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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: 
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2. Executive Summary by Don M. Gottfredson, James 
O. Finckenauer, John J. Gibbs and Stephen D. 
Gottfredson. 
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4. Screening' 'fbr' Ri'sk': 'An Assessmeht' 'o'f' 'the 
-rCFS' Prb'j'ec't Th's't'r'umeh'ts by Faye S. Taxman, 
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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? 
Subsiciiary 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 6:evelopment work. 

The project plans changed markedly over the 
original design, development, implementation and evalu­
ation ' ,phases. Analyses 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 ~eening measures, 
they had some validity in each site. Neither risk 
class, nor supervision level, nor their int~raction 
had statistically significant outcome effects, although 
in general- thepa,tt'erns -observed were 'consis tent-wi th 
the project hypotheses. 

Recommendations address aspects of planning of 
such programs and needs'for'further study. 
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The Improved Correctiohal Field 
Services Project: A Preliminary 

Evaluation 

Executive Summary 

, K Three correctional field services (probation) project~ 
~~ ~~e County, Illinois, Suffolk County, New York and ~ 

or1 a -- were developed and funded b th L ' 
Assistance Administration in 1978 ThY ~ aWb,Enf~rcement 
the I d C • e ma1n 0 Ject1ve of 

mprove ,orrectional Field Services Project (ICFS) 
was to determ1ne the effectiveness of using risk screenin 
proced~f~s to assign probationers to different levels of g 
su~erv1s1on. The general research question for the evalu-
~l~~nc~:s: 'f~a~,level of supervision is effective with what 

P b t ' SS1 1ca 10n of probationer.s with respect to various 
ro a 10n outcomes? 

Some of the maJ'or ub 'd' s s~ 1ary research questions included: 

Do increased levels of supervision increase 
the success of higher risk probationers? 

Gan- pr<:>bation,agenc-ies .develop~r,isk screening ._ 
mechan1sms that accurately predict a probationer's 

. performance? 

~s tthhe s~riousness of any new offenses affected 
y e r1sk classification and differential 

supervision? 

How can the seriousness of offenses best 
be measured? 

Can social adjustment be used as a measure of 
probation outcome? 

How."can social adjustment of pro1;>ationers be 
measured?" 

How does the probationer perceive probation 
supervision? 

How can probationer perceptions of probation be 
measured? 
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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 rCFS 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 of the risk screening instruments used, 
and examine probationer outcomes for the first six months 
of experience in the project. 

Two reports deal with problems of assessing the 
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. 

Another report describes the development and use 
of an instrument for probation officer ratings of proba­
tioner social adjustment at the start of probation 
supervision and during its course. Finally, three reports 
and their related Appendices describe progress toward an 
improved measurement of offense seriousnesso 

What follows is a brief summary of the major findings, 
limitations, and some implications and recommendations from 
the various parts of the study. The, individual reports 
ar~ annotated by abstracts appended to this summary. 

\ 

, Major Findings 

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

Ultimately, the program design did not require 
a control or comparison situationithus, there 
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was little chance of det ," , 
assessment and diff t7rm~n~ng whether risk 

b ' eren ~al superv" ,. pro at~on outcomes in wa d' ~s~on ~nfluenced 
better than normal or YSI ~fferent from and 

regu ar probation. 

The integrity of the ori ' 
not be maintained. Tw g7nal ~~FS plan could 
their risk measures be~ s~tes a~d,not validate 
no site did the actual ~~~e~P~~at~onal,u~e; and in 
face contacts) reach th' superv~s~on (face-to-

e ~ntended levels. 
Actual supervision a 
face-to-face conta~tsS m7asured by the number of 
assigned minimum med! d~d v~ry ac~ording to the 
levels. ' ~um or ~ntens~ve supervision 

~he procedures used to develo 
~nstruments had serious flaws: the risk screening 

The risk scores used to ' 
supervision levels h ass~gn probationers to 
in each site. ' owever, did have some validity 

~either:i'Sk-clas'S, -nor ·su" 
~nteract~on of r; "'~. d perVl.sl.on 'level'i' nor the ... "" an super' , 
effect on probatio~ outcomes (~s~~n,had a significant 
rearrests, and reconvict' ec n~cal violations 
months of supervision) ,~ons dU:ing the first six' 
however, the nUmber of ~n any s~te. In Florida, 
have a significanteff ftace-to-face contacts did 

ec on outcomes. 
Probationers generall ' 
havi~g flexible regUI~t~~e pr~marily.concerned with 
rece~ving understand' ns and requ~rementsi with 
with! being abl t ~ng, empathy and warmth" and .:1 e 0 remain in c t I I, 
wh~le on probation Th on ro of one's life 
differences in sup~rv' 7re are wide individual 

~s~on preferences. 

Probationers whose ne d 
per~eption of their p:o~a~:e cong:uent with their 
sat~sfied w;th th . ~on off~cer are more ... e~r super .. 
nee~s are not well match dv~s~on ~han those whose 
off~cer type. e to the~r supervising 
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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 IeFS probation populations . have .. quite different 
"profiles" of offense behaviors on the six seriousness 
dimensions; and there is reason to believe that 
the offense seriousness measu~es developed may 
have'a wide applicability in program evaluations 
and other criminal justice research. 

Major Limitations 

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, 
probation perceptions, and offense seriousness) to 
the IeFS project evaluation\. 

Additional 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 IeFS Bhould 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 IeFS for greater 
efficiency and economy. 

The original IeFS project hypotheses should be 
pursued further. Because of the severe validity 
problems which arose in the implementation of IeFS, 
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 IeFS - 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 
IeF.S substudies. The interested reader is referred to the 
individual reports for the complete studies. 

\ 
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Abstracts of Report~ of 
The Improved correc~~onal 
Field Servicep proJect 

..... t 'o'nal F'ield Services proj ~ 
The Improved Corre~ ~ 
A Case' Study. 

d M Gottfredson 
James o. Finckenauer an Don • 

d correctional Field 
This case study o~ the,Impr~::implementation history, 

Services Project d~scr~~esb~;~ ~ive years (1974-1978). 
encompassing a per~odfoth: ~itfalls that may conf:ont 
It illustrates some 0 d evaluator in a sociala~t~on 
a program developer,an ddressed in the analys~S 

'ect The quest~ons a pro) • 
include: 

cial innovation and 
Are,the,sourceSto~ ~~rminants of program 
act~on ~mportan e 
success? 

'f Y of different 
What is the ef~ect, ~ '~~o~ation (as when 
sources of ~ct~on.?-n J. 'inates and funds 
the Federal governm~nt or;g 
state and local proJects). 

, b tacles and problems 
Does encounter~ng 0 s d ree the ultimate 
alter, if only to s~me eg , 
nature of a program. 

, a dynamic, adaptive 
If a program devel~psl:~ations for planning 

lway, what a::e ;he ~mp ~ 
and evaluatJ.on. 

nt and change of concepts 
AS.a_study .. <?f -t;:he de~~~~~~~ar project, this case 

and objectives w~th~n,a P t t'on of change as these 
'd one ~llus ra ~ 

history prov~,esl ented and evaluated. 
concepts are ~mp em 

f the ICFS , k ' , An Assessment 0 
Screening 'for RJ.S: 
Project Instruments. 

Faye Taxman, Don 
d James o. Finckenauer 

M. GottfredsOn an 

a locally derived and, 
Each agency was to employ t The issue examJ.ned 

validated risk screening ~n~trum~nthese risk screening 
in this report is the valJ.dJ.ty 0 

devices. 
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Major methodological issues in the development 
and testing of risk screening devices are discussed. 
The instruments used by the par.ticipatin~ 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. 

Ri'sk',' 'S'up'erVi's'ioIl,' 'an'd' Re'c'idiVi'srn:' The' Fir's·t· 'S'ix 
MOIlths' 'o'f' Reco'rde'd' Exp'e'r'i'e'n'c'e' 'ih' 'the' 'InipYoVe'd' 'Co'r'r'e'c't'i'o'nal 
Fi-eTd' 'S'ervi'c'e's' 'Prb'j'e'ct ' 

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

The central question 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 sc~ple 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, 
eo g • .f cgntingen..2Y te,bles., 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 
IeFS 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 jAdj ustmen't': A 'Pre'limin'ary Report of the Improved 
Correctional Field 'Be'rV'ice'sProject 

James O. Finckenauer and Faye S. Taxman 

Most correctional research has been focused upon 
offender recidivism (however defined) as ,th~:~ critical 
or even sole outcome measure of correctional programs. 
In'an effort to depart from this narrow (allbeit important) 
perspective, this evaluation incorporated social adjust-
ment as an additional indicator of project outcome. 
Measures of social adj ustment WE're used to 19xamine the 
effects of various levels of Frobation supeJrvision when 
combined with different risk classificatiom3. This report 
,thus addresses a number of research areas and questions 
pertaining to probation and social or proba'tion 'adj ust- . 
ment -- as these were exemplified in the Improved Correct~onal 
Field Services Project. 

The Ne'eds' 'a'n'd' Con'ce'rns' 'of 'P'roba'tio'n'er's':' , A Th'elIia't'ic 
Ana'lysi's '0'£' 'IIite'rvi'ews 

John J. Gibbs 

This report contains an analysis of recorded and 
transcribed interviews with 57 probationers in two New 
Jersey countJies. The interviews were structured to 
elicit the probationers' perceptions 6f probation and to 
exploretheir'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 co~j~c­
tion with satisfaction measures, personal character~st~cs, 

) 

r 
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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 o'f' Probationers: An Analysis 
of Questionnai~~s 

John J. Gibbs 

This report contains analyses of questionnaires 
including eight instruments administered to 125 proba­
tioners in Morris County, New Jersey. The Probat'i'oner 
Conce'rn' 'InVe'ntory (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 
Pe'r'cep'tion 'of Proba'ti'on' 'Of'f'ic'er' 'Bc'a'le 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 Perc'ept'ion of Tr'e'a'tmen't 'Bcale presented the subject 
with a number of terms descriptive of the treatment 
he received from his probation officer. The' P'r'oba't'ion 

, 'Of'fice'r 'Role instrument required tha tthe, ;s:ubj,ect, !choose 
from among a number of role descriptions that which 
best described his probation officer. 

The' 'S'eVe'r'i'ty 'Bc'a'le instructed the subj ect 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 In'tegr'i'ty 'o'fTr'eatlIient 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 Chara'ct'er'i'stics of the Respondent questionnaire 
was designed to collect demographic, confinement, history, 
addiction, and treatment information. It also includes 
a question cuncerning the perceived purpose of probation. 
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Additivity and Interact'ions in Offense Seriousness Scales 

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

An issue ,of concern in the practical application 
of offense seriousness scales (including their use in 
program evaluation studies) is that of the addit~ve na­
ture of separable components of criminal ~ven~s •. R~cent 
attempts to verify the additivity as~umpt1~n 1mp11c1t 
in the most widely used scale have g1ven m1xed but 
damaging results. This report disc~sses ad~itivity 
within the conceptual framework of 1nteract10n. ~n 
the first study reported, subjects judged the ser10usness 
of five crime "types," each of which varied ten 1e;re1s 
of monetary loss. Significant main effects for c:1me 
type and monetary value were observed, as was an 1nter­
action effect of crime type and monetary value. A 
second study replicates and extends the first. Implica­
tions for the assumption of additivity in seriousness 
scales are discussed. 

Stephen D. Gottfredson 

This report presents a series of studies 
designed to assess the ways in which the seriousness of 
crimes is judged. Substantial agreement within a 1a~ge, 
heterogeneous sample of subjects can be demonstrated 
with respect to the judged seriou~ness of.crim~na1 and/or 
delinquent acts, but the explorat:on of d1I?en:s10nal 
structures for judged offense ser10usness 1S neces~ary. 
About six dimensions underlie judgments of the ser10US­
ness of criminal and/or delinquent acts; and these 
dimensions are reliable and replicable. Several of 
these dimensions lie within the same ranqes 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 ~hese f~damental 
measurement issues in program evaluat10n stud1es 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 
rehabi1itative-efforts--do indeed work, but that 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 ultimately rely. 

This study demonstrated 'that a meaningful set 
of scales can be developed that reflect the dimensions 
underlying the concept of offen~e seriousness. The 
scales are highly reliable (internally consistent) and 
a:e modestly interrelated - a finding to be expected 
g1ven 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' 'a'll judge offenses - of all sorts - as less 
serious than do persons' h'ot having criminal justice 
system involvement. 

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 ,,::; 
judgments of crime seriousness. 

Stephen D. Gottfredson 

The studies described in companion reports demonstra­
ted that offense seriousness scores are not additive, 
a p~operty 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-or a-multi-dimensional 
offense seriousness scoring system is described in another 
report (Exploring the Dimensions of Judged Seriousness). 
In order to describe the probation case10ads of the three 
ICFS project sites in terms of offense seriousness~ the 
new measure was applied to samples from each juris2iiction 
(as was the seriousness measure described by Sell'in and 
Wolfga~g) • 

Differences in the probationers of the various 
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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