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INTRODUCTION: IMPROVED PROBATION STRATEGIES

The fields of probation and parole are in a transition period which
may produce the most significant if not radical changes in the more than
130 years of their existence. While the very existence of parole is. being
questioned in some quarters and some States are considering its termination
as a release alternative, others are advocating its expansion and some
States have moved to release all offenders under some form of supervision
substantially similar to parole. Probation, which is the focus of this
proposed training effort, is not under attack from the same extreme per-
spectives as parole but is nevertheless being carefully scrutinized in
terms of primary objectives, service delivery techniques, cost effective-
ness, overall management and resource allocation, etc. In addition, the
proper functions of probation agencies are being debated, and the question
is raised whether pretrial activities and residential programs should
appropriately be included under a probation agency's purview.

There is widespread ferment within the entire correctional system as
well. Some changes have been induced by court decisions such as Morrissey
and Gagnon which elicited significant procedural reform in the parole
decisionmaking process. Some have been the product of LEAA's change-
oriented infusion of new money. The list of States which have undergone
major organizational and administrative realignments in the past decade is
now fairly long.

Yet in considering community corrections in its entirety, it is easy to
become discouraged about the prospects for genuine institutional reform.
The mainstream of probation and parole is:.not grossly different from what
it was a decade ago. Too often, new and innovative efforts are essentially
"side shows"--intriguing, existing, but devoid of major impact upon the
" overall operation.

Yet there are some broad and fairly pervasive trends in probation and
parole that can be identified with some confidence:

. The rehabilitative ethic is still alive and, if not well, at least
active and visible in probation and parole. Particularly with
respect to experimental programs and to preinstitutional as
opposed to post-institutional operations, there is a strong pre-
dilection to be helpful and supportive of the offender population.
Assumption of an advocacy role by corrections staff is not uncommon,
especially among its more youthful members.

° The classic conflict inherent in the role of the probation or parole
officer still exists. The field officer generally is still required
to be a combination of policeman and social worker, providing sur-
veillance with one hand and services with the other. Some interest-
ing arrangements for resolving this ambiguity are now being tried.



The public's fear of rising crime, particularly violent crime, is reflected
in an increased emphasis on the control aspects of the field officer's
function, especially in parole.

Prison populations declined during the late 1960's and early 1970's to a
low point in 1973, only to rise to an all-time high in January 1976. Adult
probation and parole caseloads have climbed rapidly during the past 10
years and continue at a high level. Staff increases apparently have not
kept pace with the growth in client populations. This has encouraged some
reassessment of traditional strategies for assigning and managing case-
loads.

In numerous (though still a minority of) jurisdictions across the country,
the probation function is being expanded to include certain pretrial ser-
vices. This has been primarily in the administration of release on re-
cognizance programs and "diversion" or deferred prosecution strategies.
Again, the increased workload has not always been matched by the addition
of staff, and thus the impact of these new programs has been limited.

The nonjustice and private sectors of society are increasingly a part of
the correctional enterprise. Growing emphasis on probation and parole
officers' "brokerage" function (which implies a greater reliance on com-
munity services and resources) is apparent in many jurisdictions. Such
efforts entail considerable investment of time and effort in promoting and
developing necessary resources. There also has been a substantial growth
in the use of volunteers in probation and parole, although the practice is
by no means universal and the reactions of staff and administrators are
varied.

Use of community-based residential facilities for adults is expanding.
Halfway house and work and educational release centers are widely used for
parolees. Although administrative responsibility frequently is lodged with
prison or jail administrators, field agency managers appear to be taking on
more of this responsibility. Probation agencies are moving slowly toward
wider use of such facilities as an alternative to imprisonment.

There appears to be an increasing use of jail commitment as a condition of
probation, sometimes called the "split sentence." Although the practice
has been criticized as making more difficult the offender's later re-
establishment in the community, where the alternative would be prison
commitment, it may be a preferable choice.

The continued viability of the parole function is being challenged in some
quarters.. Although much criticism appears to be directed more against
prison programs and the indeterminate sentence than parole itself, the
proposed alternative--the "flat sentence"--would seem to leave little place
for conventional parole operations. Probation, on the other hand, seems to
be faced with a rather different future. Although some of its methods and
operating principles are under attack, it seems likely that the use of
probation will continue to expand in the foreseeable future.



It is clear that because of external pressures, probation administrators
are being forced to provide a growing range of services to an increasing number
of clients, frequently without a corresponding increase in resources. What has
become known as the "jail crisis" has increased demands for both pretrial ser-
vices and for misdemeanant probation. Overcrowded prison conditions have led,
in some jurisdictions, to probationary sentences for offenders who ordinarily
would have been incarcerated. This in turn has led to demands that probation
agencies assume a surveillance rather than a treatment posture.

Probation executives have responded to these conflicting demands in a

arlety of ways, such as special caseloads and programs, and caseload management
techniques. As pointed out in the National Evaluation Program on Special
Intensive Probation, these responses are frequently undertaken without a clear
articulation of goals and with weak implementation plans. More often than not,
provisions for evaluating the success of a particular response are not included.
Especially in program areas beyond the traditional scope of probation and in
programs undertaken with grant funds, lines of authority become blurred and the
need for special training is neglected or unrecognized.

In the midst of an avalanche of conflicting demands, correction workers
also have had the benefit of some sober, fair, and insightful commentary. A
mixture of support and criticism, these views deserve serious attention as more
than polemics, for they represent the conclusions of those who have thought
carefully about the past and present of the field we call corrections and have
attempted to put the future in perspective. Some of these critiques have been
based on the findings of evaluative research, while others have been derived
from observations of the nature of contemporary corrections and speculatlons
- about its future role.

The Challenge of Evaluation: '"Nothing Works"

Perhaps no single critique of contemporary corrections has created such a
stir as the review of evaluative studies of correctional treatment by Robert
Martinson and his associates. For some time this uniquely comprehensive review
--covering some 231 studies conducted from 1945 to 1967--was much talked about
but unavailable for wide reading. The consternation it generated in correc-
tional circles may have been due in part to the attention which one tends to
focus on well-known, but still unpublished, works. Nevertheless, from a review
of the results of these studies and a careful assessment of their methodological
adequacy, the researchers concluded that very few rehabilitative programs--
whether institutional or community-based and regardless of type of treatment--
have had any significant impact on recidivism.

The observation that evaluative studies tend to discredit rehabilitative
efforts was not new with the Martinson survey. Walter C. Bailey, who reviewed
the findings of 100 studies in 1966, arrived at conclusions similar to Martin-
son's, noting that the more rigorous the research, the less likely it would be
to show a positive result. And for years some iconoclastic thinkers have sug-
gested that correctional intervention may sometimes make things worse rather
than better.



An important contribution of the Martinson review has been to place in
perspective the minuscule scale of rehabilitative efforts when compared to the
forces which generate crime in the community and over which the treaters have
little control. Martinson and his associates also point out that both program
operators and researchers have tended to ignore the effects of punishment and
deterrence as independent or causative variables. It should be noted that the
Martinson survey has received a variety of interpretations and responses.
Palmer, for example, has pointed out that the data presented actually indicate
positive or partly positive results for some programs or some offenders in 48
percent of the studies summarized. However, whether or not one agrees with the
Martinson conclusion that rehabilitation efforts have little or no demonstrable
effect, their work should be thoughtfully considered by all concerned with the
future of correctional treatment programs.

Interestingly, a recent statistical study of probation arrived at conclu-
sions significantly different from the point of view that "nothing works." A
1976 Report to Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States pre-
sented data on a sample of 1,200 former probationers in four counties. This
study found that--

Overall, the four counties failed to successfully deal with an es-
timated 55 percent of the former probationers--they fled, had their
probation revoked, or were convicted of new crimes.

Instead of concluding that probation is inherently a failure, however, the

GAO report argues that these dismal results stem from inadequate treatment ser-
vices, a lack of dependable information to guide judges in deciding who should
be placed on probation, and especially the problem of caseloads which are so
high that probation officers are unable to perform their supervisory duties
effectively. Statistical tests conducted by the researchers support their
conclusion that more adequate rehabilitative services would in fact reduce
recidivism. This study illustrates the fact that questions relating to the
effectiveness of community treatment still have not been definitively answered.

While the importance of existing evaluative data cannot be denied, caution
is advisable in drawing conclusions from them. Any effort to piece together the
results of different studies conducted in different times and places will
confront enormous difficulties. Also, research itself is a "movement'" with its
own normative thrusts, and these sometimes are antithetical to action programs.
In the 1960's we may have been to quick to accept uncritically the apparent
success of community correctional programs. Now, with the swing of the pendulum
and the shift in the national mood to one of skepticism about rehabilitation, we
stand in danger of reaching opposite but equally simplistic answers to the same
complex questions.

A major weakness in correctional research may be found in the questions
which have been asked. In an excellent article entitled "Achieving Better
Questions," Daniel Glaser states that "the primary contribution of past research
to correctional progress in not in its answers to the questions that were in-
vestigated, but in its guidance to more fruitful questions." Glaser believes
that we can progress through a series of incremental leaps, elicited by new
perspectives on old problems. He suggests that the illumination of "why'-type
questions--or hypothesized explanations for program success or failure--should



come from the social behavioral sciences, just as engineering depends on physics
and agriculture on chemistry. Unfortunately, the lines of communication between
corrections and the social sciences have not often been open, and their re-
lationship frequently has been characterized by reciprocal negative stereo-
typing. The paper by Golbin on page 73 of this manual raises the problems and
outlines some areas for improvement.

Correctional research in the past has moved in a zigzag, and sometimes
circular, progression rather than a reasonably coherent line of development.
Needed now is a summative approach which supplies continuity both in refining
program methods and asking better research questions about them.

A parallel requirement for probation managers is best stated by Eric
Carlson who says that we must "...attach the highest priority to developing and
delineating models of probation, analyzing the tasks and roles implied by each
model."

An increased level of sophistication on the part of probation executives,
coupled with a decreased level of resources, demands that probation managers
reexamine not only existing services but also better methods of assessing the
development of new programs. In essence, better management, monitoring, and
evaluation techniques need to be developed if probation services are to maintain
some parity with other governmental programs. Thus, management processes need
to be assessed along with substantive developments in the field. A probation
manager is no longer able to maintain a "status quo' operation and continue
organizational survival.

The papers in this manual are designed to review the research literature in
more depth, with specific attention to the strategies of intensive special
probation (ISP), presentence investigation (PSI), and resource brokerage. All
of these strategies are potentially programs of innovation to meet the demands’
of cost, productivity, and accountability that affect current probation ser-
vices.

In addition, the program development model and process outlined are ve-
hicles for realizing the possibilities of these programs. Only through a
‘carefully managed process of program development can researchers and managers in
the probation field realize a common end--improved probation strategies.
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CHAPTER 1: PROBATION: THE STATE OF THE ART

by Eric W. Carlson, Ph.D.
University of Arizona
Department of Public Administration

Introduction

‘Probation assumptions, purposes, functions, and processes have recently
joined the growing ranks of criminal justice system components which have
been spotlighted by controversy and critical reassessment. Spurred by a
number of widely publicized attacks on the prevailing theories and models
which have directed criminal justice practices for the past quarter-century,
policymakers, taxpayers, and practitioners are no longer as willing to
continue to support certain current activities and programs simply because
they are '"traditional."

We have recently witnessed challenges in corrections to the medical
rehabilitation and the reintegration models; we have seen devastating attacks
on the effectiveness of correctional treatment programs; we have followed the
trends in court decisions which challenge traditional practices by raising such
issues as the constitutional rights of convicted offenders, due process, and
the right to treatment (or the right to refuse treatment); and finally, we
are being asked to consider the implications of new or revived concepts such
as the deterrence model, the incapacitation model, the justice model,

"just desserts," and even punishment.

Correctional administrators, policymakers, and practitioners reassessing
the functions of their agencies have a critical need to know not only how
their agencies presently operate but also the strengths and weaknesses of
those operations, operational costs, and the effectiveness of those operations.
In addition, the experiences--if assessed--of other agencies which may have
experimented with innovative or unusual programs or techniques can guide the
administrator toward (or steer the administrator away from) alternative
approaches.

Out of recognition of this need for research and comprehensive information
dissemination, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
has funded a number of improtant projects.

Among the most significant are--

° An evaluation of special intensive probation projects
by Banks at the Georgia Institute of Technology

° The preparation of a comprehensive prescriptive package
on PSI's by Carter

° A study of promising probation strategies by Nelson,-
Ohmart, and Harlow

) A study of critical issues in probation at the Ohio State
University by Carlson, Parks, and Allen.



The great bulk of the material which you will see presented in this work-
shop will be drawn from these sources. Several studies are available now, and
all will be available within the next few months from the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service.

In preparing for this workshop, we were faced with the task of reducing
this mountain of material to some realistic dimension. We have tried to do this
by focusing on three areas of interest in which we believe the possibility for
significantly improving the overall quality and effectiveness of probation lie.
These areas--PSI's, brokerage strategies, and intensive special probation--
raise a good cross-section of the major concerns faced by most probation mana-
gers, and they offer some very practical alternatives to traditional practice.

Scope of Contemporary Activity

Before discussing the various issue areas which we have identified, how-~
ever, it might be helpful to give you a sense of the scope of contemporary
probation activity. When faced with a stream of day-to-day problems, it is
sometimes difficult to reflect on the larger view. Recently, a survey of pro-
bation and parole agencies was conducted by the Bureau of the Census for the
Department of Justice. Although the survey frequently mixed probation and
parole data, it contains the only national probation data currently available.

The survey reports that on September 1, 1976, there were 923,064 adult
probation clients under State and local supervision in the United States.
Approximately 50 percent (455,093) of these clients had been convicted of felony
crimes, and the balance had misdemeanor convictions. Eighty-six percent, or
795,231, were male. The rate at which the probation disposition is used varies
widely from State to State. For example, Massachusetts reports 1,265 adult
and juvenile probationers per 100,000 population, while Kentucky reports only
210. The rate for the entire United States is 583 per 100,000.

The number of offenders on probation, however, only tells part of the story.
In 1976, there were 1,929 agencies which listed adult probation supervision as
one of their functions. Fifty-six percent of these agencies operated at the
State level and 42 percent at the county or municipal level. Adult probation
was listed as the only function by 340 agencies. These 340 agencies served
a total caseload of 267,276, with a full-time counseling staff of 2,504, for
an average client caseload of 107 clients./1/

The results of this survey emphasize the fact that the delivery of adult
probation services is a big business, even though the individual probation
agencies are often quite small. In the aggregate, probation touches more lives
than any other area of corrections. The scope of probation activity alone
warrants a careful study of the methods used to manage and deliver its services.

Presentence Investigation Reports

Although presentence investigations and reports constitute only one of the
major functions of probation, they can be quite demanding, both in terms of pro-
bation officer diligence in providing a thorough and accurate report and in terms
of the amount of time necessary to perform the investigation. These demands are
further heightened by the frequent court-imposed requirement that presentence
investigations must be completed within a relatively short period of time.



The importance of presentence investigations to a probation agency can be
seen in the data collected by the Census Bureau survey. The data, reflecting
the situation in 1976, showed that 3,303 responding agencies reported performing
probation functions. Of these 3,303 agencies, 2,540 agencies indicated that
they conducted presentence investigations; almost 1 million (997,514) presentence
investigations were performd by these agencies in 1975. In terms of the agency
workload, almost one-half (45 percent) of the agencies which conduct presentence
investigations reported that more than 25 percent of their workload was devoted
to presentence investigations./2/

Estimates of time to prepare one PSI range from 10 to 20 hours. If you
assume the high estimate is correct, the PSI's may absorb up to 20 million
man-hours of available probation time, or a full-time workload for 9,600 persons.
It is evident that the PSI area may offer probation administrators a golden
opportunity to significantly affect the workload of their agency, if they are
able and willing to examine their PSI policy.

In recent years, a great deal of space in the probation literature has been
devoted to the subject of presentence investigation reports. The subject matter
can be roughly divided into two target areas: the production of the presentence
investigation report and the impact of the presentence investigation report.

In some localities, PSI's are mandatory in particular instances, such as
when the offense is a felony, before the defendant can be placed on probation,
and for specific offenses. The degree to which these mandatory requirements are
met and the effects of the probation agencies in meeting them are unknown.

Research suggests that if PSI's were discretionary, they would be ordered
for two reasons: (1) to provide time for the judge to evaluate potential sen-
tences in light of community sentiment and (2) to obtain additional data of a
medical and/or psychiatric nature./3/ These two reasons for preparation suggest
reports which would have different angles. The first suggests a long, detailed
report which would require a large block of time to prepare; indeed, to provide
time is really why the report was ordered. The report would be long and involved,
possibly filled with superfluous but difficult-to-gather information. The
second suggests a very focused report aimed at a particular gap in the judge's
information about the offender. It is reasonable to expect that each of these
aims might be achieved in better ways than the traditional long-form PSI.

The optimal time during the presentencing process at which to prepare the
PSI is a largely unsettled issue. It is apparent that most probation officers
do not like to prepare a report before adjudication of guilt, but this is probably
to avoid unnecessary work rather than their possible objection to preadjudication
preparation. We know very little about the effects of preadjudication preparation
reports on plea bargaining or witnesses. The use of waivers to permit the prepa-
ration of the preadjudication PSI is an area untouched by researchers. It is
not untouched, however, by critics and legal commentators. There is widespread
belief that preadjudication PSI's, however justified, raise such grave issues of
self-incrimination and privacy that they can never be acceptable since they (1)
assume the defendant is guilty and (2) result in the collection of extremely
private and potentially damaging information for no good reason.



The question of who should prepare the PSI has been the subject of some
research. It appears that both the background and experience of individual
probation officers can affect their recommendations; that is, similar infor-
mation given to probation officer with different backgrounds and experience will
result in different recommendations. The educational level of the probation
officer has been suggested as having an influence on the recommendations. The
findings of a study by Carter and Wilkins indicated that probation officers with
graduate training, or degrees in social work or social welfare, recommended
probation for approximately 50 percent of their cases./4/ Officers with degrees
in criminology and sociology recommended probation about 70 percent of the time.
A second study indicated that as probation officers gained more experience they
began to modify the factors which they weighed when making probation recom-
mendations./5/ Officers fresh out of school were inclined to recommend probation
in every case which offered some hope that the defendant's behavior or attitude
might be modified by probation. Most experienced officers tended to be more
concerned with the risk that the defendant presented to the community, which
resulted in fewer recommendations for probation.

The research to date has been unsuccessful in either understanding or
controlling the effects of a probation officer's experience and background on
recommendations. The subject deserves study, however. If indeed the probation
officer seems to function as a surrogate "sentencer" for the judge, this phenom-
enon could very well contribute to sentencing disparity rather than reduce it.

Some research indicates that the short-form PSI can be effectively used.
Although court personnel tend to dislike and generally refuse to accept "fill-
in-the-blank" type reports, they nonetheless rely on a relatively small amount
of information included in the usual long form.

There is consistently a great deal of uniformity in the information which
is used. Offense, prior record, and various stability factors rank among the
most frequently used and useful pieces of information, both for probation of-
ficers' recommendations and judicial sentencing decisions. Results indicate
that these types of information are related to the recommendation contained in
the report and to the ultimate disposition of the offender. What is unknown and
should be addressed is how this material can be presented in such a manner that
it can be uniformly interpreted by a variety of probation officers and judges to
predict the probability of an offender's success on probation.

Research indicates that the reliability of the information contained in
PSI's is seldom checked./7/ Verification is time consuming, and departments do
not give it high priority. This situation has given rise to a steady increase
in calls for the disclosure of PSI's and sources of information to defendants
and their attorneys. In several situations, the failure to obtain full dis-
closure has resulted in the growth of both private and public agencies to pro-
duce "defense-oriented" PSI's.

The PSI is of little use, at least in the traditional sense, if it has no
impact on the sentencing process. Attempting to discern the impact of PSI's is
extremely difficult, however, because these impacts are masked in the discretion
that shrouds the sentencing process. Attempts to determine those judicial
characteristics which influence sentencing decisions have not been particularly
fruitful and have been frequently contradictory except in demonstrating that
judges can be inconsistent in their sentencing patterns.
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The fact that an estimated 80 to 90 percent of the cases to be sentenced
have entered guilty pleas means that judges have had, on average, little contact
with the defendant prior to sentencing. This lack of information is regarded by
many as one of the causes of uninformed, even inconsistent, sentencing. ~Judges
seem to at least partially accept this, because they almost universally agree
that the information in PSI's constitutes a valuable sentencing aid.

On the other hand, while judges and probation officers find it difficult to
agree on whether a sentencing recommendation should be included in a PSI, they
do seem to agree on the important factors in making sentencing decisions. The
defendant's prior record and the facts of the present case are most often cited
as the important factors. It is possible that this consensus is responsible for
the high level of agreement between PSI recommendation and the sentence imposed.
.This ranges from 72 to 96 percent./8/ To date, research has been unable to
determine the causes of this high rate of agreement, although it is often attrib-
uted to judges' willingness to accept probation officers' recommendations. To
resolve this issue, further investigation should be made to determine whether
similar sentencing patterns would occur without the PSI.

There is also some evidence that PSI's do not serve to influence the nature
of sentence disposition but instead affect its length. This assumes that judges
decide on the nature of the disposition prior to the PSI./9/

In summary, research into PSI's leaves us in somewhat of a quandary.
First, we see that sentencing decisions tend to be made on a relatively few
pieces of information. Second, we see that in spite of this, there is a rather
stady demand for more complete and accurate PSI's. On one hand, we see little
evidence that conclusively indicates that PSI's are worth their massive costs;
on the other, the traditional logic for them is persuasive and the demand of
judges for them can hardly be denied.

Possibly, these contradictions and the seemingly irresistible march toward
determinate sentencing patterns are a clue that we should carefully reexamine
the PSI process. To do this we have to ask ourselves what persons and agencies
use the PSI and why. We have to perform some analysis, and to do this we have
to abandon the notion that the PSI is a given product. - Instead, it is what each
user thinks it is. In general we have to view the users as ourselves, the
courts, and correctional and parole boards.

We know the information needs of these agencies can be accommodated without
producing a definitive biography of each offender. The most difficult task may
be to persuade the agencies to recognize their own needs. If correctional
institutions, in particular, are unwilling to realistically assess their infor-
mation needs, locally funded probation agencies may have to consider passing on
the cost of data collection to these State-funded correctional institutions.

Intensive Special Probation

Intensive special probation, as we define the term, is any form of probation
which offers unusually large quantities of supervision to each probationer or
unique forms of probation service delivery. The Georgia Tech study of these
programs found a tremendous variety of programs with respect to locale, concept,
and scale./10/
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Most discussions of ISP are plagued by the confusion of the concepts of
intensive probation, which generally means reduced caseloads, and special pro-
bation, which indicates some unique form of probation service delivery. In
practice, seldom is ome concept employed without the other. In fact the very
act of reducing a probation officer's caseload may guarantee that the remaining
probationers will receive their services in a unique manner. For a moment,
however, let us try to separate the two concepts.

Intensive Probations

The President's Task Force on Corrections has not been the only body, but
has certainly been one of the most prestigious, to state that the administrative
problem which has plagued probation officials most has been the achievement of a
manageable workload for probation officers./11/ Whenever probation programs are
subject to criticism, the oversized caseload is usually identified as the obstacle
to successful operation. Efforts to reduce caseloads have and will continue to
be a source of continuing struggle between probation administrators and local
and State authorities.

A number of numerical standards have been proposed for average caseload.
Fifty and 35 are probably the two most common, although neither the basis nor
the efficacy of either is clear. The American Bar Association's proposal was
probably most realistic when saying in its standard relating to probation that
the average caseload should be sufficiently low to provide adequate supervision
and to develop variable caseloads for different types of offenders./12/

Caseload size is a crucial consideration. If it is large, as is likely the
case in most places, probation officers often spin their 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. Even more often, there is so much to be done that most things are
done superficially and without meaning merely because that is the only way to
keep the paperwork flowing. This obviously has serious consequences for the
general attitude and approach of probation officers. They become frustrated by
not being able to keep up with the work and disillusioned because they are not
doing what they thought probation work was all about. Often they give up the
struggle and resign themselves to superficial noninvolvement which does nothing
to resolve client problems. Or occasionally, they may quit. All these possibil-
ities indicate the importance of the issues surrounding caseload size.

The majority of research into the effectiveness of intensive probation has
been directed at the impact of reductions in caseload size on probation success.
A number of reviews of caseload research are available; however, most focus on
just one major project, the San Francisco Project./13/

This project randomly assigned probationers to ideal (caseloads of 40),
intensive (caseloads of 20), normal (caseloads of 70 to 130), and a minimum
supervision caseload of several hundred. Analysis determined that, excluding
technical violations, the minimum supervision caseload was no less successful
than the other caseloads. The smaller caseloads appeared to generate larger
numbers of technical violations. Unfortunately, the San Francisco Project is
not the best study upon which to base conclusions regarding caseload sizes.
First, it was a study of the Federal probation system; second, no control was
exercised over the supervision style of officers; and third, there were a host
of other minor methodological problems.
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Some additional research has become available in the 1970's to supplement
the San Francisco Project. An ISP project operated by the Florida Parole and
Probation Commission in 1971-72 assigned probationers and parolees to experimen-
tal caseloads of 35 "high risk" probationers and compared their performance to
caseloads of 70 "medium" and "low risk" offenders. The only real conclusion
drawn is that parolees are revoked more frequently. than probationers.

An Oklahoma Department of Corrections study compared caseloads of size
50 to caseloads of 160 to 170 and found no significant difference in success
rate./14/

When caseload size reduction is carried to its extreme, as when volunteer
counselors are assigned on a one-to-one basis, there is some evidence that lower
recidivism results. Other projects are just underway and have been only partially
evaluated.

From the available published research and the 20 projects visited by the
Georgia Tech team, it appears that the simple expedient of reducing caseloads
will not of itself assure a reduction of recidivism. There is, however, limited
evidence that very small caseloads may be effective with juveniles.

Experiments with reduced caseloads seem to show that in order to reduce
recidivism, some form of differential treatment must be made available. At this
point it is obvious that we can no longer avoid discussing special probations.

Special Probation

Research into the effectiveness of special probation is even more sparse
than caseload research, but it does offer some tantalizing suggestions.

One of the most widely used types of special probation relies on the use of’
volunteers. Both Georgia Tech and Ohio State research located studies which
purported to demonstrate both the effectiveness and ineffectiveness of these
programs. The evidence clearly does not weigh in favor of either direction.

A second approach to special probation is to specialize the treatment given
probationers. This involves either classifying the probationers and giving
special treatment to different classes, or selecting a special group of proba-
tioners. '

The approach of selecting special caseloads has received positive support
from the research. Sex offenders and offenders with "psychiatric problems" are
two groups which appear to benefit from specialized treatment in terms of lower
recidivism. Several projects focusing on drug offenders also indicated some
degree of success in reducing recidivism. ’

Lastly, special probation may result from decentralizing services and
including outreach programs. To date, there is no clear evidence that these
programs are effective. '

So what do we know?

It appears from many studies that the simple expedient of reducing caseloads

will not of itself assure a reduction of recidivism. Experiments with reduced
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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 manpower ratios vary directly with the kind and amount

of services to be performed. A major requirement for using a differential

treatment system is an adequate case analysis and planning procedure. Such

planning must determine the kind and intensity of supervision needed by probatiomers,
the ability to place offenders in the community where they are 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 purpose in estimating
the magnitude of present and future needs for probation officers, but in operation
there is no single optimum caseload size. In the opinion of the President's
1967 commission, it would be a mistake to approach the problem of upgrading
community treatment solely in terms of strengthening orthodox supervision to
bring caseload sizes down to a universal maximum standard. Such an approach
would ignore the need for specialized caseloads to deal differently with particular
types of offenders and for changes in the standard procedure that results in an
offender's being supervised by only on officer./15/

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 their research on caseloads
in the San Francisco Project is that the effect of caseload .size is more a
function of the interaction of several factors such as types of probationers and
possibly types of agents rather than a simple function of numbers./16/

The underlying assumption on which probation must rest is that most proba-
tioners need supervision and thtt 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 the fact that probation cannot effectively rehabil-
itate offenders and protect society as long as problems in delivery of services
exist./17/ Eliminating these problems depends on the commitment of resources by
all levels of government. The effect of a large caseload is that probationers
are not closely supervised or provided necessary services. As a result, high
caseloads contributed to probationers' committing crimes and violating conditions
of probation. The report indicated a highly significant statistical relationship
between
the extent to which probationers received needed services and success on probation;
that is, as the probationers received more of the services they needed, they
were 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. Another problem is busywork, where the probation
officer tries to find things to do to maintain the appearance of being busy.

Small caseloads may only be effective so long as the officer is capable of using
the extra time wisely to assist the client. There is also the problem of overkill,
where actions are repeated and time wasted. Finally, an important consideration

is that through extensive involvement and supervision clients may become dependent
upon the probation officer, and thus not be able to function on their own in
society.
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Sparks, in "Research in the Use and Effectiveness of Probation, Parole and
Measures of Aftercare" discussed the lack of significant differences in the suc-
cess rates of offenders on intensive, ideal, normal, or minimum supervision./18/
He believes that those offenders placed on minimum supervision could be dealt
with just as effectively by means of a fine, discharge, or other nominal measure
not involving supervision. When examining offenders on intensive supervision,
it appears that probationers do not consider the probation officer a factor in
their success, but rather their own (perceived) noncriminal orientation and the
assistance given by family and friends.

Although intensive supervision may increase technical violations due to
increased surveillance, the increased surveillance may also have a deterrent
effect and thus decrease total criminal activity.

In ISP, the process of probation and its substance are so interwoven that .
the potential benefits of decreased caseloads and special probation have been
masked under a plethora of other issues. The indications of success are there;
what we need now are carefully planned and evaluated programs which are capable
of demonstrating program success.

Brokerage in Probation

All probation departments manifest an identifiable orientation toward what
is considered by a given department to be the "proper" approach to probation
supervision and service provision. This orientation may not be explicitly
stated but can be discovered by examining the departments' attitudes and practices
concerning the role of the probation officer and the relative emphasis placed on
the probation officer or community agencies in the delivery of needed services
to probationers.

The traditional approach to probation supervision has been the casework
approach. At the outset, we should note that casework is not synonymous with
social work. Casework is only one strategy among many in social work. Modern
definitions of casework focus on the caseworker's role of discovering potential
in his or her client and assisting the client to exploit his or her own capabil-
ities. The medium upon which this role is played out is the relationship between
the client and the caseworker. Thus, the attempt to change the behav1or of the
client through the development of a supportive one-to-one
relationship and a mutual plan between the caseworker and the c11ent is empha-
sized. Because of this close relationship, the casework approach views the
caseworker as the sole, or at least the primary, agent of treatment for the
client.

Almost diametrically opposed to the casework approach is the brokerage

. approach. Under this approach, the probation officer is not concerned primarily
with understanding or changing the behavior of the probationer, but rather with
assessing the concrete needs of the individual and arranging for the probationer

to receive services which directly address those needs. Since the probation
officer is not seen as the primary agent of treatment or change, there is signif-
icantly less emphasis placed on the development of a close, one-to-one relationship
between the probation officer and the probationer. The probation officer functions
primarily as a manager or broker of resources and social services which are

already available from other agencies. It is the task of the probation officer

to assess the service needs of the probationer, locate the social service agency

15 .



which addresses those needs as its primary function, refer the probationer to

-the appropriate agency, and follow up referrals to make sure that the probationer-
actually received the services. Under the brokerage approach, it can be said

that the probation officer's relationship with the community service agencies is
more improtant than his or her relationship with an individual probationer. The
brokerage approach does share with the casework approach the importance of the
probationer's participation in developing his or her own probatlon plan in a
one-to-one relationship.

Because the brokerage approach, with its emphasis on the management of
community resources, requires intimate knowledge on the part of the probation
officer of the services in the community and the conditions under which each
service is available, it may not be feasible for each officer to accumulate and
use this vast amount of information about all possible community service sources.
It has been frequently suggested, therefore, that the brokerage of community '
services might be more easily handled if individual probation officers were to
specialize in gaining knowledge about and familiarity with and agency or set of
agencies which provide related services. For example, one officer might become
extremely knowledgeable about all community agencies which offer services for
individuals with drug-related problems, while another officer might specialize
in all agencies which handle unemployed or underemployed individuals. Regardless
of whether officers decide to specialize or would prefer to handle all types of
community agencies, the essential requirement under the brokerage approach is
for the probation officer to develop a comprehensive knowledge of the resources
already available in the community and to use those resources to the fullest
extent for the benefit of his or her probationers.

Closely related to the brokerage approach is the role of advocacy. Recog-
nizing the fact that some services which probation clients need will not be
available in the community, these authors suggest that rather than trying to
supply those needed services themselves probation officers should concentrate on
working with community agencies to develop the necessary services. This will
insure that these services will be available not only to probation clients but
also to any other individuals within the community who might require them.

The essential tasks of the brokerage orientation to probation are the
management of available community resources and the use of those services to
meet the needs of probation clients. There is little emphasis on the quality of
the relationship which is developed between the probation officer and the proba-
tioners; rather, more emphasis is placed upon the close working relationship
‘between the probation officer and the staff members of community social service
~agencies. Couseling and guidance are considered inappropriate activities for
the probation officer; no attempt is made to change the behavior of the proba-
tioner. The primary function of the probation officer is to assess the concrete
needs of each probationer and make appropriate referrals to existing community
services. Should the needed service not be available in the community, it is
the responsibility of the probation officer to encourage the development of that
.service.

Administrators contemplating a shift from the traditional casework approach
must face a number of issues. Initially, they may find their enthusiams tempered
by the prevailing philosophical orientation of judges and probation personnel
toward the probation process. A number of managerial implications will also be
raised.

16



The most obvious implications will arise in the area of caseload super-
vision strategy. A department which emphasize the casework orientation may find
that the single officer caseload model is preferable. The brokerage approach is
amenable to the team supervision model. The department must also decide, regard-
less of the approach selected, whether probation officers will specialize in
certain types of cases or will be expected to handle heterogeneous caseloads.

The arguments in favor of specialization suggest that relatively homogeneous
caseloads are easier to deal with for the casework approach as well as the
brokerage approach.

There are also implications concerning preservice education for probation
officers. The theories and techniques of casework are generally learned in
conjunction with a background in social work. If casework is the preferred
approach, it will be necessary to require all candidates for probation officer
positions to be able to function competently in a casework role, thus limiting
the pool of candidates to those with social work backgrounds. If, however, the
brokerage approach is used, the administrator might prefer to select probation
officers from many disciplines and offer inservice training which is designed to
familiarize the officers with community resources.

The administrator will also find that the orientation of his or her depart-
ment will affect the use of volunteers and paraprofessionls. Most volunteers
and paraprofessionls will probably not bring to their service the ability to
perform in a casework role but may be well informed about community services and
resources. It may also be easier to handle volunteers and paraprofessionals
within a supervision team rather than on a single officer basis.

Team Approaches

Although it would be a great value to the probation administrator, research
comparing the effectiveness, efficiency, and cost of casework and brokerage
approaches to probation has not yet been done. In spite of this lack of research
attention to the specific subject of brokerage, there is research bearing on
closely related subjects, in particular the team approach to supervision and
service provision.

Under the team model, a caseload of probationers is assigned to a group of
probation officers who function together as a small work unit called a team.
The team as whole can operate on a generalist or a specialist model. The team
" may supervise a broad range of clients, for example, drug or alcohol abusers,
property offenders, probationers with problems with employment. Or within the
team each officer may specialize in the provision of a specific service or all
officers may be expected to provide all necessary services. The question of the
extent of specialization within the team notwithstanding, there are several
arguments advanced for the use of the team approach to probation supervision.

The first argument generally presented in favor of the team model is that
it is possible to offer the probation client a broader range of expertise and
skills than would be available from a single officer. The team can be composed
of several probation officers, each possessing different but complementary
skills and areas of interest, thus making available to each client in the case-
load the widest possible array of problem-solving talents.
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Closely associated with this argument is the argument that the increasingly
larger caseloads which probation agencies must handle can be better dealt with
using team supervision. For example, instead of four officers, each with an
individual caseload of 80 probationers, the team model would assign a caseload
of 320 probationers to a four-officer team. Proponents of the team model argue
that several advantages accrue to this arrangement. First, team members are
familiar with most of the clients in the caseload, thus enabling supervision and
service provision to clients to continue uninterrupted in the event of one team
member's absence. Second, advocates of the single officer model emphasize the
importance of the positive relationship between the officer and the probationer.
Advocates of the team model, however, point out that the benefits of this relationshig
are lost if the probation officer and the clients are not compatible. But,
using the team model, each probationer has a greater likelihood of finding an
officer with whom he or she is compatible and feels comfortable. However, there
are reports that some probation and parole officers criticize this particular
aspect of the team approach, believing that dealing with several officers,
rather than just one, is too confusing for the probationer. Third, the members
of the team can specialize by function, with one or more officers specializing
in intake and, perhaps in conjunction with one or more other officers, handling
most of the caseload classification. Another officer might perhaps specialize in -
routine supervision and surveillance checks, while other officers would handle
the actual provision of services and the referrals to other social service
agencies. Fourth, as mentioned above, the officers who make up the team may
wish to specialize by area of expertise and interest. Under this arrangement,
one officer might deal with the drug or alcohol problems in the caseload, another
officer with the employment problems or vocational training needs of clients in
the caseload, and another officer with clients who need assistance in obtaining
educational advancement. Finally, the adoption of the team approach places
accountability for the performance of the caseload on the team as whole, rather
than on an individual _
probation officer. Thus, both the decisions about the appropriate supervision
and service provision strategies for a particular probationer and the responsi-
bility for the probationer's performance under supervision are shared among the
members of the team.

An additional advantage of the team model is that the adminstrator has
greater flexibility in preservice educational background, because members of a
probation team are expected to bring different skills and interests to their
team. Any specialized inservice training which the agency offers .can be given
to those officers who are interested in and specialize in that area for their
own teams. Since the use of teams encourages the development of specialized
skills directed at specific categories of probationers, the administrator may
wish to consider designing an inservice training curriculum which uses the
agency's own officers as instructors.

‘Further, the team approach also offers many opportunities for the agency to
use volunteers and paraprofessionals. One or more volunteers or paraprofes-
sionals can be assigned to a particular team, depending upon the needs of the
team and the special skills and interests of the volunteer or paraprofessional.

A Baltimore project was designed to effect a significant reducion in impact
crimes committed by probationers and parolees who were under the supervision of
the Division of Parole and Probation./19/ The primary treatment mechanism was
to identify impact offenders and to provide intensive differentiated supervision,
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which was defined as intensive personal intervention into the offender's situation,
attacking specific problems of each individual offender and tapping available
community resources needed to reintegrate. the offender into his or her community.
Caseloads were limited to 20 offenders who were judged to be in need of intensive
supervision. Supervision of these caseloads was structured on the team model,
with several modifications. First, the probation officers were organized into
pairs of officers. This "buddy" system was intended to insure that both partners
would be familiar with each others's caseloads, would work together, particularly
with their field work, would help each other in developing treatment plans for
individual probationers, and would be available to handle one another's caseload
if one partner were absent. All of these buddy pairs were then organized into
four teams. Within each team, each member was expected to develop an area of
specialization; for example, drug or alcohol abuse, employment problems. Each
team met weekly to discuss individual cases and to allow team members to share
their ideas and suggestions about the development of treatment plans. Represen-
tatives of other community social service agencies were also invited to attend
these weekly meetings. ’

Building upon this team model, the project developed the concept of the
"collective team." This approach was characterized by the assignment of cases
to the team as a whole, rather than to one officer of one buddy pair. Any or
all members of the collective team participated in all phases of the probation
or parole process. No one single officer had total responsibility for any
individual client. Another feature of the collective team was the emphasis on
the client's participation in the development of his or her own treatment plan.
Thus, clients were able to feel that they were part of the team, minimizing the
stereotyped concept of agent as a "giver" of services or orders and the client
as the "receiver" of same. It was believed that the collective
team approach would be beneficial in several ways: (1) it would allow better
observation of client response to the treatment plan; (2) officers could develop
complementary roles in dealing with clients; and (3) clients would have some
choice in deciding which officer they would prefer to work with at any given
time. The primary disadvantage of the collective team was found to be the
inefficient use of the officers' time.

Since caseloads had been limited to 20 cases for a single officer, the
collective team, consisting of four officers, handled a caseload of 80. More
and more of the officers' time was required to be spent in working out the
logistics of what each officer would be doing at any given time. It also became
increasingly difficult to organize the operation of the team so that all officers
would be involved with every aspect of the treatment and supervision of the
entire caseload. The project staff, in assessing the advisability of continuing
the collective team, gathered arrest and conviction data on the collective team
caseload and on the caseloads of the other teams and found that the collective
team did not appear to be any more effective in reducing rearrest and reconviction
than the other teams. Because of the problems of inefficient use of time and
size of the caseload and the fact that the collective team approach did not
prove to be more effective, its use was discontinued.

An Albuquerque project was designed to explore the effectiveness of two
frequently recommended alternatives to traditional probation supervision; super-
vision by volunteers and team supervision./20/ The object of the study was to
assess the relative effectiveness of the three types of probation supervision by
means of a true experimental design, employing random assignment to the two
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experimental groups (team supervision and volunteer supervision) and the control
group (traditional supervision). Outcome variables included pre- and post-test
scores on the Mooney Problem Check List and the California Test of Personality,
number of contacts with the probationers or on behalf of the probationer, time
spent with the probationer or with others on his or her behalf, length of time
required to attain stated correctional goals, number of correctional goals
developed and percentage of stated goals attained, rating on two survey question-
naires (one completed by the probation officer and one by the probationer upon
termination from probation), number of agency referrals, securing of employment
by the probationer, number of probation violations, arrest during the period of
probation, and arrests following termination from probation.

Clients were adult males and females who had been placed on probation by
the Albuquerque Municipal Court following conviction of misdemeanor offenses.

The team consisted of two probation officers and two paraprofessionals,
neither of whom had previously been employed as a probation officer. All four
members of the team were responsible for all probationers assigned to the team.
Although each team member was expected to specialize in a particular area, roles
were interchangeable if necessary. Two members of the team were primarily
responsible for court-related activities, including presentence investigation
reports. One member was responsible for liaison with community agencies, and
the other member was responsible for field supervision. To minimize
contact with the traditional probation group and the volunteer supervision
group, the team was located in a storefront office which was removed from both
the central probation office and the municipal court.

The volunteer supervision group consisted of approximately 75 unpaid citizens
who provided supervision for one to three probationers. The volunteers were
recruited, screened, selected, trained, and supervised by a full-time staff
member who was designated as Director of Volunteers. After receiving required
training, each volunteer was matched with a probationer who had been randomly
assigned to the volunteer group. Matches generally took into consideration such
factors as common interests, language spoken, geographical location, age, needs,
and working hours. Volunteers supervised from one to three probationers at any
given time.

The term "traditional probation'" was defined as the probation supervision
system that existed prior to the implementation of this project.  The tradi-
tional probation supervision group consisted of three experienced probation
officers.

Research results indicated that the volunteer group had significantly more
indirect and on-behalf contacts, more overall contacts; spent more time on
direct contacts, indirect contacts, on-behalf contacts, and all contacts; devel-
oped more correctional goals; and received a high rating on the client's perception
of how well the volunteer got to know the client, higher than either the team
members or the traditional officers. Compared to only the traditional approach,
the team approach had significantly more direct contacts, more indirect contacts,
more total number of contacts, more time spent in direct contacts, more total
time spent, a higher percentage of stated correctional goals attained, and a
higher rating on three of the five questions on the probation officer's survey
form. While the team attained a higher percentage of their stated correctional
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goals than did the traditional officer, the team had actually developed a signif-
icantly lower number of such goals than had the traditional officer. With
respect to recidivism outcome measures, the volunteer group had significantly
fewer arrests following probation than either the team or the traditional group.
The team group had fewer arrests following probation than did the traditional
group, however, the significance level was lower than that of the difference
between the volunteer group and the team and traditional groups. There were not
significant differences among the three groups on arrests during the period of
probation, number of probation violations, and job placement.

In addition to comparison of outcome measures, the Albuquerque project also
performed an analysis of the comparative costs of the three types of supervision.
In figuring the costs of each method of supervision, only staff salaries and the
miscellaneous expenses of the volunteer group were included. It was assumed that
50 percent of an officer's time was devoted to presentence investigations and 50
percent to supervision. Thus, the figures provided for the cost of supervision
represented 50 percent of the total annual cost. The calculated costs were--

Traditional supervision $74.43/probationer
Team probation $56.60/probationer
Volunteer probation $42.20/probationer

From these figures, it can be seen that the costs of volunteer supervision
is approximately one-half the cost of traditional supervision, and the cost of
team supervision approximately three-fourths the cost of traditional supervison.

The project report concluded that the volunteer and team approaches are
effective supervision alternatives.

Another type of team arrangement which has been developed recently is the
Communityr Resource Management Team (CRMT). There are currently 17 Community
Resource Management Teams operating in the United States./21/ The creation of
these teams is part of a project being conducted by the Western Interstate
Commission on Higher Education which organizes and provides training for the
teams. '

Under the CRMT concept, the team is a service broker rather than a service
provider. This means that, in addition to fully utilizing existing community
resources to meet the needs of probation clients, the team members act as managers
of community resources and services rather than as managers of their clients.

If services needed by the clients are not available in the community, it then
becomes the task of the team membefs to convince service providers to offer the
needed services or to modify and refine existing services to become more useful
to the probation clients. The CRMT approach emphasizes the development of

strong linkages between the community service providers and the probation agency,
which is accomplished by fostering and maintaining open,. continuous communication
between the staff members of the probation agency and the staff members of the
community service agencies.

Although team styles may be flexible, there are several basic concepts
which characterize the orientation of a Community Resource Management Team:/22/

° Each offender's tangible normative needs must be assessed rather than
_assessing psychological problems.
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° Caseloads must be pooled on the basis of tangible normative needs rather
than indiscriminate assignment to one agent.

° The role of the agent must be that of broker/advocate rather than counselor/
caseworker.
° The total staff must be used as a team which offers their differential

skill collectively rather than being isolated individuals operating alone.

The systematic process of tracking the delivery of community services to
probationers is accomplished by the practice of having one member of the team
act as liaison with one agency or a set of agencies which provide common or
related services. This team member can then monitor both the probation agency's
use of a particular community resource agency and the extent and quality of
resources and services which the agency provides to the probation clients.

The development of these Community Resource Management Teams began in 1975;
however, adequate evaluations of their effectiveness and efficiency have not
been completed. The available evidence does indicate that the shift to CRMT is
often accompanied by serious disruptions of the organization and become an
increasing source of revocations.

Conclusion

It would be easy to conclude from this summary of the state of the art of
probation that we are in a very poor state indeed, that we know very little for
certain, and that what we do know is negative. I have made a number of statements
like "this is not effective,”" "that does not result in significant reductions in
recidivism." However, if you reach this unhappy conclusion you are making a
grave error.

Research results are almost always negative. Researchers can prove that
certain things do not work, but they seldom can prove that other things do work.
It is very rare when you find a researcher who will unconditionally accept
something as successful. We are professional quibblers. We need to cover
ourselves and to add some conditons to every answer that we give. To you, this
can be frustrating, but if you recognize it as an occupational trait of researchers
you can begin to recognize what research can do for you. Research closes off
some avenues when it concludes that a given program or strategy will not work.
At the same time, however, it will raise twice as many questions as it answers,
and thus open up a whole host of new avenues for you to explore.

Take intensive special probation as an example. In general, researchers
agree that simply reducing caseloads will not improve the performance of proba-
tioners. However, in the process of determining that simply reducing caseloads
is not the answer, a host of other opportunities are opened up. Even though we
know that short duration contacts between the officer and probationer are inef-
fective, we can say nothing about the effects of more sustained contact. If you
consider that there are at least 16 waking hours in a day, then the probationer
has 112 hours per week to fill. Even the most intensive of probation programs
only places the probationer and his or her officer in contact for 2 to 4 hours
per month. Is it reasonable to expect much behavior change when contact is less
than 1 percent of waking time? Indeed, should we even refer to current programs
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as intensive? If we develop strategies which increase contact to a significant
amount of time, we may find that the previous research on intensive probation no
longer holds true.

Researchers have also suggested that the quality of the contact may well be
the most important variable. Your opportunities to improve the quality of
contact are in no way impeded by research which has been done. Further, you
should be developing strategies which improve the effectiveness of the contact
which is available.

One way to improve both the duration and quality of contact is to combine
the advantages of intensive special probation and the brokerage orientations.
ISP opens up a number of opportunities to specialize caseloads, which in turn
can improve the efficiency of contact. Brokerage allows an agency to widen the
scope of its avaiable resources to take full advantage of the specialization
opportunities offered by ISP. The bias toward team probation which accompanies
brokerage allows specialization of officers within the team and allows those
officers who function best in a one-to-one relationship with probationers to
devote a larger percentage of their time to that activity. If specialized
services not available in the department are required, the brokerage approach
allows you to move into the community to seek them. If they are not available
in the community, you can take an advocacy position to see that they are devel-
oped.

It is also possible to tie in our topic of PSI's. Obviously, any improve-
ment in PSI policy which releases manpower resources can be used to improve t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>