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Goal Facilitation as a Probation
Administration Strategy

By DANIEL L. RANDOLPH
Supervising Probation Officer, U.S. District Court, Los Angeles

written on the desirability, if not necessity,
for modern correctional organizations to es-
tablish goals, and back up those goals with effec-
tive actions whereby they can be achieved. In
1978, Robert M. Latta and Jack Cocks presented
an effective challenge to the Federal Probation
Service, pointing out quite clearly that the time is
upon the profession to move ahead with the set-
ting and accomplishing of goals and objectives.!
At the same time, Probation and Parole organ-
izations have been under continuous and careful
scrutiny by outside agencies that have demanded
a more readily defined product in return for the
correctional tax dollar, as well as some definite
measures of success. Needless to say, most often,
the correctional agencies under such serutiny have
fallen far short of the expectations expressed by
those reviewing investigative organizations. At
the caseload level, review today still reveals that
although more and more often case goal setting is
becoming an accepted practice, few cases show
evidence of appropriate action having been taken
toward the accomplishment of those goals. The
blame for this continuing deficiency only lightly
rests on the shoulders of the professional proba-
tion and parole officer, but is more a result of
fragmented adminigtration direction found in
many correctional organizations. Although the
need for goal setting and achievement continues
until the statement becomes almost trite, few or-
ganizations have actually demonstrated a true de-
sire to establish their administrative activities
toward the ends of facilitating the accompligh-
ment of operational goals.

After Goals, Then What?

Today, most probation and parole administra-
tors have established goals for their organizations.
Likewise, more and more individual caseload
carrying officers have identifiable goals contained
in case files indicating certain objectives seen by

THROUGHOUT recent years, much has been

1 Robert M. Lattn and Jack Cocks, ‘‘Manngement Strategies for
TFederal Probation Offices in Metropolitan Aveas,” FEDERAL PROBATION,
September 1976,
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that officer as necessary for proper case adjust-
ment. Yet, the establishment of goals is often asg
far ag o probation office will go in its efforts to
carry out its correctional effort. From here, the
actions become disjointed. What is quite often
lacking in both administrative and caseload ob-
jectives is a strategy of action to effect goal
achievement and a direct relationship between the
caseload goals and those of the organization.
Through a strategy statement containing observ-
able actions, the activities of both administration
and line officer can be compared in an effort to
evaluate whether or not those acts will, in fact,
lead to the achievement of stated goals and objec-
tives.

It ig the actions taken by an organization as a
whole that will define its effectiveness more than
its goals. Congruency of goals is not a difficult
task, nor the most critical. It is ensuring that all
levels of an organizational structure are moving
in a unified direction with their actions to maxi-
mize the end of achieving its stated goals. What
is commonly found to be dysfunctional is the fact
that often the steps taken to effect administrative
goal achievement actually impair the achievement
of objectives set by the line officer.

An example might prove helpful in illustrating
this point. It is safe to assume that most proba-
tion and parole organizations have, as one of the
stated objectives, the effective delivery of avail-
able community services to the client. Instead of
analyzing each community and its services and
the individual officer’s ability to secure those avail-
able resources, most often cases are assigned on a
purely geographical basis that may cut across
service areas and exclude certain needs from
being met. Just as often, cases and caseload areas
are assigned to officers on a seniority basis with
little thought given to the needs of the client. Fre-
quently, caseloads with a high concentration of
non-English speaking clients end up assigned to
officers unable to determine client service require-
ments because of a language barrier. It is this
kind of incongruency between stated objectives
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and subsequent actions at administrative levels
that regularly proves to lessen an operation’s ef-
fectiveness.

Overall, it is this conflict of actions that can
have a serious detrimental effect on a probation
and parole structure. In fact, a correctional organ-
ization’s growth potential is, to a large extent,
limited by the degree to which the actions of ad-
ministration and line officers conflict in their ef-
forts to achieve the same overall goals.

The Impulse T'o Manage

Although the overall growth effect produced by
outside scrutiny of correctional programs has
been productive, there hag been a definite increase
in the defensiveness of the overall correctional
atmosphere. J.R. Gibb in hig discussion of group
climate, speaks of both supportive and defengive
climates.* Briefly, a defensive administrative cli-
mate is produced and characterized by an em-
phasis on management by controls and censuring.
On the other hand, a supportive climate is
achieved by an administrative attitude of willing-
ness to share in goal achievement and enter into a
cooperative effort,

The increase in the defensive climate of many
probation and parole administrations is not ter-
ribly surprising. Left alone, correctional organiza-
tions may indeed have developed into supportive
and facilitative structures, even if not economical.
Somewhat regular and embarrassing outside eval-
uations of effectiveness have, however, had some
dysfunctional results in that there has been a con-
tinuous movement away from the role of adminis-
tration being one of goal facilitation.

For example, if an investigative agency such as
the General Accounting Office audits a Probation
and Parole Organization and has as one of its re-
sults that probationers are not being seen as often
ag they should, many organizations have, as their
immediate response, the establishment of new case
classification and accountability systems, the ini-
tiation of punishment systems to deal with officers
not making contacts, and possibly a public policy
statement to reflect a decision to make more con-
tacts. This ig, to a large degree, a defenzive re-
sponse that will have the etfect of creating a
defensive atmosphere that can eventually charac-
terize the entire organization. A more appropriate
response might be to determine 2y cases have

2 J,R., Gibb, “Factors Producing Defensive Behavior Within Groups,”
IV, Annual Technical Report, Office of Naval Research, November 15,
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not been seen, and seek to provide a facilitative
network of administrative actions to increase the
probability that those contacts will be made. The
development of new tracking systems, or other
management tools, ig likely to either have little
effect, or possibly even impede and restriet line
officer’s efforts to make more contacts unless the
means of increaging the contacts to be tracked are
first introduced.

Ag seen go frequently, the first impulse of many
correctional administrators is to manage. This
comes so easily when compared to the real chal-
lenge of achieving lofty goals of rehabilitation or
the protection of society that basically rely on
faith in the correctional process and have few, if
any, tangible produects. Management may indeed
be a most urgent need in production rather than
process oriented organizations. It i still difficult
to envision, however, a production company ini-
tiating management tools that might have the net
effect of reducing production level. This happens
repeatedly in the field of probation and parole,

What it comes down to is that management is
only as useful as its ability to facilitate and in-
crease the probability that the goals of the orga-
nization as a whole can be achieved.

This somewhat less than flattering evaluation
of impulsive management in no way allows for
the dismissal of professicnal accountability in the
field of probation and parole. Accountability and
statistical integrity of probation organizations is
something that should be a cornerstone of any
well-conceived operation. However, the notion of
an over-cealous management effort leaves the
logic of accountability behind in its efforts to con-
tinue to dwell on the simplistic, traditionally
measurable activities of correctional oxganiza-
tions. It is a fixation of the byproduects ¢ the cor-
rectional process without any analysis as to how
those byproducts lend to, or impedz a total ox-
ganizational effort in goal achieyeinent.

If anything, present ideas nf ,rganizational ac-
countability do not go neariy far enough in ex-
pressing the worth of 2#%er the individual line
officer or the entire opersiion. Today, nearly every
probation and parolr agency has the statistical
capability to coust ¢ach things as number of cases,
numbers of ez contacts, cases with or without
employment, and so on. This is net true account-
ability sive few correctional organizations have
as their inain objective the maintenance of certain
nuztérs of offenders, or certain numbers of ac-
%28 by their professional staff. The true objec-
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tives are those anticipated and achieved results
arising from the interaction between offender and
the corrections professional. It is here that action
facilitation becomes the most complete form of
accountability system, not only for the individual
officer, but also in analyzing the efforts of the
larger parent organization.

To effect this higher level of accountability, it is
apparent that line officers must be held account-
able for their obsssvable efforts to facilitate the
total resocialization of the offender. However, this
is not where agency accountability should end
even though it quite often does. As will be pointed
out certinuously in this article, it is the levels
above the line officer, the administrative levels,
that frequently lose sight of their roles as facili-
wators of subordinate actions that are, in turn, to
lead to goal achievement. Line officer professional
accountability should be a given fact in modern
correctional organizations and is swiftly reaching
that level. However, the administrative account-
ability for actions taken to achieve goals is still
relatively new and virgin territory for even the
most sophisticated urban probation offices,

The Evaluation of Organizational/
Opesational Change

Service delivery in process organizations such
ag probation and parole are constantly changing,
both organizationally and procedurally. Many
such changes are imposed from outside the organ-
izacion, but just as many have their point of ini-
tiation from within. In many correctional organi-
zations, these changes are so rapid that if an
employee was to have a 2-year break in service
with such an organization, they might find, upon
return, that there has been sufficient alteration of
procedural activities as to render the job unrecog-
nizable. What happens all too often is that many
changes within an organization are conceived and
initiated with little thought given to the effect
that those changes will have on facilitating the
achievement of the organization’s goals and ob-
jectives.

All changes have gome degree of facilitative
effect on goal achievement and must be evaluated
on that basis before being initiated. Since proba-
tion and parole organizations have as their main
function the dispensing of probation and parole
services through the efforts of line probation and
parole officers, changes that may prove to be use-
ful in their management qualities, and therefore
positive, may, in fact, impede a probation officer’s

efforts to deliver the services required by the or-
ganization. The ideal change is one that facilitates
the completion of activities performed by those
charged with providing probation services. Al-
though this ideal is seldom achieved, quite often
resulting in some trade-off, the frightening thing
is that many administrative changes are made
without being subjected to this type of analysis
and are entered into on the basis of immediacy
and expediency. That is to say, that often adminis-
trative decisions and changes are discussed only
as to how they might expedite an administration’s
efforts to observe, organize, and provide sanctions
with regard to subordinates, with little thought
given to how they affect the performance of the
line officer’s job. This leads to a condition whereby
management proceeds and exists in order to pro-
vide management as an end in itself rather than
as a facilitative body directed toward goal achieve-
ment and allowing an atmosphere where proba-
tion services could most easily be rendered.

Another often occurring phenomenon is the at-
tempt by naive administrators to overlook the
dysfunctional aspects of a change or decision on
the pretense that “in the long-run” such a decision
will facilitate the line officer’s efforts to carry out
the organizational goals. In practice, however, a
stumbling block now only tends to become a bar-
rier, or something to be avoided the longer it ex-
ists. It may even become accepted, but will most
likely never change from a stumbling block to a
facilitative agent.

One of the most often observed examples of this
type of problem centers around the distribution of
workload in a probation organization. Unless new
tasks are analyzed on the degree to which these
tagks interact with present workload, often what
is developed is a condition whereby a newly intro-
duced task will impede the completion of other
duties and thereby reduce the effectiveness of an
officer’s overall performance. We often find our-
selves in the position of being the waiter who is
asked to take an order from a nearby table that
is not his station. Although to do so would cer-
tainly expedite the achievement of the goal to
serve the customers with food, there are restric-
tions based on reasons aside from goal achieve-
ment that actually slow down the process. Goal
facilitation as a measure for policy and procedural
change as well as an evaluation point for present
policy is ultimately how we, as a system can in-
crease our output of service delivery.

Goal facilitation and sound organizational man-
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agement are not all mutually exclusive, but are
only incompatible when management techniques
are not evaluated on the basis of their facilitative
worth. Through effective action facilitation, a pro-
bation and parole administration can more easily
reach the step of monitoring, controlling, and
managing the correctional process by reducing
barriers to goal achievement that are often the
product of an overly zealous management effort.

A Revised Look at the Role of the
First Line Supervisor in Probation

Recent articles dealing with the field of proba-
tion administration still emphagize the dichotomy
between the field officer and administration as if
there is an inevitable clash or divergence of goals.
Although this raay sadly be the case in most pro-
bation and parole organizations, it is far from
inevitable and certainly provides for dysfunction
in a goal-directed organization.

Along with this traditional view, the first line
probation supervisor is still seen as “somewhere
in the middle,” mediating, analyzing, clarifying,
and transmitting communications between the
fleld and administration. Supervisors are still
being warned of the dangers of over-identification
with either line staff or higher administration.

Ingtead, it is suggested that probation staff su-
pervisors should be viewed ag facilitators. This
view transcends the conventional definition plac-
ing him or her ag either a representative of ad-
ministration or line staff. Nor is the supervisor
seen any longer as “in-between.” As a facilitative
agent, the role of staff supervisor becomes an in-
tegral part of the continuum of direction from
chief executive to line officer.

Examples abound of how the facilitative role of
the first line supervisor continues to be neglected.
In an April 1976 Supervisory Development Pro-
gram undertaken by the United States Probation
Office in the Central Distriet of California where
prospective supervisors had the task of formulat-
ing a position description for a supervising U.S.
probation officer, the results were as follows:

Basie Function—serves as the supervisor of a unit of

Probation Officers in the District Probation Office, as-

sisting in the management, dirvection, coordination and
control of the unit and officer activities to achieve maxi-

3 This exercise was part of a 6-month training program to recruit
and develop supervizors from existing line staff, The quthor was one
of the partieipants,

4 Bdward W, Gavrett, “Improvement of Officer Performance Through
Supervision,” FEDERAL PRODATION, September 1963,

& Joan Carrera, “‘Some Thoughts on the Probation Supervisor's Job,"”
FEDERAL PROVATION, September 1968,

% Yona Cohen, “Staff Supervision in Probation,” FEDERAL PROLATION,
September 1976,

mum service effectiveness consistent with the balanced
best interest of the Court, the U.8. Parole Commission,
clients, employees, and the general public; shares in the
development of a responsibility for the basic objectives,
policies, plans, programs, and financial requirements of
the office; appraises the performance of the services of
officers and the operations in the light of approved ob-
jectives, plans, policies, and budgets; takes or recom-
mends actions to ensure improvenient.s

Without using a great deal of imagination, no-
where in this bagic function description does it
speak to the supervisor’s role ag a facilitator of
subordinate actions directed toward goal achieve-
ment. Earlier attempts at the same task by other
similar groups of prospective supervisors proved
equally ineffectual, speaking in their position de-
scriptions of “superviging, organizing and eval-
unating” with little thought given to facilitating
what they were eventually to supervise, organize
and evaluate.

Viewing the first line probation supervisor as
a goal facilitator also transcends the earlier view
of the supervisor as a “helper” to line staff as
envisioned by Edward W. Garrett in 1963.t Here
again, Garrett makes little reference to what is
seen as the ideal of a facilitative philosophy un-
derlying all levels of a probation organization’s
administrative structure. This is more than
merely helping an officer in the performance of
his or her duties. This means establishing organ-
izational goals and the related actions necessary
to achieve those goals by making sure thoge ac-
itons do not frustrate efforts at any other level
to achieve the overall objectives. The supervisor
should exist to maximize the probability of a suc-
cessful correctional process.

The previously noted impulse to manage has
also well been documented when analyzing the
existing role of the first line supervisor in proba-~
tion. Joan Carrera, in her article on a probation
supervisor’s job, probably best touches on the
tendency of many probation administrators to see
management as their major responsibility. She
states that & supervisor

should not be so preoccupied with minute details and the

meeting of deadlines that he overlooks the ohjectives of

the agency. His intent should be to help his workers im-

prove their functioning so that as they become more

competent, the goals of the agency can be better ful-
filled,®
Yona Cohen, in a much later article, points out
the realization that staff supervisors can obstruct
the Probation Officer’s growth and usefulness if
there is over-emphasis on the supervisory role
employed by the supervigor.® Both writers, how-
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ever, do little to offer a means of rethinking pro-
bation staft supervision to avoid many of these
common barriers. What is being suggested here
is that the firgt line probation supervisor no
longer be taught to view the position as “in the
middle” of two forces. Rather, the position should
be seen ag an integral part of an overall effort
within which the supervisor can be dedicated to
achieving the goals of the entire organization
through the facilitation of subordinate actions.
Once this i accomplished, the rather mechanical
agpects of management become easier, and cer-
tainly more relevant to the organization as a
whole.

This vethinking of the probation supervisor’s
role is also an aid in the evaluation of a super-
vigor's overall performance on the job. Super-
visors can best be evaluated on the basiz of ob-
served action steps taken to facilitate the goal
facilitating actions of the officers supervised.

By way of illustration, supervisors should be
engaged in such activities as public relations, com-
munity regource development, the reduction of re-
dundant and unnecessary steps in investigation
and case supervigion, the improvement of physical
conditions for officers, regular and frequent sup-
portive individual ease evaluation and so on. It is
ihese types of actions taken by supervisors that
lend themselves to evaluation of his or her real
worth to an organization. In spite of this, many
organizations still feel that the measure of a su-
pervisor is how he or ghe limits, controls, observes,
and acts as a voice for administration rather than
how that supervisor takes appropriate actions
such as those described above that enhance, ex-
pand, and facilitate the efforts of the line officer
charged with the duty of day-to-day dispensing of
the correctional process.

Action Facilitation and the Team Concept

Probably one of the most popular, and possibly
accurate views of the role of probation officer is
that the officer is ideally an agent of change. In
other words, the officer should bhe a catalyst or
facilitator for appropriate actions on the part of
the probationer that would have the recognized

7 Program--Community Resourres Management Team, Training Ac-
tivity-Corrections Program, Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education, National Institute of Corrections, Law Enforcement As-
slastance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, Scptember 20, to
October 1, 1976,

8 Frank Dell’Apa, W, Tom Adams, James D. Jorgensen, Herbert R,
Sepurdson, “Advoeaey, Brokerage, Community: The ABC's of Pro-
bation & Pavole.” FEpERAL PROBATION, December 1976,

® Patrick J. Murphy, ‘“The Teami Coneept,” TEOERAL PROBATION,
Decomber 1976,

30 Latta and Cocks, op. cit,

effect of social reintegration of the offender. Many
old and new approaches to community supervision
of offenders such as Community Resources Man-
agement Teams, continue to stress the facilitative,
active role of the probation officer over the more
passive posgition of observation, surveillance, and
reporting.”,* However, o really be seen as an ef-
fective role for the probation officer to assume,
this role identification must permeate the entire
probation organization from chief executive to
the most subordinate. As pointed out above, if a
firgt line supervisor is to hold a line probation
officer accountable for taking necessary steps to
facilitate a probationer reaching a certain goal,
then the supervisor should be equally held ac-
countable for the facilitative worth of his or her
actions providing support for the officers to com-
plete those steps. Thig accountability should con-
[inue up the administrative ladder.

An earlier view of the team concept in proba-
tion by Patrick J, Murphy in 1975, marks several
good efforts by some probation organizations to
look at their structure for possible realipnment to
maximize goal achievement.? Little emphasis,
however, is given by Murphy to the role of admin-
istration in the team concept of service delivery.
It is assumed that, to be effective, these models
must also include every level of management
as team members dedicated to facilitating the
achievement of realistic agency goals. Too often,
probation organizations view action facilitation
as a good thing for supervision officers to do, yet
administratively, make little effort toward these
same ends.

Conclusion

In total agreement with Latta and Cocks!® that
probation is at a point in its development where
it can truly begin to achieve many of the goals
and aspirations stated for so long, what is being
suggested is a revised attitudinal orientation for
probation administrators. Many organizations
have reached the point in their development where
there is an ideological congruency existing at all
levels within their hierarchy of organizational
structure. Now what is needed is a strategy to
achieve those goals through compatible and fune-
tional actions by all members of the correctional
agency.

The next step following goal identification
should not be the establishment of systems to
measure whether or not the goals and objectives
have been achieved. It should instead be the
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analysis of organizational actions and practices to
determine whether they facilitate, or in fact im-
pede, the process of goal achievement, It is from
this analysis that sound management tools and
devices will flow, not the reverse. It is time that
the idea of professional accountability move be-
yond merely the counting of actions taken by a
certain officer or even a certain organization, The
state of the art now permits an analysis of those
actions on the worth of this facilitative nature in
achieving the overall goals of our business. We
can no longer answer charges of ineffectiveness
with a mere tally of numbers, but must genuinely
make an effort to demonstrate how those numbers
relate to an agency’s efforts to achieve its goals,
Through creative administration, both manage-
ment tasks and facilitative tagks can be blended,
if only administrators can begin to view their

actions critically with respect to their facilitative
value.

When seen from this orientation, the evalua-
tion of probation officers and probation offices
becomes gimplified and relevant.

A line officer is only as good as his or her ac-
tions to facilitate change with clients under super-
vision, A first line supervisor is only as good ag
his or her actions to facilitate the officer’s ability
to effect those changes, and so on up the table of
organization. Ultimately, the worth of a proba-
tion operation as a service can only, and should,
be evaluated on its readily observable efforts at
facilitating the accomplishment of ity stated
goals. Those that make a concerted effort te re-
duce administrative barriers in the path of this
direction are, at least, increasing the probability
that they will succeed.

DEOLOGICALLY, Federal Probation is at a point in time and in development whére

the assumption of leadership in solving problems of organization and structure
would go a long way in bringing about the kinds of change—meeting of goals—
that society has mandated correctional administrators to achieve. The deprec to
which success is accomplished, through empirical and experimental models, may
be a real contribution to criminal justice administrative theory. Above all, how-
ever, is the recognition that the emerging role of the professional, be he subordi-
nate, supervisor, or executive, must be as an individual whose personal goals and
behavior are congruent and appropriate to the goals of the organization,

~~ROBERT M. LATTA AND JACK COCKS











