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Preface

This report is a part of a larger study of adult pro-
bation being conducted by the Program for the Study of Crime
and Delinguency at OChio State University. In seeking to con=-
tribute to a team effort in that study, it was agreed that
the focus of the effort reported here would be limited in
order to avoid duplications of effort with other teams. Thus,
the present review has considered only studies in adult pro-
bation, although many investigations of delinguent samples
may very well be pertinent to the issues raised.

Similarly, there has been no attempt to survey or assess
literature bearing on these issues but reporting studies of
samples of parolees. Indeed, there is a comparative wealth
of literature concerning parole that provides evidence in many
of the gquestions raised; but the review of these studies was
beyond the scopi <f this report.

It is agreed that an assessment of issues of probation
;lients and caseloads, recidivism, prediction, and treatment
modalities is woefully incomplete without a review and inte-
gration of study results with youthful and paroled populations ,
Similarly, a comprehensive effort to address such issues
should include assessments of additional literature, includ-
ing statements of theory and such concerns as the general
state of the art of inforﬁation system development and oﬁ
procedures for decision-making in sentencing and probation.
Thus, this report cannot be considered to be a.comﬁfehensive

iii



study of the issues raised.

In developing materials for use in the larger study, a
team approach was used. The co-authors of the report had
responsibilities for supervision and coordination, and the
contributors had responsibilities for the four specific areas
cf clients/caseloads, prediction, recidivism, and treatment
modalities. It was thought that the variety of perceptions
afforded by such a team approach should be useful and that,
as an assistance in avoidance of bias on the part of the au~
thors, the contributed papers which are chapters three through
six of the report, should not be revised or extensively edited

by the authors.
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Probation on Trial

Executive Summary

This report, part of a larger study, is based‘upon a
review of selected adult probation studies done in the United
States since 1950 on four topics: clients and caseloads, re-
cidivism, prediction, and treatment modalities.

Probation is on trial because "experts" claim that it
(a) is corrections' best hope, (b) makes no difference, or
{(c) should be abolished. Critical issues in the four study
areas were defined, and available evidence from about 136
studies was reviewed. Using various criteria, 104 studies
were selected for analysis.

Commonly encountered methodological difficulties, often
militating against generalizations from reported study re-
sults, are cited and discussed in Chapter I. In the four
study areas, present evidence suggests the following:

Clients and Caseloads

1. Probationers tend, compared with prisoners, to
be younger and to be property offenders.

2. "Successful" probationers tend to be employed,
married, to have fewer prior arrests than "unsuce
cessful" probationers, and to be convicfed of crimes
other than property offenses.

3. Participation in Alcoholics Anonymous has been
reported to be associated with success, elthqugh

I
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not invariably.
4. Evidence on effects of reduced caseload size is
mixed. More intensive supervision may result in
more technical violations, but fewer new convictions.
Prediction
1. Methods for prediction of probation outcpmes
are available, but have been little used.
2. The development of such methods may be useful
to both placement decisions and treatment evalua-
tion research, contributing to a probation manage-
ment information system.
Recidivism
1. There is no commonly used and agreed-upon de-
finition of this concept; thus, the results of ten
studies ofvrécidivism cannot meaningfully be com-
pared or combined. No standard rate of recidivism
can be cited.
2. A "recidivism" measure considered to be poten-
tially more useful isg proposed as part of a needed
probation management system.
Treatment
1. Promising results reported include the following:
a. Group ¢ounseling and therapy methods are
reported as effective with sex offenders.
b. "Contract” probation is reported as use-

ful toward éompletioh of a probation plan.
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¢. Probationer unemployment may be reduced by
a program of "vocational upgrading."
d. Other programs reported as having some suc-~

cess include a methadone maintenance project,
a behavior modification program for adult
drug offenders, and a specialized program
for alcoholic offenders.

In most areas of "critical issues® on the topics stu-
died, the necessary resesarch has not been done. A probation
management information system is claimed to be needed, and
an outline of such a system is proposed. The program advo-
cated could provide a systematic basis for providing judges,
planners, and probation managers with information needed for
more rational probation decisions.

all the evidence is not yet in; but methods for gaining the

needed evidence are available and should be used.
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Chapter I

The Problem of Assessment of Adult Probation

Introduction

Probation in the United States now has become so con-
troversial that it is both heralded as the best hope of ef~
fective, humane and efficient corrections, and marked as a
system that should be abolished. Consider these recent di~-
vergent views:

...probation is viewed as the brightest hope
for corrections...

National Advisory Commission on Crim- 7
inal Justice Standards and Goals'

Conventional probation -- releasing an of-
fender on the understanding that occasion-
ally he would visit his probation officer
-~ would be virtually abolished.

James Q. Wilson, Thinking About Crime?

...in the case of treatment programs ad-
ministered outside penal institutions, we
simply cannot say that this treatment,..
has an appreciable effect on offender be-
havior. :

Robert Martinson, What Works? --
guestions and answers about
prison reform.?

Even a cursory review of the literature in this field
discloses that the precise nature of probakion in the futures
is open to considerable speculation and doubt. On the one
hand, the National Advisory Commission in its 1973 report on

corrections said:



...it is essential that alternatives to in-~
stitutionalization be expanded in use and
enhanced in resources. The most promising
process by which this can be accomplished
in corrections -- probation -- is now being
used more as a disposition. Even greater
use can be projected for the future...

Results of probation are as good, if not
better, than those of incarceration. With
increased concern about crime, reduction of
recidivism, and allocation of limited tax
dollars, more attention should be given to
probation.* ’

. On the other hand, certain influential students of crime
and corrections have assumed positions on probation that are
at polar extremes with the NAC position. James Q. Wilson ad-
vocates abolition of conventional probation; which would be
replaced by penalties "that involved a deprivation of liberty,
even if brief."® Such deprivation and its length would not

be governed by the prospects for rehabilitation. Ernest van

den Haag, in his book Punishing Criminals, proposes severely

limiting the use of probation by prohibiting "probation or
suspended sentences if a defendant is convicted for the second
time or had more than three arrests not leading to convic-

tion..."®

This recommendation is said to be based upon "the
fact that so much crime is committed by offenders out on pro-
bation." Norval Morris seems to suggest some support for the
institution of probation as a criminal justice system compon-
ent, while taking a slap at probation supervision, when he
remarks that, "One important latent purpose of probation is
to allow a judge to give the appearance of doing something

while in fact doing nothing."’



Some of these positions have been derived from only a
limited or cursory review of the state of the art in this
field. Another potentially major influence on the future of
probation, however, is based upon a careful analysis of sys-
tematic empirical knowledge about the success or failure of
efforts to rehabilitate offenders. This is the controversial
work of Lipton, Martinson and Wilks.® These authors analyzed
and summarized 231 studies of correctional rehabilitaﬁion.
Unfortunately, what can be learned about adult probation ser—
vices in the Uniféd States -~ the Subject of this report -=-
igs limited. Only five pertinent probation studies were in-
cluded in that review. Four of them assessed recidivism,
and one evaluated also the effect of probation on vocationalA
adjustment. One study assessed personality and attitude
chhanges associated with intensive probation services .and su-
pervision.

The purpose of this report is to define and discuss some
critical issues about adult probation in the’United States
and to seek out and to review the evidence bearing on these
issues. ' It will focus on current knowledge, i.e., after 1950,
about probation activities and outcomes’in order, it is hoped,
to contribute to an asséssment ofvthe effectiveness of pro-
bation services. Building on a foundation of empirical know-
ledge‘may help ensure that probation may have a more ration-
ally determined future. If we know more about the state of

the art and about where we have been, then perhaps we can



know more about where we are going and should be going. Is
probation the brightest hope for corrections or should it be
abolished? How should we weigh the considerably lessened
expense and greater humanity of probation against potentially

greater incapacitative and deterrent effects of imprisonment?

Methods

The method used to assess the state of existing know-
ledge about probation used the aforementicned works as a
source for research problems and hypotheses. It is not
claimed that these works contain the universe of knowledge
about probation, nor even that they are the best available.
They were somewhat arbitrarily selected because of potential
influence and because they are controversial. Assertions
and conclusions have been taken as hypotheses to be subjected
to the test of empirical evidence. Attempts will be made to
answer some of the guestions thus posed. It was assumed
that evidence bearing on such hypotheses and questions could
add to our knowledge about adult probation services, while
areas in which no such evidence is founa could usefully pin-
point important needs for research.

The basis for the search for evidence was our review
and analysis of about 130 available studies in four related
areas: probation client/caseload characteristics, probation
prediétion, probation revocation and recidivism, and proba-
tion treatment modalities.

An attempt was made to find and obtain reports from all



relevant studies conducted since January 1, 1950, Studies

werse identified from: Criminology Index; the National Coun~-
c¢il on Crime and Delingquency Library and abstract files: ab-
stracts from the National Criminal Justice Reference Service;
the Library of the Center for Knowledge in Criminal Justice
Planning; the libraries of Rutgers and Ohio State Universi-
ties; and selected bibliographies and literature reviews. A
copy of each identified study was obtained for review.

All studies located are listed in the bibliography, but
this report is based mainly on the review of a selected, smal-
ler number. The criteria for this selection varied among the
four study areas. If any study, reviewed for selection ac~
cording to criteria for one area but not selected, was per-
tinent also to another area, that study was next considered
according to the selection criteria for the second topic.

Studies in the client/caseload area were selected for
further review only if the study reported data for a c¢learly
defined sample of probationers. This seemed necessary be-
cause if the sample studied is not clearly delineated, it is
not possible to judge the degree to which generalizations to
other samples or populations might‘be warranted. Some de-
scriptions of the offenders under study wés also a necessary
element for inclusion in the review, since a major'inte;est
was in possible effects of varYing caseload compoéition oxr
size. If, however, a study lacked these elements but appeared

to present novel implications, such as innovative ideas for
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caseload management, it was, nevertheless, included. Thirty-
eight studies were thus selected for review in the client/
caseload area.

Prediction studies were reviewed for evidence of (i.e.,
for data concerning) reliability and validity. The importance
of these concerns is discussed in Chapter IV.. If such evi-
dence was entirely lacking, but the study suggested special
promise, such as a novel approach to prediction, it was nev-
ertheless included. If not, the study was not considered
further.  Thirty-four studies met the criteria for inclusion
in the review of the prediction area.

For studies related to probation revocation and recidiv-
ism, the presence of definitions of probationgr outcomes
(i.e., "success" or "failure") and of the sample or samples
studied provided the criteria. Absent such definitions, the
degree to which warranted generalizationé might be drawn from
the results of the study is very low. Although this may seem
so obvious as not to require mentioning, many reports may be
found in which the terms "revocation" or "recidivism" are
found to be used with no further definition, and it is then
impossible to know what is meant precisely by these terms.
Seventeen studies were thus accepted for review.

For the selection of studies in the treatment modali~
ties area, the use of an experimental design (including an
element of randomness) or an alternative design intended to

deal with the problem of selection bias affecting comparisons



was required for selection for further review. (The latter
would include various "quasi-experimental® designs for stat-
istical corrections for bias.) If no such design was re-
ported, the study nevertheless was reviewed for evidence of
particularly innovative or unusual treatment techniques. If
there were none, the study was not considéred further. Fif-
teen studies met the selection criteria.

An abstract was prepared for each study accepted for
further review after considering these criteria. ‘These ab-
stracts have been collected and included in this report, as
Appendix A. Each selected study was further examined, in
order to assist in a judgment about the confidence appafently
warranted to be placed in the conclusions reached. For this
assessment, we sought to determine whether or not: kthe study
report presented a clear definition of the problem under
study; fundamental assumptions underlying the study (whether
implicit or explicit) limit appropriate generalizations from
results; the methods used, including sampling techniques and
analytic methods, were appropriate tb the problem; the stated
research plan was followed in its attempted implementation;
data are presented that support the results reported;'and‘
statements of generalization of reportéd results appeared to
be warranted in the light of these issues.

After this process of identification, selection, abstrac-

tion and review,; each of four research workers prepared the

B



papers that are Chapters III, IV, V, and VI of this report.

This process is depicted in Figure 1.

The Assessment Problem

Rephrased, a familiar quote from the Watergate era be-
comes one of the most critical issues ccenfronting present
students of probation: "What do we know and how do we know
it?" There are reports of research, with conclusions reached.
But there are corollary gquestions that must be considered
in seeking to answer the first: To what extent do faults in
research designs, difficulties in research implementation,
errors of methods, or flaws in logic require that research
conclusions must be only cautiously accepted or even dis-
counted? How much reliable information is left?

In correctional research there are many opportunities
along the path from the research design to a conclusion for
a study to veer off course; which deviation can limit the
confidence which may be placed in the findings. Some of
these pitfalls with respect to some of the studies reviewed
for this report may he examined to illustrate these problems.
Research done in action settings is easily criticized after
the fact, in the manner of the traditional "Monday morning
quarterback," This is ne¢t our purpose, and we are aware
that many of the faults identified may have been a function
of the circumstances of time and place that precluded the
use of what we (and perhaps the research workers involved)

perceive as better methods. The problems we wish to cite,
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however, set limits to the conclusions that can be drawn.
As a result, these issues of research methods themselves
are indeed "critical issues" for probation. If a review of
such issues can serve as a learning tool, the base of know-
ledge about probation research can be expanded.

It should not be assumed that all the studies reviewed
suffered from the problems described, nor that good examples
of good research procedures were not found. Rather, it is
hoped that it is understood that we wish tc highlight some
frequently encountered problems that seriously limit what
can be learned from the entire set of studies.

An obvious essential first element is the careful formu-
lation of the research design prior to implementation of a
study. A carefully-planned research design is important to
keep the study on course. The San Francisco Project’® pro-
vides a useful example of a study which has been critiéized
for yielding little knowledge, due to a poorly-formulated
design. That criticism was that "...method and direction
were sought after the research was initiated... The absence
of a well-developed theoretical framework resulted in a lack
of orientation and loss of efficiency."?!?®

This criticism asserts also the need for theory, widely
urged as essential for the formulation of a research prob-

lem.!!?

O'Leary has stressed the importance of a theoretical
basis for research: "Without a theory specifying some causal

process, evaluation is frequently blind and dead-end."!?
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Nelson and Richardson add that research without theory does

"not promote any understanding of either causes or conse-

quences.

nl3

Theory provides the basis for development of hypotheses

for evaluating program effectiveness. Martinson elaborates:

It is only with a clear statement of theo-
retical assumptions that:

1.

it can be determined whether or not
a treatment program is in fact doing
what it is purported to be doing;

the kinds of offenders that the program
should have an impact on can be clearly
specified;

the kinds of behavior that can be al-
tered by the treatment can be spelled
out;

the length of time it should take the
treatment to have effect and the length
of time treatment effects are likely to
last can be specified; and

the processes by which restoration of
the offender to the community while pub-
lic safety is maintained can be identi-
fied and efforts can be made to expand

the implementation of these processes.'®

An important managerial element of the development of

a research plan is the ability to anticipate and provide for

future contingencies. The absence of such planning may lead

to research merely tangential to the main question under

study or to a severely limited basis for conclusions about

that original issue.!?®

Similarly, the social, political, and environmental

context of the research should be examined carefully during
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the initial planning to identify possible impediments which
could throw the study off course. A lack of careful, de-
tailed planning was apparent in some of the studies reviewed.
For example, during the data collection for one study it was
found that some clients could not complete the testing in-

& This resulted in

strument because they were illiterate.'!
missing data and sample shrinkage, with the possible intro-
duction of bias. Examination of the study group prior to
data collection or a pre~test of the data collection instru-
ment, could have uncovered this problem; and adjustments in
the research plan then could have prevented the loss of im-
portant information.

The selection of an appropriate sample (or samples) for
study is another‘critical element of research planning. It
is a fundamental point that if a sample is selected f&t study
that is not representative of “he population of interést, the
findings may not appropriately be generalized to that popula-
tion. There are techniques available, such as probability
sampling, that can ensure that a sample may be considered
represéntative. Commonly, a representative sample is sought
by taking a random sample. The criterion of randomness is
me? if and only if each individual in the population has an
equal likelihood of being included in the sample. Unfortu-~
nately, this requirement is sometimes not understood. "Ran-
dom" is equated with "haphazard," or samples are érawn on

some basis of convenience, with a consequent introduction
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of possible bias.

One study, the results of which cannot be considered
conclusive because of a possible selection bias, focused on
probation and employment.!’ The sample was a composite of
probationers, some of whom participated in a job bank, and
some who did not. Since the probationers were not randomly
. assigned to the experimental group, and no other means of
assuring the comparability of the groups was established,
the effect of such participation cannot be determined.

In another study, no provision was made to include new
probation cases added to the population from which the sample

was drawn.!?®

Similarly, in another, sample size was reduced
substantially due to terminations, absconding, and other
transfers during the study period.!® Failure to provide for
such occurrences in the research plan can bias the sample,
which then cannot be assured to be reasonably representative
of the population.

Sample size is also an important consideration. ILarge
samples require proportional resources and are difficult to
manage; this can affect the quality of the data collected.?’
Yet, with a very small sample, there is a greater chance that
the sample will not accurately reflect thé population, since
standard errors increase as sample size decreases. It is
desirable to have as large a carefully-selected sample as
both time and resources permit. |

The use of a classical research design generally pro-
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vides a very useful procedure in evaluation of program ef-~
fectiveness; but numerous difficulties often are encountered
in attempts to use such designs. This type of plan reguires
the selection of samples such that an experimental group
(treated) and control group (untreated) are created. Subjects
are randomly allocated to both. Typically, "before" measures
are made of each group to determine a base line against which
change can be measured. The experimental group is then ex-
posed to treatment, controlling or restricting the interfer-

ence of unwanted outside factors. After treatment, an "after"

. measure is taken in both groups to determine the changes that

have occurred. Because of difficulties in implementing and
adhering to this type of research design in probation work,
compromises frequently must be made in order to conduct the |
evaluations. Common problems include:
1. There may be inadequate resources to meet needs
for data collection, analyses, and related profes-
sional research skills;
2. There may be considerations of law and ethics,
when establishment of control groups requires with-
holding program services from some persons, or if
establishment of experimental groups includes ele-
ments of coercion;
3. Political pressures or administrative concerns
may militate ayainst the feasibility of establish-

ing such a design;
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4. After the study begins, the condition of random
allocation is abandoned for reasons already noted,
administrative convenience, or simply error; and
selective bias has crept into the design.

A commonly~used but inadequate type of study utilizes
an "after-only"” design. In such a study, a group receives
treatment and then a measurement is made, ostensibly to de-
termine what changes have occurred. No control group is
used for comparison, and there is no measurement of the prior
state of affairs and no basis for estimating expected out~
comes. It is thus not possible to determine the extent to
which treatment may be considered responsible for any change.

The "before-after" design may provide better evidence,
although a control group is still lacking. A measure of thé
dependent variable is taken both before and after treatment.
Various potential sources of error are inherent in this de-
sign, particularly the possibility of selection bias, such
that attributing any observed change to . treatment is hazardous
at best.

A third compromise design incorporates a control group
into the "after-only" design. In such a research plan, the
control group, which should be as similar to the experimental
group prior to treatment as possible, is measured on the de-
pendent variable. The inclusion of such a comparison group
strengthens the "after-only" design.?!

If one asks about the effectiveness of probation, or

P
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of specialized probation services, one must ask, "Compared
with what?" The importance of comparisons in probation eval-
uation research is apparent: vet many of the studies reviewed
lacked this vital element. Various studies are reported that
lack either a control group in the sense of a classic exper-
imental design, comparison groups considered to serve this
purpose, or any . statistical correction for known biaisz enter-
ing into the comparison. One such study, for example, sought
to evaluate a specialized miédemeanant probation program.2?2
The program was initiated to reduce recidivism amoﬁg proba-
tioners with numerous prior misdemeanor convictions by re-
ducing caseload size and providing special services. Although
this group was not compared with others, the author reported
that the recidivism of the specially—t:eated probationers

was reduced. Unfortunately, it cannot be determined whether
any reduction in recidivism by clients in the program was
greater than that achieved by probationers not assigned to
the program. Similarly, it is not possible to determine
whether a reduction in recidivism was achieved due to the
pProgram, or due to differences in the offenders studied,
compared with others.

In the studies where control groups were used,‘they
sometimes differed in composition from the experimental
group. In one study, the experimental group was composed
of high-risk offenders only, while the control group con-

sisted of persons of high, medium, and low risk levels.??®

i
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Comparisons between the groups must take account of such
differences, if such comparisons are to be useful.

Hypotheses, preferably stated in advance of the study,
should include terms that are clearly defined. Some of the
studies lacked such definition. The operational meanings of
critical variables or concepts often was unclear. For ex-
ample, an important variable not defined in any of the stu-
dies reviewed was the concept, "individual counseling." De-
spite the wide variety of behaviors that may reasonably be
considered to fall within this general concept, studies were
found that purported to study "individual counseling" with~
out specifying what such treatment entailed.

Although it often is recognized that the sampling of
probationers 1is important to generalizations about persons
on probation, little if any attention is given to the problem
of sampling of ¢reatments of a given tyﬁe. Since, for ex-
ample, "individual counseling" is not all alike, and indeed
may proceed from a wide variety of theoretical frames of
reéference; the sinple, unelaborated characterization of the
treatment variable as "individual counseling" clearly wili
give little if any information about individual counseling
in general, no matter how the study comes ouﬁ. Problems of
representative sampling of treatments of a given type‘are"
extremely cbmplex; but,in,any'treatment study there at least
should be a careful description of the treatment‘used.

In one study, -"counseling" was administered to clients



18

in regular caseloads in the comparison group to test the ef~
fectiveness of a behavior modification program for drug of-

fenders.?"

How "counseling" given to persons in the control
group differed from the "counseling" which was part of the
special services provided clients in the experimental group
is npt at all clear; the regular caseload counseling was not
described.

Inadequate operational definitions of the treatment pro-
vided were commonly encountered in our review. From the
study reports, it often appears that each staff member may
be left to interpret individually the treatment to be deliv-
ered. Lack of consistency in the delivery c¢I treatment may
affect the results; and certainly it would preclude the rig-
orous examination of consistent application of the treatment
technique.

It is well known that the quality of information ob-
tained is a critical element in all correctional research,
and that the most sophisticated analytic technigues cannot
compensate for poor quality data. It is well known, too,
that care must be taken during data collection to ensure
its reliability. Thus, it is surprising that the reliability
of data is so rarely assessed and reported. In one excep~
tion, a study of Probation Prediction Models and Recidivism,
Ford and Johnson reportedr"Eﬁj survey of the reliability of
offender self-report information about work history revealed

that, on the average, offenders overestimated their most
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recent wage by 51 cents per hour and their length of employ-

ment by 13 weeks,.."?®

Left undiscovered, such differences
could lead to inaccurate conclusions, and the example il-
lustrates the need for systematic assessment of the reliabil-
ity of the data used.

The issue of reliability should be, but often is not,
considered when subjective ratings of sampled probationers
(for example, by probation officers) form the data base for
determining risk levels or the need for treatment and ser-~
vices. Since the use of such subjective ratings can result
in different interpretations by different raters and leaves
room for personal bias, the need for reliability measurement
is apparent.

Pilot studies, to test the feasibility and potential
usefulness of research procedures,kcould have helped inves-
tigators avoid some problems encountered. For example, eval-
uation of %“he Inner-City Intensified Supervision Caseload?®
was hampered, according to its authors, by some such dif-
ficulties. Recidivism was defined as any violation of pre-
determined infractions listed on the data collection instru-
ment. It was discovered during the study that several pos-
sible infractions had been omitted, which could have re-
sulted in missing data. Also, there apparéntly was some
confusion on the part of the personé completing thé form
about how some cirqumstances were to be recorded. Both pﬁob-

lems left room for inconsistencies arising from .individual,
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unguided interpretations (reducing reliability). The authors
recognized that their results could have been distorted as
a result.

A related concern is that the measures used be adequate
measures of the concepts employed. For example, in one
study, the authors used the proportion of persons not on
welfare as the measure of probationer self-support and em-
ployment.2? It may be argued that this definition does not
yield an accurate picture of probationer self-support, since
it cannot be assumed that persons not on the welfare rolls
are supporting themselves. Public welfare is but one form
of assistance; in addition, self-support could come from il-
legal means. The figures in the study may reflect the num-
bers of persons who left the welfare system, but perhaps does
not give an adeguate indicant of those who are self-supporting
and emploved. .

Not all studies reviewed used appropriate statistical
methods in analyzing the data that were collected. The
provision of percentages was a popular mode of analysis,
Although generally appropriate, the use of percentages may
provide little information when based upon small samples,
since a small numerical difference may produce a dispropor-
tionately large change in percentages. Tests of statistical
significance were not always reported.

Except for the multivariate analyses of prediction stu-

dies, only two variable analyses were performed. In none of



the other studies were the interrelations among the indepen-
dent variables related to outcome examined. Further, al-
though appropriate techniques are avallable, statistical
controls were not used to check for spurious associations.
Failure to consider such interrelations can produce sim-
plisticror misleading findings.

The results of the analyses of the studies were dis-
played in a variety of ways, some easier to interpret than
others. If a table is too simple, the lack of fine differ-
entiation among categories of variables can result in the
loss of subtle information. On the other hand, if a table
is too complex or awkward, it may prevent the gaining of
knowledge, or receive only scant attention from the reader.
In any research report, the reader is entitled to assess
whether study conclusions are supported by the data.  But
when the results of analyses are not diSplayed, as in ex-~
amples we encountered, this cannot be detérmined.

Even when results of the analyses are given, misinter-
pretations are possible and overgeneralizations are all too
frequent. The generalizations warranted by the results may
be a function of many of the factors discussed above. Par-
ticularly, appropriate generalizutions often are markedly
restricted by the sampling methods used and by the defini-
tions of critical concepts.

The amount of information missing, relative to a small

sample (73 probationers and parolees), was an acknowledged

(=)
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obstacle to interpreting results of the Post-Prison Addictive
Treatment Program?® evaluation. The direction of the bias
introduced by non-random missing information was not assessed,
so the extent to which the sample did not represent the pop-
ulation of all program participarits could not be determined.
In addition, no control group was utilized in evaluating the
program. Under these circumstances, any conclusion that the
program was successful in servicing its clients must be
viewed with caution.

Thus, there are many opportunities at each step of a
research plan for a study to go astray; and some of the stu-
dies reviewed did so to a greater or lesser degree. Each
detour from the prescribed path can have serious conseguences
for appropriate and warranted conclusions and generalizations.
Some of the serious research difficulties found in some of
the probation studies reviewed for this report include the
following:

1. Failure to carefully formulate the research design
in advance can lead to research that never gquite
gets off the ground and contributes very little
to our understanding of the subject of inguiry.
Valid findings may result from such studies, but
they are serendipitous.

2. Failure to select a representative sample for
study can produce results that do not provide

adeguate estimates for the population. Thus,
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the results of studies based on biased samples
may not be accepted with any confidence.

3. Failure to utilize a control group, other com-

parison groups, or to employ adequate statis-
tical controls has the result of providing no
basis for determining whether any observed
changes are a result of the particular pro-
gram under study.

4. Failure to provide for the collection of rer
liable data and to demonstrate that reliabil~-
ity can produce inaccurate or misleading re-
sults.

5. Failure to use appropriate statistical meth-
ods can result in spurious findingsT

6. Inappropriate conclusions from the findings
of careless studies using inappropriate meth-
ods can add misinformation to our presumed
"body of knowladge."

Methods are available for the careful formulation of re-
search designs, for ensuring careful and adequate sample se-
lections, for statistical control of ;nuisance variables" of
selection factors biasing comparisons, for measurement of re-

liability, and for statistical tests of significance appro-

priate to the level of meéasurement possible with the data ob-

tainable. A critical issue for probation is found in how to.
improve the quality of information about probation and its

results.

7
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Chapter II

Probation and Its Results

Four basic areas of probation study are considered in
a summary fashion in this chapter. Within each, an attempt
has been made to identify cfitical, rather global issues,
and then to determine what, if any, evidence bearing on these
issues has been found from our review.

The first area c¢oncerns "clients and caseloads," rais-
ing such questions as who is placed on probation, whether
éaseload size makes any difference to probation effective-
ness, and whether placements on probation are in any sense
more effective, for any classification of persons;,; than al-
ternative sentencing dispositions such as imprisonment.

The second field of study addresses the problem ofﬁpre—’
diction of probation outcomes. Methods available for de-
velopment and Validation of procedures for classification of
persons with respect to risk of probation violation are re-
viewed, and the potential utilities of sﬁch procedures are
discussed.

The concept "recidivism" is next examined. Although
there is considerable agreement that this term is an im-
portant one, there is little agreement about its ﬁost use-
ful definition. A model is proposed for the use of this
concept in probation information systems in such a way that
continuous guidance can be given to probation program deé

velopment and management.

27
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The fourth area of study is that of probation as treat-
ment or as a set of types of treatment. Some promising re-
sults may be reported; but our review serves to illustrate
the complexities of issues raised in this arena and to show
that the area of our knowledge of this topic is small, rela-

tive to the extent of our ignorance,

Clients and Caseloads: Who Does What with What and to Whom?

The studies of client/caseload characteristics were an-
alyzed in an effort to determine who are the clients for
adult probation services and how they are handled under pro-
bation supervision. Of particular importance is knowing how
these probationers differ from other adult offenders,; par-
ticularly those incarcerated.

It is a tenet of faith in corrections that persons on
probation are less likgly to recidivate than those in prison.
There is some evidence that this is true. It has been crit-~
icized as biased, however, because judges have (deliberately)
sentenced the best risks to probation in the first place.
There is evidence that this also is true. As a result, com=~
parisons of probation vs. prison outcomes typically have com-
pared "apples and oranges." Probationers have diffefent
characteristics than prisoners -- and these differences seem
to influence success or failure (however defined).

Our study search disclosed very little that will add
to the little already known about the profiles of the types

of offenders who receive probation, and the types who are
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incarcerated. Some evidence is provided by a Missouri Divi-
sion of Probation and Parole study covering the fiscal years
1968 to 1370 in which they compared individudls committed to
the Miséouri Department of Corrections (3,197) to thdée placed
on probation (5,083).' The probationers were mostly young
first offenders, without significant alcoho; or drug prob-
lems. The commitments were older than the probationers (av-
eraging 26 years vs. 21); and, the*prison commitments were
significantly more likely to be divorced (15 percent vs. six).
There were no significant differences in educa&ional level;
and there were no differences in racial makeup of the two
groups. It was determined that there were some differences
in the types of offenses committed by probationers and pris-=
oners. Offenders against the person -- particularly robbers
-~ constituted a greater proportion of the prison population
than thé probation population. On the other hand, auto
thieves and drug offenders were more frequently placed on
probation.

A Wisconsin study by Babst and Mannering compared:ﬁale
offenders who were imprisoned with similar types of offend-
ers who were placed on probation.z‘ The population sampled
’was all adult males released from a state correctional insti-
tution or placed on probation from 1954 thfough‘1959,' Three
factors were‘found to be most predictive of violation rates
for both probationers and paroleés: number of prior felony

convictions, type of offense, and marital statusvat‘time of
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commitment. These three factors were also found to have
been most important in the initial judicial decision about
whether or not to place the offender on probation. Becaiise
of selection bias in the sample resulting from judicial dis-
cretion =~ the judges tended to place those offenders with
low violation rates on probation ~- and because of differing
surveillance tactics between parolees and probationers, no
definitive conclusions could be reached. Even though more
than ten years have passed, it seems clear that we really do
not know with any degree of confidence whether adults are
less likely to recidivate if placed on probation rather than
in prison, because the necessary research has not been done.
By "necessary research" is meant (ideally for the research
purpose) the random assignment of offenders to probation and
prison and comparison of the results, or (minimally) careful
comparisons of such results with non-random samples with stat-
istical control for offender attributes demonstrably related
to probation and parole outcomes. The latter type of re-
search does not require the judge to change sentencing prac-
tices, and it could provide more information than now is
available.

On a related issue, the results are a little less
cloudy and inconclusive. Martinson, on the basis of his re-
search, concluded, "...the personal characteristics of of-
fenders -~ first offender status, or age, or type of of-

fense -- were more important than the form of treatment in



3L

determining future recidivism."?® We attempted to determine
whether this held true in the adult probation studies that
we reviewed.

Certain personal characteristics were found to be pos-
itively correlated with successful probation outcomes. Ku~-
suda found that 97 percent of probationers -- employed at
least 75 percent 'of the time, living with their spouse and
having non~disreputable associates =-- successfully completed

probation.*

Hopkinson and Adams, in their study of a spe-
cialized alcoholic caseload project, found the following:
Three factors were apparently most closely associated
with a favorable response to probation service:
1) prior arrest history: arrest rates prior to

the study were lower for the satisfactory subjects
and higher for the unsatisfactory subjects.

2) mandatory attendance at Alcoholics Anonymous:
a mandatory requirement that the offender attend
AA meetings seemed to be an important variable.
It was associated with a marked reduction 'in ar-
rest rates for the satisfactory subjects.

3) marital status: the offender who was married
appeared most likely to respond favorably to a
probation program. Those who are separated but
not divorced seemed the least likely to respond
favorably.®

Irish found that an offender's adjustment on probation
was related to type of crime committed; thaﬁ is, probationers
convicted of crimes against persons, drug offenses or other
offenses were more likely to make a successful adjustment on
probation than those convicted of property q_ffenses.6 This
result runs counter to the way offenders typically are seh—

tenced (for example, in the Missouri study described earlier)
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but, of course, the explanation may be found in aims 6f sen~-
tencing other than management of risk, such as deterrence
and retribution.

Kavanaugh examined the effects of employment on prbba—
tion adjustment and found that unemployment resulted in lower
relative adjustment scores and a greater likelihood to engége
in criminal activity.’ Describing the adjustment scale, he
stated:

The "relative adjustment scale" is a new method
for measuring overall behavior adjustment of
offenders. It assesses not only the negative
factors of criminal activity, but also the pos-
itive factors which reflect adequate social ad-
justment and allows for graduated outcome in-
dicators other than the traditional two-valued
indicators of "success" and "failure."

In only one instance -- attendance at Alcohélics Anony-
mous for alcoholic offenders -- was a treatment variable re-
ported to be related to probation outcome. On the other
hand, Thompson evaluated a specialized misdemeanant probation

program and concluded,

statistically, it would appear that the type
of treatment offered clients, be it out-
patient referral, Alcoholics Anonymous, in-
resident treatment, or frequency of contact
with the probation officer, was not signif-
icantly related to whether a client recid-
ivated or not.®

Thus, the studies reviewed tend to support Martinson's view
of the relative importance of personal characteristics of

adult probaticners; no critical test of this proposition,

~il

however, was found.

Another client/caseload issue area involves the manage-
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ment of adult offenders once they have been placed on proba-
tion. Here we were able to find a relative wealth of infor-
mation bearing on important probation issues. Is improved
performance on probation a function of the number of coritacts
the probationer has with his officer? Does it depend on the
length of time under supervision? Is it the quality of su=-
pervision rather than the guantity that makes a difference?

A drug unit caseload evaluation found that nearly five
contacts (half in person) per month did seém to have an ef~
fect. The in-person visits to the home, school, job, or
place of drug treatment particularly resulted in reported
dramatic changes.® These included a recidivism raée of 20
percent compared to 32 percent for the general caseload, a
reduction in the percentage on welfare from 53 to 28, and an
increase in educational program involvement from six percent
to 56 percent.

Similar results were reported from several other stu-
dies that purported to test the hypothesis that by super-
vising a smaller caseload, the officer has more time to de-~
vote to each client; in addition, according to thig hypo-
thesis, any problem areas that surface can be dealt with -
early in the supervision procéss, thus avoiding more serious
matters. As a result, it is argued, the effective combina-
tion of both these elements provides’a groundwork for suc-
cessful completion of probation and léééhiikéliﬁ0®d~ﬁezbr§r,m,

occurrence of criminal activity. - A Michigan study reported
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that reducing caseload size improved the probability of suc-
cessful probation completion.!? It was believed that this
improvement reflected in large measure the increased time
that could be spent with probationers.

The Inner City Intensified Supervision Caseload study
reported that reduced caseload size afforded the probation
officer the opportunity to provide an increasing degree of

service and supervision.?!?

An eviluation of the Denver High
Impact intensive supervision project concluded that one-year
rearrest and reconviction rates for regular and intensive
samples were 33 peréent (rearrests) and 24 percent (reconvic-
tions) and 22 percent (rearrests) and 12 percent (reconvic-
tions), respectively.!?

Other studies reported contrary, or at least dissimilar,
results leading to questions about the relation of caseload

size and intensity of supervision to probation outcome. On

this issue, Neithercutt and Gottfredson have pointed out,

"perhaps asking a question like 'What size caseload is op-
timum?' is committing a reduectio ad absurdum."'® To a con-
siderable extent, oﬁrlreview and analysis shows this to be
the case. One study, for example, found that as caseload
\ ‘ size increased, the supervision given to each client also

14

increased. A preliminary evaluation of the well-known

San Francisco Project concluded:

The findings in our preliminary evaluation of

intensive, ideal, and minimum supervision
S caseloads raise some serious questions about

the nature and efficiency of the prevailing
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models of supervision. We have observed that
the probationers, parolees, and mandatory re-
leases routinely assigned to these various
caseloads, despite substantial differences/ in
the supervision effort, exhibit violation
rates which are not 51gn1flcantly different
from one another.'

Lohman, et al., observed that, "... in the intensive
caseloads, despite fourteen times as much attention as pro-
vided the minimum supervision cases, the violation rate not

only failed to decline significantly, but increased with re-

nlg

spect to technical violations. Thisbsuggests what may be

one of the more important issues in this area. That is, what

is the association among intensive supervision, (high?) rates

P

of technical violations and (low?) rates for new offenses?.
Martinson has concluded:

... when intensive supervision does produce ah
improvement in offenders' behavior, it dog#g so
not through the mechanism of "treatment", or "re-
habilitation"; but instead through a: mechanlsm
that”our studies have almost totally ignoked =~
the mechanism of deterrence.'’

If such an association could be supported bybthe studies )

available, this would lend support to the idea that proba-
tion, and perhaps other community-bésea correctional'pro—?
grams, can have a deterrent’effect‘ﬁpon criminal behavior,
through clo§e Supervision and enforbement against rule in-
fractions. Prisons might not then be viewed as the sole or
even the primary method for deterring crime. Unfortunately,
again only a véry few studies shed any light at all on this
question. There is a considerable need for-résearch before

any definitive conclusions can be reached. The available
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evidence, however, does lend some support to the concept of
such an association.

The San Francisco Project reported results as follows:

] Probation Outcomes
Technical Violations New Offenses
Caseload Percent , Percent
Intensive (N = 70) 21.9 15.6
Ideal (N = 119) 2.7 21.6
Minimum (N = 118) 0.0 22.2

These findings indicate that intensity of supervisicn is pos-
itively associated with technical violations and negatively
associated with new offenses. The authors generalize from
these data that "technical violations are a direct function
of the amount of supervision provided."!® There were propor-
tionately fewer new offenses with intensive supervision, but
the differences are not statistically significant.

The aforementioned drug unit evaluation by Kaput and
Santese reported that the rate of violation of probation
rules exceeded the recidivism rate, 28 percent to 20 per-
cent.!® The authors concluded that:

This is an indication of the probation of-
ficer taking some action as the result of
“the probationer failing to live up to his
probation obligations. This is important
because such action frequently has the ef-
fect of aborting a trend on the part of the
probationer toward negative behavior pat-

terns which would eventually result in new
criminal behavior and arrest.
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Other studies alsc provide evidence on the topic of in-
tensive supervision and type of violation. The Inner City
project evaluators found higher rates of technical infrac-
tions to be associated with lower incidences of criminal vio~
lations.?? The authors concluded, "This adds further support
to our hypothesis that intensified supervision does have a |
positive effect on reducing cyclical crime." This study em-~
ployed random assignment to experimental and control groups,
and as a result might be given special credence,vdespite the
fact that the groups were rather small (N = 30). An inten-
sive supervision project in Florida found increased supervi-
sion resulted in increased opportunity for observation of
technical violations, although there were no significant dif-
ferences in revocations for experimentals and controls.??
This led the evaluators to the interesting speculation that
increased contacts may be negatively interpreted by proba-
tioners, thus aggravating the incidence of unsatisfactory
behavior. Our inclination, however, ;s to conclude tenta-
tively that intéﬂsive supervision does result in more tech-
nical violations, known and acted upon, and that this may
lead to fewer new offense convictions.

Even when rigorous experimental designs were utilized

E L}
in the studies of client/caseload charéﬁteriSt;cs (and that
was unusual), the time perspective was gengrally no longer
than the project duration. Without more detailed resea;ch,

including more extensive folldw—up study, it is impossible

R
W
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to know what it is about intensive supervision or reduced
caseloads that is or is not working. It i$ reasonable to
agree with Vetter and Adams that,
The concept of fifty or any other number unit
caseload is likely to be meaningless without
systematic classification based upcn empiric-
ally dembnstrated criteria and a corresponding
organization of caseloads according to varia-
tions in treatment, offender, and officer.??2
Crie possible and fairly common model to be considered for

accomplishing this was suggested by Weiner.?® It encom-

'passes a "vertical" model of caseload assignment, in which

individual offenders are rated according to potential for
probation adjustment. Those rated as having a high poten-
tial for favorable adjustment would be placed in a super-
sized caseload regquiring minimal or perfunctory supervision.
Those rated as having extremely low potential would be placed
in small caseloads, receive intensive supervision, and be
held strictly accountable for their actions. It is those in
the lattér group that are the most appropriate probationers

for attention from a deterrence perspective.

Prediction:, Who Succeeds or Fails?

Perhaps the ultimate ideal in corrections, including
probation, is to be able to predict with confidence what
will be the results of making particula; decisions and tak-
ing particular actions with regard to offenders. Judges and
probation officers want to know who should be granted pro-

bation. Among other concerns, they want to know the risks,
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(i.e., the chances for success). The prediction of human
behavior is a complex and difficult undertaking but the po-
tential rewards for being able to do so with some degree of
validity are large.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Geals iﬁdicated that the full poctential of
probation “"cannot be reached unless consideration is given
to... the development of a system for determining which of-«
fenders should receive a sentencE'of probation."?* Qur re-
view of studies on probaticn prediction focused on the gues-
tion, what is the current state of knowledge of probation
prediction to assist in the development of such a system?
One quick conclusion is that the implementation of predic-
tion tables in probation practice is still rather rare; but
it appears from analogous applications, in parole particu-
larly, that prediction methods can assist in selecting indi- )

viduals for probation. Gottfredson's %bservation in 1967

that,
Prediction of probation outcomes has received
little study, despite the needs for assessment
of variations in criterion outcomes associated
with probation supervision alternatives,?°®

seems to hold today. ' (58

Some findings and conclusions from the limited studies

that could be found are ndteworthy; In 1964, George F.

-~

Davis concluded after a study of violation rates by a cohort

of adult&Probationers:

o]
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Unfortunately, at the present stage of develop-
ment in probation research, there are no ade-
quate means for truly differentiating between
those who will succeed and those who will fail
on probaticon. In the future, some sort of pre-
dictive indices must be developed to determine,
especially in marginal cases, which defendants
would be more likely to succeed than fail.

...Probation officers and judges, with their
extensive knowledge of criminal offenders, are
using rudimentary predictive indices whenever
they make or pass on a recommendation. How-
ever, this more or less intuitive experience
is not precise enough to be applicable to the
large group of defendants who do not possess
the more obvious characteristics of success

or failure.?25

Twelve years later, the situation seemed to have changed
somewhat. Golbin said:

One of the main criticisms of probation is
that administrators don't utilize the valid
predictive instruments available to them.
Valid predictive models do exist, and can
be effectively utilized for particular pop-
ulations if administrators are willing to
do so. In the final analysis, improvements
in treatment, surveillance, and management
techniques can be achieved by utilizing the
predictive instruments and classification
systems that already exist.?2’

Thus, it seems that although it is true that probation

“prediction has received too little study, there may be a re-

luctance to make use of what is already known. This arises
in part from the objection to prediction that because indi-

viduals are unique, prediction of future behavior is useless.

This objection exists in the face of evidence dating at least

to the probation study of Monachesi in 1932, which shows that

prediction is not only possible but féasible.
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What seems to escape or to be unknoﬁé to tho;e who are
skeptical about prediction is that it is hot based upon the
uniqueness of individuals, but rather on their similarities.
In other words, past experiences with certain types of Qf~
fenders and their success or failure can be aggregated to
determine what the successes have in common and what the
failures have in common. This knowledge can then be used to
predict the probable probation outcomes for offenders having
similar characteristics.. It may also escape judges or pro-
bation workers who stress a preference £O'rely on their "ex-
perience"»that prediction methods do precisely that, but can
do so in a more systematic, less biased fashion. To the ex-
tent thaﬁ each person is unique, experience provides no
guide.

Another obijection to the use of prediction i§$the label-
ing or "self-fulfilling prophecy” problem. Of particular con-
cern are the possible negative consequences accruing from de-
signaﬁing and treating a probationer as a poor risk, Apart
from the concern noted earlier about possibly aggravating the
incidence of unsatisfactory behavior, this does not séem to
be a potentially serious problem. Predicting future deviant
behavior among a group of pre—delinquent-children,,whéfe the
self-fulfilling prophecy is a matter of serious concern, is
not at issue. Instead, the interest is in predicting thé
futuré conduct of adults who already have been convictgd of

a crime. The issue is not whether to intervene —- that has
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already been decided -- but rather with what and how much
intervention is necessary.

There are two prinary errors that will be committed in
predicting probation cutcomes -~ some eXpected failures will
become successes and some expected successes will become
failures. These two types of error will 6ccur whether the
predictions are made by individual subjective judgment or
with the aid of prediction methods. Most persons would
gladly live with the first type of error, and indeed would
hope to facilitate its occurrence, when it refers to an ex-
pected failure nevertheless placed on probation who suc-
ceeds. 'If, on the other hand, the incorrectly expected
failure is for that reason only (hence incorrectly) im-
prisoned, a serious issue of fairness arises. This is a
central issue in current debates about sentencing, the ex~-
amination of which is beyond the scope of this report. Suf-
fice it to note that when there is a predictive purpose in
arriving at decisions as to sentencing dispositions, the
"false positive" issue will arise whether predictions are
made with the use of prediction instruments or by subjec-
tive judgments.

The éecond type of error also is troublesome, as for
example~when an incorrectly predicted success has been as~-
signed to minimal supervision. That is, this assignment
could lead to the failure that was considered improbable.

The answer to the question, "So what do we do?" seems to

[N
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be that prediction is not perfect and, given the nature of
human behavior, never will be. 1In this imperfect world, as
Jay Albanese indicates in Chapter IV of this report, we can
make

...carefully considered decisions without ar-

bitrary or capricious judgment in determining

the future of offenders. Validated prediction

tables based on reliable information can be

valuable in this respect as they can provide

guidelines derived from past experience to

assist in minimizing prediqgion4errozs.

Perhaps anothér reason for judicial reluctance to use
empirically derived prediction measures stems from a failure
as yet to develop models for the probation deéision that
combine information on risk with other data perceived as im-~
portant to be considered simultaneously with the issue of
risk. For example, the evidence suggests that in many (per-
haps most) jurisdic¢tions, judgment of the seriousness of the
conviction offense is commonly considered in méking the proba-
tion decision. It suggests also that,‘in general, thefbetter
risks are convicted of more serious offenses. Decision guide~
lines that érovide for assessments of both concerns at once
may thus be more useful than any tool addxessed only to one of .
the dimensions déemed important to consider in deciéion—mgking}

Another prediction issﬁe that wé sought to examine was

the issue of probation officer prognosis. Some success in

prognostication was reported from the State of WaShington?ia' e,
Pl .l\

A prognosis was made on a five-point scale by the probation.

officer after an offender had been admitted to his caseload;
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The officers correctly predicted success 85 percent of the
time--257 of 302 predicted successes actually succeeded.
Their record in predicting failure was not nearly as good,
however. The accuracy for failure prediction was only 27

percent--21 of 77 predicted failures actually failed. The

-author noted that supervising officers studied correctly pre-

dicted successful outcomes much more readily than they pre-
dicted unsuccessful outcomes. Given the "base rate" of suc-—-
cess (80 percent), the improvement over random guesses that
80 percent would succeed is not striking.

Classification for purposes of treatment should be dis-
tinguished from classification for the predicted outcome of
supervision. This necessary classification would require at
léast two categories--a category delineating need for services
or treatment, and a category delineating\reqidivism risk.

This recognizes that Qigh risk offenders might fall into a
low "needs" category and low £isk offendets into a high "needs"
category. This‘distingtion would be useful, since there seem

to be probationers who need intensive supervision, but not in-

"tensive treatment. As previously indicated, it has been sug-

gested that the intensive treatment given high risk groups
might prove disruptive and agtually aggravate recidivism likeli-
hood for such cases.

We found a few empirical attempts to explore the feasi-

bility of applications of prediction methods to probation su-

- pervision practices. .The vertical model of caseload assign-

ment described earlier would be an example of this use of
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prediction. Nicholson also found prediction tables useful

in classifying high, medium and low "risk" caseloads.?® &

General Accounting Ofﬁieﬁﬁreport found prediction tables to

be of value in establiszning variable supervision caseloads.?’

2 . ,
also made similar reports.

Frease’! and Fiore®
It seems clear that the success of any probation pro-
gram will depend not only on appropriate supervision and
treatment but also on the characteristics of those placed’
on probation. Probation systems will depend for their suc4
cess on the ability to predict probable outcomes based on’
these characteristics and to manage probationers in such a
way that not only expected successes but also expected fail-
ures actually succeed. Thus, the general issue of predic-
tion is central to provision of a management system capable
of guiding program development for increased probation ef-
fectiveness. Before considering this concept in more-detail,

some other issues of recidivism should be discussed.
&

Success and Failure: What Does It Mean? -

The key measurement in all correctional research, in-
cluding probation, is the measurement of récid?vism. In a ' B
general sense, it is the nearly universally agreéﬁ~upon cri- x
terion for measuring correctional outcomes.  Unfortunately,
there are serious problems and‘disagreements in defining and
interpreting the concept, recidivism.
| - The P%}ibe often argue'forkcounting recidivism by

,,,,,

arrests.
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- Corrections personnel usually argue that recidivism
should be measured by convictions alone.

- There are guestions about how technical (i.e., rules)
violations of probation or parole conditions should
be treated in the definition of recidivism.

- There are gquestions about'the seriousness of the re-
cidivist event, particularly in the case of a serious
offender who later commits another less serious or
even minor offense. Is he a recidivist? An improved
recidivist?

- There are questions about what length of time offend-
ers should be followed after their release from super-
vision.

~ Defining recidivism in terms of the sentence that the
offender receives means that if incarceration were used
as the basis of the definition, all non~incarceration
sentences would be exciuded.

- Different definitions and groupings of crimes across
jurisdictions make standardized definitions difficult.

The use of‘the concept, recidivism, as a measure of ef-

fectiveness of probation is complicated also by the fact that
its measure ordinarily reflects two sources of variation.
One‘sourae is the behavior of the probationer; the other ié
the behavior of personnel in the criminal justice system.
That is, most definitions of recidivism reflect not only the

probationers' behavior or illegal acts but also the system's
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response to that behavior. Recidivism, whether counted by
arrests, rules violations, convictions, or combinations of
these, commonly reflects the coding of an event which‘may
result from probationer actions, criminal justice system
personnel activities, or boﬁh.

This does not mean that the concept cannot bé a useful
one if given a clear operational definiﬁion. Indeed, .
various definitions of recidivism may be useful for various
purposes. But, it is clear that the meaning of the term is
given by the operations performed in arriving at the concept
-~ s0 that caution against adding further meanings is in |
order.‘ Similarly, if different definitions are used; with
thé same label assigned to what really are different con-
cepts, there is much room for confusion.

Thus, the measurement of recidivism is beést looked upon
as an administrative tool. The definition of the terﬁ may
depend upon the purpose to Which the measure is to be put;
but the limitations of any particular definition must be taken
into account when interpretations of the measure are drawn.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice

Standards and Goals stated that "Follow-up studies of pro-

‘bation... indicated that failure ratings of’pers?ns on prOj,

bation were relatively low."®? This led us to ask the fol~

W%

! i} . \\ ‘ ¥ 7 “‘Q * ' + 4‘
lowing guestions of ‘the revocation/recidivism studies which

were reviewed: How are failure rates defined? Are such

\‘\ N . N
rates reasonably cons%dered low? Relative to what?
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Ten studies of recidivism were selected for review and
analysis. Although other studies were reviewed, they were
believed to contain sufficieﬂtly serious problems of methods
that they were not further reviewed.

In the operational definition of "failure," we found
substantial variety. An important variable in determining
the definition was whether the study covered only the period
of time in which the persons in the study sample were ac-
tually on probation, the on-probation period and some post-
probation period, or only the post-probation period. The
failures in the first category were largely administrative
or technicgl failures resulting in probation revocations.
The critefié determining these failures included issuance of

an inactive letter or a bench warrant,®*

violation of proba-
tion rules and conditions,®® and absconding.®® Any of these
factors could and were used as a basis for revoking probation.
Some unigue differences were found within this category.
For example, in the California study by Davis, the proba-
tioner had to have two or more violations and revocations to
be considered a failure; one violation was considered success.
In Irish's 1972 study in Nassau County, New York, discharge

7  The Mis-

as "unimproved"” constituted probation failure.?

souri study excludéd éﬁsconding from its definition of failure.
New offenses, including both arrests and convictions,

were also a basis for revoking probation, and were a measure= -

ment of failure among the on-probation studies. New offenses
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were obviously the only important measure of failure among
the post-probation studies. Here also, however, there was
gsome variety of definition. The 1972 and 1977 Nassau Counéy
studies used arrest as post-probation failure. The Missourij
study used both arrests and convictions. Caldwell and En- h
gland®® in their studies used convictions only.k The Comp-
troller General's study, which encompassed both on-probation -
and post-probation faillures, used only those convictions for
which the offender received a sentence of 60 days or more ko
detexrmine post-probation failure.?3?

The measurement of success and failure is also a func-
tion of the length of fime offenders are followed after their
release from probation. supervision. It is widely beiieved
that the early period following release ffom custody, for =4
example the first six to twelve months, is probably the most
critical to recidivism. The National Advisq:y Commission
recommends a follow=-up period of three years for;meaSuring
recidivism, but supportive evidencelas to the "optimal"
length of follow-up fdr various purposes is scant.

The recidivism studies were compared on the basis of
the time dimension used.” The on-probation studies, of which
there were three, and the on—probatioﬁ/post~prdbaﬁion stu~-
dies, of whicgﬁthere were four, used length of probation as
their time f?gmeb(or at least part of it in the caseaof the
latter studies). The length of probation superVisionfvaf;ed‘

from one month to five years or more, Unfortuﬁately, beé‘o
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cause of the way the data were analyzed and reported in the
individual studies, it is not possible to aggregate the in-
formation for purposes of correlation with the failure rates.
Some of the studies reported length of probation in ranges,
for example, 18 to 30 months; others in means, mean ranges,
or medians; and one did not identify the time of supervision
at all. The post-probation studies used follow-up times
ranging frdm six months to 12 years. Again, the individual
analyses and reporting of these data do not allow for correla-
tion with failure rates. Thus, although it is reasonable to
assume that reported cutcome is correlated with follow-up
time, we cannot test this hypothesis or obtain an estimate
of such' correlation using the data available in the studies
reviewed.

We also cannot determine from these studies the relation
between the seriousness of the initial offense which resulted
in an offender's being placed on probation and the serinus-
ness of any recidivist offenses. Seven of the ten studies
report initial offenses, but in some cases these are reported
as gross classifications of offenses -~ property offenses,
misdemeanors, etc. The recidivist offenses are reported sim-
ilafiy, or are indicated simply as new offense, minor of-
fense, offense against person;, etc. Three studies do indi-
cate that the recidivist offenses were the same as the in-
stant offenses -- but we are not sufficiently confident about

the data te reach any conclusion on this issue. We do feel
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confident in cailing for research to test the gquestion.

Using what Martinson has referred to as the "fruit

salad" approach, we analyzed the failure rates reported in

the ten studies. Fruit salad is an apt description in this

instance, because we are combining different definitions of

failure for samples of
followed for differing
that this approach has
sults nevertheless are
the variation reported
the results illustrate

should not¢ be done.

differing characteristics which were
periods of time. It should be noted
nothing to recommend it, but the re-
given below since:they at least show
in probation failure rates. Also,

some of the reasons such averaging

The ten studies produced 14 failure rates; four of the

studies éited failures

probation categories.

in both the on-probation and post-

The on-probation failure rates cited,

by author, were reported as follows:

Kusuda 18.3 %
Frease 20.0
Landis, et al. 52.0
Caldwell 19.1 AN
Missouri 20.9 \\
Comptroller Generél‘ 22,0
Irish (1977) 25.0
Mean failure rate 25.3 %

The mean rate of failure of this particular salad isk “

one in four. The "deviant case" is clearly the Landis study.
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The best éxplanation for that 52 percent may be that the sam-
ple of 791 probationers consisted entirely of felons. This
contrasts with one of the best rates ~- Caldwell's 19.1 per-
cent -~ which was achieved with a sample of 1,862 federal
probationers, 72 percent of whom had been convicted of inter-
nal revenue offenses. The comparison difficulties are ob=-
vious.

The post-probation failure rates, also cited by author,

were reported as follows:

Caldwell 16.4 &
Missouri 30.0
Comptroller General 26.0
England 17.7
Davis 30.2
Irish (1972) 41.5
Irish (1977) _29.6

Mean failure rate 27.3

The mean failure rate from this conglomeration is
slightly more than one in four. There seems to be a certain
eonsistency in failure between on-probation rates and post-
probgtion rates. Caldwell's largely internal revenue law
violators are clearly the most successful.

How do these rates compare'with other known recidivism
rates? Believing that such comparisons are meaningless, we
can neverthelesé provide a context or reference point for our

figures. Martinson and Wilks in their paper, "Recidivism and

By e
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Research Design: Limitations of Experimental Control Re- \
search," calculated a mean recidivism rate of 2lg2 percent

from 2,116 probation-recidivism rates, and a mean rate of

23.3 percent from their reported»potal of 7,341 recidivism °

40

rates for all correctional outcomes. Our mean rates are

slightly higher, but this could easily change by adding 'a |
i £

few more studies with low risk probationers such as internal

revenue violators. Anything else that might be said would

s

be pure speculation; and it is to be hoped ﬁﬂat no reader
will take seriously the averages cited. t

These studies collectively provide some evidence as to
which probationers succeéd. Probationers who are wﬁite, have
no previous record of arrests, and are convicted of property
criﬁes have the greatest probability of succéssfully ccmplet4
ing their probation term. These same offendeés, having been
released from probation as "improved," have also the greatest
probability of post-probation success. On the other hand,
the variables which were most often significantly assoc%aﬁed
with failure were previous criminal history,‘youthfulnegg,
not married, and unemployment. » | L ;

One possible way for makirg éutcoméymeasures more mean-
ingful and for confronting some of the problems that have
géen described, would:be to combine the assesgment of sucé;és/
failure rates with the use Sf predié;}on methods. Having B "kTL
identified those inaebendent variables that correlate with~ k

success or failure, for example,&ﬁge, marital status, employ- ;’wﬁgk
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ment, it is possible to combine these (by various means) to
predict outcomes and to determine the weighted contribution

to that outcome from each independent variable. New proba-

~tioners could then be assigned to success/failure probability

classifications such as low, medium, or high risk. This

would be determined by the extent to which the offenders pos-
sessed relevant characteristics, i.e., those demonstrably
related to "success" or "failure." Actual outcomes, includ-
ing both on-probation and post-probation outcomes, then could
be compared to the predicted outcome probabilities for any
group of probationers. This would mean that outenmes would
not simply be calculated on an all or nothing proportioﬁate
basis, that is, the percentage of failures in the total sam-
ple; but could be calculated for any classification of pro-
bationers in terms of the outcomes expected given the compo-
sition of the group, and actually achieved given any type of
probation supervision.
Gotifredson has outlined the reguirements for imple-
menting such an outcome measurement system as follows: %!
1. Systematic collection of reliable data when of-
fenders are placed on probation. These data are
the independent variables, or predicters.
2. Repeated study of the relations between indepen-
dent‘variables, or predictors, and the dependent
variable of outcamé.

3. Repeated validation of any prediction method used.
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4. Periodic determination, based on the prediction

method, of expected outcomes.

5. Comparison of expected outcomesv(determined by

the prediction method) and observed outcomes (in
actual pfactice).

6. TIdentification of the sources of any discrepan=-

cies between expected and observed results.

Such a system of measurement would not only take into
account the variability of probable ocutcomes among proba-
tioners at any point in time, or over time, or across jur—
isdictions; but it would also make better use of background
information on the probationers. The outcome measure would
become not the recidivism rate, but the difference —-- on
either the plus or.minus side ~- betweén the expected or pre-
dicted rate and the observed or actual rat®. The system as
a whole could provide a useful management tool, Turnishing
systematic feedback on the kinds of programs that appear to
be helpful with respect to various outcome measures. Such
a system would provide much moré information on this topic
than currently is available, at the same time p?inting the
way toward more effiéient use of moré'figorous é;perimental
designs”When,critical tests of tr¢ itment hypotheseé are found
warranted. b

Probation officers and aepartmenté should be given
credit for successes with pxobationéré’—-;when actual suc-

cess exceeds expected success. At the same time, failures

A
L
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with good risk offenders should show that something is amiss.
Such a measurement system would recognize the reality that
success with those who are expected to fail should count for

something.

Treatment: What Works with Whom, and in What Respect?

One of the most popular questions currently being asked
in corrections is "What works?" Recently, paternity for
this question may be attributed largely to Robert Martinson.
 Others, however, were examining treatment technigques and
modalities long before Martinson became publicly interested
in this issue. For example, Schnur stated in 1964,

No research has been done to date that enables
us to say that one treatment program is better
than another or that enables us to examine a
man and specify the treatment he needs. There
is no evidence that probation is better than
nstitutions, that institutions are better
than .probation, or that being given parole is
better than escaping... Research could pos=
sibly shed some light, but none of the re-
search conducted to date answers these ques-
tions.

Martinson indicated that,

...the most extensive and important work that
has been done on the effect of community-based
treatments has been done in the areas of pro-
bation and parole. This work sets out to an-<
swer the guestion of whether it makes any 4if-
ference how you supervise and treat an offender
once he has... come under state surveillance
in lieu of prison. This is the work that has
provided the main basis to date for the claim
that we do indeed have the means at our dis-~
posal for rehabilitating the offender or at
least decarcerating him safely.*?

We sought from available studies, to answer the ques-
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tion of whether it makes any difference how adult proba-
tioners are supervised and treated. Our findings are cat-
egorized into five broad treatment modalities: group and S
individual counseling, wvocational counseling and employment,
voluntary and involuntary treatment, drug treatment, and use
of volunteers and paraprofessionals. In each modality, we
examined what seems to work, with whom, and why.

In the area of group and individual counseling, a psy-~
chiatric services program for sex offenders on probatibn re-

ported, "Peer confrontation in an open-ended group therapy

session, ...far more effective in overcoming the offender's

characteristic denial than... individual interview with the

i Group techniques such as guided group in-

psychiatrist.”
teraction have been reported to be not only more feasible,
but more effective than individual psychiatric treatment,
with most offenders. Olsson reports from an evaluation of
an outpatient treatment clinic for special offenders that

group therapy ratings showed significant

changes from initial to final ratings in

several areas of group behavior. Almost

all changes for all groups were in a posi-

tive direction except for a few in a nega=

tive direction in the assaultive offender

greip.

¢ Ub . .

The evaluators of this program concluded that mandatory
treatment is a practical alternative for speqial'offenders

and has a positive effect on recidivism, but that it was

more successful in treating adult sex offendégs than assaul-

tive offenders.
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Contract programs are becoming increasingly popular in
both probation and parole. A Multiphasic Diagnostic and
Treatment Program found that 75 percent of the offender pop-
ulation achieved success as a result of treatment that re-
‘quired residents to jointly formulate a contract with the
staff wherein a treatment plan based on the goals, objec-
tives and needs of the residents was outlined.*® Each res-
ident had to participate in group counseling and volunteer
work in a community project. Individual and family coun-
seling were available as needed. Graduation was contingent
upon completion of the plan the resident designed and had
approved by the staff. Success was defined as graduation.

Some of the counseling studies reviewed reported mixed
results and/or raised interesting speculations. As an exam-
'ple of the latter, Breer said about probation supervision of
the black offender:

If an officer starts out by handling racial
factors awkwardly, the rest of his counsel-
ing is likely to be shelved as irrelevant.
Somewhat related to this last point is the
use of the reality principle in casework
with blacks. This is probably the best
single tool a white caseworker has in work-
ing with blacks. Attempts to rebuild the

- personality structure of the black proba-

tioner or really even to try to improve
black family life to avoid pressure areas
leading to criminal acting out are usually
beyond the grasp of the white probation of~-
ficer."”

This comment speaks to a nagging problem in the treat-

ment of offenders, including those on probation. Most pro-

bation officers are white and from middle-class backgrounds.
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Many, and in some jurisdictions perhaps most, probationefs
are black or of other minorities, frequently from lower-class
backgrounds. This results in a socio-cultural gap in which
the officer has difficulty understanding and empathizing with
the offender. The officer may face the problem of institu-
tional racism as well as his own racial attitudes. The of=-
fender, in turn, has difficulty identifying with the officer.
An approach employing the reality‘principle is suggested as

a technique for copihg with these difficulties. The reality
principle refers to a technique of pointing out immovable-
reality factors which must be dealt with by the probationer.
The probation officer and the offender agree on‘minimal.goals
in helping the offender confront these factors.

The Santa Clara County Adult Probation Department testéd
two high impact.short-ﬁerm motivational treatment programs
designed to reduce recidivism among adult felons on proba-
tion. .The'Zzooommm'methodjwas designed to. change self-image,
set goals, énd in&rease se1f~understanding; the Heimler1
method used a scale to measure perception of frustration ahdk
satisféction‘—— followed by a three-month treatment phase
called “the Slice oﬁlLife." The evaluators of these programs
ceoncluded;

. The results are sufficiently mixed that no
firm conclusion can be extracted from the
data that gives one program superiority
over the other. Small samples and the ab-
sence of an experimentall design also hamper

clear interpretation of the recidivism and
other outcome data."*®
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The difficulties of utilizing and adhering to an ex-
perimental design has been an all-too-common problem in
studies of the effectiveness of probation treatment modal-
ities conducted to date. As a result, all findings and con-
clusions must be interpreted cautiously. Very often, the
sample integrity was not maintained or samples were too
small to allow for meaningful interpretations of the results.
These failings leave the state of the art in the treatment
of adult probationers in a frustrating positiorn. Promising
leads toward potentially effective treatments have been found.
Methods are available such that the critical hypotheses could
be either supported or refuted. They generally have not been
used.

An evaluation of a project to provide vocational upgrad-
ing to Monroe County, New York, pr-bationers found that the
unemployment rate of the target population could be effec~
tively reduced."? The project evaluators' conclusions seem
to be particularly enlightening:

While the results of this evaluation are such
as to indicate the MCPP's effectiveness, two
cautions are in order. First... a six-month
survey of program results cannot be considered
conclusive. A second-year evaluation, based
upon a . one~year follow-up of the project's
first year probationers would be required...
Second, though the MCPP may be reducing pro-
bationer unemployment and recidivism, there
is some gquestion as to whether recidivism is
being rednced by means of employment upgrad-
ing. The results provide the basis for an
assertion that unemployment is not a major

cause of recidivism, and that the project
achievgd its crime reduction through "human
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upgrading," i.e., by: providing success ex-

periences, engendering self-esteem, and alle-

viating life's problems.59

The idea that unemployment is not a major cause of re-
cidivism challenges a basic of folklore in corrections. It
suggests on thé one hand that simply ensuring that a proba-
tioner has a job may not accomplish much by way of preventing
recidivism. This does not mean that efforts to provide job
training and jobs are not worthwhile, but it implies that the
goals for such projects need to be limited and realistié,uahd
that the results should perhaps be measured by criteria other
than recidivism. If it is worthwhile to reduce unemployment,k
there 1is no need to link it to a reduction in recidivism.
The observation about htman upgrading suggests a ¢értain‘
"Hawthorne effect," i.e., a response to the experiment itf
self; but it also supports the view that criminal behavior
results from a complex of vaﬁiables ~- and unemployment is
only one. | |
Anéther project in Monroe éapnty == the Probation Em-

ployment and Guidance Program (PEéix—— had similar results. B .
The "treatﬁent,"‘that is,zassessing$§9b desires and practi- 7
gality of previous experience and évai}gble resources, andﬂ
planning strategies for goal attainment?kdid not make any

N
N \

: : Y
fundamental change in the employment behavipr of those ex-—.
X

posed to it. There were no differences;eithé;“in the rate
5

of recidivism of the experimental and control'ﬁgoups, as

measured by new arrests and vonvictions.S5! %
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That employment may be a variable relevant to probation
success was, however, demonstrated in a Bergen County, New
Jersey, Job Bank projéct which indicated that emplmeent ac-
counted for over half of the variability in probation out-
come. %2 Employved probationers were more likely to have a
successful termination ranking.

Another traditional issue in correctional treatment has
been that of voluntarism. One of the basic tenets of much
social/psychological casework is that the offender must per-
ceive that he or she has a problem and must be self-motivated
to seek help. Two treatment studies reviewed ~- an outpa-
tient treatment clinic for sexual and assaultive offenders
and a casework project with female probationers -- reported
that treatment does not necessarily have to be voluntary in
order to be successful.®® 1In the latter project, improve-
ment in the‘experimental group occurred among those who were
encouraged to participate and among those who were told it
was a requirement of probation.

A number of seemingly successful drug treatment pro-
grams ianlving adult probationers were uncovered. A metha-
dorie maintenance project reported that an analysis of the
records of 912 patients (parolees and probationers) admitted
over a four and one-half year period showed a 90 percent drop
in criminal convictions.S* The evaluators reported that,

The changes in the methadone patients were sud-
den and dramatic. Probationers who were pre-

viously anxious, unproductive and antisocial
when addicted to heroin became normal human
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beings and were quickly reabsorbed into the ‘ N
community through employment and healthy so-

cial lives.

Polakow and Doctor reported on a behavioral modifica-
tion program for adult drug offenders.®® They found that
placement of probationers in a contingency management group
successfully decreased the number of arrests and violations
while on probation. These probationers also maintained an
employment rate higher than that of a control group. RosS-
enthal evaluated the Philadélphia County Department of Pro-
bation Drug Unit and concluded that the "unit is effective
in attaining the goal of reducing overall criminal recidiv-

w56

ism. Successful results with alcoholic probationers were

also reported. ‘The evaluators of the Los Angeles County'
Probation Department Specialized Alccholic Caseload Project
concluded:

Despite the unpromising characteristics of the
offenders, the general outcome of the project
was such as to suggest that use of probation
with the alcoholic offender is both feasible
and worthwhile. This seems particularly true
if caseloads can be reduced appreciably in
size and alceholic caseload DPO's (probation
officers) are given an opportunity %o explore
and develop promising leads in the treatment
of such offenders. OCf particular interest
here are the use of Alcoholics Anonymous,
group counseling or group therapy proce-
dures, and family~oriented counseling.?

The examination of these studies of treatment modali=-
ties in adult probation reinforces the notion of the complex
array of issues that must be taken into account in measuring

' probation outcome. These‘ihclude the definition of outcome u'
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measures; the characteristics of any study samples used;

the naturé of the research design and the samples studied;
and the length of treatment and follow-up. It suggests
also the complexity of the treatment concept and points to
the need for documentation of the precise nature of the
treatment program under assessment. Perhaps most important,
it indicates that the investment of resources to investi-
gate what works, with whom, under what circumstances, and
how has been very minor in relation to the investment made

in trying various probation treatment alternatives.

L
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Clients and Caseloads

The critical issues identified from review.of the
literature and studies concerning c¢lient and caseload char-
acteristics in adult probation services, reviewed in the next

chapter, form three general categories of concerns:

Caseload Issues

A problem frequently discussed 1is the achievement of a
manageable workload for prebation officers. Oversized caseloads
often are %dentified as the obstacle to successful probatién;
and indeed, a very large caseload can have serious consequences
for both the probation officer and probationer. The probation
officer can easily feel overwhelmed in providing supervision
and assistance to the offenders comprising his caseload if it
is large; and this can affect the quality of supervision and
services rendered to them. .

Reducing the size of caseloads has beenrn recommended as a
means to increa&e the ‘effectiveness of probation, yet it appears
from many studies‘that achievement of this objective by itself
will not assure a reduction of recidivism. There is no single
optimum caseleoad size. Thus far, results from caseload research -
indicate that smaller caseloads sometimes improve probation per-
formance, sometimes no change occurs, and sometimeszrobationers
in smaller caseloads do worse than those in regular caseloads.

The issues of probation effectiveness are complex, and caseload
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slze questions yield no simple answers.

Other management factors may be more important. The
adequacy and general nature of the supervision and the skill
with which it is administered may provide a more p:oductive
focus for study. There has been little systematic investiga-
tion of the problem of an appropriate matching of the probation
officer and the offender. The concept of matching adds an
additional complexity to the problem, which becomes generally.,
"what kinds of offenders are best supervised in what kinds of

caseloads, with what kinds of treatment, by what kinds of officers.”

Management/Classification Issues

Oversized caseloads can iImpede the delivery of needed
services to probationers. As a remedy, workloads rather than
caseloads have been proposed for assigning probationers to
officers. The workload concept is based on the idea that not
all offenders require the same type (or amount) of supervision.
A probation officer assigned offenders difficult to supervise
oi persons in need of multiple or particular special services
would then pave a caseload smaller in number than the officet
assignea offenders requiring only minimal supervision.

A differential casework approach based on the characteris-
tics of the probationed offenders fregquently has been proposed.
Under one such model, probationers tould be placed under super-
vision based on judgements of their "risk? (likelihoocd of viola~-

tion) and need for services. The intent is to separate offenders
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requiring minimal supervision and service delivery from those

2,

whose needs are greater, so that available time and resources “\
|
may be more effectively allocated to probationers mest in need?/

Another type of classification system is based on the matching

concept.

Probation versus Institutionalization Issue

Can .some offenders now committed to prison be successfully
maintained in the community on probation? Some relevant studies
are reviewed by Ms. Fiore in Chapter III. In one study, firgt
felony offenders on probation had lower violation rates than
those imprisoned and then paroled. If judges sentence persons
to probation or prison based in part on expected violations
("risk"), does this suggest a classification system useful for
the assignment of a sentence of probation? Can certain offendefs
be placed on probation instead of in prison if the probationjx
department were staffed with trained personnel in sufficient
numbers with manageable caseloads?

These issues of caseloads, wcrkloade classification, and
probation as an alternative disposition to confineﬁent‘are dis=-

cussed in Bernadette Fiore's review.

7






Chapter IIT
Clients and Caseloads: An Assessment
of Critical Issues

Bernadette A. Fiore

Introduction

Robert M. Carter and Leslie T. Wilkins believe,

In corrections, we try to cope with the prob-
lems by taking additional measures, but tend

to focus on providing traditional services to
the increased numbers of offenders processed

through the system.

We cannot continue to employ additional per-
sonnel indefinitely, build new institutions,
or recreate established programs. The trend
in corrections has been quite consistent -
to create more of what already exists and to
depend upon past experience without much at-
tempted innovation.

In the main, our current and planned correc-
tion procedures are determined neither by
imaginative and creative thinking supported
by the utilization of available technology
nor by other new knowledge in the social and
behavioral sciences.!

Lovell Bixby states,

The fact is that too many of our clients
continue in their lawless ways both during
and after the period of supervision. We
find many excuses. We blame poor selection
by the courts, excessively high caseloads,
lack of job opportunities for probationers,
a cold shoulder from the social agencies,
lack of psychiatric facilities and so on
without end. But, honestly, if all these
were bettered would we do much better??

With such views in mind, it is essential that we exa-
mine thoroughly the issues and empirical evidence surround-
ing élient/caseload.characteristics. There is an urgent

need to evaluate what we know to date, to abandon aspects
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of probation supervision that show no obvious merit, to re-
cognize the needs of probationers and the optimal conditions
for success, and to pursue the most promising avenues of our
present knowlédge.

Vital to our approach, and our ultimate success, are
good management and efficient and effective implementation
and delivery of probation services. Keeping in mind that we
want to obtain the most from the probation dollar, it would
be negligent to overlook the fact.that probation deals with
people énd their reintegration into the community.

The report which follows presents the literature and
findings to date, bearing in mind the availability of studies
and time limitations. It is the aim of this report to offer
iqformatioﬁ to the probation officer, others in criminal
justice, and anyone else interested in probation. The hope
is to improve the probation system through the dissemination
of knowledge and to further approach the goal of probation -

the reintegration of the offender into the community.

Review of the Literature on Caseloads

In its recoghition of the problems and issues surround-
ing client/caseload characteristics, the ?resident's Task
Force Report on Corrections states that the administrative
problem which has plagued probation officials most has been
the achievement of a manageable workload for probation of-
ficers. Whenever probation programs are subject to criticism,

the oversized caseload is usually identified as the obstacle
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to successful operation. Efforts to reduce caseloads have
been the source of‘a continuing struggle between probation
administrators and local and state authorities.?

The American Bar Association Project on Standards for (}
Probation recommends that there should be a sufficiently low
average caseload to provide adequate supervision and to de-
velop variable caseloads for different types of offenders
and assignment techniques which will maximize supervision.*

Caseload size is a crucial consideration. If it is
large, as is likely the case in most places, the probation
officer must be careful not to be spinning his wheels for
lack of knowing where to begin. It is easy, if one feels
overwhelmed by the magnitude of a situation, to spend a lot
of time doing nothing but fretting over what to do first.
There is the likelihood that, because there is so much to
be done, most things will be done superficially and without
meaning merely because that is the only way one can even
beQin to keep up with the flow of paperwork. This cbviously
will have serious consequences for the general attitude and
approach.of the probation officer: he may become very frus-
trated by not being able to keep up with the work; he may
become disillusioned because he is not doing what he thought '
probation work was all about; he may simply give up ﬁhe strug~ k
gle and resign himself to a superficial noninvolvement which
keeps the paper moving but does nothing to resolve client

proﬁiems;“or he may gqguit. All these possibilities indicate

&
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the importance of the issues surrounding caseload size.?®

It appears from many studies that the simple_expedient‘
of reducing caseloads will not of itself assure a reduction
of recidivism. Experiments with reduced caseloads have
shown that to reduce recidivism requires classification of
offenders with differential treatment for each class. The
value of differential treatment requires that probation man-
power ratios vary directly with the kind and amount of ser-
vices to be performed. A major requirement for using a dif-
ferential treatment system is an adeguate case analysis and
planning procedure. Such planning must determine the kind
and intensity of supervision needed by the probationer, the
ability to place an offender in the communitv where he is
most likely to succeed, and the determination of the period
during which various kinds of probation supervision are
required.®

Standards for average caseload size serve a useful purF
pose in estimating the magnitude of present and future needs
for probation officers, but in cperation there is no single
optimum caseload size. In the President's Commission's (1967)
opinion, it would be a mistake to approach the problem of
upgrading community treatment solely in terms of strengthen-
- ing orthodox supervision to bring caseload sizes down to a
universal maximum,étandard. Such an approach would ignore

the need for specialized caseloads to deal differently with

particular types of offenders, and for changes in the standard
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procedure that results in an offender's being supervised
by only one officer.’

The effectiveness of probation will by far depend more ‘ =
on the kind of individual being treated and the setting in
which the treatment occurs than it will on'pure.questions
of numbers. For some, minimum supervision is sufficient.

An important finding made by Carter and Wilkins in theix
research on caseloads in the San Francisco Project is that
the effect of caseload size 1is more a function of the in-
teraction of several factors such as types of probationers
and possibly types of agents rather than a simple function
of numbers.® |

The underlying assumption on which probation must
rest is that most probationers need supervision and that
the adequacy of supervision and the skill with which it
is deployed will in large measure determine the success
of the system.?

The General Accounting Office report on State and
County Probation: Systems in Crisis discusses Ehe fact
that probation cannot effectively rehabilitate offenders
and protect society as long as problems in delivery of ser-
vices exist. Eliminating these problems depends on the com-
mitment of resources by all levels of government. The ef-
fect of a large caseload is that probationers ére.notvclosely
supervised or‘provided necessary services. As évresglt, high

caseloads contributed to '];):coba.ticme::'s'l committing crimes and
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violating conditions of probation. The report indicated a
highly significant‘statistical relationship between the ex-
tent to which probationers received needed services and suc-
cess ¢n probation; that is, as the probationer received more
of the services he needed, he was more likely to complete
probation successfully.'®

In a small caseload, the problems include becoming
bored with the feeling that there is so little to do. An-
other problem ié busy-work, where the probatioa officer
tries to find things to do to maintain the appearance of
being busy. Small caseloads are good as long as the officer
is capable of using that involvement wisely to assist the
client. There is also the problem of overkill, which exists
with small caseloads, where actions are repeated and time is
wasted. Finally, an important consideration is that through

extensive involvement and" supervision, .a-client may become

dependent upon the pgobatioﬁ 6fficer, and thus not be able

Lo

to function on his own in society.!!?

Richard Sparks, in Research on the Use and Effective-

ness of Probation, Parole and Measures of After Care,!? dis-
cusses that there are no significant differences in the suc-
cess rates of offenders on intensive, ideal, normal, or

minimum supervision. It is believed that those offenders

‘placed on minimum supervision could be dealt with djust as

effectively by means of a fine, discharge, or other nominal

measure not involving supervision. When examining offenders
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on intensive supervision, it appears that probationers do
not consider the probation officer a factor in their success,
but rather their own (perceived) non-criminal orientation,
and the assistance given by family and friends.

Although intensive supervision may increase technical
violations due to incréased surveillance, it is believed that
the increased surveillance also has a deterrent effect and

thus decreases criminal activity.

Results of Empirical Research on Caseloads

The Community Corrections Support Program'?® was based
on a perceived need of minority group probationers for spe-
cial services rendered by people who are familiar with the
clients' cultural background and the problems encountered
by them. The intent of the program was to reduce Chicano
probation violations by 40 percent by providing intensified
and personalized services in smaller caseloads. The special
services consisted of arranging for jobs and on the job
training, for other training and’education, and for community
contact and support; mobilizing the resources of the commun-~
ity agencies; and providing direct counseling and support.

A control group and an experimental group were estab-
lished by matching on the variables of sex, érior history,
district of supervision, type of supervision, length of su-
pervision, age, and nature of offense. | ' 0
| The two groups wéré compared and the’authors coﬁcluded

that the Community Corrections Program participants (exﬁer*

[

>



82

imental group) had 24 percent fewer recidivists, that there
were 41 percent fewer instances of racidivism, and 32 percent
fewer recidivistic offenses. The efforts to provide services
under the five areas met reasonable success, although com-
munity contact and support was subsequently dropped since it
did not appear to meet the needs of the clients.

The Specialized Misdemeanant Probation Program!* was
designed to work with high-risk repeat minority offenders.
It was hypothesized that by offering a wide range of proba-
tion services to clieﬁts with a background of numerous prior
misdemeanant convictions and keeping this special caseload
to a minimum, the recidivistic nature of these offenders
could be impacted. The project was designed to offer its
services to a target population comprised of minority of-
fenders and persons convicted while driving under the in-
fluence of intoxicants.

The information used in the evaluation was contained
within the records of the Whatcom County District Court.

The technique used in the evaluation was the seriousness of
offense index, an offshoot of the Wolfgang~Sellin sericus-
ness index.!®

Of the 97 clients being provided services, 41 were re-
convicted of misdemeanant crimes (42.3 percent). Utilizing
the seriousness of offense index, the population had an
average seriousness of offense rating of 5.06 for all prior

convictions and an average of 1.96 for all subsequent con-



victions. This is a significant reduction in seriousness of
arrest for recidivists. 1In addition, the project collected
a sizable amount of revenue in fines and drastically reduced
expenditures as regards jail time for clients.

The program failed to conclude whether the reduction in
recidivism was due to the amount of contact between the pro:}
bation officer and the clients or whether positive outcomes
were the result of the type of supervision received. The
data analyzed were obtained from probation department re-
cords. Information obtained in this manner may be subjec-
tive on the part of the officer and could very well distort
the findings. 1In addition to these shortcomings, the sample
size was small and not randomly drawn and no controi‘group
was used for a comparison.

The Intensive Supervision Eroject16 was undertaken to
study the consequences of intensified supervision with re-
duced caseloads of high risk offenders. It was thought that
probationers exposed to intensive supervision would adjust
most favorably to supervision and once released could have
a lower recidivism rate than persons in caseloads‘not re-~
ceiving intensive supervision.

An experimental and control group was chosen by strat-
ified random sampling. The experimental group consisted of
supérviéing officers with a reduced caseload of 35 clients
and three investigations per month. The control group was

composed of supervisors with a regular caseload of 70 clients
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and six investigations per month.

The authors found that, based upon the subjective rat-
ings of the supervising officers, the experimental group did
not adjust as well as the control group. The mean percent-
age of revocations was similar for both groups, and the mean
number of supervisor contacts was higher for the experimental
group. |

The authors' original intent was to compare how high
risk offenders did under intensive supervision to those in
regular caseloads, while in reality they compared inten-
sively-supervised high-risk caseloads with regularly-super-
vised mixed caseloads.  The Intensive Supervision Project
was considered successful insofar as increased supervigion
was obtained, but the client-oriented objectives were not
attained.

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program!’ conducted five
projects throughout the United States: New Pride, Denver;
Newark, New Jersey; Portland, Oregon; St. l,ouis, Missouri;
and Los Angeles, California.

From each city a saﬁble was drawn and data were ana-
lyzed to answer four questions: were there any significant
reductions in frequency and severity of recidivism due to
intensive supervision?; what were the relationships between
certain client-descriptive variables and the frequency and
severity of recidivism?; what were the relationships between

client~criminal offense variables and the frequency and
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severity of recidivism?; what set of client-descriptive and
criminal offense variables serves as the best set of pre-
dictors of recidivism?

Three sources of information were employed in the col-
lection of data: personal interviews with offenders, pro-
ject case files, and juvenile court histories.:

Results showed an overall reduction of frequency of of-
fenses of about 50 percent. The overall reduction in aver-
age severity of offenses for each client was 45.6 percent.
The results indicate that there were significant rela@ions
between age and pre-~service frequency. ' The older the client,
the lower the pre~service frequency. Baseline frequency
proved to be the best single predictor of recidivism in the
research.

The major finding of the research was that all projects
achieved reductions in recidivism, intensive supervision
clients recidivated less at every level of prior offense,
and intensive supervision seemed to be beneficial for clients
with different criminal and demographic characteristics.

The project staff vere aware of their own problems and
statéd so in the report:f lack of‘épntrol groups from tradi-
tional caseloads; large varianceﬂb;tween project clientele,
staff, and treatment and servicés} limited resources for
data collection;'difficulty in qualification of treatment
and supervision variables; and lack of parole‘projects for

meaningful comparisons.
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8 was de-

The Denver High Impact Anti-Crime Program!'
signed specifically to reduce the recidivism rate among of-
fenders on either probation or parcle with an emphasis on
those convicted or arrested for High Impact Crimes. The ob-
jectives were designed to give officers reduced caseloads
(50:1) and locate them in the community where their clients
live so they might give intensive service to their clients.

The goals‘of the project were: to reduce caseloads,
increase diagnostic capability and goal-oriented supervision,
improve the referral system, increase community awareness,
improve accessibility of services, and improve coordination
of services.

Recidivism data on a random sample of offenders con-
victed in 1968-~1970 were collected. A comparison was made
between the Project group (intensive supervision)’and the
Central Office group (regular caseload).

The findings show that there is little difference be-
tween revocation rates for High Impact and other probation
clients in the Project group (5.12 percent to 4.97 percent).
In the Central Office group, High Impact cases had a 9.33
percent revocation rate versus 5.18 percent for othexr cases.
The two-year figures showed a rearrest rate of 38.3 percent
’for the Project group versus 51.6 percent and a reconvic-
tion rate of 38.3 percent for the Project group versus 41.9
percent.

The summary of all the data aﬂd analysis reported would
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appear to be most clearly stated by pointing to the reduced
recidivism rates. From both the gquantitative and qualitative
data presented, it appears as if the objectives of the project
have been achieved although the shortcomings of the project
include many losses of clients through termination, transfers
and absconding, and no control group or comparative data.

The Phoenix. Inner City Intensified Supervision Program!'®
was created in 1972 to combat the high incidence of crime in
that section of the city. Basic to the program weteAthe
ideas that increased supervision would reduce recidivism of
the probationefs and that work, wvocational training and aca-~
demic pursuits are therapeutic experienqes which will also
decrease recidivism. The goals of the program were to re-—
duce both the recidivism rate of the prokationers and the
degree of unemployment within the inner-city caseload. The
specific hypotheses tested were: intensively supervised
cases will have a lower rate of c¢riminal infractions than
the control group; intensively supervised'cases will have a
greater number of technical violations than criminal in-
fractions; and involvement in work or school activities will
decrease the amount of time which could result in criminal
activity.

Forty-one cases were randomly selected‘from inner-city
caseloads and assigned to the tfeatment gro;p and 31 cases

, simi1ar1y‘selected from regular caseloads became the control

group.
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The treatment group incurred four times as many tech-
nical violations as criminal violations and twice as many
technical violations as were incurred by the control group.
The control group averaged 15 days of unemployment or ab-
sence, while the treatment group averaged 32 days.

The authors concluded that even within the short time
span of the program, positive results in reducing recidivism
were achieved, a more effective level of gervices was pro-
vided due to the structure of supervision,'and supervision
techniques could be modified to include greater emphasis on
job placement and counseling.

Due to such problems as lack of clear operational defi-
nitions, small sample size, and poor sampling method, the
results must be viewed with a degree of caution.

The Special Probation Caseloads Project?? was designed
to cut down recidivism rates among probationers who had
committed target crimes by increasing the supervision given
to target offenders by reducing caseload size and facilitat-
ing rehabilitation.

The project objectives were to reduce recidivism among
Newark target probationers; to achieve more comprehensive
probation suparvision through assignment of target proba-~
tioners from large conventional caseloads to small special~
ized caseloads and assignment of new probationers to small
caseloads; and to reduce conventional caseloads and estab-~

lish ongoing specialized caseloads.
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The project adhieved a target crime recidivism rate of
29 percent (more than their objective of 19 percent). Case-
loads were substantially reduced and probationers were met
with more frequently.

The project did not randomly select their experimental
group and offered no comparison data from a control group.
The project experienced difficulty controlling intake and
assignment processes which resulted in target-offender pro-
bationers being assigned to conventional caseloads. Because
probationers were classified on the basis of the adjudicated
rather than the original arrest charges, the project was not
recelving all Impact offenders. "Results of the High Impact
study must be viewed in light of these criticisms.

The main goals of the San Francisco Project?! were:
to develop criteria for the classification of offenders; to
study the effects of varied intensities and types of super-
vision and caseload size; to develop a prediction table for
supervision adjustment; and to examine decision-making in
presentence recommendations.

Based on the 50-unit workload concept, four levels of
supervision were established - ideal, intensive, normal, and
minimum. Selection of'clients was based on four factors -
offense, prior record, age and psychological testing.

The project made mention of types, kinds, and intensi-

ties of supervision, but failed to identify characteristics

of differing types of supervision which remained dependent
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upon the styles of individual officers.

Excluding technical violations, the violation rate for
the minimum supervision caseload was reported as not signi-
ficantly different from that of other caseloads (22 percent
for minimum and ideal, and 20 percent for intensive).

Review of the project reveals that method and direction
were sought after the research was initiated. The absence
of a well-developed theoretical framework resulted in a lack
of orientation and a loss of efficiency. The project is cri-
ticized for utilizing a simple concept of conformity as the
primary measure of successful supervision. The authors con-
cluded that, because of problems with design and conducting
of the project, the results are questionable.

The Connecticut Department of Adult Probation set up
an intensive supervision Drug Unit Program?? that addressed
the problem that people dependent on drugs are more difficult
to handle_as probationers than those probationers who are
not addicted, and that in order to control the behavior of
an addict, more time must be spent supervising him. Two
groups of probationers were drawn from the same geographic
area to minimize such factors as: availability of drugs,
availability of treatment resources, economic, social, and
other influencés. Comparisons of the two groups were made
in the following areas: vocational histories, income sta-
tus, treatment histories, monthly contacts, violations of

probation, convictions, and educational histories.
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The results indicate that for the Drug Unit group, 14
percent were employed or in training at the time of referral,
60 percent were employed or in training at the end of the
program. At the beginning, 26 percent were self-supporting
and at the end 66 percent were. Six percent were in school
at the time of referral as opposed to 56 percent at the con=
clusion of their supervision.

At the start of probation, 54 percent of the General
Caseload group were working and at the end 60 percent were
working. Self-support increased from 56 percent to 64 per-
cent. There was also a 2 percent rise in the education cat-
egory during supervision, Recidivism figures show a rate of
20 percent for the Drug Unit and 32 percent for the General
Caseload group. |

The data point to positive changes in the General Case-
load group, but the figures are much more drastic for the
Drug Unit group. The authors conclude that intensive super-
vision is a useful tool in the management of probationers
who function poorly because of drug or emotional weaknesses.

The authors themselves point out the problem that more

difficult probationers were assigned to the Drug group (biased

sample) but then go on to acclaim the objectivity of their
sample selection.

For a measure of self-support, the study uses those not
on welfare. It is possible thaﬁ the Drug Units' increase in

‘self-support from 56 percent to 64 percent may only be an

)
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indication of those that dropped from the roles of welfare
and not a reflection of those that are employed and self-
supporting. The project clearly lacks good operational
definitions, has apparent flaws in sampling, and states one
objective while it actually pursued another.

The inability of regular caseload agents to cope with
the rise in drug related probationers gave rise to the
Intensive Supervision High Impact Narcotics Offenders Pro-

gram. ?3

The objectives of the project were: to reduce the
number of Impact crimes committed in the Baltimore area,

to reduce the use of illegal drugs, to reduce the number of
convictions of other crimes by Impact offenders, and to as-
sist Impact offenders in developing stable education and
employment habits.

Once the client's drug abuse problem had been stabilized,
counseling was focused on the client's vocational and educa-
tional adjustment. Caseloads were }imited to 35 clients per
probation agent. Probationers were randomly assigned to
either the experimental group or a control group supervised
by standard caseload agents.

A comparison of the first 12 months to the entire 22
‘months showed that the experimental group experienced a 21;4
percent rearrest rate compared to 29.5 percent for the con-
trol group. The experimental group averaged 1.7 charges per

arrest while the control group averaged 2.1 charges. The

control group was charged with more offenses per arrest and



more serious offenses than those of the experimental group.

The study states that interpretation of data must be
considered in light of relatively small control and experi-
mental groups, the possibility of sampling errors, and the
differences in supervision technigues. The study concludes
that, pending further data from the project, intensive su-~
pervision may have an effect on the quality of the services
provided and the involvement of the probationer in community
resources, but to date, results are inconclusive.

The purpese of the Specialized Alcoholic Caseload Pro-

ject?" was to learn whether probation supervision, which

W

focused specifically on alcoholic offenders, could effec-
tively aid such offenders.

The Municipal Court referred 197 alcoholic coffenders to
the specialized caseload. The subjects were divided into
groups: A = offenders who made a satisfactory response to
probation service; B = a maréinal response; and C = an un-
satisfactory response to probation service.

Effectiveness of the specialized caseload was evaluated
by means of a before-after study in which numbefs of arresta
in specified time lntervals were used as criteria.

Group A (1961) showed .19 arrests per month befbre the
probation grants and .08 arrests per month after.the grants.'
Group A (1962) showed .14 arrests per month before and .04 | : "
after. Group ‘B in both 1961 and 1962 showed equal or larger

pre~grant arrest rates in comparison w1th.Group A. Post~
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grant experiences showed reduction in arrest rates. Group
C cases in both 1961 and 1962 showed the highest prior ar-
rest rates and large reductions in arrest during the post-
grant period;

Three factors were reported to ué related to favorable
response to probation service: low arrest rates prior to
the study, attendance at Alcoholics Anonymous, and stable
marriage. |

The study showed several weaknesses in its report. Be-
cause many believed the study should focus on different age
groups, there was an absence of any real screening process,
and cases were entered on many bases. In addition, the pro-
bation officer had no specialized training in dealing with
the alcoholic offender and perhaps results may have been
better if' this had been the case. The authors stated that
they had difficulty in identifying total arrest information
which was their primary measure of effectiveness and the pro-
ject suffered under poor control and data collection tech-
niques.

| The general outcome of the project suggests that al-
though the findings are not outstanding, use of prcbation
with the alcoholic offender is both feasible and worthwhile.

The Hi Intensity Project?® provided supervision for two
classes of probationers and parolees: sex offenders and
persons placed on psychiatric probation.

Demographically, probationers assigned to the Hi In-
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tensity Unit were similar to those in the non-specialized
unit. Each probationer was screened and placed intoylevels
of supervision according to need - intensive, moderate, and
minimum. 7Theé mean number of contacts was 1.48 for the Hi
Intensity Unit and 0.75 for the non-specialist units. Base
expectancy scores were used to group cases into low, medium,

and high risk groups. Rearrest rates were examined for both

a three—month and a twelve-month period.

The twelve-month rearrest rates showed a total 12 point
difference between the project group and the regular group.
The low and medium risk groups showed no difference; Among
the high risk cases, more than half the regular unit had been
arrested while’only about a quarter of the projeét cases had
been arrested.. .= o

It is.éossible, the authors concluded, that the differ-

ences in recidivism holid only for certain types of clients.

Among psychiatric cases, 1t 1s the high rlsk group and among s
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drug and alcohol cases, 1t isstill undlear. P
The Florida Parole and Probation Commiséion's Expaﬁded." | |

Maximization of Probation Project?® was designed to provide

intensive super&ision of offenders by establisﬁing’a staff

to client ratio of 1:35. By establishing such arratiﬁj’iﬁ

was felt that adequate safeguards would be present to protect*%**”””ﬁ

society and that maximum supervision»cou;d be’given to offend-

ers to aid in their adjustment to societal norms. The seqond  | e

objective was to evaludte the project's effectiveness to de- ?,
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termine the feasibility of releasing high risk offenders to
supervision under a reduced caseload size.

'Persons before the court for non-capital felony offenses
were 1~ecommended to the court for participation in the pro-
gram, if: the defendant would have been sentenced to prison
becalise of an offense against a person; defendant has a his-
tory of mental or emotional illness; committed a technical
violation while on probation; had a juvenile history of of-
fenses without ever receiving adequate supervision; defend-
ant is a danger to himself or to the community; the judge
believes that concentrated supervision would benefit the de-
fendant:.

Treatment consisted of a client-~centered approach by
implementing structured treatment programming with the assis-
tance of community resources.

There were several circumstances which made an evalua-
tion of this project impossible: fragmentation of project
implementation due to late receipt of funds; the grant was
awarded at a time when the Florida prisons were closed to
new probationers, which caused the increased use of proba-
tion and parole. There was a financial crisis which resulted
in a policy of not hiring for vacant positions, thus exper-
imental caseloads increased to near normal size. Because
the objectives of this grant were preempted by unfortunate
and uncontrollable circumstances, no meaningful evaluation

of the project can be made.
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Southfield, Michigan's Probation Improvement Program??
was set up to make available improved probation services with
the express desire that these services would lead to a zs~
duced recidivism rate in the community. This cbjective was
based upon the concept that better.supervisionjand counseling
of probationers, and a more effective use of community re-
sources would deter greater numbers of offenders from future
crime.

Improved services were accomplished through the achieve-
ment of three goals: reduced probation officer caseload by
adding three additional professional personnel to the staff;

) increased number of volunteer probation officers working with
™ “zhe court (to 100), which would also reduce probation officer
caseloads, leaving more time to Qork with more intense cases:;
aid the better use of community resources and consultants in
the department's rehabilitation efforts.

The recidivism tables indicated an improvement of 7.8
percent for adjourned cases and 8 percent for regular pro-
bation assignments. The author felt that the improveméﬂt re-
flected in large measure the increased time that can be spent
with probationers as a result of decreasing individual case~
loads. |

The study does not discuss the specific treatment being
used or to what group it was administered. It 4id not utilize
a control group nor randomly select its subjects. The charts

presented in the study are somewhat confusing and no apparent
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conclusions are mzde from the data, only ambiguous remarks.
Despite these drawbacks, the project was acclaimed as very

“successful by the court and the community.

Summary and Conclusions on Caseloads e

Examining all of the empirical research done on case-
lbads, some general conclusions can be drawn. Many of the
studies suffered from poor methodological design, such as:
lack of control groups, no random sampliny, either poor op-
erational definitions or none at all, small samples, compar-
ison and analysis of unlike groups, poor data collection, and
biased samples. o

Much of the data reported in the studies was subjective
information reported by probation officers. Data gathered

from probation records was biased in part by the attitudes
apd opiﬁ&nns;%f:the officers and consequently the outcomés
and’¢onclusions 6f the studies must be wviewed cautiously.
Although some projecﬁs'start%d out with good design and good
objectives, problems along the way led to failure of goal
attainment.

Almost all of the studies on caseloads fail to talk
about exactly what sort of treatment is administered under
intensive supervision. The question remains, are there more
contacts under intensive supervision or is a different type
of supervision utilized? When projects are successful in re-
ducing recidivism, we must ask, is it due to the intensity

of supervision, is it due to the kind of supervision, or do
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other factors such as the matching of probation officer to
client contribute to favorxable outcomes? Although intensive

supervision may increase technical violations due to in-

G

of its deterrent‘effect?

Thus far, results on caseloads indicate that reduction
of caseload size sometimes improves performance, sometimes
probation performance femains the same, and sometimes smaller
caseloads do worse. Thére are no magic numbers to caseload

size. We can adapt a standard caseload figure yet this does

not take into az&count a particular department's necessities

and problems and can only be used as a rough measﬁre. Var-
iables which ought to alter caseload figures are: type of
case ﬁandled, staff education and experience, travel time to
clients, how the personality of the probation officer affects
probation outcome, and perhaps other variables that do not
center on clients alona.

Begvause the evidence which exists on’;aseloads cannot
provide any conclusive data, caseloads continue to be an
issug of concern for correctional authorities and a var-
igbie thch commands the attention of those concernea with

criminal justice.

Review of The Literature on Management/Classification of
Caseloads ’ ) “ R

The American Bar Association believes that a sound pro-

bation service should have the capacity to employ differen-



100

tial casework based on the characteristics of the prokationed
offenders, but more attention must be devoted to identifica-
tion of those offenders most likely to respond to one type
of program as opposed to another. Some probationers will
fail and some will succeed regardless of supervision effort.
And, of course, there is a wide range of individualsg in be-
tween, for whom a proper allocation of supervision effort
can be the decisive difference between success and failure.?®
The President's Task Force Report on Corrections goes

on to say,

A major requirement for using a differential

treatment system is an adequate case anal-

ysis. and planning procedure. Probably no

deficiency- is more universally apparent in

current programs than the nearly complete

lack of careful planning by probation of~-

ficers, their supervisors, and clinical

program consultants, including-the active

participation of offeh&éfé“thems@lueﬁafi

A T d e T sy

Probation agencies have been known to attempt to in-
crease their staff and reduce the size of the caseload with-
out making any effort to define what needs to be done and
what tasks must be performed. When caseloads alone have
been reduced, results have been disappeinting. Some gains
were made when staff members were given special training in
case management. The comment has been made that with case-
load reductionvpxobatiop agencies hayg been.ﬁnabie~t5;féabh’
staff what to do with the additional time available. Agen-
cies should consider workloads not caseloads to determine

staff requirements. Specific tasks should be identified,
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measured for time required to accomplish the task, and trans-

lated intoc numbers of staff members needed.?3? |
Richard McCleary, in his analysis of structural vari=

ables and how they constrain the parcole officers’ uée of dis~

cretion,?!

states that studies have shown that discretionary
behavior of parols officers varies from individual to indi-
vidual and from district to district. Variance is attributed
to differences in parole officer types, personality, and phi-
losophy. This supports the idea that officers and clients
should be matched to improve outcome. Similar personalities
will function better together than unlikes. Theﬁparale of—ﬁ
ficer's decision, or his interaction Qith a paroiéé, is de-
termined not only by the parcle officer's personality, but
also by organizational contexts and the cost of alternatives.
He often does what he has to and not what he wants to. The
major implication of selectivity is that the paxéle officer
must decide which clients to save and which to sacrifice.

He may over-represent some and under~represent others. Al-
though McCléary is dealing with'parole, the article may have
similar implications for probation, and is ﬁorth noting.

The underlying assumption on which pfﬁbaﬁion must rest
is that most probationers need superVisioﬂ’and the skill with
which it is deployed will in large measu:é determine the suc-
cess of the system.. Probatiqn gannot eféectively rehabili—
tate offenders and protect society as loég as problems in |

delivery of services exist.?®?
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Results of the Studies on Management/Classification of
Caseloads

e

The Diffeikential Classification for the Supervision of
Adult Probatioﬁers Design®?® described the development of a
classification moael*for assigning clients to intensive or
active probétion supervision. Intensive cases were those
posing a serious threat to themselves and/or the community,
requiring a delivery of multiple services, and‘having a high
probability of recidivism. Active supervision cases were
those who generally adjusted to probation,'although services
were still reguired, and recidivism was a possibility but
generally theﬁe cases posed no serious threat to themselves
or the commuﬁity.

A random sample of 720 probationers was selected from
a total population of 3,250. Under this system, probationers
were assigned, to intensive or active supervision, based on
the number and degree- of involvement on four variables: cur-
rent offense, psychological instability, prior record, and
social instability. Age was also used in assigning marginal
cases. The techniques used to analyze data are not described,
nor are the results given.

. Several considerations were deemed by the author as es-
sential to the operation of a differential classification
system. Accurate information and clear operational defini-
tions must be available to ensure reliability and users
should be trained in the useﬁbf‘tﬂé classification form which

must periodically be revalidated and modified to reflect
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changes in c¢lients and/or community.

The Adult Probationer Needs Survey®* was conducted to
develop a data base to address three concerns of the Santa
Clara Probation Department: to determine what percentage
of the department's caseload was at different levels of
risk; to determine the need for treatment and services of
persaons on probation; and to determine who should deliver .
the needed service -~ the probation department, other public
agencies, or community programs.

A rahdom sample was selected for both males and females.
Demographic data and probation officer ratings were collected
for eachkprobationer. Ratings of personality/behavior cha-
racteristics, estimates of the extent to which needs existed,
and ratings of the extent to which each need was being met
were recorded.

A .number of descriptive analyses were undertaken to de-
velop a profile of the probationers and their needs. Special-
ized caseloads were developed from the ratings of probationers
by the supervising officers.

Results were inconclusive in terms of clearly delineating

a number of caseload types based on need ratings. Employment_

emerged as the greatest single need. Survey results sug-
gested that prob;tion as curzently defined may be unnecessary
for almost half of the current caseload. The authors cor-
cluded that treatment eﬁéineering is needed whereby someone

acts as an advocate for both the offender and for the courts,
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to establish the best fit or mix of resources for the indivi-
dual, and to mold this into a treatment/control plan.

The Probation Officer Case Aide Project?®® focused on us-
ing part~time, indigenous para-professionals, some of whom
were ex-offenders, as assistants to probation officers. It
was felt that distance existed between some middle-class
supervising officers and their lower-class clientele and
that indigenous workers' experiences may be more closely re-
lated to the clients', thus facilitating the development of
more prodﬁctive relationships. '

The primary goals of the study were to examine the
effects of using para-professionals and to develop typol-
ogies and matched case assignment schemes for probation of-

_ ficer aides and clients.

To be eligible for inclusion in the study, an offender
had to be on probation, parole, or mandatory supervision:
convicted of postal theft, interstate auto theft, interstate
shipment theft, narcotids violations, forgery, counterfeiting,
embezzlement, or bank robbery; sentenced to six months or
more; 21 years of age or older; a Negro or white male resi-
dent of Chicago; and of lower socio-economic status. Of-
fenders meeting the selection criteria were randomly as-
signed to either the experimantal or control group. The
experimental group met weekly with supervising aides and
the control group received regular supervision.

Experimental and control group clients were compared on
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the basis of outcome variables: recidivism, employment, hous-
ing, marital and family relationships, client's relationship
with probation officer or aide, and client's personal adjust-
ment. The findings of the study are based on intuitive ob-
servation, because empirical data were not available. The
study identified three types of aides: inner—-oriented, with
primary emphasis directed at underlying social and emotional
factors; outer-oriented, with emphasis on solving concrete
problems; and flexibility-oriented, neither predominantly in=-
ner- nor outer-oriented. Four client types were identified:
those with internal problems; those with externél problems;
those with neither internal nor external predominant; and
those with no identifiable problems requiring outside help.
Because they must wait for more definitive results, the
authors could only report that clients were typically re-
sponsive, probation aides were involved and enthusiastic,

and supervisors were favorably impressed.

The Wisconsin State Department of Public Welfare con-
ducted a study on the Relationship of Adult Probation and
Parole Experiences to Successful Termination of Supervi-
sion.®® It was believed that an awareness of relationships
between probation experiences and terminatién‘df supervi-
sion can assist a probation agent in workload management.
Equal supervision cannot be given to all; "therefore, know-
ledge of what types of offenders may be successful will

enable devotion of additional time to those most in need.
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The study is based on data obtained from the Case Clos-
ing Summary, a statistical form completed at the termination
of each offender's probation supervision. Factors selected
for analysis were those having a substantial relationship to
success and those which could be influenced by the agent's
supervision, i.e., percentage of time employed. ’

The findings pointed to two extremes in adult male pro-
bationers. One group was: employed at least 75 percent of
the time, lived with spouse, and had non-disreputable asso-
ciates. The other group was: employed less than 75 percent
of the time, lived with other than spouse, and had fringe or
delinquent assopciates.

The study indicated that 99 percent of the female pro-
bationers with-non-disreputable associates successfully com-
pleted probation, as compared with 67 percent of those with
fringe or delinquent associates.

Because of the small number of cases, a three-way com-
parison of experiences and successes at completion of super-
vision was not practicable; therefore, only one factor while
under supervision was reviewed.

The study,apparently lacked clear operational defini-

tions. The sampling technique was never discussed and living

with other than a spouse was considered an unfavorable factor,

while in fact this type of relationship may be more healthy
and stable than marriage. Apart from its shortcomings, how-

éver, the study concluded that favorable probation factors
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appear to be related to success.

The Probation Caselgad Classification Study?’ was ini-
tiated in order to obtain information about the offender popu-
lation under supervision in the Probation Cffice of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. It was hoped that this information could
be applied in devising a more effective case management ap-
proach based upon the needs of the offenders as wellvas on
the resources avallable to the probation office.

The three major objectives of the study were: to clas—
sify the entire population under supervision, using a multi-
factor instrument designed to predict the outcome of super-
vision as to’success or failure; to attemﬁﬁ.to validate the
predictive ability of the instrument on the pdpulation of
offenders by comparing all cases which closed successfully
with those which closed unsuccessfully; and to &se the data
obtained in devising a "vertical" model of caseload manage-
ment, that is, setting up differential caseload gizes based
upon high or low success potential as opposed to those baged
on numbers.

Phase I of the study included a classifiﬁaticn of the
entire population under supervision. The Base Expectancy
was used as the primary data collectiOn instrument in this
study.

Phase II included an analysis and classifiéation of‘éy&‘
all cases closéd’during an -18 month period. - This waé done

to validate the predictive ability of the ingtrument on the

Proet]
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population.

Phase III of the study grew out of information obtained
in Phase I, involving caseload classification. It was hypo-
thesized that the probation offirce staff, as a consegquence
of their experience, screened out individuals who would nor-
mally be rated high risk offenders if rated by the predic-
tive instrument. In order to test this hypothesis, it was
decided to compare two groups, one which had been recommended
for probation and another group not recommended for probation
on the scores obtained.

Of the cases classified, 43 percent were rated "aA,"
suggesting high potential for favorable adjustment; 44 per-
cent were rated "B" or medium potential; and 13 percent
were rated "C" or low potential for favorable adjustment.
The ddta indicated the tendency for "A" rated individuals to
be terminated early from probation rather than "B" indivi-
duals. There was a greater likelihood for the "B" group to
close through expiration or violation. In contrast, there
was 1ittie probability for group "A" to viclate probation
(7 percent) and less probability for group "C" to have their
cases closed through expiration (5 percent) and almést no
probability to have them closed through early termination'(z
percent).

~ The folléWing recommenﬁatiéhs were made from the data:
the BE 61 A scoring instrument should be used for predictive

 purposes; a "vertical" model of assignment should be employed
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féther than a numerical one: different units shouid be es-
tablished to handle different risk caseloads; and officers
should attempt to develop a network of affiliations with lo-
cal communiﬁy groups.

The purpose of the Client-Management Classification
Program®® was to develop a case=classification system which
could be utilized by probation and parole agents to &éal
more effectively with the divergent needs of clients.

An interview and classification system was devised to
focus on the differences among clienés which agents could
relate to and have important consequences for an agent's
planning with & particular case. An interview utilizing a
forced-choice rating instrument was developed to obtain the
information needed for classification. The items on the in-
terview were reviewed and only those which proved reliable
were retained. |

The data indicated that four groups could be discrim-
inated from the structure interview. The groups were iden-
tified on the basis of the characteristic supervision func-
tions utilized in working with each group. The four groups
included: selective intervention group (35 percent) - .needed
minimal supervision; casework/control (30 percent) - required
a great deal of time, direction‘and,support; énvirOnment
structure (20 percent) - reqpired structure, support and
guidaﬁce; and iimit segtiﬁéA(ls percent) -~ for whom strlct

rules andvregulat;cﬁs were recommended.

P
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The Differential Treatment and Classification Pro-
ject®® was implemented because it was believed that clas-
sification systems are useful for assessing risk and for
realizing the efficient management of offenders. Under such
a system, no offendey receives more treatment or surveillance
than he requires and each offender is afforded the optimal
program of services possible for growth and adjustment in
the community. The main goal of the study was to determine
the number and concentration of probationers who reguire
intensive supervision, as opposed to normal supervision.

The report classified adult probationers into two main
categories: (IS) those requiring Intensive Supervision, and
(NS) those requiring Normal Supervision. These categories
were developed according to two main considerations: the
appraisal of service needs for social reintegration into the
community and the amount of accountability required for the
protection of the community.

The criteria used for classification were based upon
four major variables: current offense, prior record, age,
and psychological stability. Of the 720 cases, 49 percent
were categorized as IS andVSl percent as NS. About one out
of six placed on adult'probation needed treatmenf and required
close accountability for serious alcohol abuse, Three.bﬁt
of ten non-narcotic cases needed some kind of alcohél treat-
ment, three out of ten on the narcotics caseload were either

enrolled in a program and addicted to Methadone or had been
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addicted to opiates during the last five years, and 2 peréent
during- the last five years had been dependent on other hard
drugs.

The study strayed from its stated goal and focused more
on alcoholic offenders. Also, data were obtained from cnase
material which would be subject to individual interpretation
and consequently biased. As a result, conclusions cannot he
accepted as final.

Summary and Conclusions on Management/Classification of
Caseloads '

Empirical studieé dealing with Management/Classification
for Caseloads are limited; therefore, conclusions can only
be based upodon this narrow evidence.

Often the techniques used to analyze <c¢lassification
data were not described nor were the results given. One was
informed that classification of offenders occurred, but not
upon what criteria, nor what implications could be drawn
from the operation. |

Ratings for classification, when done by probation of-
ficers were weakened by the subjectivity of their reporting.
As a result, it was not clear whether the findings were based
on the subjective perceptions of the probation ocfficer or
the author, or upon the actual data.

Again, as with the empirical studies on caseloads, some
of these studies suffered from poor methoddlogical design’

and faulty implementation. Criteria for classification and

AR
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success were often shaky and subjective (i.e., living with
a spouse) which again leads to only tentative results pend-
ing further validation.

Although a portion of the research to date has suffered
from poor design and implementation, it cannot be denied that
a well-designed, well-administered classification system,
with both the needs of the offender and the limitations and
the resources of the agency in mind, will help eliminate
wasted time and effort.on the part of the officer. We can
get the most from our efforts by determining who will do
better under what circumstances, and consequently spending

more time on those most in need.

Review of the Literature on Probation vs. Institutionalization

An article published in Criminoclogy, "Who Should Go and
Who Should Stay?""° raised the issue that there are a sig-
nificant number of offenders committed to prison who could
possibly be retained in the community on probation.

The article explains that deciding to reduce prison com~
mitment by means of more efficient use of probation services
could result in fundamental organizational conéequencesn
The reduction in the number of offenders going to prison can
result in a need for fewer staff at the institutional level
which could possibly cause layoffs and union discontent.

The power structure of the administration, which runs the
institutions, may react negatively toward the change in their

organization, and probation may experience organizational
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stresses, due to the change in the population served, as-
sociated with the character and delivery of services.

Results of the Studies on Probation vs. Institutionaliza=-
alization :

Probation Versus Imprisonment for Similar Types of 0f-
fenders*! compared male offenders who were imprisoned with
similar types who were placed on probation, to determine
which program produced less subsequent criminal activity.
The study is based upon 7,614 Wisconsin cases statiétically
comparable in original disposition, county of cbmmitment,
type of offense committed, number of prior felecnies, and
marital status.

Of the first felony offenders, those on probation had
lower violation rates than those imprisoned and then pa-
roled. For probationers and parolees with one prior felony,
rates were about the same. For those with two or more prior
felonies, violation rates were higher for probationers than
for parolees.

The frequency with which judges sentenced offenders to

probation rather than incarceration varied directly with the

extent to which the offenders werenlikely to violate. That
is, judges tended to place those offenders with low viclation
rates on probation, the major exception being assault cases,
where imprisonment was more frequently used.

The Saginaw Project®? was an attempt to depopulate the

Jackson Prison after the riot of 1952. The National Proba-

yor
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tion and Parole ASsbciation made a thorough study of proba-
" tion services throughout Michigan to determine to what ex-
- tent the use of probation couid safely be increased, thus
helping reduce prison populations and salvage a large number
of offenders at a minimum cost to taxpayers.

It was proposed that the Saginaw Project would show
through actuwal practice in one circuit court in Michigan
that if a probation department is staffed with trained per-
sonnel in sufficient numbers, with manageable c¢caseloads,

' working under competent supervision, probation could be used
in 70 to 75 percent of the circuit court convictions. It
. was beliggéé that the success ratio would be at least as
good as the previbus experience in the court, that this would
be accomplished at no greater risk to the community, that a
significant savings in public funds would accrue, and that if
the results of this project were applied statewide, the
state could be saving milliﬁns of dollars in construction
and maintenance costs for its penal institutions.

~~ - During the project, the court disposed of 403 convicted
felons. Of that number, 68 percent were granted probation,
j“an,ipg:eﬁgg of 7 percent over the three prior years. About
17 percent weréréoﬁmitted to prison, half the number for
the three previous years. The ofher 15 percent were granted
other dispositions, consisting mainly of fines or county
jail time.

Of the 349 persons discharged during the 33-month period
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of the project, 1,790 were committed for violation of pro-~
bation. This represents a reduction in commitments for vio-
lation of probation of 47 percent compared with the three
prior years. While 10 percent were discharged without im-
provement, 73 percent were discharged with improvement, an
increase of 16 percent.

The author concluded that millions of dollars annually
could be saved by such a program as the Saginaw Project, and
this takes no account of the tremendous savings in human

lives and families.

Summary and Conclusions on Probation vs. Institutionalization

It would appear from the limited research in this area
that from a monetary standpoint, placing more offenders on
probation will offer a substantial savings over institution-
alization. It is documented that first felony offgnders put
on probation have lower violation rates than thosé impri-
soned and then paroled, although this does not hold true for
offenders with two or more felonies. This would indicate
that many offenders placed in prison would do as well if re-
tained in the community and placed on probation.

The notion of placing more offenders on probation may
place an added burden on probation departments with respect
to manpower and resources. More importantly, we must con-
sider the stigma that imprisonment may have on the individual
and the deprivation it may incur, and realize that by assign-

ing more offenders to probation this trauma could conceivably
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be evaded.

Conclusion

This review of client/caseload research has disclosed
significant information. Even though some of the findings
from the studies were disappointing, many studies oifer
vital information for probation departments. It can be con-
cluded that more research and evidence is needed to further
substantiate the data, but probatior can now begin to utilize
the existing knowledge as guides for present and future opera=
tion.

Through the analysis of the studies, general implica-
tions and cconcepts have emerged. It will continue to be im-
portant to classify offenders for treatment according to
their needs. Particular types of clients require specific
types of supervision, and it is wvital that this need be re-
cognized early in the probation process. A lack of proper
identification of needs may result in a loss of efficilency
and effectiveness.

Although only briefly touched upon, the qualifications
(and, more importantly, the characteristics) of the probation
staff and the interaction between offenders is an area of
emerging interest and relevance. It may seem obvious that
officers better gualified and those matched by personality
types to their probationers would in turn more effectively
supervise and consequently have more successful probation

completions, but this is an area which has been sorely over-
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looked. More attention must be focused on these aspects of
probation, bearing in mind the already positive results
which matching officer to client and additional training for
officers have presented.

For a time to come, the crucial research in probation
will be that which deals with the issue of caseloads. Theré
is a variety of factors surrounding caselocads and the inter-
action among these factors is complex. From the studies
which have presented promising results, we can assume, pend-
ing further research, that the need for various intensities
of supervision can be determined by factors such as serious-
ness of offense, type of offense, social and psychological
stability, age, prior record, etc. Aséignment to supervision
based on such factors could again improve probation outcome
and curtail expended efforts for those probationers least in
need.

Research into probation vs. institutionalization has
found that maﬁy offenders who are sentenced to prison could
remain in the community and perform equally well on proba-
tion., This appears to be especially true for first offenders,
although it does not hold for multiple felony offenders.

The importance of this finding lies in the fact that the de-
privation, trauma, and dehumanizing conditions that often
accompany imprisonment can be eliminated by placing the best
risks on probation.

Although the rise in numbers of those on probation may
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cause some problems for probation agencies, this approach
will require less in the way of dollar expenditures. More
important than the savings in dollars that probation can

offer is the salvaging of human lives - the ultimate goal.

A final point which can be made from the analysis of
the studies on client/caselcad characteristics is that the
information gathered here can be used to improve probation
services. Although no conclusive, explicit plans can be ex-
tracted, the data can and should be used to guide and direct
both probation officers and administrators to the goal of
reintegrating the offender into the community. It is hoped
that this report will be an implement to a system of better
classification and assignment technigues and an aide to the
elimination of arbitrary and capricious practices which too

frequently exist.
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Prediction

In criminology, prediction refers to an offender's ax-
pected future behavior (or status in the criminal justice
system) based on an assessment of present or past characteris-
tics known to be associated with the behavior (or status) to
be predicted. In assessing the current state of knowledge in
probation prediction, Jay Albanese in the next cbapter con-
siders the issues as comprising two general ciassificatians:
methodological issues and management issues. A poorly con-
structed prediction instrument can be of no use to probation
personnel; and an efficient, validated predictive device must
be correctly applied and its underlying assumptions and limita-

tions fully understood if it is to be useful in practice.

Methodological Issues

Critical to any prediction instrument is reliable, valid
information. Thus, the meanings of these concepts are first
considered. A closely related issue next discussed, is the
question of the relative efficiency of clinical and statistical
approaches to making predictions. Evidence is cited that in
most cases actuarial predictions are either about the same or
superior to those made by clinicians. Statistical predictions
are generally more reliable due to’the more objective and re-
"liable npnature of the information used. Combining both types

*

of judgments is discussed.
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Sampling methods are also of prime importance to the
development of predéct;ze devices. —~Samples must be representa-
tive of the poéulation to which generalizations are to be made;
otherwise, the validity of the prediction model will be reduced
when new S?nggﬁw@reuﬁsed.'wégéfher requirement'is that samples
be of sufficient size to draw reliable g¢onclusiens. Small
samples increase the probability of exploiting chance fluctua-
tions which can preduce a considerable margin of error in de-
veloping a predictive model.

The base rate refers to t@gdpgppqgﬁidﬁwof'individuals in
a population who fall iﬁto ghe category to be pfedicted. If we
wish to predict probation success, the base raté is the number
of probationers who succeed relative to the total number of pro-
baticners under study. This becomes a problem, for example, when
there are reiatively.few "successes" (i.e., low base rate) in
the population because it then becomes more difficult to find
variables which discriminate. between the sudvesses and the
failures. One of the biggest problems associated with base
rates is that they are virtually never reported. This makes
difficult the evaluation of the usefulness of the prediction
method.

A related issue is the selection ratio, which refers here
to the proportion of the number of perseczns éhosen for probation
placement to the total number available. The utility of a pre-

diction device for prokration selection is a function of the
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selection ratio as well as the predictive validity of the
instrument.

Prediction instruments usually involve the>combination:gf
a number of predictor variables to estimate an expected outcome
such as "completion of probation without any new convictions
or probaticn revocation.” There are three types of methods for
combining predictors: those which nse all the predictors egually;
those which employ some sort of differential weighting system;
and so-called "configural"” methods. These methods, and theixr
relative advantages, are discussed.

Empirical comparisons of the various methods of cohbining
predictors are not common. Séveral such comparisons, however,
lend credence to the view that the simple method devised by
Burgess (simple, unit weighting) may provide prediction im-
struments equal or superior to those defined by more complex
methods.

There can be no confidence in the utility of a prediction
device unless it is validated on new samples.‘ Cross~validation
of a prediction device is necessary to identify bias resulting
from chance variations in the original sample and to be con-
fident that the method works.

Prediction instruments developed for a specific purpose
and populatioh are .often assumed to be valid elsewhere. Such
assumptions are extremely tenuocus, since it has been sprn that

the validity of prediction models can vary greatly by geographical
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area, with changing social conditions, by probation department
policy, and over time. This also points to the need for both
cross~validation and periodic re-~validation of any predictive

model.

Management Issues

Prediction methods have been shown to be of value in con-
tributing to guidelines for reducing arbitrariness in recom-
mending sentencing alternatives, levels of probation and parole
supervision, and Iin evaluating treatment effectiveness. While
the implementation of prediction tables to aid in the paroling
decision is still rather rare, it appears that prediction methods
can assist in selecting individuals for probation.

Most existing applications of the use of prediction methods
in treatment evaluation research have focused on delinguents
and parolees. The possible probation applications’are analogous,
but largely remain to be tested. Experimental design is, of
course, the most rigorous method of evaluating a program. Often,
however, such a design is not feasible. Prediction methods can
provide statistical controls when the use of experimental controls
is not possible. They Would summarize the expected pefformance
for any set of probationers, based on past experience. If pre-
dictions are made before probation treatment begins, establishing
the expected performance, these then can be compared with actual

outcomes after treatment to determine any significant differences
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resulting from treatment.
These issues of prediction method development and of
potential applications in probation selection and evaluation

of differential probation treatments are next discussed.
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Chapter IV
Predicting Probation Outcomes:
An Assessment of Critical Issues

... .. Jay -S. Albanese

The Nature and Purpcses of Prediction

The prediction of behavior has drawn much attention in
criminological research. As a result, an extensive litera-
ture now exists consisting of both arguments and evidence
regarding the variety of prediction techniques, their prac;
tical applications, and the many issues concerning their use
and misuse in research and administrative decision-making.

This interest in predicting human behavior is not con-
fined to studies of crime and delingquency, hdwever. Consider-
able work has been done in attempting to predict many types
of personal and social behavior. The prediction of academic
performance!, suicidal behavior?, and even marriage outcomes?,
are examples of the widespread interest in prediction as a
fundamental aim of scientific inguiry. In business as well,
prediction is widely utilized as exemplified by insurance
cpmpanies who bésé their premiums on predicted life-expectancy
or probability of involvement in auto accidents.

- In .criminological applications, prediction most commonly
refers to a person's éxpected‘future behavior based on an as-
sessment of present or past characteristics known to be as-
sociated with the behavior to be predicted, These charac-
teristics (or "predictors") may be any attribute or guality

ascribed to the individual. The future behavior (or "crite-
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rion categories") is the particular type of performance we
wish to predict. Prediction, therefore, can be expressed
as an estimation of the criterion categories from the pre-
dictors determined thréugh previous studies of the rela-
tions between the two.

In assessing the current state of knowledge in pro-
bation prediction it is useful to consider the issues as
comprising two general classifications: ﬁethodological is-
sues and management issues. A poorly constructed predic-
tion instrument can be of no use to probation personnel,
just as an efficient, validated predictive device must be
applied wcorrectly and its underlying assumptions fully un-
derstood if it is to be useful in practice.

While some of the methodological and management issues
are overlapping in certain respects, they will be discussed
here in their probable order of application. First, the
methodology of constructing a predicticn instrument will be
considered, with an analysis of the various methods of com-
bining predictors, kinds of predictive information, and an
identification of the statistical requiremenfs and assump-
tions which must be addressed in developing a valid predic-
tive device. A discussion of management implications in the
utilization of prediction methods will follow and will in-
clude a discussion of the "power" of prediction instruments,
their theoretical and practical limitations, and an assess=

ment of their effectiveness for use in probation. Both sec-
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tions will be based on a critical review of the probation
prediction literature dating back to the first study ever
done in this area in 1932.

It should be noted at the outset that the majority of
studies in criminological prediction are not in the area of
adult probation. As will be seen later during an examina-
tion of the various prediction techniques, most attention
has been given to predicting the future behavior of parolees
and juvenile delinquents.

The literature review conducted for this paper un-—

- covered only 11 empirical studies concerning adult proba-
tion prediction since 1932. 0Of these, only four validated
their results. Other methodological shortcomings further
impaired the results of even the validated studies to vary-
ing degrees. Consequently, little conclusive evidence pre-
sently exists to assess the utility of prediction methods
for adult probation.

Nevertheless, much can be leagned from the extensive
work which has been done in parole prediction. Also, the
errors and oversights of past probation studies, in addi-
tion to some of their strengths and innovative notions, will
greatly assiét in evaluating the state of the art and pro-
vide useful suggestions for future research.

The extensive methodological section is included éar-'
tially in response to the‘generally poéﬁ qual;ty of the

existing studies and should enable the reader to more know-
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ledgeably interpret the work of others. The management sec-
tion will advance many of the theoretical and practical ar-
guments associated with the prediction of performance on

probation.

Methodological Issues

Reliability and Validity

"No predictive device can be better than the informa-
tion from which it is derived."* Perhaps the most vital
element to any prediction instrument is reliable, vzlid in-
formation. Reliability refers to the consistency of re-
peated observations or measurements in producing similar
classifications.

Elio D. Monachesi published in 1932 the findings of
the first probation prediction‘study ever conducted in

Prediction Factors in Probapion. In -this first empirical

attempt to apply prediction methods to probation outcomes,
he realized,
‘[It is important to know] how reliable the in-

formation is and what the probabilities are

that individuals classified under certain cat-

egories at one time will be classified under

those same categories at another time on the

basis of the same information.®
Validity in the measurement of both the predictors and the
criterion categories is closely associated with the concept
of reliability. For example, reconviction is a common cri-

terion for success or failure on probation. The validity

of such a criterion is reduced to the extent that there
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exist innocent probationers among those convicted, or there
exist probationers not convicted who have, in fact, engaged
in criminal behavior.

Another problem with the reliable and valid measurement
of "criminality" is that it does not necessarily refer only
to the state of a person, but also to the behavior of others.
A probation violation, for instance, depends not only on the
actions of the probationer, but ;lso on the supervision prac-
tices of the probation department, their definitions of a
"violation," and their policies for dealing with them.

Monachesi's study in 1932 included a reliability check
of the classification of certain subjective information from
probation case files by re~reading and re-classifying a
sample of the cases under examination (i.e., "church attend-
ance," "type of neighborhood," etc.). The method used was
modeled after earlier work by Vold.s The original and re-
classifications were examined for their consistency using
Pearson's coefficient of correlation, the coefficient of
mean square contingency, and the analysis of scattergrams.
The advantages and limitations of each of these measures.
of association is thoroughly discusseé.7 While many‘errors
were discovered upon re-classification, "at the same time
the percentage of entries in full agreement is throughout
better than could be ascribed to chance."®

The impoftance of reliapility checks of the informa~-

tion utilized in any study is apparent. This is evidenced,

¥
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in part, by the sometimes wide variations in results of stu-
dies examining the use of predictive devices, which often-
times are based on similar predictor variables. Without
tests for reliability, an immediate replication of a pre-
- diction étudy can produ¢e incompatible results simply be-
d cause of errors in data‘coding and classification.
It has been noted elsewhere® that the interest in pre-

diction is usually focused on how well the method works;

and, consequently, the validity of a particular prediction

b seems of more concern than reliability. Gottfredson's
statement in the 1967 President's Crime Commission report,
however, still holds true for the vast majority of studies
reviewed in adult probation prediction.

The improvement of reliability of predictor
variables provides another means for the pos-
sible improvement of prediction and therefore
deserves much study. Unfortunately, analyses
of the reliability of individual predictor
items (or of a total prediction instrument)
fregquently are not reported in delinguency
prediction studies.!®

An empirical probation study which did include reli-
ability checks, discovered that,

One needs to firmly establish the reliability
of demographic information based on offesder
self~report. A survey of the reliability of
offender self-report information about work
history revealed that, on average, offenders
overestimated their most recent wage by 51
cents per hour and their length of employ-
ment by more than 13 weeks during interviews
with Court Services intake personnel.!!

They also indicate that perhaps the poor predictive‘power
found in previocus prediction studies based on demographic

; \\\\
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information may be due, in part, to the low reliability of
the self-report background data gathered in constructing the
instrument.

Ciinical and Statistical Aﬁproaches

Closely related to the issues of reliability and valid-~
ity is the question of the relative efficiency of c¢linical
and statistical approaches to making predictions. That is,
can any gain be made in the reliability of predictive in-
formation through the use of oné&of these formé*of informa=-
tion and can either approach improve the overall accuracy of
predictions?

The literature bearing on this issue is extensive and 5
goes well beyond its criminological applications. The rea-
son for this continuing debate between the inductive, in-
tuitive judgments of clinicians and the use of deductive,
objective statistics has been sugges?ed by Mannheim and
Wilkins: “People seem to be more inélined to accept the
judgment of other people than to trust numerical proce-
dures which appear abstract and impersonal."!?

A réview of the evidence in this area is summarized in
classic works by Gough'® and Meehl.'* Meehd has reprised

from 16 to 20 studies~involvin§ a comparison
of c¢linical and actuarial methods; in all but
one of which the predictions made actuarlally
were either approximately egual or superior to
those made by a c¢linician.®
This finding is répresentative of other compafaﬁivé studies

I

of these two approaches.'®r!” A further advantage to
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statistical predictions is that they generally are more re-
liable due to the objective nature of the information used
and the general disagreement often found among even highly
qualified clinicians in evaluating the same case.!8,1!°®

This is not to say, however, that the judgments of
clinicians are without value. Subjective judgments by pro-
bation officers and judges will continue to be made, and
Glaser and Hangren?®have suggested that an actuarial pre-
diction based on objective items cduld serve as a point of
reference for sentencing recommen&ations and decision-making.
In this way, their subjective impressions of the data could
be used to supplement the actuarial prediction and thereby
enhance predictive efficiency. As indicated as early as
1941 by Horst, "The statistician and the case-study inves-
tigator can make mutual gains if they'll gquit quarreling
with each ‘other and begin borrowing from each other."?!
Sampling Requirements

It has been recognized by several authors that samples
must be representative of the population to which general—

22,23 1he reason for this is that

izations are to be made.
systematid biases introduced through non-represertative sam-
ples will reduce the validity of the prediction model when
new samples are used.

Pefﬁaps the best known case of where failure to account

for possible sampling bias largely invalidated the findings

of a prediction effort is given by the Glueck studies, where
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an attempt was made to identify potential. delinquents at an
early age. It was found that,

The Glueck Social Prediction Table, after nine

years of study and experimentation, is showing

evidence of being a good differentiator be-

tween potential delinquents (serious and per~

sisting) and non-delinguents.?"

Strong criticisms of the Glueck findings have been made

citing that the research was carried out in a high delin-

251728 Ag a result, their suc-

quency area of New York City.
cess in predicting delinquency was very misleading. Using

a non~representative sample with such a disproportionate
number of delingquents greatly overestimates thé efficiency
of a prediction instrument. When épplied to a sample repre-
sentative of the New York City juvenile population, where
the delingquency rate will be much lower, the prediction de-
vice based on the high delingquency sample will not discrimi-
nate nearly as well between delinquents and non-delinguents
--simply because the relative‘number of delinquents will be
much fewer and therefbre more difficult té predict.

Another requiremenf of samples is that they be of suf-
ficient size to make reliable conclusions.27’2® Small sam-
ples increase the probability of exploiting chance fluctua-
tions which can produce a considerable margin of error in
developing a predictionmodel.29 The use of relatively
large random samples, therefore, helps to ensure both the

representativeness and reliability of prediction outcomes.

/
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The Base Rate Problem

An issue associated with sampling concerns is the base-
rate problem. The "base rate" refers to the proportion of
individuals in a population who fall into the category to
be predicted.?®’ If we wish to predict success on probation,
the base rate is the number of probationers who succeed re-
lative to the total number of probationers under study.

This becomes a problem when there are relatively few
"successes" (i.e., a low base rate) in the population, as
it becomes more difficult to find variables which discrim-
inate between the successes and the failures. As Gottfred-
son®! has said: "It will be more difficult to find useful
predictors, because the variation in the criterion is re-
duced, and it is this variation which must be analyzed in
the search for predictors." Meehl and Rosen have shown that
to the extent the base rate differs from the chance rate of
50 percent, the difficulty of prediction increases. So the
rarer or more freguent an event, the greater the likelihood
of an inaccurate prediction.®?

For example, suppose that the base rate for failure on
probation is .20. From this information alone, it is pos-
sible to make correct predictions 80 percent of the time if
we merely predict that no one will fail on probation. It
is, of course, also true that we will be incorrect 20 per-
cent of the time. (It should be ndted that the base rate

alone gives us no indication as to which 20 percent will
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fail.)

Next, let us assume that we develop a seemingly power-
ful predictive model which can correctly predict success or
failure on probation 75 percent of the time. When compared
to our base rate, this apparently powerful instrument is
actually of less utility than simple usage of the base rate.
In order for a prediction method to be useful, therefore, it
must provide more information than that given by the base
rate alone.??

Among the first investigators of the practical signif-
icance of the base rate were Ohlin and Duncan who developed
an "index of predictive efficiency" (the percentage change
in prediction errors over that given by tﬁe base rate alone)
to assess the relative utility of prediction instruments.3*
A mdre commonly used statistic in recent studies35+3% ig tpe
"Mean Cost Rating” (M.C.R.), developed by Duncan and his
colleagues,®?'3® since it provides an index which can be
used to assess the comparative efficiency of different pre-
diction instruments with specific reference to the base rate.
The M.C.R, gives a standardized score which shows accurate
prediction above the base rate.

Perhaps the biggest problem associated with base rates,
however, is that.they are virtually nevér reported.®?® As a
result, it makes evaluation of £he usefulness of the predég-

tion method difficult or impossible.
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The Selection Ratio

| In probation, as in all selection problems, some people
are selected and some are rejected. The selection ratio
refers to the proportion of the number chosen to the total
number available.®? The importance of the selection ratio

to developing valid prediction devices is appraised by Glaser
and Hangren.

The objection may be made that it is inappro-
priate to apply research findings based only
on the study of those granted probation ‘to
all those to be considered for probation.

The persons studied necessarily exclude those
denied probation in the period studied, since
the outcome of the latter's sentence is un-
known, but the persons to whom the research
findings are to be applied include all appli-
cants for probation. This could lead to

very erroneous predictions, as soon as the
findings were applied, if those denied pro-
bation in the past consistently were. dis-
tinguished By some trait highly unfavorable
to success on probation, and if this trait
were completely independent of the predic-
tors examined in the study.“}

Monachesi has also considered the role of selection in
affecting probation outcomes.
Most courts have had experiences with cer-
tain types of offenders and on the basis of
these experiences may grant or withhold pro-~
bation. Consequently, this selection is
probably reflected in the outcome of pro-~
bation. *?
He adds, however, that it is the purpose of his study
(and all prediction studieg) to attempt to show how these
experiences can be sYstematized and used to better advan-

tage in selecting probationers. Glaser and Hangren concur

with Monachesi by responding to their own objection. They
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claim that the potential for erroneous predictions described

above is unlikely to occur in a study based on a fairly

large sample. Furthe;mcie, any sophisticated study would
;Ficance of all factors presumed by
It is also

.....

investigate the sign
judges to be related to probation outcome.

pointed out that few judges base their probation decisions
This further reduces

solely on prediction probabilities.
the likelihood of the selection ratio leading to erroneous

predictions due to a lack of consideration of significantly

discriminating predictor variables.*?
The value of prediction devices in a selection problem

depends not only on their power but alsc on the selection
Administrators who would use prediction instru-

ratio."

L
ments to assist in selecting good risks for probation will
find that when confronted with a low selection ratio (i.e.,

a small number of persons are selected for preobation) a re-
latively weak prediction device may prove useful. Likewise,
if few are rejected and many are selected for probation, a

much more efficient prediction device is required to achieve

‘the same degree of effectiveness.

Methods of Combining Predictors
A prediction instrument usually involves the combina-

tion of a number of predictor variables to estimate an ex-

A variety of methods exist for accomplish-

pected outcome.
ing this, and an abundance of arguments and evidence have

:ﬁlated regarding the relative advantages and disad~

accum
4
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vantages of the Various techniques. Fortunately, these
methods of combining predictors can be divided into three
basic types: those which use all the predictors equally,
those which employ some sort of differential weight sys-
tem, and the so-called "configural" methods.

As noted earlier, tiw prediction of the outcomes of
parolees precedes the applications of these methods to pro-
bationers. The literature of probation prediction is also
comparatively small in comparison to the voluminous work
done in parole. As a fesult, many of the techniques to
be discussed here were originally developed for parolees
and later applied to probationers. While no atcempt will
be made here to review this vast literature which covers
approximately a 50 year period, excellent reviews-are avail-
- able.®%*%® This examination of the "state of the art" in
the methodology of cohbining predictors will limit itself
to those studies which originated these various techniques
and those which have made validated comparisons of alternate
methods.  The techniyjues will first be described to be fol-
lowed by empirical evidence bearing on their relative utility.

E. W. Burgess is generally recognized as being the
first to employ prediction methods in a criminological appli-
cation. 1In 1928, he and his colleagues examined the records
of 3,000 parolees released from penal institutions in Illinois
and obtained information on 21 factors of their pre-parole

life. This information was used to construct expactancv
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rates of parole violation."’ The method he used (now appro-
priately called the "Burgess method") was to combine the
predictors giving them unit weights. That is, all the pre-
dictors were considered equally in determining the outcome.
This method has been criticized on theoretical groﬁnds that
it ignores possible intercorrelations among the predictors.

Several years following Burgess, the Gluecks published
the first in a series of prediction studies.*® The Gluecks
attempted to improve on the work of Burgess by supplementing
the information contained in official records with data
gathered from other sources. .They analyzed 50 factors in
all and, rather than assigning them equal weights, they used
a "mean square contingency coefficient” which allowed them
to compare the correlation of each predictor with parole
success. Each predictor was then weighted according to the
strength of its association with the criterion. This method
also ignores possible correlations among the predictors,
however.

Vold made an empirical comparison of the Burgess tech-
nique which uses ail available factors with unit weights
with the Glueck's weighted contingency coefficients which
include only the most significant predictors. He published

his results in Prediction Methods and Parole“? in 1931 and

found very little difference through the use of either tech-
nique.

Monachesi published the first prediction study utiliz-

G
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ing probationers the following year.®? He duplicated the
analyses made by Vold for his sample comparing the Burgess
and Glueck methods,; and found the Burgess technique to be
slightly superior.

Relatively comparable results are obtained by

weighting pre-probation factors equally or by

assigning different weight values to pre-pro-

bation factors. . . More satisfactory re-

sults were obtained when all factors are

weighted equally since this procedure results

in a more distinct discrimination between

lower classes of the scorirg scale.’!

A theoretically superior method of combining predictors
to either the Gluecks or Burgess is multiple linear regres-
sion. Regression accounts for :intercorrelations among the
predictors as ws2ll as between the predictors and the criter-
ion. It also allows for a more rational selection of pre-
dictors as the contribution of each predictor in adding to
the accuracy of the prediction can be readily measured as an
increase in the coefficient of determination. (This method
of combining information is described in many statistics
textbooks.) Limitations of this method include that it as-
sumes linear relations between the predictors and the cri-
terion, and (because the regression weights are derived from
the total sample) it is also assumed that these weights are
representative of any subgroups within the sample.

Configural methods were developed partially in response
to the limitations of multiple linear regression. Their

major advantage is that they make no assumption of linearity

and allow for heterogeneity within a sample. Predictive At-

[s%:53
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tribute Analysis and Association Analysis are two of the
most popular configural methods.

Predictive Attribute Analysis was developed by Peter
MacNaughton-Smith®? and involves the division of a sample
into more homogeneous subsamples. This is accomplished by
finding the single factor most predictive of the criterion
and dividing the sample by the presence of absence of this
characteristic. The two resulting sibgroups are then ex~
amined to find the single best predictor for each group,
and they are again subdivided along these attributes. This
procedure continues until no further factors can be found
which are significantly associated with the criterion.

Association Analysis was originally developed by Wil-
liams and Lambert for studies in plant ecology.®? It is
actually a classification method rather than a prediction
method because it establishes subgroups without reference
to the criterion. This technique basically subdivides a
heterogeneous sample into more homogeneous subgroups rela-
tive to the characteristics under study. - This method has
been found quite useful as a prediction technique, and Wil-
kins and MacNaughton-Smith have published a study illustrat-
ing the utility of both Predictive Attribute Analysis and
Association ZAnalysis in a criminological application.?®*

Empirical comparisons of the various methods of com-
bining predictors are not common. Fortunately, several val-

idated efforts have been made to examine th the theoretical



146

advantages and limitations of each of these methods affect
their utility in practice.

Mannheim and Wilkins in their now classic study, Pre-

diction Methods in Relation to Borstal Training, compared
multiple regression with the Burgess method in predicting
parole behavior, and found multiple regression to perform
slightly better.®5 Frances Simon has conducted an empirical
comparison of a greater number of prediction methods than
any study has previously, using two samples of young men
on probation in England.®®’®’ Her analyses included (among
others) the Burgess method, multiple regression, Association
Analysis, and Predictive Attribute Analysis. Although ham-
pered somewhat by the use of relatively small samples, she
found:

The general conclusion suggested by those com-

parisons is that, for practical purposes,

there is little to choose between the power

of most statistical methods that have been put

forward for combining variables into a predic-

tion instrument, in spite of the theoretical

pros and cons of each.?>®

Recently, Gottfredson, Gottfredson, and Wilkins com-

pleted an extremely thorough and validated comparison of
the relative efficiency of the Burgess method, multiple re-
gression, Predictive Attribute Analysis, and Association An-
alysis. Six duta sets were employed involving parole out-
comes from the California Youth Authority, Virginia {(one-

and two-year follow-ups), two data sets from the state of

Washington, and the United States Parole Commission. While
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the authors state that their findings are not conclusive,
"The results lend support to the view that the simple method
devised by Burgess may provide prediction instruments equal
or superior to those defined by more complex methods.”3?
These somewhat surprising results, which indicate the sim-
plest methods of combining predictors seem to perform as
well as the more sophisticated methods, have been assessed
by a number of researchers. Some of these explanations
will be considered in the following section, on "valida=
tion." It is interesting to note, however, that recent re-
search has shown even the use of random regression weights
performs better than humans in predicting behavior.5? It
has also been recently demonstrated through applications

of statistical theory®!

that equally weighted models pre-
dict as well or better than those developed through mul-
tiple linear regression.
The Need for Validation

The construction of a prediction instrument involves
gathering information on a certain sample of persons who,
in the case of probation, are usually known to have either
succeeded or failed on probation. (For our purposes, “fail-
ure"” will be operationally‘defined as a probationer who com-
mits a c¢riminal act.) As described in the previous section,
items of information which seem to be related to criminality

are then combined in any number of ways. The resulting

table (or equation) is called an experience table, since it

I
=
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summarizes the experience of a particular sample. It is not
properly ca%led a prediction table until its predictive val-
idity has been tested by applying it to a new sample.®? The
sample from which the prediction instrument is constructed
is appropriately called the "construction" sample. The ap-
plication of the instrument to a new sample is known as
"validation”" (or "cross-validation").

Validation is necessary for several reasons. First,
some of the associations found between the predicters and
criterion (success/failur:) are likely to be due to chance,
and may not exist in a different sample. Tests for statis-
tical significance can reduce this possibility, but cannot
eliminate it. The larger the number of predictor variables,
the greater the probability that c¢hance associations are
present in the construction sample. 2dditionally, the par-
ticular method used for combining predictors can produce
further bias in the apparent relationships between the pre-
dictors and outcome. This is especially true in weighted
mcadels such as multiple regression which rely heavily on
oﬁly a few items. If one item is scored incorrectly or
the data are unreliable, the resulting prediction can be
greatly affected. This phenomenon has been discussed by
Wilkins and others.®%/8%

Capitalization on chance variations in the construc-
tion sample is commonly termed "overfitting" the data to

the sample and is a particular problem of weighted models.
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This is because the weighted model can easily exploit the
presence of data points (outliers) which deviate markedly
from the normal (average) relationship between the predic-
~tors and criterion. Partially due to the nature of corre-
lational statistics which provide only an average measure
of the association between two variables, the existencé of
these outliers can go undetected. Concise explanations of
these statistical concepts exist and the in;erested readef
is referred to them for further elucidation.®?7%% The tend-
ency for weighted models to overfit the data is one reason
why the Burgess (equal-weights) model performs so well iq
practice. v
Validation on a new sample will bring out any bias re-
sulting from chance variations present in the original sam-
éle. The amount of "shrinkage" {(predictive efficiency lost
due to overfitting An construction) upon validaticen can be
reduced 1if large samples are used, as they will reduce chance
variations obscuring real ones. Qhrinkagé can also be @és-
sened by not scaling variables according to their appearance
in the original sample, which is another source of overfit-
ting.%’ | U
Validation is also necessary because predictor—critéfion
relationships will Géry over time and by geographical area
due to variances in base=rates (discussed earlier)) and  pol- | L f
icy and social changes, which will be addreésed as a manage-

ment issue. Clearly, there can be no confidence in the util- 5 T

o %
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ity of a prediction method unless it is verified (validated)
on a new sample.
Testing for Statistical Significance

It was found that male juveniles had a viola-

tion rate of 26.9 percent while females had

a violation rate of 35.7 percent, how signif-

icant is a difference of 8.8 percent between

male and female violation rates?®®
Monachesi recognized in 1232 the importance of testing for
statistical significance. This is due to the fact that, de-
pending on sample size, percentage differences between two
results may well be due to chance and upon replication, the
observed differences will disappear. The formula to compute
statistical significance is in all statistics texts and is
routinely computed in nearly all popular computer packages
such as SPSS. It simply calculates the difference between
two quantities relative to sample size to determine what the
nrobability is that the observed difference cannot be attri-
Buted to chance (within certain confidence levels).

Perhaps an exAample of how the failure to test for stat-

istical significance has invalidated research findings in the
past will best illustrate its importance. 1In 1976, the U.S.

General Accounting Office (GAO) published a Report to Con=

gress, State and County Probation: Systems in Crisis.®?

This report included a chapter, "Probation Prediction Models:
Tools for Decision-Makers," which gives much credence to the
application of probation prediction models in assisting pro-

bation departments to determine who should receive probation,



how much supervision is needed, and who should be terminated .
~early from probation. Three base-expectancy models origi-
nally developed to predict parole outcomes were applied to "
a sample of 900 cases from three of the four cpunties stu-
died. It is concluded that the models demonstrate validity
in differing geographic settings, in addition to predictive
power, and therefore should be utilized by local probation
administrators.

Ford and Johnson of the Kane County Diagnostic Center
in Illinois have subsequently questioned the GAQ's use of
prediction models and suggest that their findings and recom-
mendations are premature, at best.’? They conducted a re-
analysis of the GAO's "best" predictive models and dis- .
covered substantial méthodo;ogical and statistical errors
which biased their results.

In their analysis, Ford and Johnson comput=d tests of
statistical significance for the improvement in success
rates reported by the GAO (which rangedAfrom two to five
percent) when prediction models were employed to determine
selection for probation. The authors conclude:

These small increases were used to claim that
'. . . Model VI-A demonstrated predictive
ability.' First, the gairj in percent success-
fully predicted may well have been due to
chance. Non-parametric analyses of the sig-
nificance of the differences of each pair of
percent successful values are non-significant.
Further computation suggests that the model's

real predictive value varies widely from ; !
county to county.’! :

a
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This example graphically illustrates that computation
of percentage differences is not sufficient to make judg-
ments in comparing differential outcomes. Tests for stat-
istical significance are therefore necessary when comparing

research findings to rule out chance factors.

Management Issues

Can We Predict The Behavior of Unique Individuals?

A common objection to prediction is that it is impos-
sible because individuals are unique. In the very first at-
tempt at predicting the outcomes of probationers, Monachesi
addressed this issue.

Human beings are usually characterized as

highly variable and endowed with a myste-

rious 'free will.' Such a characteriza-

tion assumes the impossibility of predic-

ting human behavior under any given cir-

cumstances. ’?
Mcnachesi used the results of previous parole prediction
studies as evidence to the contrary.

Yet in the face of such objections, stu-

dies have been made which indicate that

predictability of human behavior is not

only possible but feasible.?”®
He indicates that these authors found it possible to predict
outcomes of parole, based on a combination of factors in pre-
parole life, even though no one factor was significant.

The significant role of prediction in all scientific

inquiry was mentioned at the ‘outset. Examples can be given

to show that we are not as unique as we think. To greatly



oversimplify the situation, putting men on the moon can be
viewed as a highly complex set of predictions of physical
science. While human behavior is far less understood (and
therefore predictable) than the behavior of less complex
forms of matter, the ability to predict it is nonetheless
of great importance in the social sciences.

If we could not predict that the majority of drivers
will stop at red lights, driving would be hazardous indeed. -
If we cannot expect that most shoppers will not loot the
store, social order would break down as general behavioral
expectations (predictions) would no longer hold. 1In other
words, the opposite of perfect prediction is randomness,
and while absolute prediction of human behavior is not_hx—
pected, human behavior is also far from random experience.
As a result, some fairly reliable predictions of human be-
havior are possible in many instances.

But what about those who feel that there is still enough
uniqueness in individuals to make prediction impossible?

The following published view of a probation officer expresses
such a belief:
We have recently begun to make use of elabo-
rate prediction tables, which are really no-
thing more than dope sheets by which we bet
on a probationer the way a horse player fi-
gures a race. Prediction tables, like scratch
sheets, are constructed so we can feel some
certainty that the probationer will win, or
at least place or show. . . Heavy reliance on
tables for selecting cases would inevitably

become mechanical, causing us to lose sight \
of the unique elements in a particular case.’

.
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This view relegates devices to little more than guesswork
and overlooks the fact that probation prediction models do
nothing more than statistically summarize the characteris-
tics and experiences of probationers. In this way, they
function much like experienced probation officers who, based
on past experience, attempt to assess the outcome of a pro-
bationer. Their actual outcomes are then compared to those
predicted and this information‘is used as the basis for mak-
ing decisions on the next group of probationers. The major
advantage of prediction models lies in their objectivity as
well as in their ability to transfer human experience system-
atically.’®
This further points to the impertinence of the "unique-

ness" argument. That is, prediction is not based on the
uniqueness of individumals, but rather on their similarities.
Wilkins has said that if a case is unique, what experience
can the clinician (dr.researcher) use to guide him?

If experience of the past is of any value at

all, then it can be applied only by observa-

tion of similarities not differences. It is

not the uniqueness that concerns the clini-

cian but the similarities between the parti-

cular case and prior cases in his or other

people's experience.’®

Do Prediction Devices Predict Well Enough to Be Useful in
Practice? '

The use of prediction methods in probation carries with
it the assumption that there is a strong enough relation be-
tween factors in the background of an offender and his pre-

3

sent behavior that a prediction can be made of his perform-
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ance on probation. The recent General Accounting Office Re—l
port to Congress correctly pointed out that there has been
a reluctance on the part of probation administrators and of-
ficers to utilize prediction instruments, partially due to
doubts of their predictive power.’’

Frances Simon, after a review of the histdry of crim-
inological prediction results and conducting her own study
of the many methods of combining predictors in 1971, con-
cluded: "Efforts put into refining prediction studies based
on pre~treatment data may have reached the point of dimin-

ishing returns."’®

She goes on to point out that this may
be due, in part, to the poor quality (i.e., reliability and
validity) of the information used as a basis for most predic-
tion studies in criminology. |

While many instruments developed for the prediction of
future criminal behavior have thus far only demonstrated re~
latively low predictive power, no conclusions can be reached
regarding their utility to adult probation services. Of the
studies reviewed; only Simon's study of probaticners cited
above was methodologically sound enough to draw inferences
as to the possibility of efficiently predicting probation
outcomes. Nevertheless, even she recognizes her relati?ely
small sample sizes may have affected her results.”?

The utility of prediction methods in practice is dif-

ficult to assess in any case due to the relative nature of
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predictive "power." As mentioned previously, the base rate
greatly affects the utility of an instrumént, and the possi-
bility of obtaining misleading results withaut wvalidation on
a new sample is extremely great. In other Qords, only a pre=-
diction instrument which meets the methodological require-
ments described in the first section can hope to be useful

in practice. Due to the virtual absence of all but pilot

and exploratory empirical studies in probation prediction,
conclusions at this point are rather premature.

In spite of this somewhat inauspicious appraisal of the
present state of prediction methods as they are applied in
practice, evidence does exist regarding the use of predic-
tion for some specific criﬁinological applications. They
have been shown to be of Qreat value in providing guidelines
and reducing arbitrariness in recwmmending sentencing alter-
natives, levels of probation and parole supervision, and in
evaluating treatment effectiveness. These issues will be
éddressed in the following three sections.

Referring again to the general utility of prediction
methods in practice, Simon further suggests that the use of
prediction should not be abandoned, but future research aimed
at improving the overall power of prediction methods should
place more emphasis on the study and improvement of treat~
ment itself, and of the environment in which offenders live

0

or to which they return.® Research in these areas should

enhance our ability to predict behavior by providing informa-
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tion about the offender's milieu and not merely on his back-
ground.

Can Prediction. Methods Assist in Establishing Criteria for
Granting Probation?

Prediction can be useful to judges. . . in

making decisions on whether or not to place

a particular offender on probation by indica-

ting his risk category.?®!

Probation models can assist probation and court

officials in recommending sentencing alterna-

tives for individual offenders.®?

These statements represent the views of both a re-

searcher and a government report. What evidence exists
to support their views?

In 1951, Ohlin published Selection for Parole: (A

Manual of Parole Predicﬁion)sa'which was an extremely com-

prehensive work addressed mainly to parcle administrators.
He discussed the various issues facing parole boards, andk
the ways in which a prediction table can be of use to them.
Some of the uses of prediction tables Ohlin suggests in-

~ clude: provision of objective standards in the selection

of parolees, to give the parole board confidence in its
decisions, and enable the board to control total violation
rates (by releasing more or fewer bad risks as it sees fit).
He also emphasizés that the predictive “risk"’category where
a parole candidate falls is only one consideratioﬁ in the
decision to deny or grant parole. That is, prediction tables

should not be mechanically applied without cdnsideration of

individual circumstances.



158

In 1962, Evjen®* published the results of a surwvey of
44 crimihologists, parole board members, and penal adminis-
trators on the use of prediction instruments in parole deci-
sion-making. Arguments bothApro and con are summarized, and
the author notes that as of 1962, very few states were using
prediction tables. Frances Simon noted in 1972, "this still
appears to be the case."?s

Gottfredson®® describes an instance where prediction
tables have been used as an aid to reduce confinement costs.
A large prison population was screened, first by a parole
prediction device, and then by additional clinical criteria.
This resulted in a small group of men who were referred for
parole consideration at a date earlier than originally sched-
uled. .Substantial monetary savings were realized, with no
subsequent ingrease in parole violations. The possibility
of analogous applications in probation is apparent and has
been expressed by Frease.?’

Hemple, Webb, and Reynolds®® do report, however, that
the United States District Court for the District of Colum-
bia has been using a statistical prediction scale as an aid
in classifying probationers since 1970. While the utiliza-
tion of prediction tables in making éeléction decisions has
been demonstrated in parole, similar applications in proba-
tion are still rather rare. Nonetheless, it appears that
prediction methods can assist in selecting individuals for

probation due to their successful use in parole.
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Can Prediction Methods Assist in Developing Variable Super-
vision Caseloads?

A number of authors have discussed the use of predic—-
tion tables as an aid in supervision practices. Sugges-
tions have included their possible use: "as an administra-
tive tool to equalize high-risk offenders among various case-
loads,"®? "to focus services and attention on the probationers

n3o

who need the most help, and to "assist case managers in

making decisions about how much time and effort to devote to
working with certain groups of persons."?®!

Unfortunately, there have been very few empirical at~-
tempts to explore the feasibility of t