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This is one of a series of reports on the Improved
Correctional Field Services Project Evaluation. The
series consists of these parts:

l. Abstract
2. Executive Summary by Don M. Gottfredson, James

0. Finckenauer, John J. Gibbs and Stephen D.
Gottfredson.

3. The Improved Correctional Field Services
Project: ' A Case Study by James O. Finckenauer
and Don M. Gottfredson.

x .
4. Screening for Risk: ' An Assessment of the
ICFS Project Instruments by Faye S. Taxman,
Don M. Gottfredson and James O. Finckenauer.

5. Risk, Supervision, and Recidivism: ' The First
" S1x Months of Recorded Experience 'i1n the
Improved Correctional Field Services Project
by Don M. Gottfredson, James O. Finckenauer,
and Faye S. Taxman.

Appendix A: ICFS Instructions for Coding.

Appendix B: Characteristics of the Sample
for the First Six Months of
Experience in the ICFS Project.

6. Social Adjustment: ' A Preliminary Report of
" the Tmproved Correctional Field Services
" Project by James O. Finckenauer and Faye S.
Taxman. ’

7. The Needs and Concerns of Probationers: ' A
" Thematilc Analysis of Interviews by John J. Gibbs.

8. The Needs and Concerns of Probationers: 2An
- Analysils of Questionnailres by John J. Gibbs.

9. ' Additivity and Interactions 'in Offense Serious-

.........

10. ' Describing Probation Populations: = Offense

- Appendix A: Offense Sericusness Scoring System.

11. ' Exploring the Dimensions of Judged Offense

Appendix A: Offense Seriousness Study
(survey form).

Appendix B: The Question of Scale Value

Apr«ndix C: TReplication of Factor Structures
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The Improved Correctional
Field Services Project: A
Preliminary Evaluation

Abstract

Three projects (in Kane County, Illinois, Suffolk
County, New York, and Florida) were developed to test
the effectiveness of using risk screening procedures
to assign probationers to different levels of super-
vision. The main question was: What level of
supervision is effective with what risk classification
of probationers with respect to various outcomes?
Subsidiary problems included an assessment of the risk
screening methods used and the development of measures
of offense seriousness, of the social adjustment of
probationers, and of probationer needs and concerns.

The reports discuss the project development, the
evaluation results for the first probationers in the
program, and the measurement gdevelopment work.

The project plans changed markedly over the
original design, development, implementation and evalu-
ation phases. BAnalyses of the initial experience
show that the integrity of the design could not be
maintained, although supervision contacts did vary
according to assigned supervision levels. Despite
flaws in the development of the risk s reening measures,
they had some validity in each site. Neither risk
class; nor supervision level, nor their interaction
had statistically significant outcome effects, although
in general-the patterns--observed were-consistent-with

the project hypotheses.

Recommendations address aspects of planning of
such programs and needs for further study.

v

e TR .

L

e

g5

e e e i A

&

O

FO

O

2

L

R

The Improved Correctional Field
Services Project: A Preliminary
Evaluation

Executive Summary

Three correctional field s i
_ -onal ervices (probation j -
;?Oiige County, Illinois, Suffolk County, New Yor;,p;ggects
Assistance Administracion in 19ono0plY he Law Enforcement
ion in . The main obj i
the Improved Correctional Fi i oot (rore) °F
ield Services Project (
was to determine the effectiven i ris oo
ess of using risk i
Procedures to assign probatione i ; vols of °
ure rs to different level £
Supervision. The general research i cva
: : question for the evalu-
iggincyzzéif?gzzigﬁvsé of iupgrvision is effective with what
v _ . ,
probation ocieocrol probationers with Yespect to var;ous

Some of the major subsidiary research questions included:

- Eﬁ increased 1evgls of supervision increase
€ sSuccess of higher risk probationers?

- GCan- prObat'i‘On'-ageI}C»ies de el i g
: . . ve. op- risk. SCcreen j n R
mEChanlsmS that accurately predict a pIObati oner's
. performance? ‘ '

= 1Is the seriousness of an
: Y new offenses affected
by the risk classification i ore
ri and i
e differential

- How can the serio
usness of offenses
be measured? best

- Can social adjust £
ment be used as a meas
: u
Probation outcome? Te of

- How does the probati ‘ i
ationer perceive pr i
supervision? P probation

= How can probationer percepti i
moasoan b ‘ o) ptions of probation be

A eyt e g 4 e
T g gy

LT T e



The study is fully described in a series of reports.
Some discuss the development of the projects and the evalua-
tion results based on the first probationers in the program
for whom outcomes could be measured. Others describe the
measurement development work, the results of which may be
applied in later evaluations of the ICFS project or in
other assessments of the effectiveness of criminal justice

programs.

Three reports address the developmental history of
the project. They discuss its aims, assess the construc-
tion and validity cf the risk screening instruments used,

and examine probationer outcomes for the first six month

m . .
ngi ;gtsgiggy.of the original ICFS plan coulg

theis e ained. Two sites did not validate
measures before Operational use: and i

: in

no sit i
e did the actual level of Supervision (face-to-

face contacts) reach the intendegd levels

Actual isi

face-tofg§§§VlSlon' 4s measured by the number of

assigned mini;ggtact§! did vary according to the
m i :

levels. r Tiedium or intensive supervision

of experience in the project.
= The ,
Procedures used to develop the risk Screening

Two reports deal with problems of assessing the
instruments hag serious flaws.

needs and concerns of probationers: first, by an analysis
of questionnaires completed by probationers, and second

by an analysis of probationer interviews. Those two
reports are derived from a study of a separate sample of
New Jersey probationers. The intent was to develop indica-

tors of the quality of probation supervision as perceived
by its recipients.

= The ris
supervi§i§§°f23ef§edht° assign probationers to
in each site. r llowever, did have some validity

= Neither risk-c1 SRR .
Another report describes the development and use interaction of iifé gog SuPerV?S?Onwleveliwnor the .
of an instrument for probation officer ratings of proba- effect on Probati;H n+ Supervision had a significant
tioner social adjustment at the start of probation Yearrests, and reconsgéﬁf§ES étechnical violations,
ns . ;
three reports . ggs:hs of supervision) in any :;égg t?ﬁ §irsF N
ver, the number of face-to—facé contacgglggé

supervision and during its course. Finally,
and their related Appendices describe progress toward an
have a significant effect on outcomes

improved measurement of offense seriousness.
What follows is a brief summary of the major findings, () = Probationers generall i .

limitations, and some implications and recommendations from | ~ having flexible re ulytére bPrimarily concerned with

the various parts of the study. The individual reports ' T receiving understaﬁ&ia 1ons and requirements; with L

are annotated by abstracts appended to this summary. : Withibeing able to reggine?pathy and warmth; and, v

! , ! whi . n control of ' : ;

difégrgg Probation. There are wide indisgguslllfe ?

Ces 1in supervision pPreferences 1

. ;*

1
"Major Findings . e
. . )
| = Probation
ers whosg needs are congruent with their |
a %

The nature of ICFS, as it moved through its various
phases of design, development, implementation and
evaluation, changed dramatically.

Ultimately, the program design did not require O
a control or comparison situation; thus, there . ' '
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Major Limitations

r

A set of variables has been defined as a measure

of the social adjustment of probationers. An empiri-
cally-derived social adjustment score has been
developed; and, there is reason to believe that
social adjustment can be used to evaluate probation
outcomes.,

Although earlier measures of offense seriousness
have been based on the assumption that judgments
may be measured adequately on a single scale, six
dimensions appear to underlie such judgments.

These dimensions, which are reliable and replicable,
may be measured using the instrument and scoring
method described.

The ICFS probation populations.have.quite different
"profiles" of offense behaviors on the six seriousness
dimensions; and there is reason to believe that

. the offense seriousness measures developed may

have a wide applicability in program evaluations
and other criminal justice research.

Y

Sufficient time has elapsed since the start of

the project that only a short "on-probation" follow
up study of fairly small samples of the first
probationers in the projects was possible for

this report.

It has not yet been possible to apply the new
instruments developed (to measure social adjustment,
prokation perceptions, and offense seriousness) to
the ICFS project evaluationi

Addifionél limitations to generalizations from the
study are noted in the separate reports.

Major Implications and Recommendations

The initial planning and development of test
programs such as ICFS should be centralized as now
has been done in the National Institute of Justice.
This should reduce fragmentation and confusion,
perhaps enhance accountability and responsibility,
and facilitate program evaluations.
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~ There is need for close collaboration among program
planners and developers, program implementors, and

program evaluators if the full value of test programs

is to be realized.

- Pilot feasibility studies should be used whenever
possible with projects such as ICFS for greater
efficiency and economy.

- The original ICFS project hypotheses should be
pursued further. Because of the severe validity
problems which arose in the implementation of ICFS,
its underlying theory and associated hypotheses

“have not been tested adequately and thus they can-
not be accepted or rejected.

- Further study of the risk assessment instruments
used in ICFS - with larger samples, longer follow-
up and possible revision for improved validity -
is needed for a more definitive evaluation.

- The instruments and methods developed to assess
social adjustment, probationer perceptions, and
offense seriousness should be further tested and
utilized.

The abstracts appended more fully describe each of the

ICPS substudies. The interested reader is referred to the
individual reports for the complete studies.
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Major methodological issues in the development
and testing of risk screening devices are discussed.
The instruments used by the participating agencies are
examined in relation to these issues. Results of attempted
validations of each, based on the first cohort sample of
ICFS cases for the first six months of probation super-
vision are reported, and an exploratory study toward
improvement in risk assessing is described.

Of these three sites, only one used an instrument
with substantial demonstrated validity for its probationers
(Suffolk County). When applied to the first ICFS sample,
results for each site indicated that validity must be
seriously questioned. The limitations of sample size,
short follow~up, and possible confounding with treat-
ment effects are such that further study of the ICFS
risk screening procedures is needed.

Risk, Supervision, ‘and Recidivism: The First Six

" Months of Recorded Experience in the lmproved Correctional

Field Services Project

Don M. Gottfredson, James O. Finckenauer, and
Faye Taxman ‘

The central gquestion examined in this report is
whether the different supervision levels have, for any
risk classification, any effect on a global (combined)
measure of recidivism.

An aggregate first cohort sample of 507 cases
was followed for six months of probation supervision.
There are 102 cases from Kane County, Illinois; 127 .
from Suffolk County, New York; and 278 cases from Florida.
Data were collected from probationer case files. ‘
Separate analyses are reported for the aggregate data and
for each site. A number of analytical methods were used,
e.g., contingency tables, correlational analyses, and
analyses of variance and covariance.

The general conclusion, limited by the nature of
the .samples and the length of follow-up and outcome
variance, was that the major hypotheses providing
the rationale for the project were not supported.
Neither risk classification, nor the supervision level,
nor the interaction of risk and supervision had much
effect on six-month, on-probation global recidivism.
There were problems in the strength and integrity of the
ICFS treatment which undermined the validity-of the
experiment. There are, however, certain trends in the
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data that suggest that some elements in the project

may be worth pursuing further. Most notably, the general
patterns observed, although not' statistically signifi-
cant, were generally consistent with the original project
hypotheses.

Social Adjustment: A Preliminary Report of the Improved
Correctional Field Services Project

James O. Finckenauer and Faye S. Taxman

Most correctional research has been focused upon
offender recidivism (however defined) as the critical
or even sole outcome measure of correctional programs.
In"an effort to depart from this narrow (albeit important)
perspective, this evaluation incorporated sncial adjust-
ment as an additional indicator of project outcome.
Measures of social adjustment were used to examine the
effects of various levels of probation supervision when
combined with different risk classifications. This report
thus addresses a number of research areas and questions
pertaining to probation and social or probation adjust-
ment -- as these were exemplified in the Improved Correctional
Field Services Project.

The Needs ‘and Concerns of Probationers: ' A Thematic
Analysis of Interviews

John J. Gibbs

This report contains an analysis of recorded and
transcribed interviews with 57 probationers in two New
Jersey countiies. The interviews were gtructured to
elicit the probationers' perceptions of probation and to
explore their concerns. Each subject was asked to
describe his probation experience and to respond to
an orally administered Self-Anchoring Striving Scale,

a measure of satisfaction.

The themes that emerged from a content analysis
of the interviews were Flexibility, Control, Assistance,
Support, and Autonomy. These themes are defined and
illustrated with interview excerpts in the report.
Support was the most popular theme,followed by
Autonomy and Flexibility. Control and Assistance were
the two lowest ranking themes.

The report contains analyses of themes in conjunc-
tion with satisfaction measures, personal characteristics,
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and treatment variables. Many of the relations among
variables appear plausible, and tentative explanations
are offered for many of the findings.

The Needs and Concerns of Probationers:
of Questionnaires

An Analysié

John J. Gibbs

This report contains analyses of questionnaires
including eight instruments administered to 125 proba-
tioners in Morris County, New Jersey. The Probationer
Concern 'Inventory (PCI) consists of 45 comparisons by
pairs intended to measure the probationer's need for
Clarity, Flexibility, Assistance, Control, Support and
Autonomy. A self-administered version of the Self-
Anchoring Striving Scale was used to measure the subject's
position relative to self-generated concerns. The
Perception of Probation Officer Scale required that the
subject rank order a number of phrases descriptive of
his probation officer. (Descriptions contained in this
instrument were intended to reflect the PCI dimensions.)
The Perception of Treatment Scale presented the subject
with a number of terms descriptive of the treatment
he received from his probation officer. The Probation

"Officer Role instrument required that the :subject 'choose

from among a number of role descriptions that which
best described his probation officer.

The Severity Scale instructed the subject to make
a choice between a series of hypothetical dispositions.
The purpose of this scale is to measure the perceived
severity of probation as a disposition by comparing it
with different levels of confinement and fine.

An Integrity of Treatment instrument consisting
of 21 multiple choice questions was developed to measure
perceived variation in the number and length of contacts
during -the probation-period, and it includes a measure
of intrusiveness.

The Characteristics of the Respondent questionnaire
was designed to collect demographic, confinement, history,
addiction, and treatment information. It also includes
a question concerning the perceived purpose of probation.
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Additivity and Interactions in Offense Seriousness Scales

Stephen D. Gottfredson, Kathy L. Young and
William S. Laufer

An issue .of concern in the practical gpplicaFion
of offense seriousness scales (including their use in
program evaluation studies) is tha? gf the additive na-
ture of separable components of criminal gven?s. _Rgcent
attempts to verify the additivity assumpt19n implicit
in the most widely used scale have given mlxgd'bgt
damaging results. This report discgsses ad@1t1v1ty
within the conceptual framework of interaction. In
the first study reported, subjects judgeq the seriousness
of five crime "types," each of which varied ten leyels
of monetary loss. Significant main effects for crime
type and monetary value were observed, as was an inter-
action effect of crime type and monetary Yalue. A _
second study replicates and extends the.flrst: Implica-
tions for the assumption of additivity in seriousness
scales are discussed.

Stephen D. Gottfredson

This report presents a ser%es of stud%es
designed to assess the ways in which the seriousness of
crimes is judged. Substantial agreement within a large,
heterogeneous sample of subjects can be demops?rated
with respect to the judged seriougness of criminal and/or
delinquent acts, but the exploration of dl@en51onal
structures for judged offense seriousness is necessary.
About six dimensions underlie judgments of the serious-
ness of criminal and/or delinguent acts; and these
dimensions are reliable and replicable. Several of
these dimensions lie within the same ranges of apparent
seriousness; .this suggests that two or more offenses
may be judged as of the same relative seriousness, but
for different reasons.

The practical consequences of these fupdamental
measurement issues in program evaluatiop studlgs may be
very important. For example, recent major reviews of
the rehabilitation literature have suggested that
rehabilitative or "treatment-oriented" efforts do not
appear to work. It may well be the case that some
rehabilitative-efforts-do indeed work1~but~thaF our .
yardsticks are simply too crude to allow us this know-
ledge. Thus, it is on these issues of fundamental
measurement that advances in our knowledge of the system
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and its capabilities must ultimatelyvrely.

This study demonstrated 'that a meaningful set
of scales can be developed that reflect the dimensiocns
underlying the concept of offense seriousness. The
scales are highly reliable (internally consistent) and
are modestly interrelated - a finding to be expected
given the method of development employed and the fact

that all reflect (to' some extent) the concept of serious-
ness.

The ways in which specified groups of people
perceive these dimensions differ. Offenders' percep-
tions of offenses differ dramatically from those of
other groups. There may be a "familiarity" effect with
respect to judgments of the seriousness of crime:
groups having involvement with the criminal justice
system all judge offenses - of all sorts - as less
serious than do persons not having criminal justice
system involvement. B

Appendices include: (A) the survey form used,
(B) the scale values of 162 offense descriptions, based
on various statistics that might be used, and (C) a
demonstration that at least six clearly defined, readily
interpretable dimensions appear to underlie people's
judgments of crime seriousness.

Describihg'Probatibn'Pprlatibns:' Offense Seriousness

Stephen D. Gottfredson

The studies described in companion reports demonstra-~
ted that offense seriousness scores are not additive,
a property assumed for earlier scale development, and |
that a multidimensional approach to scale development
may be more useful - and indeed necessary for evaluating
program outcomes. The development—of a multidimensional
offense seriousness scoring system is described in another
report (Exploring the Dimensions of Judged Seriousness).
In order to describe the probation caseloads of the three
ICFS project sites in terms of offense seriousness, the
new measure was applied to samples from each jurisdiction
(as was the seriousness measure described by Sellin and
Wolfgang).

Differences in the probationers of the wvarious
sites are described. The profiles of offense seriousness .
over six dimensions are presented and compared with the
information available from the single-dimension approach.

The appendix describes the scoring system and its
rationale.
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