a,11. eva,l:uat:Lonresults which:.navebeen<collecteq,aspart,ofthebackground 
resear2hand si'fevisits .. of Georgia Tech's Phas~ I ,Nationa1EVa~uation·of 
ISP. The discussion will 1focus 'onthen~oad 'difficult~i~$;'of interplietirtg' 
and .drawing conclusions. from' thpse results. $ince,vlrtually all. the results 
use some concept of recidivism reduction as a ms=a,f3ureofsticcess, the:terms 
"success, ", "effeCtiveness," and "recidivismreduction"wil1be used here 
interchangeably. 

Effec.tiveness of Case10ad Recltiction:i.nPrdhati~n 

Fo:r many .. years, probation pr~fessfon~ls'debaf:ecl . the value of .different 
case1oadsizes, i.e., different " numbers'o'fclients .beingassignf'!dperpro'ba­
don officer •. Thus, it is not surprisirigthat theoveral1f.ISpeffective~ . 
ness fssuewhich has received the most .1:"esearcb;itterttion.~,is,. the impact of 
reductions in caseload on probatJon success.' , '0 .'. ..•. . ..' . 

A number of interesting reviews of case10ad research ate available in the 
cr..i11\;Lnol?gical lit ~ra ture [29 ,30., 3l,.42 ~49, 59,7 0 1. . Hbwever; .theser~views hav:e 
given\,refd. a tten1;:ion to on1Y.oneadti1t ,probationproj ect, the San Francisco 
proj ec':\dg~mlted in th~federa~ probadono'syst~in. t~e 1ate,19~0' s.' .'.0 . 

, . That p~',.oJectwasunder:taken :mtwo Pl1ases ~ .. The f~,rst ,randomly selected .. 
probatiorl~Fs for two "ideal".caseloads of40,.· two "i:n:ten§iye" cas,eloadsof 
20, and oi\~·. "miniInum" case load of" several hundred,. leaving'. allotp.er.cases 
in "normal'~'caseloads of 70 to 130. Thesecorid phaseoseda selcktionpro- •...• 
cedure 1:6 assign probationers to~s..seloads., Because:it. invcilved:l;'andomal1o~ 
cation1to"differentcaseload: Sizes, the'first phase is <the' brie'mosttlsefuf 
in assessing over~l1 effectivenes's. Analysi~(see ,for examp1:e,,[ 32])~howed' 

. 'that, excluding technical Yi91atiop.,s,"~th~m"irtimum supe:rvJ.s:i,oIlea~eloaqWas.,·· 
not sigriificantly less, successful than other qaseloads..Sinalier.casElloads 

.appeared to produce more technical 'violations.. '.. 1i .... ',' .. " 

ThougWitis much,!"eferei.\ced and. discussed ,the Sari FranGiscoprojec t,wd~ld 
appeart9 be an uns~tisfac.tory basis for generalcon.clusion~,about,:caseload, 
size inadu1t,probation~-,Afi obvio\1scon'Gern tp.,general:i,~irigis the,fa~t ..... ',' 
that. thes.~u!iY was opera'ted Within the'f~9.eralcorrect:iona:lsyst,~m.wher)et.t1e 
mix of probatiorters l crimes is unlikely to match that in'stateandloc.il·~·. ' 

.:. .' " .' " ", 't:' ,'. :. . ~~,\'. .' ,- ... " '.:,'<:._~' :': ..... ' ..... ,.N-) • . <'-. ,- '-:.' ,,- :';", 
probatioIl~Also,wh,ile the "minimumll easel~adwas,handledonlitini.eClYClil7, . 

,'j able basis by sever~l,o~J,.fcers,. the. testing ,of,.bnlYt:t;q0 "intensi\T~ua1:l~" .. 
two uidea1"caseloads certainly raisesconcernaboufinteractions' petween 
results and officer' supervision styles •. ··.Adams· et a1.; ·i.'A'their:clii~iqu~. " 
of the proj ec t,ob serve that there was "~del:Lbera:te effort ~to a:vo.id . i.d.ent~,:;- . 
'fication of particulal:'" officer. styles inthe'\researcl} •••• " [~2;]'Finally,"< . 
tliere\'wer ~a . host cii'minor methodological' diif ficul t:teswith: the, Sari Franciscc:i .. 
proj ec't, (discussedfor.examplein[ 32]) which" ~!)il~!3t:ti.~ly,:ca.s,t.·~ome: .. douht 
on the. validity of. the results'bbtained., ..' . ('.... '.' ..... .. '. ," .. , 

;Beypnd . the San Franciscb project, most discussioli'~:n\Tar.iollsr~v;:iews of 
case10ad researchhasdealtwith.:parole 'or 'juvenil~ probationproj~C1;:E; •. ' 
Mos to ften . discus~,ed . are a s eries'ofproj ec tsinCaltforn'ia.-; .. intlud:,t'ij.g,a, 
. four" phaseSpeciai J:nte:nsivePar¢le Unit~ . athtee pha$~,NarcQi:~c TrJ:itt:~,. ' 

and Control I!rolect,a ParOfe Work, Unit?rogr.arn!iandth~~ca:iifor'nia> 



'Youth Auth.odty':sNar~6dc"ControlP~()~:t"ams.;, 
tbe'eva:Lciitfpll.6fnearly <eve~y\op.~'Q,ffh.ese.p~oj e~t.s·wa.s·sub.iec~Jom.~~~qdo~ '. 
logical problems whi~htend toi:nvaIidateresults,;a ge~eralpatw~rnca:ll,.b~·, . 

.•. di§J~~~d. froni theexcel:i;erit.'snalysee;in[i9'l,·[301,'fs9J, andrlol.>:rhe,,· •.. ' . 
,.aduit parolepr,oJects tended.tQdetE:!ct.nosigriiffcantdif£erences in .red!di~iSlIi 
';rates.among offenders in cas~ioadsbf4ifferetit:si~z~s"httt.s()meincrea~~d . 
'\:lUcceiss was obseryed whe:njuvenileoffenders:wereplac:ed in yery .smal1'case­
lO;ids .'. (typicallylO to 20) .' Typ:t,calof th~' coriclusiolls'apout: juv~niiep:toba~ . 

. tionersisLiptori, Martinson, arid Wilkes obserirlitiop.,\\ •.... ". ....., 
.' . , ", . '." ... ' -,;. . 

--{, 

"A clear finding is that intensiveprC:;ba\tionsupervision . 
associatedwithteductitm in" recidivismamOng'males-and1:e';'" . ,~i 
males under'18 years of age.; ·Thi.sConclu,sion:·i~~ased·q.tt:f'iv.e::: 
studies in which youthfulsubjectswe:tei"andOtnly;;:lss:l.gned.to' 
various forms of intertsive~superv:lsionandto.st1pervisiC>,n. £or,# 
varyingperiods of time' up to amaxiinuln of 26.Il1orit.hs.· F<:l~ 
of these. five studies reduc'ed caseloads. to 15 (16:iri one ........ . 

. . . ..' "0' .' .' .... 1.".", 
case) for ,the .experimentalgroup while tb,e" c.on.trols'?w~r.e ; 
placedinc~fseloads varying from ;50tolOl.,j [70] 
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-Since the late 1960 fS, the date of most reviewso£ ca.~elQa.dresea~ch,·a: 
ber of· lfarhge uaduiltdPsrObCltiOnecrpro~ectsf .. ··bhaveb¢?n .. ut).~~rt:~ken:;iiP'i.:di,dftt~r~llh,~:t:". "" '.' ;' .. ,'Br 
parts 0 ·t e n te . '. ta teSt erta~n' Q "t, esep~PJects were:v .. ste;~vy:.): .!ff ....... ,'", "" 
Georgia Tech I SP team, arid informat ion about:'others 'is avEdlablei:n.ey~~~'-_ •... , ......«.\'.':<~,,., 
tion. reports . supplied to . the. 'Geo:tgiaTe2h'staff~ ·· •. ·Man)Tpt(H~ctS.:d·idndt.:h~~,·X ········-··':~y";;;~l 
evalua t ions which. are ·suffic .tendy defini ti vetQ.be·q\10~e4:1l.¢~e'''f'''.:>: <:·ii' ...': .•.......... : ......... : .... ~.' ......... : .... :., ..•.... : .. ' •.. :~ ................. _ .......... , ....... , .. : ..•.. '.',· ..•.. :.~"·.·::.' .. "> .• ",'.·.,.,;,·.;,:.B::., .•..• 1:. One study for which a report, butnota,sit.e visit, wa.s~yailabl~.:for'ihis " '. 

"assessment' is.the·rnti~nf,iV~ SUl'erViston··Projectoperated.by-theFi6i:d"d~:· ....• . 
}l ar ole and Proba tiori C6Iiunis siollin 19 '71'-197 2. . [5 S]:T.liis:pr()Ject;'J;>rbVl.deCl< 
service .. to . a Slimp Ie o~ ' .. 9,,03Q.,pr,obado~ers and. paroJ.eeei;.l;arid.otfi+yj~se~,e~q1~f .', 
from the cas eloadsin 'various districts o£theStat~i .Expe:timental,··cCls~M 
loads: consis ted of 35 ''11:1 ~hris kY·proba tioners:'anci:par()le~s~:,.Co~-{rolgrb,tlp.: . ':. 
caseloacls. contained 70 ca·~~es., 35%igh. risk'! dnd 35 "'ntedi~'\:.~rr"lol(;r.i.sk~'>':>" 
Comparison of revocation.'rates betweeri~xperimentalsaildC6ii1:r6:1.S :whow~te' .,:., 
classified%igh risk" (~here were .at least<1,497st1ch·>:l.ndi:Vd,d~a"lsJ;.sll~ed 
no s ignificantd iff erenc es for pro bati()hers~·. P;:lro iee~:l.n ,tAeelCper.fm~n~at ~ 

. group wet"e sta Hsticallys igni;fi~~ntlYniol"e l!kelYt:()perev()~ed; t~ari:'Jho!'le 
in the control group. . No analyses are, reported on r¢cirrestsi:.::recol)Y:l.~tion,s: 
or other measures of re~idivis~'.: >, . ..• ,. '"..,:, '-. ".('<. 

d Another significant caseload'reduction projec't -is the Oklahoma "Department' . 
of Corrections' Special Community Supervision 'Project reported' inJ59 ]. . ~ 
.Project .caseloacls,.·of .• 50 were.··.·ra~doinlY· selectedfromthe •. ·probatiori··ahd·~par9fe .', 
population . ~ndc,ompared . to. . contrq;L caseload.s .>6f '160:..170< . .Approximat~lY;'90% . 
of the clients we.re probationers. '. No s:i,griif:f.cant'di£fe~encel:l:in}success'ra,1:e, 

.... wet:,e . observed between projec tatldcontrolgroups, but.de,tail:'in:eth~·~~l?gicar,t\\: 
diff'iculties bt:ingintoquestion the' accuracy ·Qf ~his.conclus!oni·,(se~I'~91 
for specifics) . Ii i'''''.. ..... . . . .' ............. ' ....•. .tn'".,., ...•.. 

::":;:-<':\.;-. 
\'. . 

;'"' 

The Volun tee; . Pro b~ tion~-~tlhs'elQrPrograril in .ftnct"ln,-,N~b:ra~ka '. [681 'ess~rl;, 
.tia\l1y redttces caseloatr.to.. oneby~~s~sig!lfnga.vol\l!i~~e;L.~~~~~ei~:rtCi,ea.~li,:.: , .. ;.l,;;E:};H . 

. ti~~e;!p~;t{~~6n.A .I~id~~i~n~:1{hth~b~o.~;~~i;~~~i;~~7~;~vi~~!~;·~~~~'~f.~:;:':"'Ai?~~\~!' 
demeanors. '. Appa:rently wilid reSUlts" reported by Ku,',:t!t:;f~R~show.~u~~.tantl~l1Y':" "'>:!j)~ 
lowel?: reci~ivism~a tes amongthe~~ol1p superviSedp! .. V'?l~ii:t:~~e'sl'M.f~~lY,·, ":i" 

.When tratff~c offenses are eliminated. from recidivism caJ~u~ation~1I17v~r, ,,<, .,,;);;? 

,i· .. 'S;'~5;~~~ 
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thesampl~' sizes ~ssociated.w:tththe t~o groups areno:t S~;EfiCient tp gu;~antee. 
sta:tistic~l significs,nce of the recidivismreduq tion. ,'Moreover,anY<",lleduct:,i.cm: 
~ybe cdueInore to tnespeciai riatureof volunteer counsel;~n~ than:thequantity 
of case contact. . '.' " ".' '." ..... . '. , .. ' 

Only one of the 20pro'Dat'ion projects visited'Dy the Georgia Tec.h ISP team 
had yet reported evalua,tionrel?ults basedona met'hodologically souria,\.ev,a~ua':'"' 
tionp1an. That project:" wast:he In.!=~nsive ServicesUnitgfthe/ rh:Ua~elphia, 
Pennsy1vglUia'AdultProbation Project,. [16,87] Clients of the In,tensiye Services 
Unl,t aie sex offenders. and persons placed on "psychiat;r;i.c probation." ".Gase-' . 
loads in the projectar~'typically ne1{r::SO. A compariscmof ,iearrestt,ates '.' 

, .' . . . , I , w • " . . . ,. ......' , '. '." 

between a sample'of project clientsantl a s~ple of simi1:ar cli,ents1.nsase-
loads exceeding ioo showed statistically, significant1yl0\olerriites. f qr,' pro­
ject cl,ients~ [87] Ho~ver ,the concept of the project: calls; :/fora mtlc'h, 
different, quality as well as quantity of supervision than th~~experi,e.nced' 
in normal case10ads. ' In particular, the Intensive Services.lJ.tiit"seeksto . 
~~~c',~}llq}:~e"psyc.holog ica~ /psYfhia tr ic approach' t?pr?ba tiop',.t ~tl~l y1:ing .' 
a J.1eavy emphasis on assessmen,t. Thus, 1t is possible th~ttli,e, oh-served 
success is a .consequence of the special nature of treatment. rat11'er than 
caseldad'size. . . 

Several other caseload reduction pr()Je6~ts' encountered a~pa:rtof 
Tech's ISP study claimed recidivism.d~creasedbp.t.had eitllernot,I1~ep~red~> ...•.. 
final. analyses or had not employed a: valid comp,a.rison group in dra.wing, • ' 
conclusions. . Among thecaseload reduction pro j ec;i:s visited. by.(;ecA:gia.,·':C¢~ll 
which reported preliminary findings of rectdivisll.v reduct;ionswere'theHigh . 
Impact Intensive Supervision Narcotics Unit.[ll] and the Int~nstveIlif£~r:..., 
entiated Supervision of Impact: Paro.1eesand Probatione.rs[12Lpi:bject~i.n' 
Baltimore, the ,Volunteers in Probation project i'n Evansvi11e,IIldiana.[18] 
and .the Intensive Supervision ,prbgram,[.161in Denver." Only the: Denver pro- . 
ject is known to Pl.ana more complete evaluation in the. near future. ';Project 
reporJ;sJ were received .which implied. recidivismredultionsassdcj,ate&.w:;l:Jh .• '. 
de~reased .caseioads in Utah [90·1 and in "the cities,;of'PCll~as {9;,52].,Cl~vel'and.,~.,,,,,.}, 
[45] ,Philadelphia .[81] t RoyaL/Oak,Michigan [69], andNorfolk,Y[rgd.I1ia . ". . ... ·77'" 
[72]. However, norte of these studiesreportedreciqivi$1ll finaly~isin relation.' ('~.<"'I 
to a satisfactory group comparison e~aluationdesign. It ,should,alsO'b,e " "'iil 

not.ed that, like the, Philadelphia pr.oject·mel'iqoned'a:bove/inanyproJects ;', 
in both these. incomplete and itladequate 'evaluation groups have special' as .. ' ',.,j::.::;li 
well as. case1oadreduction aspects. Thus, any,resultsw'hich:a:r:e.\)bserved 
could haveder1.ved fronieither' the speCial or the inteilsivenature of<the·'~,,·::· 
projects. .., . . '. ..,.. ...... ". ··''''WI 

Summarizing all the caseloadreductionresearch re~iiewed, irithissecfion;. ...;.i'i', 

it a1>pears ,that th,e weight crf scientifically'valid,evidence:i§"ou,'t:he si4e,. '. • ... " .. ,E.\,.:~ .• ~ ..• ~.-.~,~:f.~,:.:.' .. ,II' 

of the' hypothesis.that caseload reduction alone does no~significatltli?=e~ J' . " 

• duC!erecidiv'ismjin adu;t.t probationers. ~owever ,ther~:i.siitUit$'d evidence,,>''':' 
. ,to the contrary', and very small case~oadshave.pr~ven,tQbe' ~ffec~ivew:i.,th\ 
juvenile~. 'M9reover '. ,results on both $ides of' the'ques1::ioriare~9~a:ri:lted . 
by methodoIbg'icalproblerits that broa.d conclusions are not warrante'cf'. ' 

'.. ,: , ' '.' ":"r " :>,..-:< 

Eiif~ctivenessof "SpecialEotins'of'P~cibation/" 
, _ .,' . . . ," . '". I: . ' .. ".~. .' . : . .' _ .,' 

As. might be expected· because' of tHe wide range of ;.p:t6grampossibilities, 
researchresults on the effectivenes:s of special:f6rms ofprohationare even ." 
more sparse than that on caseload :t'~>:d.uction •. However, theresllltswhich were' 

(,-"-,\obta:i.ned as part of ,Georgia Tech's review of ISP will be br:tefly sJlmmarized. 
o i,1"1 ,thiS sec tion. c' 
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SUGGESTED AS~'GAUSESOF;QtrrCO~ES 

Client Differences 
, . _., " ~ 

--Crindnal chistory, . ""',' 
-~Frac tion .of parolees includ,~' in the clien:t set 
-~Social/ecQn.omic,status 
":-Age, sex,t'ace 
--Education" .. :~;: :-. ':0-. _ .•• ' . __ : 

T' " ' • ,.'!r. -, ,', - -~~.- ."- .-.-. ,-

, --S.oc :J.allpsycnologicarma turity 
'-":~";S\lb$ tanc e depend encies 

. '. '. ~ . 
-~F·a~·,fly:.'-·~s-t~tu.~-":~ . /( ,- , ,"~:~','>,,\ ... ,_ ," .' . 

--'Previou13 experiemcejqitb··probation'slipe,ryision. 

";';':'Econ:6m.:i.c 

Proba.tion Staff DifferertceS 
" .' '-,''.' '\~'<',"_.", __ . __ .,,~, ,,',/f.._> " _. ''''',' " II ..,-perso~lstyl{;of,offic~r~ ....,< ' 

-";';Officer en:thusiasti1~ fQr.th e'pr()Je~b 
--Prior ,offl.c'er:pro~~,t[O:n'.c~xperienGe,,:< 

'cil >~ . ,\.' . '.,,' ,', 
.f'. 
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CHAP'l'ER V 

KNOWLEDGE. AS SESSMENT ; INTENSITY OF PROBATION SUPERVISION 

The reference framework for intensive special probation projects in Exhibit 
III-l portrays a rough theory of the' sequence of causation through which proba-­
tion program innovations are assumed to oring about desired social outcomes. 
~ fundamental principle underlying many of the assumptions implied by the 
.~rrowsin Exhibit III-l.is the tone.ept of intensive probation, Le., proba­
tion supervision involving quantitative and/or qualitative increases in the 
depth of supervision service. In this chapter the many dimensions and hypo­
theses associated with the concept of intensive probation ~~li be reviewed and 
assessed as to the present state of knowledge. 

Increased Contact 

Case contact in probation supervision is the amount of interaction between 
probation staff (regular and auxiliary) and the case including not only dlrect 
interac tion with the cliemt, but also interaction with other persops interested 
in his case (family, employers, etc.). The most straightforward of the ISP 
projects are those which begin with the assumption: 

Decreases in the average:number of cases assigned individual 
probation officers result 'in increases in the average amount 
of officer contac t with cases. 

An inmediate problem in assessing the validity of such an assumption is the 
selection of an appropriate measure of contact. The approach most often taken 
in probation studies is to measur'e contact on . the bas;i.~ of the total number 
of contacts with the case. A smaller number of studies ,substitute estimates 

.. of the total time officers are ,in contact with cases. ". 
On the basis of these measures, some limited results are available which tend 

to support the assumption th(~t decreased caseload results in increased contact. 
The San F:C<'l,ncisco study, which varied caseload levels in the federal probation 
system, showed significantly higher numbers of contacts associated with lower 
caseloads. ['30,32] A statistically significant increase in, the number of' con';';' 
tacts was observedi.n the Florida Intensive Supervision Project.I55] Signi­
ficant increases were also reported in the time of contactwit1i',<;:ases in the 
Florida study. Similarly, increases in number of contacts and'time of contacts 
,,~ere reported in California is Special Intensive Parole Unit studies. [59] As. 
part of the Georgia Tech!3ite visits, the Philadelphia Intensive Services Unit 
[19] and the Bal timo're High Impact Narcotics Unit [11] indicated prelim:Lnary 
findings in increases in contact. All these studies measured contact levels 
in comparison to matched or randomly selected control groups and can thus be 
considered reasonably convincing though ea(,~h had some methodological difficulties. 

Some hesitancy appears warra.nted, however, in concluding that increases in 
contact will automatically ref3ult from decreases incaseload. One concern 
is that results in the studie.8 mentioned above may have been (at least par­
tially) a consequence of differences in enthusiasm for careful reporting o'f 
contacts. Project personnel, could be expected to record contacts more meti­
culously than over-burdened probation officers carrying large, control group 
caseloads. 
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A more sj,gnificant conce.rn is the ona vo:i,cedat a~tlumber>()f sites visited by 
Georgia l'eCFl. personnel"tnat·cerJain typesof'proDationoffic~t$'may find it 
d:tff icult to adj us tto'a patternof~' increas'ed contact whencase:loadsare1:'e .... 

. duced~ [11,12,16,19,23] Probation officersaccustomed~to devot:i;ngmost of ~, 
th.eir time topre';"sentenceinvestigations and routine paperwork on cases may 
find themselves coinplete1y unequipped to uildertake additionaidirect contact 
with. cases, ,.... ';i '. , .. , ' '. 

No probation study reV'J.:ewed for this assessment had employed any validated 
instrument wfiich might De used to detect suchpriol:" dispositions of probation 
officers. A. literature of correction.al.officer typologies does exist. [33] 
However, this literature has apparenbly not been brought to bear systeniaUcally 
on the issue of . 'co ntrolling for supeJ:yisor styles indetennining whether a' 
probation~epartment will be receptivb to increased contact. . " 

A second broad approach to increasing 'the probation superv~.sion reso1.lrce~ 
available for case contact is the use' of auxiliary staff:';;;-volunteer anq/para­
professional probation supervisors. An. important Justification for the use. 
of such. programs is the assumption:' . , . . . 

Assignment of volunteer or paraprofessional couriselors 
to probationers results in an increase in the average 
amount of contact with cases. 

- '<, . 

Observe that in such cases a "reduction in case:t;o;lcl,~" may not techn:l.callY-occ1,1r, 
Legal caseload responsibility, is typically, left w'1:t.~~~9i;_essi9.nal prob~ttg!!,~;.i 
officer even if the great bulk of actual contact is perf''6tmid'''oy;c:fhe>-'''Voillliteer 
or parapro~essional. In fact,caseloads tlUiy techrifcallyl.ncrease. because 'o';£i-' 
cers superv\~se large numbers of. probationers through auxiliary staff assistants. 

It is intuitively reasonable to expect that large, scale use. Qfvolt1nteers', . 
and para:professionalsin a pr o'Qat ion jurisdiction would increase the~ver~ge .. 
contact per case. The only reason this assUlIiption would not'folloW is If;;the 
probation officer's time consumeciin recruiting and supervising:au']CiliarY$taff 
was equivalent to the t:inte spent by the auxiliary staff' in· contact with 'cases .' 
There. appears to' be no reason why this:l.ssue could Ilotbe studled,but uri';'; 
fortunately, no probation project reviewed inc 1 tid ed compa#son of the <1uantity' 
of contact with clients in a volunteer or. parap·rofess.iorial~rojectgroup·Versus 
that :i.n an appropriate compar is ou group. S1nceseveraFv;Lsited proje,~ts',d:r.4 ' •. , 
employ substamial profeSSional staff irinianaging auxiltarypersonnel--staffs 
which CQuld, have been providing direct con1;:act ifauxiliatY':personnel we'(e.not· 
being used .... -it must be concluded that the contact effecd:: of volunteer arid para:- , 
professional projects bas not been definitively established .. 

One final cons icierationin the assumed model for probation 
to increase contact can be .stated as the assllmptiou:' 

lricreasedprobation contact with cases .results in more 
effective probation treatment. 

Of cotirse, an adequate investigation of this question requires a satisfactory 
measure of treatment: effectiveness. However, it sho'Uldben:6ted that 'to the 
degree treatment effectiveness can be measured byrec:f,divism .inan)" rorm,.the 
caseloadreduction literature tends weakly to refute the above assumption. A· 
majority of 'the projects mentioned above which measured significant increases " 
in contact in connection with caseload reductions, also measured no decreases ,'. 
in ree:.idivism rates with smaller ,caseloads. Thus , the:., studies tend to iniply 
that increases purely in the quantity of contact Jas llleasur edby 'number, or' 
time of contact) do not affect treatment success. ' 
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Note 'Efficient 'Contact 
( , 0 .. , t $ t, 

An alternative, intensity dimension'to the'pure quantity of contactwithp,roba­
tion cases is: the efficient use of' contact time.. t-lanyscnemes forISP can be 
vi~d as seeking to :tmprov.ethe efficiency of contact through. more effective 
management of proDation staff ~ Tlie,inost widely employed approach is the use· 
of some form ' of' case classification. Such projects depend strongly on1;he 
assumption; 

Clients can be efficiently classified into groups for Which 
diff~rent amounts of supervision are,appropriate. 

If the asswnption is true, allocation of proDation supervision resources on the 
basis of the classification should result in more productive probation contact. 

Numerous classification systems have ,been proposed or used in va~ious locales. 
A survey fn Georgia Tech 's 'Issues 'Paper [11 on ISP reported classifications 
in use in Georgia, Virginia, Maryland~ Missouri, Pennsylvania, Oklahoma, and 
California, ,and, '[ 60] describes a Br;ltish system. The classification systems 
address at least two rather different .dimensions of client need. On the one 
hand are classifications which seek to determine the -degree of risk associated 
with 'a particular client. Risk is usually defined in terms of potential for 
reCidivism. Other classification approaches attempt to. measure tgeamount 
of supervision ser-vice required by the client. The difference between the 
two dimensions is illustrated by a moderate risk offender who,because,he 
indicates a receptivity to counseling, may be most worthy of probation offi­
cer attention. 

In spite of thewidespread.use,however, very little research is'kn0wn which 
has successfully.validated probationer classification techniques. one excep­
tion is the California Base Expecta~cy Score which has demonst,rated the,use~.· 
fulcapability to forecast the recidivism risk associated with various 61ient 
groups. [59,77] An original version was developedaspart of. Californ,ia's 
Work Unit Parole Program and proved effective 'in assessing risk Oyer a number 
of years with numerous cases. [59] A modified, proba tionversionwas deyeloped 
and applied sl,lccessfully in the federal probation system. [77 ]13othconcen­
trate heavily" on the client's prior arrest record, substance dependencies, 
employment history and faridly influences. ". . .• ' ,~ , 

Sinc;:e recidivism da t:a and simple descriptors of the clienta:ndhis ~nvirort-" 
ment can be .obtained fairly easily, it should bepossibletoeventtlal1y,develop 
satisfactory approaches .to predicting .the recidiyism risk associatedwitl).,a,·'·" 
given client ,group. The matter of a scheme to evaluate the type and amount 
of proDa tionsupervision which should be" provided .a given grOllP.of clients' . 
is a much more complex task. In the general fieldofcorrec tionsnumerous .~ . 

. classification ,schemes t~king such a treatment, focus have Qeen proposed>and 
. researched. A complete r,eview qf this iiterature is beyond the scope of this 

, document but it can be stated that no method has achieved wide acceptance.* 
, Moreover~ it' is worth. noting that orily ,one well-researched approach, the Jesness 

(\ . '. ' .. '.' 

Inventqry,was found. in us~j:l.t any of the 20 sites .visited;by Georgia Tech ' 
as part of this prpj ect, and it was only used at one sit~.[14] Thus, . it' 
appears that a. severe Icnowledge gap exists at least in bringing past research 
tmclient classification to the level of practical usefulness tci1a;rge .sca,le 
proba.tion pro Jec ts. ' . ' 

* . A good summary is provided in the report of the National Advisory Commission 
of Criminal Justice Standards and Goals on Corrections. [74] 
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'it.~¥iYe'D~~~e~~~f~~" P.i·.'90rit~7~, , 
A third, ·and more neDulo.us dimension' of·, ~h,e'intensi1:y'bf'probation;super- ' 

.visibh is the quality of.tne i'nter,actions oe1:Weent!1e"prooation' staff .and 
th.e client' or persons impertant to· him. 'In some cases the . quantity af 
contact may' not oeincreased at·all but it is neped that special knewledge' 
and orientation of the prooation staff will 'lead to lhore effective use,!;)f 
centact time. A partial list ef the quality~hange:assumptionsunderlying 
various ISP projects would include the fol1ewins: 

Specialization ef the project inc'l.1.ents of a particular type 
will result in increased officer understanding of the subject 
client-type and thus in moreintensiveefficer..-caseint:er.,.; 
action. " , , 

Organization of the probatien staffirito tearu; jO:i.ntly . 
supervising the samecaseload will result in a bett~rWltc.h 
of officer skills and client needs in particular~sit:uat:i,ons 
and thus' in more intensive officer~caseinteractio;n. 

Iridigenous knowledge and iess':'authoritarian imageS, of. 
velunteer andparaprofessionalprobation supervisors results J 

in a more frank and thus more intertsivesta,ff""Case inter-
action. ,"'. 

De'Centralization of probation facilities into.- client'§ 
neighborheods results in incr,easedofficer'familiaritywith" 
the social environmentinwnicn clients live and thus in 
mere intensive oHicer"Ccase\l,interactien. 

Mere thorough diagnesti(~"::fl~d ass;essment activities at' 
thepoint of prob'atien int'~~l!leads. 1:0 increased offic~r. 
understanding of clients and thus to more intensive efficer­
case interaction. 

Each of the above assumptions, can; in turn be. ,seen:to have two component, steps.' 
A first' ''knowledge'' sub'-assumptiqn presumes tnat a 'particular program speci'aliza­
tion will lead to increased .staff knowledge or understanding of the client lind; 
his environment. A second "translation" "sub-assump'tl.on presumes that lncreased 
knewledg.e will be translated into more meariil,gful intera~d.~ribetwcentheptob'a·:,;;' 
tion staff, the client and his environment. ' , . 

Many probation staffs are intuitively quitecertaih that such, eff'ects dq 
occtir in, ISPproj ects • Unfortunately, no qtiantitativeprQ¢edure er research. 
study was identified which dealt with either of the two di.mensionsin any' 

""1 probation ptojec t seeking' to change the q1;18-litY' of contac t~ In sfew .cases 
ad hoc opinion surveys were administered to clients ofprobation!~;'taff, 'but 
none ef these has any demonstrated validity... " "" ' 

It is an interesting paradox that ,the absence of meaningful measures .of· the 
quality of staff-case interaction dees not mean the,qualityis not §yst_t:lcally' 
recorded. In virtually ev;.erY probatien Jurisdiction~sta££ keep (oftenvolum- '. 
in~tis)' narrative~tes on their con~acts w,ith each cal3e.1n iDanyc~.ses' th4i!.se 
notes are supplelne,nted by monthly or quarterly progress reports. HoweVer,' 
thes~ narrative desctiptionsof ca.se dev;<;lopments are almost never translated 
:i,nto quantita tiv£! infotTnationexcept in terms ef counts, of contac ts;'·class:ified' 
by the person con:tacted. 

One pioneering investigation of methods' for obtaining bl?ttp.r quantitati-u,:e 
information about, the quality of centactis the British Home Office StudY'," 
S,df!'f~! 'Wo~ It '~n' t:li!~. 'Erivitdrinie~t , by Martin Davies ,,'r 60 ] D'8vies and Maq~aret 
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Rayfield present the. uae;f;ul, analysis of numerousapproacbes to undeistandi:ng 
the quality o:fprooatiou' casework.. The: ~pproachtaken in the Davies report 
cannot O.e considered valida ted or . sut,ta1:'ile for 'widespread' applica tion~ How .... 
iipler, it was' suffi.ciently ~U:'ccessful to sugget;l:t fl1at: contact quality measure­
ment is .feasiBle. 

Can, Probation Contact Be Intensive? 

One final issue in assessing. knowledge aooutthe intensity. of probation 
is the fundamental assumption on which all intensive probation proj ects are 
found'ed, Simply stated, the assumption is as follows = 

It is possible, within theiimits of generous, but feasible 
allocations of probation staff, to bring about an inte1:l.sive 
:i.nterac tion between staff and probationer. . 

The important question implicit in this assumption is whether even a 
generous allocation of staff time can lead to.a degree of contact which can 
be f~irly described a'S intensive. Carter, Glasser, and Nelson' comment' 

1, 

"If the probationer or parolee is awake 16 hours a day, a once,;. 
a-month treatment of 30 minutesduratfon represents something in. 
the nature of one-tenth of one percent oihis total waking hours. 
This small amount of time is of doubtfulsignificance"iri the cODi-­
plex social life of the .. offehd~:r, 99.9 v percent of which is spent 
under the influence of many 'significant others ~ '" F42 ] '. 

While one of the probation proj ects which .would today beclassifie!i i1:l.ten­
sive would undoubtedly allocate more than 1/2 hour per month t6eachcase, 
~he question remains •. Would even six or seven hours of probation contact 
per month have any significant .impac t in comparison to ,a total 0(400 or 
500 waking hours? The question'is thought provoking,.'f)utnosystema:tic 
answer to such a question will be possible until morec'a.refulmeasurem:ents. 
of the intensity and effects of· probation contacts have been developed and 
implemented."'··'··, 

, _ .... -=:...; 
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CHAPTER VI 

KNOWLEDGE ASS:ESSMENT: TREATMENT AND Cr;IENT CHANGE 

Most probation agencies in the UnitedStates'see'thei:r function' as orie of 
bringing aDout cfumges' in probation~r',life sty:l.eswiiich permit client,s to tunc ..... 
tion more suc.cess'fullY' in soc]:ety.Tb.es'echanges' are to be,accanplishedoy; 
serv:i.ces .... "'Collectively called treatment-..wnicn,are either provided dii-ectli 
by the probation staff or offeredthrougli referral of' the, client to other, 
community servic~ organizations. '( 

The literature supporting one or another treatment approach is voluminous 
and diverse in both the types of treatment to De offered and the ends sought. 
Even though it is recognized that the goal of some ISP, projects is wholIy to 
offer a new form of treatment, ,the problems of measuring th~ effect:i:veness 0, 

of the treatments is as diverse as the treatmentsthemselveso,However" there'" 
are some wid'espread asstmlptions; about how ISPprogrannningimpac.tstreatm~~t:' ." 
whichshoutd be investigated. Such assumptions ar.e the,f'ocus ,of this: chapte:r~ 

:.1 

Intensi"ty of Tv,eatment 

In Chap.ter VI the various prohationP'Foject asstml,pt~onsleading,t()a~:i,n":, 
crease in the, intensity of probat:ionsupervision were d:tscussed.The'd,i.s~, 
cussion left open the question,''What ,goals are sought fronimoie 
supervision?" One often voiced ~nswet is "intens~ve treatment,." 
asst.m).ptioncanbe stated "as fol1oy;rs: 

, , 

Intensive levels of probation contact will resui t:i.nqualitadve 
and I or quantitative in'creases in the intensity of treatment 
afforded clients.' . " 

All ISPprojects visited .as part of this study ~l1hich 1Ilad~ ariyattemp,tto meastlre 
quantitatively the intensity of treatment did so in One or more o(three:wayso 
Contacts were counted; time duration of contacts 'was recorded;r~f'erralSof -
clients for employment or 'service werecountec:'landl10ccasi6~lly:;;1¢signated 
as eithe~' lisuccessfuln or "unsuccessful~n ...- . . .... , .' ..•.. } •••. : '.' 

None of these measures can be presttmed tb' .haveanYthing. bu~fh~c'r~dest. 
connection to intensity of treatment. A tabulation ofre~etrals()prov'ides'"some 
information about the degree of c9inmunityserviceusagebYlrrobation'officers,:· 
but offers 110 informa tionabout thetteatlnentobtai,nedpythe clHmt ~~~\ Even 
when.,refer,;rals are divided on the 1>asis of~hether,the c1i~nta:c.ttiallYob;.., 

itained any servic'e, {i.e .,.classified '~successful" and "unslJctessfui")the.re· 
is no measur~ of either the quality or the> quantity ,oftreat,nent ultimately 
obtained. " " '" . ..... ': , . . 

Contact measures Ill8Y be. even poorerindfcesof.(itreatIlleiltinten~ities. First, 
IIlany contacts are not treatm.ent,..oriented at all; the gcalisi surveillance. 
Tabulating such contacts certainly gives no information. about. treatment •. In, 
those. cases where treatment ,is provided ,there:i.s no reason 'to believ:eeither 
the tim~ or the ntmiber of contacts wi11melisure ,the iitt:.enslty of treatment .• 
In fact, conversations atonevisiteds:1.te suggested th¢remaybesninverse 
relationship between time' of contact and intensity of treatment. [22] Long; 
rambling contacts may merely indicate that . nothing w~$ being aCCOmplished. 
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, ,/As/Jn the. dis.cllssion,of':tntens;l:ve supetv:I;sicin·i.ll,Cha:eter V, 'the 
foilllproving'kn0wledge aDoutt~e:mtensi:y of·.c~ntacts~inc1~d~ngneatlllex:t­
lior;.tented contac ts~.,.app~ars tct oequantification; 0: t~e v~lum~nous,,' W3;.rr1ilt~ve, 

.. ' jicase, 'notes' maintained by practically' every' probB:tiC)l'lcJt1't"~sdi(',tio~~.Yirtually 
.' ''C •• f every ISP site. Vi s,::tted a s ·pa:rt.9i.~,tIi:t.sl'esea:rcoti. :tnd ica ted tha t inf6~uat;is>,n 
kc' l abou.t.. clientprogressui" &f.reci counseling ~ in eriiplpyment • and in cormntirtity' <., 

',~.cservice--p.rogi-ams was' documented :tn case narratives. Inf,ormal perusal of,case 
j nO.tes at s~veral sites· conrirmed tne significance of the information .rec.ord.ed. 

A systerila.tic fnvest,:tgation :of the intensity of treatment afforded clients of' 
ISPproj,ects can coiil~'QP,ly after schemes are developed, for quantifying ,sucn 
case d oc um en ta tion • . 4\ . 

Improved Treatment 'JlidSments 
. ,', 11 ,. "'=> .', 

, " Whether the types ~)f treatment to be considered are in the class of assistance" 
;'ft;hphysicaltleeds ~)r sophis tica tedpsychiatric.coul1seling ,an assumption under .... 
lying ,many ISP pro j el~ ts is too t the programst;::uc ture:t being off ered will hring '. 
abo\1l: ilJlproved staff: decisions on. the treatment to be '(provided a given proba""' . 
tioner,.·". i .. ' partial1;ist of specifi~asstimptionswould iincludethe following':' . 

. "', ," \ 

Incre~.sed diagnos:l.s and assessment effortatc1tent intak~ . 
leads to, better probation staft: judgn;en.ts about approprlate i\ .' 
treatment pUms.. 

Location .q£probatiou·offices in the rteighborhoods'.~here 
clients liv~.ai:f$ists in keeping probatioIl 'or.Hcers.informed .' .. ' 
about thecbmmunity services ~.vaiIa.blein the.area;. . 

, '.' j. , '" .." " ........ . .' 
Eiuployni(;'!fi t of indigenous 'paraprofessionaisQr volunteers 

from neighborhoods where clients liyeassists inkeepipg 
probatio~ staffs informed about the COIDmupitisetvices 
available, in- the ·area. ". . 

Treatntent· .... oriented clieri'tclassification systems can . 
be dev~sed which clistinguishamongclientson'the, basis 
of the /type of treatment needed.. "" .... ~.'. 
. Conc(~ntrai:ion ofa probation project on a specialized 
clas s hf clients' assists· probation" supervisors in keeping 
infomlM ab out the cormnunity services suitab Ie for. that 
class'! '. '. 

I \'.' . .' . ", .. _ '. ", ." ",' 

Legal enforcability of treatmentplansthroughheha:viora+. 
contracting b;-ingsabout more car~ftil selectionoftreatment<. 

. . . 

As with many.other elements df 1SP, workirigprpf~ssionals ar~ .. oftencomrinced 
that one or more of the aboveassumptibnsho1d ,but nd·s'cientH~ca.llyva,lid 
research has demonstrated the fact. Moreover, since the innne41ate objectives 
of treatment are so d:f.verseand controversial, itin~y riotbepossible,to·'girect .... ' .. 
1y assess the validity of such assumptionsabou t. probationstaffdecisiotl"1nakiug. 

One dlmension ofdecision..-maki.ng which caIl beassessedisinformation.~.It 
should be. possible to structureproj ects where the knowledge·qf p:robation'.offi .... 
cers about available resources is compared between the project:stafra~dasu:i.t .... 
able control staff ... One straigntforward step in,this4irect:t.onJS'iinclucl/ad in 
the Social Research Associa tea evalua tionof Phi1a~e1i?hia'sIntensiveSe1:vices 
Unit. [87] A "Cormnunity Resource Inventory" waspniparedlistingnames·df> •.... ·.·· 
numerous cormnunity s·ervice agencies, incltidingsbmenon~ist~l1tones. ':Agents 
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were asked "to :i!hdi.ck t.eWhethex'.th.e:Y'badh:ea:rd·~fC;r,cmad"~~:fE;rerl'als,·to~clt>~~en~y~; 
.S~od:ilg}jf; .. tM:.l:ny,entorY'l'xovides·a 'r~ugh ineasur.e o:eth~ ·fami1:iar·l-ty:6f~proba .... ; .. :· 
tionag·ents:··wttltavailable services:i,:;.. . ........' .' '\,:< •... ." .. ." ...... '. . ,.:"., 

. Man:gers o:t~n\c~~e~L.~l~t/~;g'O~~~d e~is~o.n:do.;s;:·~£~;E~EI~~1fi~!lav~~,~9."~~-c~.~, .'; '? 
as soc ~a ted w~tn\a'go Cd: ol.l,'tconre.,.,,'.;"tEow.eY:~;,;,:.:::f.J)J:'-A!.spec·t:s';of tr eatm~nt .d ecis~tln"" .'~~ 

-c-'ma·kingotnerthanproba don' officer knowledge to oe measurecl:[;t·,tnay be necessary . ".' 
to accept sucnanassumption', If trea·tmentprogramsselec.tedoypx:ooationstaff. 
operatingundet one oranoth.erlSP'concept lead. to tned~s::ttedclulnge'in client. 
life s,ty1e, itmay'oenecess'ary·toconclu'detna't the treatmen,t de7ision was 
appropriate. If outcomes are undesirable;tne c'ontraty'conc11.lsicin ~ay ha'lT.eto' 
be dra,ffi. . , ...., . \r:'J' 

Client Receptivity to PtobatioriTteatment . 

The Correc tion~rel?~rt of the National Advisory 
Standards and Goals qonnnents:.:; [74J' .' 

flI,n. the proc~l:i: of. trYii,gto impl~ent this 

. ,~ 
'~ 

\ 

co:rrectionals)Tst:ems turhed. to thesocial.work, profession~or. '\ ;',;;r:. 
assistance and introduced the caseworker: int~.:th~' petlale;itila""".. . / 'YR . 
tionto diagnose and . trea~.the offender •.. Xhi'fatt;emp.t:c~O,in-•. .....•. ·· . .;>c,"5// \; ',< 
corporate casework theory mto penalinst~tlltl:PJ:1shas b,een.,WC!FP~4~i!:/?:.z:,., 
however ,by a failure to absorb two of thetriQ!:l't('btis~ctenetsF'/<~':'~;f';' .;'~f: 
of social work. The f:i,rst .. 9f .. these~s tha1;:~for; .. c~sewo:rk.~.9"r·>\·; 
be effective, the,individt,tal m:ust perceive that,J}.e.has··a,;;'Pit:{6lem .:.)~t 
and,be TIiotivated to 'seek help;. this' lsthe ,pcrincipa:J.»,?d~;""1<ht.1li- ...••. 
tarism~ The second is th~t.theg()als of the casE#o'l:}!:;1>r,oC!e1;s ,~~::~} 
must .' be . es tabli~hed}y tJrecliep.t ;tl1:I.s is. t~>~'~:W'i'tfcipfe ",()f1- ...) 
se1f-d~terminat~on.J~//""" ;":'r 

. .~;;-.(/ .: . ':" .:~,! . ,': ... :\~'. : . .:?t 

These r ema r ksp oin tou tan impor tan t, §u ~.p:f'ten overlook~di'sstie . .:.· •. i. i.,:.',,:.',;: 

. treatment: Social workde\'Teloped~J.)'r.!3..ettin&swhere C1ient~~an choose. whether;, 
to accept the service maY not beap,p:topria te:forsittia'tionswhere'clients are" 
legally bound to acceptthe !=:r~j:'-a{enE. ... ·n . ",', ..••• •....• .~1 

One programma t:tc appro~,ch,.tA/reducingdiffic:ulties .. whichm~g~t'ar,is.ein~.~ r·· " 

"~r~tment" of unwill:Ln~,;plients i~ tos,eel<. progrants~~~\l!,~~1.lce~1~e~¥.~- . ,J'; 
hhtY,towa:rd probatiq!';:. A number of programs include sucl;t.a:n'approachin ' ......... 'e 'd.} 
the:tr rationaleso/di'partiallist of .theimPliedaSsurilPtions.,wo~)f(fnclud~ the;. 
following: <';':; ' .. "~K,9P' .. ',' . : ~. 

>. " c/7 6 J ,.-.;,~.-,.~.-:c, 
." ...".':P'Y I' n....-~ t . '1 

'.rhe less-;:ituthoiitarian roles played ~Y..:.:.Y:.ol~tjier--~nd=pi-ra.~*---~~ 0 ,,:' 

X'prof es-s1onal-proifa tIOh:=-c"'6-ufrs--e:t(Ffs-lea§~.>fo a .rel~~Jj;}mr,W~ ,'::,1
1 

with probat:i.oners characterized by:/;l'~s h09tV/~andf$uE?;" 
picion a,ndllJdre client mOti~!J~Jot{ f~s>,*~e;~ '.' ',j ." ',. .>:1 

tol~t.:~.'n ... !.=\ .. ~. :.~e;. .. :~.t ... ~~.-: ..• ~.~.'~ .. <~~ ... ~.'~~ .. ~.1:~:!~ .. sW!~h.d.·.·~.h.~.j,y.·.r.'.'. 'It.·~.·.o.S.~:.' .••.•. ; ...... : .. ·~.~e~.' /'1 hostihty toward p,r<ioatJ),:j'ff:' ·/f ... , .'. ...• . ".~;:;{ii 
Decentralize~kloc~t'fun o:fprobation offices,~leadst6'j:mptoved . ' ...... j 

neighb(jJrhoo.d~ttitudes towardprobaUonana'tiiitIs,toi1npf'ov-ed .... ·v".:./ .• ,:'.~ .•. ~.";Ii 
" client ~~t:{itudes toward probation. .'.,. ' "'''. ..'. ".;, 

~~~liiitralized loca.tion . ofprotiatiori offic~s·pr()vid;e~ 1:1. m.ore ,/.· .. : ... ,:,1 

.convenient ·and less impOSing setting. f(r{ prob:~itionan.dtllUs : , 
,;,f':Y/' leads to iiiipr:pved client attittidest,9"Iat4 probatIon. "'\"",;1 

>' .. ' 

{t,: 
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again~ maIl¥~l?roQqt~of{prl?fessi.onals,'-w.orkf:.ng with. :rSPl'~()j ectS arecerta~' 
one or. more 0:1;' the,aBov~,i'a.ssUmptions, n,014s. '. Hbwever,theeff6rts to scientiff­

.. . ~al1Y'cn,eck assUl1lptio~h~: fulvebeen:miniIna1.: It is.Ti6tuncOmmdnfC?i' ISP.proJec'ts~ 
'/ 'to administer s~me,~oniI bf' a tti tude questionnaire to. probS. tioners' dur.ing ora t ' .• '...../)1 

t1;lee~d .0f·sup~~fS.ion.v:ts:tts· 'to tsp ~roje~tsas'.pa:rt bf ,this stuclY found 'such A 
ques't10nnaire,s' nad B,een used at a major1tY'·of sites. /-' .. ," 

t 
UnfoYJ!u'!lately, -tnere appears' to 11ave oe!=n no consistertcY' or provable va1id~~ty~/ ",/; 

to ;5Jie,;cl:tent attitude surve¥s wflicn nave ~een administered. A common pfleno_~,,,/c 
lll~no~ia for each. site ,to createi:ts,'owri 'ad 'Roc survey :instrument with very/little 

/feg'£rd for previous experfetic.e with, such in;tt"uments. "J".J,f". 
~.- Because so many siteq hav~' experimented "tYith attitude surveys,~%t'appears 
17"~' feasible to dev.eloJ1: a. schem~ :"to1hich wou/ld validly ,assess'att~J:u(f~s towardproQa-

tion, andthuspennit meaniJ;igful i.nve,§tigation 'bfthe a!i~umptions 'presented <' 
aBove. However, an accepted instrument has not yet J~:e'en: produced.- . 

. . , ' _. /'~ :Jc' ~ , . :--b~';;;' 

. Client C.1Jange . JO'''' ··'·?/,;:rC" 
The p~':~~.-'mea '~'fbject of' ail the hea t:Ip,1?iif;fdlfhilir-s:-ntehtiOIled''' above, a:$:wel:t":a~-·A,. '<~~~. 

non-trea;t-.hent 's~f:Y~illanceof clients; is tobriIl.gab.qUtsome4egr~eof:improved .....,>11 
c:1ient,~}d'C.icd functioning. Som,Ea/such improvements; havgdirect, bbs~rvable " ' 
social~impact because they g,ri:(,r.eflec ted in behavior. ExaiIiplE:lsare redu5:j..ons / ":~ 
in futur~;rc:riminalactiy;Lt'y and increases in employment •• Social. outcoIlle's<of " 
this type arediscus)'l.e'd further in Chapte~:VII. ..... .. '. .' ." .... ' ./ .. 

A number of th~«n,tervention theories' deyeloped as part: of' Georgia TeC:h;'s·:~i-.;~".;e;;~.· 
visits to 20,;ESP sites; however, .El\lggest;i~a. t)'?'1g.t~I1llim.pr.oyement".in-~l:refit~~. .' ',. . '.' 
func tionip.g"'i'equires ch~mg7es in Flient-:-iftHudes:: about himself an980ciety~·, ,)ff"-
In acie-'cailed analYsis presentedln'th"edK~a:meworks report;. ,,;!t',isn9'ten th,at .\;.;~,~ 
89me" theori,es assupre client(; behayior must"be''''Q~~ngedfirst~: with" attitudes. " 
changing :after realizatio,rt'of thesuccessassociit:~withbetterbehavior; ;;r"t,~ 
other :theories opera te in reverse,; with. attitude' change pr~ceding>'b~9avioi'> . l..· ~"'»J; 
change. [5] In eithereventl, client soc'ia1 at~S:i"t"l~;~sh~c_o!!!~ . .i¥~l'a:rtan.~~-di-='!';\ """"o.~c.:~~~~ 

'. mension of client change. '.' -~, "._"~'JoY .- ~"'.'. . ' .......... J ..~;-:"" 
Only.a fewb,f=·ttie'-ihanyproJects visitedandr.evie:Weddi.tringt1l1s Phase ~,effdrt; ; 

repo.rted any systema.tic a tteinpt to me>.asure client s~iala ttituci~s.The .' ..'j£ 
Minnesota Multiphasic 'Personality Inv'entory.(MMPI)wa:s used,in Mil1::yl~nd~"$"., ;;',,,:"~ 
Out-patient Treatment' Clinic for Special Offenders 1::0 mea~u.r~c:hanges:in .i!:?)i::i: 
client personalit:ies resul tingfrom project'e£fo~ts. [78J .:finding8were'ih- .;,i'~"~;t: 
conclusive, and some difficulty was reported in ohtaining "good test' results ,~"}/ ... , ,;':.; 
from marginally literate clients. TheLincoln,N.ebraska 'Volunteer Proba t:i,on ,)z{JS:;;,,- ~;J~ 

. Counselor Program employed the five· scales of the Caiifornia<Psycholog:tc~.L -... ' .. ~ ,7" ,'i ':; 

r~#i:riventoryto measure personality change in Ciients •. r:p81'SfafiS~t::r:ccllIf: \',/X :.';;);~~ 
i/ 'signific,ant changes were observed on three scales:tesP~9-,S.i~tfitY(soc,ia:t~"'w.~ 

ization, and achievanent by co~forma"<ice. ·Psyc!iol()$i_~a1-o::~testinRo~;clients., v/·.,i,J .. :.') 

is also alluded to in Leehouts I disc\.lssioriofthe>R6yalOaks~Michigan.;.)!01un-·· . 
teer . program.. r 69 J """'- . . ;; . "it':~~; 
. The usage of these standardizedtestsJ;;:~~Em~asure cHent; a'ftttude"",challge, {S'i~? 

.. ~:;~e!:n:~~:~~h!~ :::e~~ ~~. ~~~~:~gs Q!f s~f~~:;di!~~et:~f~i~s!~~~~~~~t~::< ·····~~~~·2Qd 
'. ~ branches of 'psycn()logys . social work and counseling would. beuse:f;u.1;.i(1ir(proba.,.;· ' ... <\' 

tiontr eatmen tevalua tion. .... In fac t , it is surprising tha tmor.e/ifLv,~~tig~ Hon );}:.; 
of this type nas not already occurred • . ,'~ ';;;;4 

"~<>I .:'~.: 
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CHAPTER VII 
, , 

EFFECTIVENESS AND COST' 
'r 

The purpose for which probation projects reviewed in conn.ec;:tion with. this 
Phase I effort have been established center around thre~broadgoals. The, 
first is a socia,J. work goal of improving ~lie,p.t ,socialfunctionirig; a second 
is a criminal justice goal 6f reducins,.,~uture'criminalactivityin clients;/ 
the. third is a cost goal of increasingtfieuseof probation <as~'analternative 
to incarceration. The three can berelateg. as indicated in Exh:lbitIll-l 
by three sets of assumptions: 

Improved" client . sodal:functioning leads tod~creased' future 
." crimina:tactivity. .. , ="c~~",'Oc~o" .'~ '. "" < . 
. , Improyed client social ftlnctionliigleads to decreased'social 
costs through increasedemplojmeIit and decreased'deperidence;.6f 
1:h~ client on society. , ;if 

;'Decreased, recidiviSm in clients 'lead to' :i.n'lmed:iate reductions 
in costs of cJ;imes and indirect savin.gsmade'poss:1.bleA,y, in6~sed' 
use of,px:obationwithout decreasedpubiicsafety. ,.~,/ 

.'I.:~~~" "-1;:,/r;~,. .' . . _.. .!~)f.~~-"" __ • _ _ ."" ,\ :':~.".,_ ':_ .;-_. _ .... ,::c;._~,,_,._ .. _.: __ "'~'~:.':,~'.,_ 
That these assumptions are at.ci"eastpartiallyva,lidiS almostsel£"'evident~ 
However, there are many cop;w'lex pro'blems in.qtlantifyingrelat.ionship~.· 
quantificationproblem$.$re the, focus of J:tds cl:uipter'.'J'" 

.rft..--:r,;- , ;;,." .. .; -,' ~.~' 
RecidiVism " ,:::;,';' 

By far~~~)1tltf~; co~o~l)T ~empl~y:d measures 'ofCPtoba'ti~!t,outcoU1es.aret~ose 
.wllich,de~1,,·Wi~hrecidl.yJ.f;ill, i.e., negative b~havi0l:' o:nthe .partoicc;1ients 
which resul.ts in: t1tei"r~heing, .. rearresJ~e~'c.r~convic ted ,rc::vo~e!i ;,.etc. For.,,', 
many y/~a:;:~, such measures 'hav~,been wides'P·read'(fh~1;1ghnQt'entirelyaccepted». ':'.",o.~;~~ 
in j:nefield of correctiOns • However,ma.nyissues . concerned with tl!e;,,JD:ea~:lf€"" ,}:'!I)r::' 
Il}~nt"and us ~ of r ecidi1tisw inf arma ti()Jl, a; e,' s1:ilX-. u!1I~~§R:lv;e(h~~~~,,,,-~?:"',;y~,,,y/1 ,:' 

The National, Advisory' yommission on CJ:'::!minal:',Justi(;'e'Starfdard..s;an.9,,,,Goal.!?,' . . ,':~= 

d~:~it::i::V::i::::j(~:4:ea:::·:YS:::~i:::::C:: ~::n:~:Sr::::··;:;~~ 
or" r ec.onvic t ion ./:;:;f' '..] 

, '- _.-;j; ;;;-l~~: '. . ,,. .. _ ,"" )~:; 

.!!.(.1<>-;: ·"FI 

(ii) Cr:iriles . in aIlj,pr:i.sdic tions should be;rtlclud~f~rtrecidiVisnIl./;.~, 
calculations' F' ".,;,) ',' ' V'~ 

:< -',' . -.\"I /". 

-<o~,: _.';~. '. ,> , ',. ',: "",~(J'~--j ,·r" 
... So' .. • /';" "." ~~., •• _c 

(iii) ,Measurement s~ould include, the per,ictd>under supe~1.gi.on·~·i:md 
three ·yearsa;et:er,. (" ," "' 

" a) 

(Iv) Ii.'lcidents od~er .tb£in~e~~l!riiictions Which}-~a:d,tq 'rev6cation 
'beseparatel:y J;a:r6ulate,d 'as Ut.echnical y1oljitiQrts. II 

. ,., . ·t;r<f~ '~_ "'!:"::', _ _ .",.:J;;.-::?"' .,:<. , ", ',\\", -. : . ,; , , .. " " ","~'", .'--; 

Non~ , of, tnes?;,'pq'iints is verynew/y~tP1:acti¢allyno ISPproject ,reviewed o:r 
vis:tteddn ,.this ribsearch' ef',tort used a'standard like the~oneabo;ve'irtcal­
Cu,la ting,krec.:tdi\rj;sm,; " Most considered only rearrests t mo st9Qnsidered,Qnly " 
thep:ei'iodwhen.it'he client was under correctional sJ,lpenrisioti; mQst included 

-,only 'of,fenses'~~om the city or/state in which the proliation project was . 
housed. "., Jr-, . , 

, .. ''''''' " ~-C'~''':::'''';:~;''=,"'~o=~;:''';'l7.:.0''"'=-<:r=~""~''''''~'J\\ 
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One important reas,on ior tQ:t-t';'Rri,despreaddeyia tiQ~ofr~m the ,recommended;£: i- anda'rd 
is time, l{ost I,SP, stud1:es;;;{r€lr r~quired to,,,i1rolft}.6e: evaluation resultsn'th:tn on,e 

. . . /?".' . ' , /' ,1 .<' '. . .~ ,"; _ _. " 

or two years a:/;terserv"i'ce begins., I'nsilGhlra snort project evaluation peri9d 
there is no opportul1:i:'cy't:0t;"use of,rec(';"n'Vid:ion,cda ta ~ wl'licn generally follows 
rearre.stBy ;mant,1.lliJl1tfi§.' 'Tliere)~salso no dpportuniqr Jor follow-up after 
releasefromp:r:obatiou .. ,", ,," ' .. " , ... ' .' '.' " •. ",', 

The more ,perpiexingp-rooiem is inadequacy ()f informa,tion~ State and national 
,crimin§tl,just:fceqff:t.~~als flave promised ,foi:imore tl11:ln a decade that information 
sy§,t-r:!liis would::b:e de-y:eloped l-lnicll pennitted s~?tematiq tracking; of offenders, 
itl .tenns ,of Doth rearrest and recon:itirrtfon (see for exampleAppen.dixC of the 
President's Commi'ssion ~on La~JEnforcement ana-!Administration of Justice Task 
.Foi~e Repot;t~'C:r.::iJne '~nd ItsImpact-~ni\ssesi~me~t. [S'4]).' H0W'e~~,~, none "of 
the twenty probation sites visited as part Of\l G,eorgia Tech l s study..of ISPhad 
available such an informa tibnsystem. In some cases' systems ~X:2sted or were 
"under developfuerit J," but they could not reliaply identify,,;t'~al.'rests and re­
convicti.ons of probation clients. Thus, ISB project;$ weI'.e: forced to rely on 
informal and arduous ef~or ts by evaluators to obtain rec;!ldivism data. Under 

"""""'~'-suC'h"cirC'liIiistanc-Cs)f~i-t--'1-s~'no,t<~~Urprisil1g that calculatlons were limited to 
the most available information--r'earrests' in the immeai~tely surrounding 
jurisdiction of clieints still under supervision. Up.t;iladequate~ national 
offender information systetnsareavailable, it is unlikely that(lthis' standard 
of practice,al1d thus the q1iality of ISP knotvledge, will improve'.' ~!(~' 

Oneotheri"eC'idivism measure in fairlywidespread use in the United Sta~'es";' . 
circumvents the information system'wroblem. Recidivism is 'm~asured' in terins' 
of the proportion of Cgses terminated by rev;6catiori or absconding. This so 
called "violation index" iSinherentlyeas;y"for,probationpersonneltocal-.-

,cula:te b eeause it draws on iunned ia telLJ. ayfiilable adminis~ra tive, documenta tion. 
However, its validity as a measure of 1$1' performance is subject to seve;r:al, 
serious limitations. ...... . . ..... _ '.~. ;' .. 

One diff ieul ty is., inherent in any scheme which c'onsiders only the p~riod of" 
supervision in calclliatingrecidivi~m: c'!llculated rates area copseq1.lence of ' 

'theavexage time probl3.tioners are,.tinder supervision. Anyprogram.wh±ch in­
cludes ~:ln element of early relea,sk from prpoation can beexp'~C!tedto appear 
relatively more successful in terms of recidivism during supe-rvisl..on. 

A second severe limitation Of the violation index is sha:redon,lybyrecidj,vtsm 
measures which focus on revocation rather than rearrest or r~conviction. The 

'nature of an IS1' program may have the effec't ofencouraging>(yrdiscouraging" ,. 
rev.ocation and thus artificially affecting "recidivism.'!Nearly/ad~cade ago ,:f.1(f 
t'heSan Francisco experiment meas1.lredasignificant increaseiTh,'revoca1::tons· 
from technical violations when caseloads we.rereduced ip afec:1eralprobat:lon 
office. [32] Earlier findings in careful~:7udies of ,the CalifoFnia parole 
system observed simj.:lar phenomena. [59] Thus, many criminal justice proiessionals 
have come to expect higher rates of technical violation as a consequence of 
ISP. - , :; 

An interesting resc:lt O:f consultation wit"h many probation '''officers in ISP .. 
projects during Georgia Te'ch site visits is that the well-:-knowl1'ioverload:i.ng 
of prisons Jsl{~ingllingpew and severe pressure to limit revo'2a'ttons.sThis .. 
pressure ~not only causes severe reduc tions in technical violati~ns bllt oft,~n 
meall.E?::::'that:r;:,econviction will not automatically lead' to revoca'ti6i-t:~,.Thus') , 
there may be a tendency £or revocations to underestimate recidiviSm, especially 

/ifi ISP projects where probation officers have enough detailedknowl,?dge of .. 
/ cases ',to discritilinate between flminor" and "severe II reconvic':;ona.·">~ ':- -."=~,-,-... , 

, _ ----:.-,::'".:---:;-;-'~;.. . '. ~.~ 
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'C~APTER VIII. 

'. CONCLUsIoNs AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
: . \" \, 

".I • I 

,1. 

In assessing wnat:;ts' known. arid what is kll'pwa111eJal1o'Ji: intensivespecJal prolJa~ 
,tio,n ,(ISPJ one is' struck l1y-a sad parado~~ '\rm:n~:ISP has '[)een fD. widespread 
use itt manyflorms: and many- locales overt'ne' past .. two decadesj, 'very little 
gelleral knowledgef!as been oBtained. , In'.' fac t~he o~lyhypodl~sis about ,iC 

which enough valid 'information , isava:tla111e t'\;wa,rrant the venturi'rtg of an 
educated guess' is tfia t tn.e addition ofregu4ii\andlor,au:ld~iaryprobat:iqn. 
staff results in an increase in the average nulnberofc()ntactsp~r case,' . ' 

On the other hand, many of the crucIal' issue~in prooationa:re wellwfthin 
the range of questions whicl1 can be ;invest'igatedscientif:(call;y.'Allbut a 
few of the programmatic assumptions enumerated'>-lnExhi.pitII:I-:- 1 (the re:fet'ence 
framework) and in the discussioll"'of previous ch~pterel'.areistibjectt~g~reqt· ' 
empir:,ical study. . , , ',(., 

Results in Chap,ter Wshow that onemajorcaU:seof the absence'of.~ripwledge,. 
about these knowable issues inlSP is the.,. rtia,t;iveinfrequency of· eva l1.ia tfbn' . 
designs which employ suitable compari.sonaridcontt;'ol groups/'ProjectsWhere , 
time permitted the'~designs to,b.eimplementedwere'evenmores~ar2e.,?H~weyer,·~, 

.valid designs have been successfully1lnplementedfp,a.nUlt\ber):):f lo.dilesarid . '. 
. ., ," '., .--.+. '_"_;--":-" .,.';- - ;r.:::',";"""-" ", ""_'~:Y ,.:.1 ':.:."" . :- ,:' 

a few have '!Jeen carried to fruition •. The.widesprea'cl'presump:tfl.0rphatcpn~· 
trolled experiments are impossibteiri a working/probation envirpnmentfs 
apparently not warranted." ." .,.'" . . . .... ,::'. ".', .,.... 

The more prevalent problem isthealmosttotal1ackof adequateinstrumenta­
tion with wh:i'chto control and measure n;p, 1;'e'search •.. ,presenttechniques.per':=, 
mit the adequa tee, documentatiorl of. neither .·th:~environnientirtwhich a project, 
opera tes, nor the: nature of the. clientsand:tthe p~oj eet ~taff~ .nqr the ISP .,' 

.\ .... '.' . , . '" ,,' '.' .'. '1' . ".'" ."'" service provided,nor the outcomes,bbserve~l.Ahea\Ty iilvestment it).,car~:J;pl,"y: 
designed, controlgroupexperimen tsin ISP'wi1lprodU:ce\nttle'p.ew:knC1tyl~ge . , 
unless these instrumentation problems are dealt~th.f:i.rst~:' ' .. ,' .;~ .' 

These broad conc1us ions, abou tthe sta teof'·know! rog'e,'in ;tsp ,lead to '·'~the " 
following ~pec:;ific recorMt~:n4ati,ol:ls: " '" ",1,l

c

, .' 

.1. Any project which is expected to prod~c~\valilnewknoWledgeabo4t ... ' 
ISP . should be required to implement a 'designprov:f.dip,g"'f.or; 8Ila.dequat;\e 
comparison base < Moreover, the' proj ec t shaul,d1;l.ea,119wec}to Emd.ure· . ,', .. 
for at least tb,re.e years, subject pnlyto,. pe:r:':todi,cmorii~~i:lhg' to.;:' .' .. 
assure that the plannedprqcess' isbeingcarr,:le4ou't;:",M eYt:1:tuatiort " 
design should be prepared before the, projectcomm:~n~e.s.;:fo:J:!li~tiy.e ' . 
evaluation should be: conducted duririgthecouri;{e'o'f'tJie:;proJect, 
and a two year. post-projec tevaluatiortperio9.,'shdt.i1d.b~'f,urtded'for' 
follow'"lup. and the preparation ·of the)st:irilmaUveev~~l!'~~ion~~: >~" ;"\ 

2. Crime-:cost':ratios shbuld be ,.adopt~das. astatldari:l;..:.:of';;nrc:>l:l.a:tiptl 
effec tivelless' evaluation • Crimes . irtcluded;~ :suc..h'rat;)"os'a:E,e:, 
those prevented by control ofrE!cidivisma~dq'ostsi~cttl'de,all; .' .' 
major direct and indirect chst (tax 10ss,w~lfare,.'e#c,) t'ogovern-
men t of ISP programs. Such ratios provide~urt(jga't~ tDe~sti~~~of ' 

'\ total economiccoOst by-letting ,numbers. of,'er:frne~'£'uncdon"~lt'ari< 
approximate measure '0; difficult,.."to-estimatta,rioJl~goye:rninental~;;: . 
costs. (Additional diecussioIlin16]) .'<¥; '.' . . ",'e . '., ..... '. '.' '.' 

" 3. To permit sa tisfac tory:bplementationof"Recoimnelldat4on2;:s~anda~rd:s. 
for. co st accounting 'lni/corr ec donss hOuldbe:ev01vE3.d tha t~nuinera'tE!!\\ 

'>~ , ,I •. , 
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hoJsta~f overhead, builOings, andequipment~shared~mp10yeeand; 
other difficult·C'_p_st allpcation' questions are to be handled., ' 

4. To penilit satisfa~toryimp1ementation of Recommendation 2, standard 
prockdures should be, derived for probation 'officers 'to record client: 
earnings/~e1fare payments'to cliellt!s. ,.' . 

5 •. Both to implement Recommendation, 2 and to add precision to probation 
knowledge generally, development of reliable offender tracking in­
formation systems ona national basis shou1d',be pursued. as rapidly 
as possible. 

6. Classification instruments should be devisedand validated on a wide 
scale which provide a.dequa1;:e control information a.bout at least the 
following exogenous variables in an ISP project: 
a. The risk of probat:i-on associated ylith project clients. <J'cf~' 
b. The personal supervision style of project staff. . , '. 
In both cases the, validity for acceptance should be the ab:i,;t.ity to 
provide group mean information that is helpful in generalizing from 
single project results rather than the ability to provide specific 
infonnation useful in prescribing treatmenffor individual clients 
or training individual sURervisors. (Additional discussion in 
[6,7]). 

7. The concept of case10ad as a standard meas1.l_reof the. degree of service 
provided probation 'clients should be replaced'bf,rmeasures of.the 
quality and 'quantity of case c,ontact. ,Case10ad' measures mayptill 
be useful for workload ta1ancing.within a project. (Additional 
d is cuss ion in [6, 7]) • ' 

8. To implement Recommendation 7, and toafford an opportunity t.O. 
seriously effect research on proba,tiontreatment methods, standard 

. - , . . ·:1·' . ' , .' , 

instruments should be devised and validated Ibn a wide scale which 
assess various dimensions or. the quality of "lase ~Oi1tact on qoanti­
tative scales. As with Recommendation:6, ... th~\,stai1dard ofYfllidity 
required of such instruments should be th'e ab1,lity,to' proc1.uceuse-

", fu1 group mean information about; contact'andt'k,eatmentasopposed 
to specific inf6rma don suitable for judgingan:\,officer's manage­
ment of a partic1.l1ar case~ (Additional d.iscus$ioh in [7]). 

' .... ' . - . .-'\'. -, 

9 •. Standardized instrumentsshotl1dbe devised and validated on a wide 
scale which measure client attitudes toward pr~bat:~I.qri.AgaJn, the 

. required standard of validity shou14 .be the' pro'risi~p of useful grQUp .' 
mean information ra.ther than judgments on particu1ar\clients. 
(Additional discussion i~ [6,71).', .' .'. '. ' .. ':\ . '. " 

10. Standardized instruments should be devised. and implemented on a wide . . .' ....'..... ". . .' \\ ....- .' 

scale which measure changes·>i.n c1;f.,ent s9'q',ia1 i). attitudes. \ A~uitable 
place to I3tart searchingf.or.s.uch§instriJl.nent~L isthemany'sccides . 
already ~ri use in psycho10gy,s~Cialwotk-ahd:,couriseling.\. As with 
'other instruments,.,the standard of. validation require(lof:,~lient~ 
social attitude s.cales should pe"the ability to p~.ovid·egr~1-lp mean 
information helpful in understanding thEi gross effects or probation 
treatment as opposed to information suitable for eva 1tl8. tillg the . 
progress. of .a particular client. . ...,., . 

11. Standardoutcoln.e measures should be det'ivedtq provide forbEitll1eeri 
and within project comparison. (Additional disclls.sionirt[,6, 7]). ' ...•...... 

12;. Only ISP, proj ects.which are marked .for research ,pu'FPosesshould parti- . 
cipate in such endeavors. These research projects should employ the 
experimental and quas:i.. ... ~experimellt2il designs from which de;finiriiye 
statements ca,n be made. . .. ' , 

13. Revocation' rates are discouraged asa,#index of decreased crimirial .. 
activity. There;i.sambiguity as tow;hether an ,increase or a decrease 
in revocation rate is desirable. '(Add::itional discussion. in [1,6]). ' 

(..\' 

:; -;' 



14. 'LEM graIit 'appli(!~tibns shoul,cl require(:inteivention process flow 
• diagrams as a pI:tarequisite to'funding. (Addl.tional discussion in 
(41)," ",. "'. ' '0 .... 
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ISSUES IN INTENSIVE SPECIALPROB,ATION 
',~ 

<,'·0.:=".-.'1: 

The issues reported in, this Appendix are, diVided into two classes: 
(1) theoretical and operational ,issues, and (2) measurement :issues. )Most 
theoretical and operational issues in intensive ,specialproba tion projects 
center around the question: Wllat methodes) should, be usedf.or whom to 
produce what results under what conditions? In a: project context", the 
questid~becomes: On what basis are specifiG"ptoject elements assumed 
to interact with':¢llat aspects of the offende.r or his environment, under 
what conditions, to' achieve what results'·? Once these decisions are reached, ' 
the focus switches to the questicn"ofhow to deliver the services ,orimp1e';;' " 
ment the project. The primary theQretic~land 'opera tiona1 issues which 
. emerged from' this investigation relate to (1) uncertainty~resulting fr.om 
lack of concrete evidence on effectiveness, and (2) implementation . 
~ifficu1 ties. 

The theoretica1'and operational issues have been further subdivided into ".-. '. 

areas as follows: 

1.1 Intervention Methods 
1~ 1. 1 Social Casework 
1.1. 2 Gr011p Couns~ling ,'\ ' 

--'-,.";,J.~),.3 Educ:atiomi1Upgrading and/or Vocat~ona1 ~aining 
" 1. f:~ 4~~-"TeatnPro ba tion 

1.2 
1.3 
1.4 

1.1.5 Us~, of Volunteers (f' 

1.1.6 Use' o~Financia1 Pena~.ties asTrea tment··-
Participants " 
Results 
Conditions _, 
1. 4 .• 1' Caseload Size" '. 
1.4.2 Probation Inclusion.' i.n the Decision-Making Prooess 
1.4.3 Probation.er/Probation 'bfficer 'Rels,tionship 
1 • .4.4 Disparity of Sentencing . 
1.4.5 Placement Issues 

1~5 Cost 

,\ 

c 

.These issues, commei'its on the issues, and infornUltionso\lrcesareshown in 
E1chibit A-1. . It shoUld be noted that EY.hibit A.,.,l fso-q..1yan'ci.bbrevia.-tion 
of a thorough and voluminous presentation a.ppea.ring '1.11(1). 

D 
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Intervent:Lon'l1ethods 

EXHIBIT A-I 

'lHEORETICAL, AND 'OPERATIONAl ISSUES 
o ."c0.." • " 

-.. ;' 

Social Casework" fa~ework versus c01lllIlunity/'III feel tit, at t,he greatest problem in 
creferral' probation supervision at the moment 

1.1.1 

Extent,to·wh:fchproba-. 
\tion',office~ssh9uld , 
''become' advod~tes for 
,proha.tioil~rs in,the 
community. ': ' 

is the fact that many probation offi­
cerstry to be 'all 'things to all ' 

I people' and do(potmobilize the c01lllIlun­
fty ari!luse the supporting agencies 
that are available and, more knowledge­
a,ble than the probation staff in {) 
fuodHyiilg,controlling or chang:tpg 
behC1Vior~, ' The, probation off:l,ctft " 
flhou1db~ a broker, of serv.~£es 
in addition, to his >'one"~~o<i:one 
counseling and superv;i.sion role. II 

\, 
Usually settled by administrative , 
pollcy~ but, the 'eXistence of. policy 
doe,s,not prevent the qUli!st'ioning o'f 
,that policy. " " , 

::',:: 

',\ . 

~--\ 

lnf orma tion,Soutce 

66 

88 

)'1 

...,---'""~-~~";",;':': I,. '. " , 1 ' ! \,;:,-; ..--..."----',,..,..--~'"::_~ 
'" Who :sh~tiid' 

~:;:~ 
ii' 

': .:: ·>;;r'i:";'-·;.;:~<~' /.'i.(:::·.·· :'::.:>' ... \ .... , .. :'. ':'. "',.:: '.'.. -.I ":, ~ :, •. \\ .,: 'I Wha:ts]10uldi be . the'> "'Dressler.says'a, C01lllIlon problem. is 
,,'gi&p.~r:~b'f~;(co~9n a ,prere9~~sitE;t' 'I\%V"~<~~Ys ,this is" 
'or:,ind~vfdua:l);?, ,Ii!:' notessent:i,al.< I 

.: .. ~"":!" ~-':;-': .. ~~:~·<::2~'::~'}:'~'.i(~r:".~:>·;· ,<,~,~~(~~, . . >. 'i.j_-"'~'l:~· ~'r~ .. ~. .,-.~,J:~ •. :-:.~' .' ,',." 

Whethergrotlip';~Work is '; Group work/may be even more demimdirig 
"'. :. _ ,"~' . "':: :~.' ·"i:. '/:.' ,:f~'::'I.-. _, \\~.:-" \(. -, " " 
. w~Jft:hthe,c't=h~e,a,nd.~p.ergy'i than, inqiyicl,ual ,casewprk. .' 

~.~ .. , .. , . ,,~:} ":,,,:j:~( .. ; :i:~:,.:.;. f~.,~~:::q#~d::l;,~:.d·j!~~:i.l:.,tl\~:;~·.· .• ·,t~.~t ... ct ,," "., ,. 
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',. ,EXHIP!.rT 'A-l 
~l 

Ax"·" '. ea 

,'-'" 

~r-I 

1.1.~ Educati~l 
Upg~ading and/or 
Voca tio:nal:' 
Training 

<,". 

1~ " 

What are the best 
methods to'. assure . 
effecti'v:e implementa­
donso'that individual 
ri.eecis ar¢met? 

" 

.Who shCl1l1d,provide' 
. .1 thisserVic(,,~1 ' 

.- N,' 
\1 
'i· 

Conment 

il: 

Probationers will be resistant. 
Staff mtis\~ be trained. . 

:. ,', 

Succes~ hJ:~ beertreport~d by 
the, Inner ,~~ondon Probation 
Service 

.. 

< <;,~ ?,(~:l"~""<~ " 

Ii 

"i 

Information 'SOurce 

53 

I 

If " "'4sstIIII~\\~~on :" Providing :d:ucational 
and/ or voca t~,onal traim_ng servi~es . " 
evehtual'ly wi'!l1 enable' the individual , 'i~ 
to.fJpc,~':~on .m~\Feeffectiv~lY, andwip '\ {f. 
contr:i!'btipe to \1-e !?S :re9idivism. " r; .. 

, ' "":':!1 '\'\\ . :, . ": .~ , "-~~: 
The National Co~ission Qn Griminlitl 74 I( Ii' 
Justice St~ndart~s andGdals;.andfhe ;;1« 

. President' sComril';l.ssiol1"on Law .' . ' " f.~ " 
Enfor~ement and,~he Administrati~tt! , ,~' 
of Jus~ic~ bot,hr'rcommendedpronding , /1 (' 

, such opp~rtunitie~~.. ',' " '. ij~.' 

''Unemployrt"ent mayi~e amongtll~pril~ci":' '8'?)fi~\ . 
pal c.ausal.,.,:fCiCt()rs\'fnreCidivism i~.i:' l "k.· ' , 
adult male "Q~end~,r~\. "'. , \\ Ii --( . 

'. \,. \1." . '. . ",' 1\ il':' 
54.6% of "p~,obat~,?IJ~~~lministratj)rs ii 48 "!l 

,:-,;,partiCipatillginthe.l1967 ... 69 " , Ii 
, _ ".- ",:, ' _ ." .' ;". I. "- , ..;l It 
:rob~tion ~nagement:: ~nst:ltutes 'd 
~:~l~.specia~method~'~\~SJ:lOUld h.e /J/ 
h<!ndled by ;eferral agencies ••• , .,~j/, 

. ~, . . it. =::.' f~ <-" 

~" .. " ~:l'~' .: ":" :.'\:>-.'~ .. .- " .~ 
M:~)antag~.~,~cludeincr~se~mo'ti- '.' 
va t;lon and m~)1;:ale,lr.adJlJ~tQ\. greater 
pro~~c tiv;lt:y~;., .' ~i~a4yal1~a\es'~11?ltl_q;e 
cost"ofopeJ;'<ljtion. i.'."I,' •.... \, .' 
Team' ~io~a.ti6~·i:ssaid· t~')~ rovi<l~cl~- ." 
centralf!?!iao:'. decis_:I;6n1Jaking\ 'l:i.fforpillg. ' 
theoffice.~s:;iitt.;he'te~gr~terfle~:L~ 

. . ,'" ~ _:. "~ ",' ,'11. " .. "'.; '. :,." .. ~ l ".,.', \:i '\' ... ", I" ' . 

. ,pit.~ty,co';'-t~~~,;~ndll!apa~$~rtof. t~(!~r" 
r.t!sPE!:c~:fye,.c{~s~t9aas withil-\·.·~\stablil3ih~?" 

, p():P,cf and pr?~,~dtiJ;'pl ~Uid~fqJ~e:s ~ 1: . "\ c 

~CC""~,."" -~" '.' "" ''', .~, .. " ","~ .Ij"\.h~' ;",;~~f ... '",., . .;\: ! i:l 
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Area' I Issues ,-, __ -,' '!:"-' ft,,",", .:..' C=omm=:..;:e~,;;n:;.;;t"-_____ . __ ,,.-~;-_-.,.. ___ _ 

Ll..5 

,-,/' 

Use of Voluntee:t;:s I Can anein, digeno,us no, n­
, profes sioila I from t;he 

same social class cis 
the' proba tionerserve 

""C=" ";(/e;ffect;tvelyaS a,' 
.. ;, volunteer? 

;:-~ 

1': 

{,' 
I:,' 

i.~ .' 

How to operationalize 
silch ,programs, 
eff.~ecti vely. 

J~ad?~offS blatween' 
, 1;l~1bili 1;yand 
co\1trol. ' 

': Arguments for include '-the rational~ 
'that t:he use of ~uch persons mini~;izes 
1;locial distance,:and, tJlUS, encourages 
c,lientidertt:lfic8"tion .!nd rapport. 
Al}other viewpoint,', challenges this 
approach on sucb.:: ~~rounds as the 
prl)bationer wi~!i 1i;~ dealing with 
oth,er than, his/her. peers in every-" 
day1ife. no probatXoner!p:i:0bation 
ofd~er 'relationsh~iP willb\, buil1t. 

" ", ' , ;' \1 
Groups likeAlcoho~~cs Anonymous 
and Syrianon suggest\, that those 

I, 
,who have personallY\iencounter,ed 

and oVercome a probl\em have a 
unique sapadtyto~elp others 
with a ",similar problem. 
, ',,\' " Ii ' 
COOl:dina'~ion betwe~n\:judges, the' 
Department of Cor recti om , the' 
.Buieauof Probation alhd Parole 
an~ ,thla'vplunteers ca,~~be a 
severejir6bl~ .;), ;i\. , 
Time, lags Qetween a p~ol~a1;ion 

, ~!!:i~~: ':s~ii:::;t !~,:~~~i~:~::~ 
,can pe~t~enre,o" ,,' "I, \ -

C', ,'c , " ' ., ",II. ~ 

¥lexi,:bilit~ ,is~onside~;ed e~Emtial' 
toaccClglJ,date the, ,ind~Y;~dual '1;~.1;::-:.,e. 
sona]!f.ties~f the vol1.lIlteer;atld"':;,,,,,,I' 
.. ,'.' ", 'c.,' .' '-jf--' ' '".1 !i 

,probation:er.· ',',' . It '\: ': 
.' .: _ '.''.,': ',: __ '~',', ", .:,C:,; l~~~~!l ' 
'Horetsi. de!,!cribes:. a'·; 70,~cfrPtual 

base from whichthe,vol'unteer , 
. c.3.n. plani,hisown irtterv~Ilt.fons. 

" .::: - r." """ _ ,'." ' • " .••.•• "',,"{'" ' 

oMequ,at~:c'qn1=rol$'areneces!3a~y 
" ,'fbi:,oiga.ri.-iz,¢c:1.functioiti.ng and' 

as p):()r:.ec~ive me~sures. ,', 
"i;"<'i~ .O"~ \:,::,'., ~-=.,. 

''':\f .. 

!' 
'.';1 

. " ,,:, ,. 

'?; 
'~r 

~) 
I'. ~ 

Info\rmation Source 
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Issues 

Management Issues 

Rela tionship De.tween 
the proba tiqn' officer 
and the volunteer. 

J.':, 

o 
.t.: 

. . ; 

Useof·)"illancial~ -Shouidf:i:n~salone 
'Perialties~:as be used' as ~methf)d 
Treatment; of treatment? 

'" 

Conment Jj 

" \f 
!i 
': 

.:,"; .'. 

Includes issues r.elatea to recruiting. 
screening, selection, volupteer incen­
tive and support, leadership, training, 
guidelines or suggestions for effective 
implementa tion. 

Some Profes$ionalprobation officers 
feel threatened by volunteers. 
Volunteers have not resulted in 
lost jobs for professionals. They 
have helped create . leadership posi-, 
tiona where none eXisted before. 

Resistance has also b~en based on 
the image that volunteers get to 
do all the "fun 1.1 .thingswhile 
the probation officers must. act 
as the enforcers: 

oh~way which these objections can 
be less.ened is to allow the proba-
tion officer to detenn,ine which of 
the proba ti01lers on hiscaseload 
need more intensive $tipervision 
by; a, professional. . 

Volutlte~r programs shotlld be structured 
and opera:i:ionlilized . in such Qmanner 
tha t 'supe~~isio~ of, the volunteer 
doesn 't b~\\~ome Just another added 
duty i<ur t~,e probation off-iear with­
ou t'r educ:i.rig,~n.i$ .c~:;~oiiii'~in· some >---- .. '0 

~other manner. 'C. 

-, 

When fines are combined. with a ptqbatio 
order, the. accusation. is made that\." 
mixing a ptlnitivemeasure with super'-:::­
.visionhas a' negative e'f.fect on the .. 
"he:tPing Process;" that probation 
officerS consider essential. to the 

,probation process. 

., 

--i 

Informa tion.' Source 

" .. ~* 

67,65,83 
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t-;;-· . Area _~~ues I "_en' lirifOmatiOn Source 
.,-...., . .-

-d 

60 
~ 

There is no evidence that using fines 
reduces the likelihood of reconvic." 

C tion. 

Unless the offender's financial arid 60 
environmental difficulties are taken 
into account ,insufficient payment 
could automatically destine the 
offender to jailor prevent success-
~ul reestablishment in the, community • 

.. ", 
Who should be 
treated? 

" 

r.an treat the off€!nder only, include the 
offender's, family-:,cpeer assoc:f.a tions, 
the community at large. 'rh;~ famil¥ 

:~'/".': 
;~'i 

,~ 

What°type of offender 
should get probation? 

, "Ii 

and peer group are able to exert 
cionsiderable influ€;nce on an ind~,4-
";idual. . 

Selection for probatoion should be 
individualized. ' 

, Generally agreed'that violent" 
'offenaers who commit, their" ,',' 
Cl::irii~ under cf:tcumstances Wh:[ch 
are likeJ,.yto reqcc1,l,r' should not 
receiveprobaticin> and, thus ,not 
par tic ipa te in ISP. " ,/ , 

Fact,QJ;:§, Which "~Jl~uldl1~j.n~luded 
'b~cause, oftheirr,elati6iiship to 
:.re~;ldivisin.are ,age, ;prior criminal 
record, whethe,r or':no t the crime 

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

was economicand.pon-vl01en.t.' " 
criuiin.af ass()cia.t:l.on:.s~ and prior 
work reguLarity>~'· ' , ' " 

?:~i';~'fwrat'~~1.il,t:S~ShOtlld ,,;, '. ':r'here'i$no::~:f'ndard;defin;Ltion " 
'</,." "con.stitute~~success';?of recidivism.' :. 
;~:,' ~·C,.· ." . . ,.,. , ' "" :Ou,tcomes~',6~hkr',than;red.~t:Lvi~m, 
'c',. . " "whichare,ffr({qu,erttly suggeSted as'.' 

l~rh:"\,~:,:'~~;L'i ;.li,.~ .:~;.",>.,:.:;;.;~r.~:c:;",;;~~~~~~~·!~~~~:t:~'jM~~e", 

) 

54 ' 

58;57 

70 
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Size 

Issues 

Sh6uld recidivism be 
tolerated? 

,8. 

(:, 

What .is the correct, 
c,aseload size? 

, Comment 

work regularity, educational 
advances, drug or alcohol rehabili­
tation, satisfactory probation 
performance in terms of criteria 
other than: coinmitmen}.:. for a new 
crime, and community acceptance 
atldperception~'~ 

Some suggest that leading an 
exemplai-y life; except for 
some relapse into recidivism 
isa success. It is argued 
that,this, is better for society 
th;;ma. parasitic exis;tence. 

Opponen,,):s argue that the function 
of ISP.prbjects is a correctional 
one withrecidi~smthe prime 
consid-era tion. 

Q 

C' 

IIi the i920's,. Chute sa.id~''Fifty 
, cases isasma~y asany"probat::i.on 
officer ought to ;carry." 

G ~.I L • • 

. .. 
To what extent shotild 

.. , Inl9 67, the:Presid ent ' sC01!!Piis sion 
on IawEnforcement,and.Administration 

,of Just:l~e ~dv()ca.'t~d 3:5 cas es.asthe 
, appropria tenumper ~. I, 

N-~ith~r~uttaridGottfredson., suggest 
that·;asking ·$y~naquestioIi.is.. ." 

>coIllliiit'ting ~. 'redltc Uo;~ :aosurdtiril. 

the pt-obatiorle'r be in­
cludE!d!ll tlie~~ision- ;. 

. P);OCes s'( . 

(~, . 

r:;:., 

foc 

Information SOUTce 

,~; 

43,93 

42 

'42 , 

):..; 
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'1.4 •. 3 .Probationerl 
"Probat{on 
Officer, 
R.ela1:i:onship 

(. 

'."~ .. , 

I.Issues 

At the case ,leveT the ' .. 
question. is discussed 
most often in terms of 
whether or nOt the 
pro ba tioner shou1d . 
participate in the 
development of his 
fiie. 

r' 
The issue also arises 
at; the 'projec.t level. 

}' 

,'" 

The fact that; c.ourts 
tena t,ofollow the 
probation bffic~r 's' 
r.ecommendationSin-' i' ' 

te,nsifiesthe issue, 
of discretionofth,e 
probation qfficer to 
;ill-ft,ia.te. i'eyotation. 

" 

~ 

~. '''.' 

Comment , l'Irtfornia tion Source 

Arcay.a cites disadvantages. Con­
fidential information with which 
the probationer mayor may not be 
equipped to deal with may be dis­
closed. He also says that mutual 
participation in file development 
may break down traditional hier­
archial roles. 

,:{ 37 

Jarn:es E, Bartelt attributes non­
inclusion of the offender in 
treatment planning as one reason 
for ff.-ilure of previous programs 

. and m~thods. ,I 
Support for identification of 
service needs bY,the probationer 
fs listed as a primary issue by 
John A • ,Wallace • "He substantiates 
his position with research by 
Elliot . Studt and Vincent 0 'Leary. ' 

"I~ my' opinion, on~ of the key issues 
is (the discretion of the probation 
~fftcerto :lnitfa:t'e.revocation ~ .• WhatE;!ver 

. specific.procE;!dur"esare .. laterused. to 
eff~ct: orrleny ,probation are', of course, 
impdrtant hut: these are'issu,es . that hav.e 
been~:ii!idressedby~ the Supreme Court .in 
Gagrlon,,: Sca'rpellfwi threferencesto 
Monts'sey v. Brewer., Whathasremain~d· 
largely. : rinadd,reS13 ed bycourts',legisla': 
ttiresandfor A::hat 'matter'by researchers' 
is the iri{tialexercise qfdfscrE;!tion by 
tne field ·agent •. 'PresumablY probation 
offici'er~.' c~n . and.!1o discoverviola,tions 
anddri;their <9wn initiative decide riot 
to 'i4 tia te. rev:o~at:l,oil.;in some' cases 
this.iri.Ulal:dedsi6n mayhereview~d by 

,a 's~perViso~whomayconvincethe 'P o o. 
'I,t:ob~~ngeliis ,st"cinceormay overrule him. 
Row:ev;~r; therultu:re~,range; ,and frequency 
of n~rtrevo,cationdiscretioxi When -

38 

92 
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Issues 

t, 

What snould be the 
educational ~equire­
ments of a probation 
officer'? 

Can only black proba­
tion officl;!rs help 
black probationers? 

"Is. apropatic>ner more' 
likely to .succeed:witb,. 
a probatrQn officer 

. c:ifthe same or differ-

Cormnent 

violations are discovered 
(whether these violations 
are technical or new offenses) 
remains undescribed and unanalyzed." 

The President's Cormn.ission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice,. in 1967, recormnended the 
Master's of Social Work degree as the 
preferred educational qualification. 
Six,years later, 'the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals recommended an 
undergrad,uate degreli! for entry-
level' wOt:k· in . pro ba tion • , . 

Walter Reckles., sociologist, holds 
thatcurr~culafor probationoffi­
cers shou.ld' not be in casework, but 
rather,::inprobation and parole. ' 
A co~t~ary view is held by David 
Dressler, . who perceives .proba tion 
work, essentially as social wo~k. 

William Brees ,Probation Qffic't=r ~ 
San·Bernadina·County, California, 
contends that .the proposition 
(only blacks can help blacks) breaks 
down on both . theoretical and polit:i-cal 
grounds~ 

Fe~rsexpre~sedabout 'sexual dfffi­
cuities are .by no means entirely 
'f~llfta:eies, alfhoughof·ficers said 
such sit:uatiOil.so~c:urred less fre­
quently thail.theyhadre~red. It; 
should he pbintedoutthat ."s,:Un:i1ar 
situations presUIlliibly a:r:Lsebetween 

. maleoffic,ers' .and their femalfJ 
clients, but becauseof,cu;ttural 

. att:r,tudes., towards se.Xual relation:- . 
ships. theygetd iscuss.edrather 

,.~ I 

Information Source 
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1.4.4 Disparity of 
Sentencing 

c' 1. 4 • 5Placem~nt 
Issues 

"'~ 

Issues 

c' 

What is the ,effect of 
disparity in sentencing 
on the success of 
probationers? 

Pla:cement of the proba­
tion system 'in the 
judicial versus the 
executive. branch of 
government. 
Pla:cementof probation 
adminis trationa t the 
state or local level. 

,Placement within a 
specific organizational 
structure. 

, ~ 

.~,: . 

" 

-';" 

Ccimnient 

4ifferently. tI It would appear 
that feelings offic~rs at~ribute 
to clients, which may be accurate, 
are, frequently, also a reflection 
of the officers' feelings. 

".!\D.offender who believes he has 
been" sentenced unfairly in rela­
tion to other offenders will not 
be recept~ve to reformative efforts 
on his behalf. II 

These issues have been argued 
~horough1y by several commissions. 
Since the resolution affects proba­
tion in general; no further concern­
is given here. 

~> 

L, 

Placement can2;1;fect communications. 

Placement is also of concern when 
proJect goals or :Unplementation pro~ 
cedures clash with unstated organi­
zationill" gbaIs. ' 

"In the pl,~nningStage,alldon the 
drawing bO:!lrd and in the selection, 
of team cii!:ies there were tio 
obServable:: p'roblems: however ~ when 
.top admini;~trators first learned 

"'that each.~ealll would be an auto ... 
nomousbody we had ~etliate' 
problems •• ,1 •• " 

If'organi~tiCin81piacem,entofan 
ISPresults<iilthe'p:t9jec 1:m,erely 
,beingan~appendage toariex-isting 

, pro$ram"'rseveralriegatives follow. 

',,'! ;" 

( 

'0 
, 

"i) 
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Is~fues 

. Costisa significant· 
iss,ue inISP'~frQmthe 

"standpoint of",its 
abil:i. ty to influence 
design, operat,ions ~ 
'at:fcontintiU:yof' 
the projec.t~ 

-~'"~-~ 

~;-; 

,; 
;:::::::-::;::.:;'':'-

o 

tt:;. 

coimIlent 

t;... ';.'. .' 

Sev~~ral of. the ·expert~whose.opinions 
werl~ solicitedliste<Ithe lackof 
subJtantive data with which to sup­
l?L'rj~ positions withfuPding bodies 
as An 'issue for ISP's. 

" .~~, 

Tnf orma tion 

56 
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Quite a different set of issues in intensive special probation are those which 
focus on the question of how to measure the activities and impacts of 'a proba- i 

tion project. Such measurement questions become important after the general 
form of a proposed project has been defined (e.g., uSe of volunteerSi, hiring 
a community services coordinator, adding probatio!l supervisors to reduce ~ase­
load, etc.). In order to maintain proper management control of the project, 
some scheme is usually devised to document the activities actually performed;;iby 
the proj ect, the associated successes or failures of project clients, and the 
degree to which successes (or failures)' are a consequence of the project rather 
than of some extraneous influences. Numerous methodological questions arise 
in devising and implementing such schemes. ' 

Measurement issues are shown in Exhibit A-2. These issues have been sub­
d!Lvided into areas' as follows: 

2.1 Process Measures 
2~l.1 Case1oad/Work1oad Measures 
2.1. 2 Case Contact/Supervision Heasures 

2.2 Outcome/Success Measures 
2.2.1 Recidivism 
2.2.2 Employment Success Measures 
2.2.3 Cost and Cost/Benefit Measures 

As mentioned above, these issues are abbreviated from a thorough treatment found 
in [1]. 

56 
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Area 

,2.1' Erocess Measures 

2.Ll Caseload/ 
Workload 

, ('r. 

Measures 

Issues 

How should numerator 
and denom~ator of 
average caseloa~ be 
defined? 

,HOw 'should noP71' 
supervisorY ,activities 
of: probation officers 
be ace ouilted? ' ' 

.~~ 

EXHIBITA-2 

MEASUREMENT ISSUES 

Cotml1ent 

\Average ) 
tCaseload IAverage Total ) 

NUmber of Active 
Cases J 

t [Number .of pro,ba-), 
tiQn superv~sors 

Number of probation supervisors may 
or may not ,include volunteers andl 

'or paraprofessionals. 

Number, of active cases must account 
for those absconded or other 
wise ,notrece:lvingactive supervisiQn. 
,", ,~.. .' ... :. . '..., ~'" . 

A more s ophi:stica tea approach "in 
Pennsylyaniaassumes that work:- , 
,load i,s proportional to the; number 
of contacts., 

InapioJectop~ta dng in~entuclty, 
caseswer~ classifi~d and work-· 
l6ad"~s,inea'Sured, us:l~..i'fot~h~ipg···' 

, procedures. 'j~?----:~" , ,,--\1 
i/o '.' .. '" ",,: ~~~.~~~<,~:f: 

.l'resentence :invest:i:.ga tj.onsi' "tnanage-

. ment :of .v:o:l.tlnt~e:r,;s ~~~:rias :bitila,r .'/. 
activities ,canconsU'dle.sub!3tantial 
,tin!e. ,', " . ,;;/,;';. i(" ,;,,-,.;.:;1:;'("/ ' 

" 

Information Source 
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\f.'.rA.f , ' .•. J} 

Case c Con tac t / 
Supervision 

,Measures 

ii. ),\ 
,<p(,t 

)1;~J 2.2 Qutcane/Success 
W,lo .Measur~s 

... ~a.;.t.. '. 2.2.1 Recidivism 
'~\ . , 
It\ 

;; .. , '.!f\' ." .' .' '.~ , ': . -' :r,,:, 

f\~ 
fli't 
I>r~}· 
ffJ~;t" I~H/ . 
.'(/ . ..... l ... ~IQ." it) 

;";:~.,{. 
1:,'" )!~, 
',cJ,~,j~ 

.:~;;. '.'. c'. JT,~~ , , 
.. fi~f1' :r. 
'if"'" - :\: .. J:',~ ~'/ 

'}\), Ii,. 

. '.' .". 

, 

''::c-=~~ 

Issues 

Wha t measures can be 
used as improvements 
in measuring cas~load 
or workload? 

What choice of nega­
tive behavior should 
be .counted as. 
recidiVism? 

: ,~ 

How should 

,:'i 

Comment 

'Use .of the number of contacts 
" ••• not only failed to deal 
with quality but provided 
a poor measure of quantity., •• " 

OI1.erworked _propa don off fc.ers 
might be expec.ted to skimp"on 
the "paperwork" of logging 
cpntacts. 

The National Advisory Connnission " 
on CrfuinalJtistice . Standards and 
Goals has. reeoIiun:ended that .recidivism 

. be,measuredby'!(l)' cr:iminalacts 

. that result.edinconvict'ion by a. court, 
when cOlJllllitted by individuals who are 
under' correctional sUDerVis:f.onor who 
have' been. relea:sec1.fr~correc tiona 1 
supe,rvJst"otlwtehl.n the pr~vious 

, thrEiJie years,ari.d by (2) . 6~chnical 
vioiatiortsof pro~ation or p-arole 

-in. whi,cha . sentencing or paroling 
.autrhority' tooltactiont.hai resulted 
in an adverse change :In the offender's ' 
lel~al status.' Tecbnicaly1olations 
sh!~uld'b~ rtruiintained separately from 
ga;t~.()n reconv;i~tiQns,.". 

cQinmon measure: .. -i\ 

[Violation_ 
;iInd.exJ -
"Ii: -

fNumberof Cases 
Te1:in:Jnated Unsuccessfull,y] 

.;. 'r Total Niunber' of Cas~ 
Ternii~ ted] . 

I· .. "'.-' _ 

Yal::~d.biisis .~or co~.ar~ngpro bation 
pr()j'E!ct~'only if th.E!le~gt!t 
befp~e ~el:1liinlltiq.~is equal 

·.Pl'ogrl,ams 'bEt:i;rigc6!I!Pared~ . ' .. 
I' . • 

'Ii. . ......... . 
\'-:', ., /: 

.,;~?,{..",,::; ~')(:;d,~,il~ ·.i'-";. ;}~M~,.;; • ~D£·,~L~.l!:;'.: : ... :~;c"<c~tt\;:,~),WZ: .. :, .... i 

2.~ 
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Information Source 
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EXHIBIT A~2' 

Area 

I 

? 
2.2.2 

: ... 

2.2.3 

Employment 
Success 
Measures, 

Cost. and 
Cost/Benefit 

<'... 

Issues 

Does ISP increase 
the ra te of recidivism? 

No uniformity of 
defini.tions, fol these 
measures and, very little 
discussion of the 
problems bf'implemen-:­
tation. 

\\ 
'\ 
\ 

{l' 

": 
HoW should~:costs a~d 
benefitsb.e 
ll!-~Clsured ~ , C", 

'~'. 
" 

.~ 

Comment 

Adams, Chandler, and Neithercutt 
observed in reviewing the well 

-"'C'';'';-: -" 

known. San Francisco project that 
higher rates of technical violations 
among persons under intensive 
supervision may have Qeen a con-
sequence of closer superVision 
monitoring of the,probationer's 

. act.ivities: 

Two procedures are tyPically used 
.to obtrain employment data. In 
same projects, probationers or 
supe~is()rs report. employment 
histoi~ at tenninafion ofproba­
tion:ln other. projects,~.,... . 
ployment.statusis determined by 
a fO,llow-up study irl which. pro­
jectresearch, staff interviews 
c1ient~~Neither, of these ." 
techniques appear very 'reliable. 
Any method which depends on report..- " 
ingbyc1ietit~ orrsuperVisorsis ' 
$ubJkc:tto Mases" . 

Ina >:pennsyivaniaproJect,.costs 
per clieritwete m~sured as the 
sum . ofthefbllowing: ., 

":D:i.i-ec1:and':i~direct~osts of 
,.operating.theprciject 
qostsof detention of 
c1,ie·tl~~e. "";,. • . .' 
Welfaresuppo:i:'tcosts of un­
employed cliip,ts 

• 'M!nJlstaxr~¢nue 
. clients .,; . 

. Q 

:,:.~ 

Information Source 
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Issues 

, 

C' 

, _~ofF 
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~~' 
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,,~ 

Coniment 

Som~ experts in the field of 
c.orrectiorialevaluationhave advocated 
the use of everl mOre co~plet~ measures 
of costs and benefits.' For example, 
Lipton, Hartinsd!p.. and ,Wilks commented 
that. ' 

"There are at least' thtee types , 
of costs that should be'included in ' 
a determination of. ec;onomic benefits 
of treatment progr_ams. 1 The first 
type ,is direct progi~m·'~ostS. Such 
costs include staffsalades, physical 
facilities. COlllft. costs, police process­
ing costs. and d~t~ntion costs. The 

,se«;ond type is . indirect c;osts .to 
government. SUch ,costs include 
loss, of revenue cl~rived from state 
income and'sa:les :tax paid by offenders, 
and weTrare' costs' paid to, offenders ' 
4ependents. The, third, type includes 
social costS. , $,ocia1costs include 
wages'lost bytIievittim.the loss . 
(lfmoney. by a 1;'obberyora burglary 
:v:ictin!.ap.d thilhuman damage dotj.e by 
• an opiate addi;6tto. himSelf." -
~.' f ,. 
f,: s~udycOinp1l1ting costs of inc arc era-
'tionwith.alljiode1 proba tionprogram 
for~exas C0'Yf~redthefirst type " 
in saine ,dept1,l. th~. second in part ~ 
butdid,not (Venture intot;he~ ,thj:rtf~ ,:.-: -', . If -.... ~--,' ./,:>r 

(> '.1 II 
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APPEND]]{, B 

PROJECTS VISITED 

Proj ec t Name Location' Dates 'Visited .--------------------+---------------------+------------------
1. Anne Arundel County Impac t 

Probation 

2. Georgia Citizens Action Program 
for Corrections 

3. High Impact Intensive Super­
vision, Narcotics Unit 

4. Intensive Differentiated 
Supervision of Impact Parolees 
and, Proba tioners 

5~ Hodel Probation/C.A.S .E. 

6. Mod el Ad ul t Proba tion 

7. Volunteers in Probation: 
One-to·~One Adul t Program 

8. Inten.sive Supervision 
~--:..PrQ·g~~'Il1 0":'-=-0.-.::......- ..:_ ... .; .. ;.,-"""-'.--' ••••• 

9. Comprehensive Community 
Correc tions Program 

lQ. Volunteers in Probation 

11. Mutual Objectives Program 

, 12. 

13. 

Volunteer Probation Counselor 
Program 

Harlem Probation Project 

----;::- - c-

14.' Office of Court A1ternatives-­
MisdemeanantProba Hon 

Intensive Services,. Unit 
1\ 

61 

Anrte Artind e1 
County~ Maryland 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Bal timore, Maryland' 

Brockton, 
Massachusetts 

Cambridge, 
Massachusetts 

Columbus, Ohio 

6/7 /76 

'" 4/28/76; 
. 4/29/76 ' 

5/10/76; ~' 
5/11/76 

6/8/76 

5/12/76 

5!{0/76 

5/19/'16 

[i, 

Denirer~ Colorado 5/24/76;' 
"'-c,~~=»_~""-,_.-.•. ,c~."'~-=,~" __ =:~o=?l2,~="',""" :">' 

Des Moines, Iowa 

Evansville, 
Indiana 

~sing, Michigan 
" -_/ 

Lincoln, 'Nebraska 

.. :. 

New, Yorkl: City, 
New York'\' 

/1 '-::'- ,"".. : 

Orlando ,1 Florida 
I ' 

'"ii 
i, 

(:!' 

. Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

o 

6/9/76; 
6/10/76 

6/7176; 
6/8/76, 

,5/12/76; 
51J..31i6,~ 

.J .;. 

Site vis~:t not,; ""',, 
tIiad~, bu/t1.itera'ture 
revi.ew~r,letf,ol'med. , 

, " ~ , , ,r,' 
6/1417~f; 
6/15/715 

, ",'.Ii 

4/26/76; 
. 41'27/76 ' 

6/16/76; 
6/17/7(; 

I 

;1 
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" 

I 
I,. 

Pr,9j ec t Nama 

16. Intensive Supervision'S'ervices' 

17. Adult Connnunity Services, 
Burglary Offender Project 

1&1. D:tff erenti.al Diagnosis and 
Tl'ea tmerttProgram 

19,. Adult, Proha tion Aides 

20. Special Services for Mentally 
Deficilent Offenders 

21. Ohio Governor's Region 10 
Probation Rehabilitation 
Activities 

\", 

":" 

62 

Location' 

St. Loui.s, Missouri 

Salem, Oregon 

San Jose, 
California 

Tucson, Arizona 

l\lcson, Ari~ona 

.~. 

Wooster, Ohio' 

L'. 

Dates Visited: 

5/26/76; 
,5/27/76 

5/10/76 

I' 

. 5/12/76; 
5/13/76 

6/15/76 

'·6/14/76. 

*- u:S. GOVERNMENT PRINTlNG:OFJ'lCE : 19110'"-241..Q93 
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