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ERRATUM: In Ted Palmer's article, "The 'Effec- cle focuses primarilyt..on two issues: the compatibil-
tiveness' Issue Today: An Overvi-ew" (June 1983, pp. ity of selective incapacitation with other strategies 
5-10), the sentence on page 5, column 2, line 2, begin- for determining criminal sanctions, and the problem 
ning with the words, "In contrast," and ending with of errors in predicting which offenders are the most 
"are also implied," should have read as follows: In dangerous. 

contrast, the differential intervention view suggests Recent Case Law on Overcrowded Conditions 
that some o~~nders (B!A's amenables included) w~ll of Confinement: An Assessment of Its Impact on 
respond posItIvely to gIven approaches under certam Facility Decisionmaking.-Crowded prisons and 
conditions only, and that these individuals may res-~ 
pond negatively to other approaches under very .rf\\lt:\-I---------------------
similar conditions; other combinations of offender, ap- .J\~ CON TEN T S 

proach, setting-and resulting outcome-are also "-~ Writing About Justice: An Essay 

implied. Review ........................... Benjamin Frank 3 
The editors regret that the important missing 

words, "certain conditions only, and that these in­
dividuals may respond negatively to other approaches 
under," were inadvertently omitted. 

Writing About Justice: An Essay Review.-This 
essay review by Dr. Benjamin Frank deals with what 
are generally considered the three most influential 
books on political and moral philosophy published in 
the past decade. They are, in effect, three competing 
theories of justice for contemporary liberal society. 
The focus of Dr. Frank's review is on the implications 
of each of these theories for penal policy. 

Probation as a Reparative Sentence.-Probation 
as a reparative sentence should become the penalty 
of choice for property offenders, asserts Professor Burt 
Galaway of the University of Minnesota at Duluth. 
The reparative sentence requires offenders to restore 
victim losses either through monetary restitution or 
personal service. If there are no victim losses or the 
nature of the offense requires a more severe penalty, 
additional reparations can be made to the community 
in the form of unpaid service. 

Selective Incapacitation: An Idea Whose Time 
Has Come?-Selective incapacitation is a popular, 
yet controversial new idea for dealing simultaneously 
with overpopulated prisons and jails and with the 
problem of high crime rates. Brian Forst of INSLA W, 
Inc., considers the pros and cons of the idea. His arti-
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The Administrative Caseload Project 
An Alternative Model of Probation Caseload Management· 

By GENNARO F. VITO, Ph. D., AND FRANKLIN H. MARsHALL** 

I N THE PAST 20 years, probation departments 
in the United States have devoted a great deal of 
attention to caseload sizes and their impact 

upon service delivery. This interest spawned several 
projects which varied the level of supervision provi­
ded and examined the outcomes of different types of 
probationers. This paper presents data from an 
evaluation of a minimum level of supervision proba­
tion project. 

Project Description 

The Administrative Caseload Project (ACLP) was 
based upon the belief that as much as 15 to 20 per­
cent of the general caseload in the Eastern District 
of Pennsylvania (Federal) had no need for the 
routine assistance, personal contact or the field 
worker services of a probation officer. It was as­
sumed that these cases needed no attention other 
than administrative monitoring under the auspices 
of one probation officer. It was believed that these 
individuals would perform acceptably and serve 
their probation period successfully without routine 
supervision and surveillance. The probation officer 
would monitor their progress through telephone and 
written contacts with personal contact held in 
reserve. However, personal support and assistance 
would still be available if the probationer should re­
quest it. 

This minimum level of supervision was justified in 
two ways. First, this type of offender was not viewed 

-Pa~i' prelented at the "Pollcy and Manalement in Pro­
bation eLlld Parole" panel olthe 1982 Annual Meeting 01 the 
American Society 01 Criminology in Toronto, Canada, 
Novemlber 6, 1982. The viewpoint. expreued do not 
nece18ill'ily reflect nor enJoy the IUpport 01 the U.S. District 
Court f;"r the Eutem DlItrict of PeDDlylvania. TIJlB paper 
should .Dot be quoted or .reproduced without the permialoD 
of the authors. Copyright JINJ2. 

--Dr. Vito ill auilltant prolellOr, School of Justice Ad­
miniltration, Univenity of LouilvDle. Mr. Manhall ill pro­
bation oftlcer, U.8.Diltrict COurt, Eutem Diltrict of Penn­
Iylvania at PhDadelphia. The authon wiah to thank John 
Pachkowaki, ChriIKlinler, and Brett Hahn for their 
auiltance in couectin, and coding the data prelented in 
thie paper and Dr. Edward J. Latena of the Univenity of 
Cineinnati for hill comment.. 
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as a threat to the community and, thus, did not re­
quire a high level of supervision. Second, the project 
would reduce the caseload size of probation officers 
who would then be free to provide innovative and 
more effective services to their smaller caseloads. 

Previous Research 

In short, the purpoaes and rationales of the ACLP 
were based upon the findings of the San Francisco 
Project (Lohman, et aI., 1969). It should be 
remembered that the San Francisco Project was 
based upon the random assignment of individuals to 
three levels of supervision in addition to minimum 
supervision. In this experiment, minimum supervi­
sion was defined as follows: 

Offenders on probation, parole or mandatory release were 
required to submit a written report once a month to the 
United States Probation Office. This was the only required 
contact between the Probation Officer and the offender. 
However, specific services or assistance requested by the 
offender or matters brought to the attention of the Probation 
Officer by outside persons or agencies were acted upon. There 
were no routine or normal contacts with offenders in this 
caseload (Lohman, et a1., 1969:59). 

Lohman further defined minimum supervision as 
"crisis supervision"-only that supervision which 
emerges from a crisis situation and is brought to the 
attention of the officer by the probationer, another 
agency or person. Beyond this, the only additional 
contact between the officer and client was a written 
monthly report. The implication was that minimum 
supervision, in a de facto sense, had long been stand­
ard operating procedure in probation departments. 

The amount of contact given to minimum-level 
probationers during the life of the San Francisco 
Project was summarized in the following manner. 
During the 978 months of minimum supervision, 
there were 122 office visits, 162 telephone calls and 
32 other direct contacts with the 118, thus: 

(1) An office visit occurred once every 8 months 
of minimum supervision. 

(2) A telephone call occurred once every 6 
months of minimum supervision. 

(3) "Other" contacts (at home or in the com­
munity) occurred once every 30.5 months of 
minimum supervision. (Lohman, et aI., 
1969:34-36). 

- - ~ ' __ ' -'-"-0. -'---__ '---;,;._=.. __ _ 



f A' 
. 

il 
[J 

~ 
, i 

" 
.' r 

<f 
?~ 

~ 
~'. 

t 
fj , 

; ~ 

'}j 
I, 
' ~ 

.~ 
r;: 

;\ 
_"I 

[ 
I 
! 
I 
J 

I 

34 FEDERAL PROBATION 

It appears that, in terms of contact level, the label 
"minimum supervision" was appropriate. 

In terms of recidivism rates, it was found that 
offenders in minimum supervision caseloads per­
formed as well as those under normal supervision 
(Robinson, et aI., 1969). However, it was not sug­
gested that minimum supervision should become 
the standard for probation caseload management. 
Rather it was recommended that caseload manage­
ment be predicated upon excepted violation rates for 
different categories of probationers. It was sug­
gested that some standard of risk classification 
would be necessary to assign cases to different levels 
of supervision. 

ACLP Selection Procedures 

In this particular project, each probation officer in 
the district was asked to review his or her existing 
caseload for potential project candidates. The follow­
ing criteria were used as entry requirements to the 
project: 

(1) Usually new cases with 6 months or less time 
under supervision should not be referred to 
the administrative caseload. Exceptions are 
probation cases wherein a presentence report 
was completed showing that the client has 
maintained a productive, stable lifestyle. 
Also the client must be a first-time offender 
with the instant offense being of low 
severity. 

(2) A stable reporting record on the part of the 
client must be in evidence as indicated by the 
client's attendance for required supervision 
contacts and current monthly supervision 
reports. The client must also be generally 
cooperative and flexible to the reporting 
requirements of the project. 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

The client must demonstrate the ability to 
maintain stable domestic relations. 
The client must demonstrate residential 
stability. 
The client's employment and/or dependence 
upon public assistance must be stable. 
The client must be currently meeting all 
conditions of probation and parole. 
Clients with fine and/or restitution obliga­
tions must be making regular payments and 
will be able to continue making payments 
without constant reminder. Delinquent pay­
ment cases will not be considered. 
Clients with 6 months or less of remaining 
supervision time will not be eligible for the 
project. 

(9) Clients with active drug, alcohol, or 
psychiatric problems will not be considered. 

(10) Cases listed in the special offender category 
(organized crime) or cases that are "sen­
sitive" or of "high notoriety" will not be con­
sidered. Parole cases classified as central 
monitoring or original jurisdiction will be ex­
cluded. Probation cases listed on the Judg­
ment Order as close monitoring will also be 
excluded until this special condition is 
removed. 

If the client met these criteria, the officer was 
directed to refer the case to the administrative 
caseload officer for review. The referring officer was 
later informed of the final decision, pending a con­
ference with the client, the referring officer, and the 
ACLP officer. At this meeting, the project was ex­
plained to the client and the client had the option of 
entering the project or remaining on general super­
vision. If the client accepted the placement, agree­
ment papers were executed by the client and both of 
the officers, outlining the duties of the client and the 
responsibility of the project. 

Researcb Design 

The research design for the ACLP evaluation 
combined quasi and nonexperimental aspects. The 
data came from project files covering the period from 
June 1, 1979, through June 30, 1981. During this 
time frame, 188 clients were accepted into the pro­
ject and 93 of these cases had their probation period 
terminated. Eighty-two cases were rejected or 
excluded from project entry. An additional group of 
cases classified as low risk and under general 
supervision in 1982 were selected at random for 
comparative purposes. 

Decision to Grant Entry 

The first research question was an examination of 
the criteria for program entry. Were the guidelines 
of the project regarding this decision followed or 
were some other and possibly discriminatory forces 
at work? Here, the analysis followed a before-after 
design comparing the demographic attributes of 
those cases accepted into the project (ACLP 
Accepted, N = 188), those cases rejected from the pro­
ject (ACLP Rejected, N =83) and a random sample of 
low risk cases from the 1982 general supervision 
population (Low, N =90). These data are presented 
in table 1. 

Age: 

Race:" 

Sex:" 

Marital Status: 

Dependents: 

Education:" 

Employment 
Status: 

Occupation: 

Salient Factor 
Score:"'''' 

Instant Offense:" 

Prior Fine or 
Convictions: 

I 

THE ADMINISTRATIVE CASE LOAD PROJECT 

TABLE I.-Demographic Characteristics: 
ACLP Accepted, ACLP Rejected, Regular Low Risk Probationers 

Dimension i Accepted Rejected 
N'" Percent N'" Percent 

39 and under 86 46.2 35 42.6 
40 and over -1QQ 53.8 ----11 57.4 

TOTAL 186 100.0 82 100.0 

White 139 74.3 56 68.2 
Nonwhite --.1§ 25.7 ~ 31.8 

TOTAL 187 100.0 82 100.0 

Male 161 85.6 78 95.1 
Female --.%J. .J.U __ 4 --±J! 

TOTAL 188 100.0 82 100.0 

Married and 
Common Law 126 67.7 47 58.0 
Single 29 15.7 16 19.8 
Other --M _16.6 --1§ 22.2 

TOTAL 186 100.0 81 100.0 

None 40 21.3 16 19.5 
Some -H§. 78.7 J§ 80.5 

TOTAL 188 100.0 82 100.0 

Less than HS 59 31.6 26 31.7 
HS Graduate 63 33.7 31 37.8 
Some College 25 13.4 14 17.0 
CoUege Graduate 29 15.5 7 8.5 
Other --1l _5.8 _4 .--!i& 

TOTAL 187 100.0 82 100.0 

Full Time 154 87.0 65 83.3 
Part Time 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Unemployed 4 2.3 1- 1.3 
Other ---11 --.!!& -ll 15.4 

TOTAL 177 100.0 78 100.0 

Professional 80 50.3 32 47.8 
Paraprofessional 7 4.4 0 0.0 
Clerical 2 l.3 0 0.0 
Skilled Labor 58 36.5 32 47.8 
Unskilled Labor --..J.g --1.:.Q _3 -M 

TOTAL 184 100.0 67 100.0 .. 
Very Good 146 79.3 47 58.8 
Good 14 7.6 16 20.0 
Fair 16 8.7 8 10.0 
Poor __ 8 -.M __ 9 ~ 

TOTAL 184 100.0 80 100.0 

Personal 16 8.5 9 11.5 
Pr~perty 22 11.7 18 23.1 
Narcotics: 27 14.4 11 14.1 
White Colhlr 82 43.6 33 42.3 
Other --1.! J!.J! _7 ~ 

TOTAL 188 100.0 78 100.0 

None 132 71.0 47 58.0 
Probation 31 16.6 17 21.0 
1 yr. or less 5 2.7 1 1.2 
Juvenile 2 1.1 2 2.5 
More than 1 yr. ~ -..M -H ---ll:.Q 

TOTAL 186 100.0 81 100.0 
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Low 
N'" Percent 

45 
-.!§. 

90 

49 
--11 

90 

74 
----.W 

90 

44 
26 
~ 

90 

27 
~ 

90 

30 
33 
11 
15 

__ 0 

89 

53 
11 
15 

-1! 
90 

14 
5 
8 

16 
-.M 

78 

41 
12 
3 

---.M 
90 

10 
23 
12 
35 

--.!Q 
90 

50 
20 

7 
6 

__ 0 

83 

50.0 
~ 

100.0 

54.4 
--.1.Q.& 

100.00 

82.2 
--.11.& 

100.0 

48.8 
28.8 
~ 

100.00 

30.0 
---1.Q,Q 

100.0 

33.7 
37.1 
12.3 
16.9 

0.0 
100.0 

58. 9 
2 
7 

12. 
16. 
12. ___ 2 

100. o 

17. 9 
4 
3 
5 

6. 
10. 
20. 
44. ___ 9 

100. o 

45. 
13. 

3. 

6 
3 
3 

37. ___ 8 

100. 

11. 
25. 
13. 
38. 

o 

1 
6 
3 
9 

11. ___ 1 

100. 

60. 
24. 

8. 
7. 

o 

2 
1 
4 
3 

O. ___ 0 

100. o 
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TABLE I.-Demographic Characteristics: 
ACLP.Accepted, ACLP Rejected, Regular Low Risk Probationers 

(Continued) 

Dimension Accepted 
N- Percent 

Case Type: Probation 161 87.5 
Parole 16 8.7 
Magistrate 

Parole __ 7 --M 
TOTAL 184 100.0 

Classification: Maximum 1 0.6 
Medium 62 38.5 
Low ---.!!§ 60.9 

TOTAL 161 100.0 

Six Months of 
Supervision?: Yes 186 100.0 

No. __ 0 --.M 
TOTAL 186 100.0 

Payment of Fine or 
Restitution: Yes 101 96.2 

No __ 4 --M 
TOTAL 105 100.0 

Meeting Conditions 
of Probation: Yes 180 99.4 

No __ 1 
~ 

TOTAL 181 100.0 

EmploymentlFinancial 
Stability?: * * Yes 181 97.3 

No __ 5 --ll 
TOTAL 186 100.0 

Residential 
Stability?: Yea 185 99.5 

No __ 1 --..M 
TOTAL 186 100.0 

Stable Domestic 
Relations?: Yes 181 98.4 

No __ 3 --1& 
TOTAL 184 100.0 

S table Reporting 
Record?: Yes 173 93.5 

No ~ --M 
TOTAL 185 100.0 

*N: 
Accepted Group 188 
Rejected Group 82 
Low Group 90 

If totals are less, the remaining cases were missing for that category. 

-·Chi-Square value is significant at the .05 level. 

Rejected 
N- Percent 

64 84.2 
12 15.8 

__ 0 --.M 
76 100.0 

3 3.9 
25 32.9 
~ 63.2 

76 100.0 

72 90.0 
__ 8 10.0 

80 100.0 

28 68.3 
~ 3l.7 

41 100.0 

68 88.3 

-~ --1.L1 
77 100.0 

74 92.5 
_6 -1& 

80 100.0 

79 98.8 
__ 1 --...!4 

80 100.0 

77 96.3 
__ 3 --.U 

80 100.0 

78 97.5 
_2 --kQ 

80 100.0 , 

Low 
N- Pereent 

68 78.1 
17 19.5 

_2 ---M 
87 100.0 

1 1.1 
1 1.1 

--M ~ 
90 100.0 

76 85.3 
~ -.!!.1 

89 100.0 

83 92.2 
__ 7 
~ 

90 100.0 

83 93.3 
__ 6 
~ 

89 100.0 

72 80.0 
~ ~ 

90 100.0 

85 94.4 
__ 5 --M 

90 100.0 

88 97.8 
_2 ---.U 

90 100.0 

87 gS.7 
__ 3 ---M 

90 100.0 

~:~.lassification for Instant offenses is adapted from the classifications of the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts and the U.S. 

Personal: Homicide, Robbery, ASBault, Rape. 
Prope~y: Burglary, LarcenytTheft, Auto Theft, Forgery and Counterfeitin 
Narcotics: Control, Possession, Manufacture Distribution Importat' g. 
Other: Sex Offense, Miscellaneous General Otrenses, Imm'igration ~~~, Liquor, Other Federal Statutes. 
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These data reveal that the average ACLP client 
was: 

- A married, 40 or older, white male with some 
dependents, who had a high school education 
or higher. 

- Employed full time at a professional 
occupation. 

- Considered a very good risk in terms of 
Salient Factor Score. 

- Placed on probation as a result of a white 
collar crime conviction and had no prior 
record. 

- Meeting the conditioils of supervision at 
time of entry. 

- Had at least 6 months of Bupervision 
remaining. 

- Had to pay either fines or restitution. 
- Stable in terms of employment and finances, 

residence, domestic relations and reporting. 

The only statistically significant differences 
between the ACLP Accepted clients and their 
counterparts in the Rejected and Low Risk groups 
were: 

-There were fewer nonwhites in ACLP, 
especially in comparison with the Low Risk 
group. The racial proportions in the 
Accepted and Rejected groups were roughly 
equal. 

- There were fewer females in the Rejected 
group. 

- The Accepted group was more highly 
educated, hed committed fewer personal and 
property offenses and were more stable in 
terms of their employment and financial 
relations. 

- There were fewer poor risks as indicated by 
the Salient Factor Score among the 
Accepteds. 

Since the accepted group was so similar to the re­
jected group, the files of the rejected group were ex­
amined in order to determine if the written reasons 
for rejection should shed any light upon this deci­
sion. Of the 82 rejected cases, 74 had their reasons 
for rejection identified in writing in their file. These 
reasons are listed in table 2. 

The reasons given in table 2 closely follow the 
criteria given to each officer to decide whether or not 
a case should be submitted to the ACLP. This 
analysis also gives a clearer indication than the 
demographic comparisons as to how exclusions were 
made. It appears that the project was able to focus 
upon the clientele whom they wished to serve and 

TABLE 2.-Reasons for Rejection From the 
Administrative Case load Project 

Ranking No. of 
cases 

1 Will not be able to pay fines or 
restitution: 12 

2 Too little or too much time remaining 
in supervision: 10 

3 Officer requested early termination: 8 
Drug problem: 8 

4 Severe prior record: 6 
Employment problems: 6 

5 Questionable rtlporting record: 3 
Subject decided not to enter program: 3 
Special offender case: 3 
Close supervision is required by the 
court: 3 

6 Poor past supervision record: 2 
Alcohol problem: 2 
Medical problem: 2 

7 Subject is outside of Eastern District 
ofPA 1 
Temporary rejection: 1 
Open charges pending 1 
Financial problems: 1 
Poor attitude: 1 
Member of Federal WitneSBes Protec-
tion Program: _1_ 

TOTAL: 74 

that exclusions were made on the basis of the sub­
ject's suitability for the project. 

Outcome Analysis: Effect Upon Csselosd Size 

One of the stated purposes for the ACLP was the 
reduction of caseload size by shifting the respon­
sibility for a large number of cases to one officer. At 
the time the project began (June 1, 1979), the total 
number of active cases in the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania had an all-time high of 2,431 proba­
tion and parole cases (-41.7%) by the end of June 
1982. 

This decline in the number of cases occurred in­
dependently of project operations and thereby 
blocked our ability to determine whether the ACLP 
had any impact upon caseload size. For this reason, 
the ability of the ACLP to reduce caseload size must 
remain an untested proposition. In any event, the 
ability of a minimum supervision project to reduce 
caseload size is tied to the presence of sufficient 
numbers of low risk cases in the general population. 

Outcome Analysis: Service Delivery 

Focus upon the 93 cases which were terminated 
while under ACLP supervision gives an indication 
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of the level of service delivery to cases in the project. 
This information is presented in table 3. 

TABLE 3.-Service Deliuery Data for 93 Cases 
Terminated From ACLP 

Average number of months in project: 

Average number of office contacts: 

Average number of home contacts: 

Average number of collateral contacts: 

Average number of telephone contacts: 

Average number of written contacts: 

10.9 

1.6 

0.2 

0.5 

3.2 

11.3 

Payment of fines/restitution: 100% (44/4·~) = $140,155.38 

No change in employment status: 87% (80/92) 

No change in educational status: 95.5% (84/88) 

On the whole, these findings are consistent with 
the results of the San Francisco Project with regard 
to minimum supervision cases. For the most part, 
supervision took the form of written and telephone 
contacts and the collection of fines and restitution. 

Questionnaires sent to the ACLP clients who were 
terminated from supervision (40/93, 43 percent' 

response rate) revealed their support for the project. 
Their responses were uniformly positive and 
specifically mentioned that the project gave them a 
feeling of faith and trust, a relief from the personal 
pressure and stigma of probation supervision and 
more time to spend with their families and jobs. 
They were also impressed with the idea that the of­
ficer was still available for help when they needed it 
and some did request assistance in dealing with 
other agencies and in complying with their condi­
tions of probation. 

In sum, the project did deliver services consistent 
with the definition of minimum supervision and it 
appears that the project clientele were satisfied with 
the level of service provided. 

Outcome Analysis: Recidivism . 
In this portion of the evaluation, a comparison of 

outcomes in the ACLP cases which were terminated 
(N =93) and those which were rejected (N =82) was 
made. The analysis of the demographic 
characteristics of these two groups presented in 
table 4 reveals that these two groups were very 
similar and that an outcome comparison would be 
valid. 

TABLE 4.-Demogra'phic Characteristics: 
ACLP Terminated vs. ACLP Rejected 

Dimension Terminated Rejected 
N· Percent No;. Percent 

39 and under 47 51.1 35 42.7 40 and over -1Q 48.9 -.n 57.3 TOTAL 92 100.0 82 100.0 

Age: 

White 65 69.8 55 68.3 Nonwhite ~ 30.2 J§ 31.7 
TOTAL 93 100.0 82 100.0 

Race: 

Male 82 88.2 78 95.1 Female --ll J1.& __ 4 
-1J! TOTAL 93 100.00 82 100.0 

Sex:" 

Marital Status: Married and 
Common Law 59 63.4 47 58.0 Single 15 16.2 16 19.8 Other --1.!! 20.4 --M 22.2 TOTAL 93 100.0 81 100.0 

None 67 72.8 16 19.5 Some ~ 27.2 --M 80.5 TOTAL 92 100.0 82 100.0 

Dependents: 

Less than HS 12 12.9 26 31.7 HS Graduate 50 53.8 31 37.8 Some College 13 13.9 14 17.1 College Graduate 14 15.1 7 8.5 Other __ 4 
--..M _4 -1J! TOTAL 93 100.0 82 100.0 

Education: 

Employment 
Status: 

Occupation: 

Salient Factor 
Score: 

Instant 
Offense:" 

Prior 
Convictions: 

Case Type: 

Classification: 

Six months of active 
supervision?: 

Payment of Fine! 
Restitution?: • 

Meeting Conditions of 
Probation?: 
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TABLE 4.-Demographic Characteristics: 
ACLP Terminated vs. ACLP Rejected 

(Continued) 

Dimension Terminated Rejected 
N· Percent N· Percent 

Full-time 77 93.9 65 83.3 
Part-time 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1.3 1.2 1 Unemployed 1 
15.4 __ 4 ~ ~ Other 

TOTAL 82 100.0 78 100.0 

Professional 33 36.3 32 47.7 
4.4 0 0.0 Paraprof.essional 4 

0.0 1 1.0 0 Clerical 
Skilled Labor 34 37.4 32 47.7 
Unskilled Labor --1.!! 20.9 __ 3 ~ 

TOTAL 91 100.0 67 100.0 

65 70.7 47 58.8 Very Good 
11 11.9 16 20.0 Good 

Fair 11 11.9 8 1.0 
Poor __ 5 ~ __ 9 11.2 

TOTAL 92 100.0 80 100.0 

Personal 9 9.7 9 11.5 
24.7 18 23.1 Property 23 

14.1 11 11.8 11 Narcotics 
36 38.7 33 52.3 White Collar 
~ 15.1 __ 7 ~ Other 

TOTAL 93 100.0 78 100.0 

56 60.2 47 58.0 None 
21 22.6 17 21.0 Probation 

4 4.3 1 1.2 1 yr. or less 
1 1.1 2 2.5 Juvenile 

J! 11.8 ~ 17.3 More than 1 yr. 
81 100.0 TOTAL 93 100.0 

81 90.0 64 84.2 Probation 
__ 9 10.0 ~ 15.8 Parole 

TOTAL 90 100.0 76 100.0 

0 0.0 3 3.9 Maximum 
31 34.4 25 32.9 Medium 

Jft 65.6 ~ 63.2 Minimum 
100.0 TOTAL 90 100.0 76 

73 85.9 72 90.0 Yes 
~ 14.1 _8 10.0 No 

100.0 TOTAL 85 100.0 80 

44 97.8 28 68.3 Yes __ 1 ~ ~ 31.7 No 
100.0 TOTAL 45 100.0 41 

82 98.8 68 88.3 Yes 
__ 1 ~ 

__ 9 11.7 No 
77 100.0 TOTAL 83 100.0 

. --~---- ...... ~-----
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TABLE 4.-Demographic Characteristics: 
ACLP Terminated liB. ACLP Rtdected 

(Continued) 

Dimension Terminated Rejected 
N* Percent N* Percent 

EmploymentJFinancial 
Stability?: Yes 80 95.2 74 92.5 

No ___ 4 ~ __ 6 --1Ji 
'roTAL 84 100.0 80 100.0 

Residential 
Stability?: Yes 85 100.0 79 98.8 

No __ 0 -.Q,Q ___ 1 ~ 
TOTAL 85 100.0 80 100.0 

Stable Domestic 
Relations?: Yes 84 98.8 77 96.3 

No ___ 1 ~ __ 3 ~ 
TOTAL 85 100.0 80 100.0 

Stable Reporting 
Record?: Yes 76 89.4 78 97.5 

No ___ 9 10.6 ___ 2 ~ 
TOTAL 85 100.0 80 100.0 

*N: 
Terminated Group = 93. 
Rejected Group = 82. 
If the Totals are less, the remaining cases were missing for that category. 

"Chi-square value is significant at the .05 level. 

.. ·Classification for Instant offenses is adapted from the classification of the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts and the U.S. 
Code. 
Personal: Homicide, Robbery, Assault, Rspe 
Property: Burglary, Larcenytrheft, Auto Theft, Forgery and Cc'nnterfeiting 
White Collar: Embezzlement and Fraud 
Narcotics: Control, Possession, Manufacture, Distribution, Importation 
Other: Sex Offenses, Miscellaneous General Offenses, Immigration Laws, Liquor, other Federal Statutes. 

Of the 93 ACLP cases which were terminated from 
probation over the 2-year period in question, only 
two (2.2%) were unsatisfactory-one had commi.~ted 
a technical violation and the other had a new convic­
tion. Of the 82 rejected cases, two were later admit­
ted to the project and two were terminated on 
teclm.ical violations (2.5%). 

Again, the findings with regard to recidivism 
replicate the earlier findings of the San Francisco 
Prqject. Furthermore, it would appear that those 
persons who were originally denied access to the 
ACLP could have been admitted to the project with 
no significant increase in the failure rate for the 
project. 

Specific Recommendatione Dn the ACLP 

In order to expantJ the use of the ACLP, it would be 
necessary to deal with some specific problems. First, 
it would be necessary to identify low risk cases as 

soon as possible, One of the universal problems fac­
ing the use of risk classification on probatio;'1. 
caseloads is the reluctance of officers to part witil 
low risk cases. For example, California parole of­
ficers have complained about the assignment of all 
low risk cases to one particular officer under a "New 
Model" of supervision. Specifically, the officers 
stated that it was frustrating to "deal with hard 
guys" all the time. 

They were very possessive of their old caseload ("like a 
mother hen") because the variation in types of cases relieved 
boredom (Gettinger, 1981). 

In order to counter this probbm, it is recom­
mended that all low risk cases be sent to project of­
ficials for screening as soon as possible. The data 
reveals that a high salient factor score (or similar in­
dicator on RPS-80, see Eaglin and Lombard, 1981) is 
an excellent indicator, with the factors listed in 
table 2 used as specific reasons for denial. Retention 

----------------
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of the policy enabling clients to refuse entry into the 
project is also recommended. 

The finding that the program could have been ex­
panded to include the rejection group must be 
qualified. ,~utomatic acceptance of this group 
overloc..ks che possibility that general supervision 
had an impact upon the performance of this group. It 
seems that persons with severe personal problems or 
other attributes which would indicate the necessity 
of closer supervision should be excluded. 

Yet, even if early referrals of low risk cases are 
made, it will still be necessary to deal with the 
possessiveness problem. In order to obtain timely 
referrals from the officer, a "Theory Z" f.).pproach to 
management is required. 'l'heory Z builds upon 
Likert's Theory Y, which served as one of the foun­
dations of participatOl''Y management and shared 
decisionmaking (see Archambeault, 1982). The pur­
pilse and benefits of the ACLP must be explained 
and demonstrated to the officers. Appeals to "in­
creased efficiency and effectiveness" are likely to be 
transformed into fears of eliminated jobs if adequate 
explanations are not provided. Since the referralE· of 
low risk cases is so intimately related to the per­
sonal interests of the officers, they must be con­
sulted in this matter. The fears of losing low risk 
cases are unfounded. The data reveal that not all 
low risk cases were admitted to the project . 
If these management concerns are adequately ad­

dressed, the ACLP should continue to function at a 
high level of performance. 

Conclusions: Policy Implications 

On the surface, it appears that the Administrative 
Caseload Project represents an alternative model of 
probation caseload management. However, its abil­
ity to operate and its reason for being are predicated 
upon the presence of a significant number of low risk 
cases in the general caseload. It appears that these 
clients can be identified by risk prediction in­
struments (such as the Salient Factor Score), 
evidence of the ability to function in society and the 
absence of severe personal problems which would re­
quire the attention of a probation officer. If such fac­
tors and clientele are present, the ACLP can be one 
method used to streamline supervision. Its ability to 
reduce cascload size and permit officers to focus 

upon cases which merit their close attention re­
mains a common sense assumption. 

Yet, the need for such a project begs the question 
as to why such cases are clogging a probation depart­
ment caseload. A recent l'eview of research in the 
area of probation supervision reveals that the need 
ior ACLP-like projects may be widespread. In their 
analysis of the scholarly and evaluative literature 
on adult probation that had been produced since 
1950, Allen, Parks, and Carlson (1980:289) offered 
the following ukase: 

For many standard-setting organizations, probation is the 
sentence of choice unless circumstances appear to requi re in­
carceration. In addition to endorsing this position, we soggest 
that many offenders who are currently placed on Bupervised 
probation be placed, instead, on unsupervised probation. From 
the ayailable research, we have the strong impression that 
mandatory superviBion for perhaps a large number of proba­
tioners is not only irrelevant but also constitutes a significant, 
unnecessary cost burden to most probation agencies. 

Perhaps projects like ACLP will not simply 
reduce caseload size but can also be tied to a reopen­
ing of the probation sanction to those offenders who 
are presently incarcerated and thus contribute to a 
reduction in prison overcrowding. Such a shift or 
chain reacth'~ll in emphasis should help to restore 
probation supervision to its original purpose as an 
alternative to incarceration. 
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