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carceration; (2) noncriminalization of offe

have st.rong stakes in conformity; (3) crimzi‘ifrzzv 11:10
Ferruptmn; {4) selective incapacitation; (5) reducing
Inmate pressures from other inmates and increasin
s.taff and putsider influences; (6) appropriate vocag-
tlon.al training of offenders. These goals require
avoidance of sentences based purely on just deserts,

The Juvenile Justice System: A
{:‘atlare.?—ln a follow-up to his previoflesg‘;crg;icl{;f

Juven.lle Court: An Endangered Species” (Federai
Probation, March 1983), author Roger B. McNall
expands the notion that the Juvenile justice systen}lr
1s on the brink of extinction, The author identifies
five contem.porary themes which are jeopardizin
the very existence of juvenile justice and stron, lg
suggests that if the present course of events gey
unabated, this system—by the turn of the %en?
tury—may be recorded in the annals of history as
a legacy of failure and a system that selgde
structed. The article identifies the need for a se :
arate system of justice by citing examples of fairi-
ure when the adversaria] model is applied to juy
n}le xyatt_ers. The author maintains that the J'uve-
nllfe Justice system is at a crossroad whic}i o
quires an affirmation rather thap a condemnatir n
of the notion that youth are more than “sho(x)'lrtl

adults” necessitatin in itati i
romap § Incapacitation untj] they

any effef:t on the revocation percentage of prob,

txoners_ in the minimum, medium, and maxlx?mu -
Supervision categories as established by four ma'cI>n
base expectancy scales. Summarized, the treatmgntf
group had !ower revocation percentages in 10 out of

Forecasting Federql Probation Statistics.— Th
procedu.res used in forecasting Federal pI:obatiof
popqlatlon totals are explained with the intention of!
makmg these techniques available to the individual
p?obatlon office, Author Steven C. Suddab&l
1<ci.1scu:‘zses lqng- and short-term Projections and dif}-'
iculties which are peculiar to probation forecasting.

The Armed Urban Bank Robb
. er: A Profile,.— A
:lelalysxs of 590 armed bank robbers revealed thart:
: ey do not.; ﬁ't the stereotype of sophisticated pro-
essional criminals, say authors James F. Haran and

John M. Martin., Rather, these robbers are a cohort
of young adult, unattached, socially disorganized
malgs, predominately black, poorly educated and
laclupg vocational skills; most are unempltv)yed

previously arrested property offenders, Twenty-five'
percent are (.irug addicts. They make little profit
from_tl}elr crimes, are swiftly arrested, and receive
}ong jail sentences. A fourfold typclogy of offenders
Is developed based on career patterns of prior
prope.rty crime offenses, The authors propose that
selective sentencing, focused more on the career pat-
tern. rather than the crime, might render a mo , f-

fective sentencing formula, e

Female Employees in All-M {
Facilities.—Court decisions havelgllainecc'iwt.:)l‘leeczgg: l
for women to work in male corrections, but the reai
struggle to bfind acceptance and prom'otion within
the system is just beginning, According to authors

Juvenile Delin {
quency Prevention ang Control ;;
— .
Isr.'ael. The num‘ber of youth committing serilot;:

delj i :
itylix:aq}l:nql' Prevention was never a national prior
rael, a reallocation of )
. resources ma -
quired to meet the new domestic needs Y bere

1 Didn’t Know The Gun W
Kn . as Loaded.—The jude-
;né’c;x;z of Icnmmal intent has become fonn:l?zglclldign
ern law as a way of appreciatin
; g more fu
lnature an;d quality of an unlawful act and unlzlyict;ie
¥, assessing the character and social fitnc'ess of the
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- The Evolution of Probation

University Settlement and its Pioneering Role in Probation Work*

By CHARLES LINDNER AND MARGARET R. SAVARESE**

originated in England with the founding of
Toynbee hall in 1884, the underlying settle-
ment idea was quickly appropriated by a small band
of young, energetic Americans and transported to
the United States. Here, it took hold and spread so
rapidly that by the turn of the century, there were
more than 100 settlement houses, of all types and
descriptions, most of them located in the largest,
most heavily populated urban centers.
There were many similarities between the English
social settlement movement and its American
cousin. Both had come about as a response to the
ever-growing tide of urbanization and industrializa-
tion, and both were envisioned as one possible
remedy for the social rifts and disorganization
which inevitably accompanied these two processes.
Thus, the settlement movement on both sides of the
Atlantic attempted to repair these rifts and ‘‘sought
to reconcile class to class, race to race, and religion
to religion.’’! The English and American settlement
movements were also very much alike in that both
tended to attract clergymen, professors, writers,
and, more than anyone else, young men and women
eager to serve their fellow man in some socially
useful way. In America, the pioneering settlement
residents were, invariably, not only young but also
well-educated, usually with some post-graduate
training, from solidly middle or wupper-class
backgrounds, and of old, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant
stock.

In addition to the similarities, there were also dif-
ferences between the English and American ver-
sions of the settlement movement. Unlike their
English counterparts which were often church-
affiliated, most of the American settlements were
deliberately nonsectarian and devoid of any formal
adherence to doctrine or ritual, although the in-
dividual founders and leaders were often deeply

Q LTHOUGH THE settlement movement

*This is the final article in a series of four.

**Charles Lindner is associate professor, Department of Law,
Police Science and Criminal Justice, John Jay College of
Criminal Justice, New York City, Margaret R, Savarese is super-
vising probation officer, New York City Department of Proba-
tion, Bronx. The nuthors wish to thank Professor Eileen
Rowland, Chief Librarian, John Jay College of Criminal Justice,
and her staff for their support and assistance.

religious themselves. An even more significant dif-
ference was the involvement of many of the
American settlements in a wide variety of reform
measures designed to improve the lot of the
thousands of impoverished immigrants who were
pouring into the already congested, tenement
neighborhoods. Their continuous day-to-day
presence in these neighborhoods brought the early
settlement residents face-to-face with a bewildering
array of problems that cried out for attention and
amelioration and turned many of them into political
activists. Jane Addams, of Hull House, touched on
just a few of the problems which galvanized settle-
ment residents into fighting for social change when
she wrote:
Insanity housing, poisonous sewage, contaminated water, in-
fant mortality, the spread of contagion, adulterated food, im-
pure milk, smoke-laden air, ill-ventilated factories, dangerous
occupations, juvenile crime, unwholesome crowding, prostitu-

tion, and drunkenness are the enemies which the modern
city must face and overcome would it survive.?

Thus, settlement workers became deeply involved
in a broad range of reform activities aimed at
eliminating these conditions, and one of the many
reform measures which attracted their support was
an innovation known as probation. The active role
played by a number of very influential settlement
leaders in helping probation become an accepted
practice has been virtually ignored. although the
part they played was a truly critical one. This article
continues to explore the link between the settlement
movement and the beginning probation movement
by focusing on one particular settlement, University
Settlement of New York City, and by examining its
active involvement and support of probation during
its infancy around the turn of the century.

The Early Years of University Settlement
University Settlement, which went on to become
one of the most influential of all the settlements,
began rather inauspiciously, as the Neighborhood
Guild, in a dilapidated tenement on the Lower East
Side of Manhattan. The founder was Stanton Coit, a
moody, idealistic intellectual who had spent some

} Clarke Chambers, Secdtime of Reform: American Social Service and Social Action,
1918+ 1993, Minneapolis: University of Minnesata Press, 1963, p. 14.
2 Ibid., p. 16,
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“An Assessment; of Treatment
Effectiveness by Case Classification

By JAMES M. ROBERTSON, ED, D, AND J. VERNON BLAcfEﬁURN, Pu.D.*

R(?BATION OFFICERS, like others in the
criminal justice system, have tried various
. ways to rehabilitate offenders, However,
since the late 1960's, these efforts have come under
strong criticism, This criticism was fueled into ex-
tremg pessimism when in 1974, the late Robert
Martmson, who studied the effectiveness of correc-
tlgnal treatment from 1945 to 1967, reported that
with little exception correctional treatment pro-
grams failed to rehabilitate offenders. Martinson ex-
panded upon this ecriticism in a later work (1975)
coauthored by Douglas Lipton and Judith Wilks.
They reported:

With few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative effects

that have been reported so far have had i
on rertaiviare ™ reRor no appreciable effect

...by and large, when one takes the
y @ ze, when or programs that have b
administered in institutions and applies them in a noninst?g.ﬁ

tion setting, the results do not :
tions. (p. 38) grow to encouraging propor-

...I'am bound to say that these data involving over ty

A . vo hun-
dred studies and hundreds of thousands ofg;'ndividuals :s
they do, are the bes(} available and give us little reason to
hope_tl}at we have, in fact, found a sure way of reducing
recidivism through rehabilitation, {p. 49)
Samuel Yochelson and Stanton Samenow (1977)

drew upon Martinson and stated:

Thc;y found that no form of rehabilitation wor
rquivism—not educational and skill improvelr(:gnz? r:zgux(r:xe
dividual counself'ng, not group counseling, not milien
therapy, not‘medxcal treatment, not intensive supervision in
the community, not individual psychotherapy in the com-
munity, not shorter sentences, (p 89)

Yochelson and Samenow concluded that no treat-
ment modality was effective with the offender
population.

In contrast a 1976 report to Congress concerning
state and county probation systems by the Comp-
!:roller General of the United States stated, **There
is a highly significant relationship between the ex-
ten.t to which offenders receive needed services and
their success on probation’ (p. 20). Later the Comp-
Froller General, building upon the 1976 report,
1§sued a 1977 report dealing with the Federal Proba-
tion System which reiterated the above conclusion
and broke down 10 specific need areas with support

*Dr. Robertson is a probation officer in the Northern District

of Alabama. Dr. Blackburn is a prof . . ‘
Alabama. professor at the University of
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data relating to the need identified and the number
v‘(ho actually completed treatment of the need. Ob-
viously there was a great gulf of disagreement be-
tween the conclusions of some private researchers
and the government researchers as to the effective-
ness of correctional treatment,.

This .is not atypical; the literature on treatment in
corrections has been generally divided. There were
many reasons for this, not the least of which was
that specific population groups within corrections
were rarely targeted for research and that which
was often relied upon the most available population.
Resgarchers apparently reached their diverse con-
clusions based upon data collected—for the most
part—fr.om prison, parole, and mandatory release
pppulatxons. These populations, along with proba-
tioners, fell into the general classification of of-
fender b.ut, unlike probationers, these other offender
populations all possessed one characteristic which
made Fh‘em different from probationers, They had
b.y definition, all served prison sentences, and proba:
txoners., for the most part, had not, In spite of this
very significant characteristic, affender literature
has bee_n generalized to apply to the probation
population. This generalization was warned against
by t!ne National Advisory Committee on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals (1976) which stated:

In any new study, the population to b i

S 8 I e studied should b
group that xs_the subject of the treatment or interve:tittl)‘:
. il.arig agnlysxs of the effects of treatment on the population
should include separate analyses according to each

characteristic. (p, 120)

Empy (1978) aptly stated the overal
when he concluded that the difficulty in delt:elsxl;(x)izliilg
whether or not treatment is effective with offenders
comes from disagreement over the research which
has peen conducted in the criminal justice system
Earh'er Martinson (1974) had lamented, “It is just;
possx})le that some of our treatment programs are
working Fo some extent, but that our research is so
bad .that; it is incapable of telling”’ (p. 14). These con-
clusions pretty well summarized the state of
research which was found in the overall offender
treatmept area. When narrowed to the probation
population, the lack of and quality of research
became even more frustrating. This was unfor-
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tunate since powerful forces differed over the ques-
tion of mandatory treatment, and 45,000 Federal
probationers (Hindlelang, Gotfredson, and Dunn,
1977) were dependent upon the outcome.

The situation in the Northern District of Alabama
was not much different as in the rest of the nation.
Probationers were being required to submit to treat-
ment as a special condition of probation with no real
evidence that treatment did or did not have any ef-
fect on their success or failure. Some very basic
studies were informally conducted to see if those
undergoing treatment did any better than those
who were not, but the methodology utilized was
woefully inadequate, One of the major concerns of
the district was how to at least partially control for
individual differences. The advent of the use of base
expectancy scales nationally served as a partial
solution to this dilemma.

The use of base expectancy scales for prediction of
recidivism dates back to 1923 when they were
known as risk prediction scales (Warner, 1923; Hart,
1923). Originally they were little more than aids in
parole decision making, but over the years they
evolved into a method of classifying probationers in-
to categories of supervision (Palmer, 1975). As treat-
ment of offenders came in for more and more
criticism, these categories of supervision were seen
as a way of measuring client needs and concen-
trating probation resources on those clients with the
greatest need (Clear, 1970; Benort, Clear, Morris,
and Ranton, 1980; National Institute of Correc-
tions, 1980). Because of their ability, as actuarial
devices, to group individuals according to their com-

monalities, the predictive aspects of the scales came
into general use by probation agencies to determine
the frequency an offender should be seen by a proba-
tion officer for supervision, the idea being that in-
creasing sessions enhances the chance of successful-
ly adjusting (Comptroller General of the United
States, 1976).

In the classification process four base expectancy
scale models were being used throughout the
Federal Probation System. They were: (a) the
California BE61A (Modified), developed by the
State of California; (b) the Revised Oregon Model,
developed by the United States Probation Office for
the District of Oregon; (c} the United States Parole
Commission’s Salient Factor Score; and (d) the
U.S.D.C. 75 Scale, developed by the United States
Probation Office for the District of Columbia,

Through the process of classifying a probationer
by the use of base expectancy scales, the system
determined the extent of attention each probationer
received. While the specific number of sessions

varied from judicial district to judicial district, most
districts chose to generally follow the frequency
scale adopted by the District of Columbia, as
reflected on the U.S.D.C. 75. This required a
minimum of three sessions per month for those
classified “maximum,” a minimum of one session
per month for those classified ‘“‘medium,” and a
minimum of one session per quarter for those
classified “‘minimum.” In other words, if treatment
had any effect it would alter the predictability of the
base expectancy scale either for better or for worse.
This study was an effort to systematically evalute
the effect of mandatory offender treatment on those
scoring at each classification level of the four base
expectancy scale methods.

Study Design

To investigate the above, three research questions
were formulated:

Question I. Is there a difference in the revocation

percentage between probationers who score in the
minimum classification of supervision on base ex-
pectancy scales and received treatment and those
probationers who score in the minimum classifica-
tion of supervision on base expectancy scales and
did not receive treatment?
Question II, Is there a difference in the revocation
percentage between probationers who score in the
medium classification of supervision on base expec-
tancy scales and received treatment and those pro-
bationers who score in the medium classification of
supervision on base expectancy scales and did not
receive mandatory treatment?

Question III. Is there a difference in the revoca-
tion percentage between probationers who scored in
the maximum classification of supervision on base
expectancy scales and received treatment and those
probatjoners who scored in the maximum classifica-
tion of supervision on base expectancy scales and did
not receive treatment?

To study these questions, a population from the
Northern District of Alabama which was placed on
probation during 1975 and 1976 was selected. There
were statutory, regulatory, and demographic
reasons for this selection.

In 1974, probation staff was increased by approx-
imately 40 percent, thereby significantly decreasing
officer/client ratio which could affect results. The of-
ficer/client ratio remained relatively stable at 50
clients for every officer until 1979 when further
drastic reductions took place, Also, in 1974, record-
keeping was tightened to require recording of all
contacts regarding clients, whereas in previous
years only those contacts which the officer felt ap-
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prqpriate were recorded. Given 1 year to train new
officers and implement the records system, 1975
anq 1976 were the only years possible for study
which would have insured that the cases expired
from supervision. Any additional advancement of
years would have meant cases active within the
5-year r.naximurn statutory term of probation and
concomitant chance of revocation which would have
weakened the longitudinal findings,

In the selected population, 89 were located who

were subjected to a special condition of probation
which required specialized treatment. To match this
p_opulation, 110 individuals without a special condi-
tion were selected randomly from all persons placed
on probation during 1975 and 1976. The extra 21
nontreatment subjects were included to insure at
least 89 whose files contained all of the information
hecessary to collect the pertinent data. Of the 110
nontreatment cases, 91 files contained ali of the in-
formation needed to score the base expectancy
scales. All 89 treatment cases’ files contained the
scoring information,
) Scores for each of the four base expectancy scale
Instruments then used in the Federal Probation
Sys.tem were completed, and the two groups were
a§s1gned into the appropriate category of supervi-
ston as reflected by the four instruments, Data were
the.n‘ collected to make comparisons of the
recidivism percentages between the two groups at
each supervision category for each of the four in-
struments.

The singular difference for selection into one
group or the other was the interjection of treatment.
In making this the only variable, it became the
predominant influence on differences in the base ex-
pectancy scales’ predictability levels.

Table 1 presents the classification spread for each
of the four major base expectancy scales. In some
cases, notably Revised Oregon Minimum, Salient
Factor Maximum, and U.S.D.C. 75 Maximum, the
N 's appeared inordinately low. This was expected
since the scales do differ enough to change
classification patterns in spite of several

Table 1. CATEGORY CLASSIFICATION BY GROUP

Mandatory Nontreatment
Treatment Group Group
7 N Col% N Col.%
Revised Oregon
Max.xmum 29 326 14 16.4
M?d'lum 56 629 68 74.7
Minimum 4 4.5 9 9.9
Total 89 1000 91 100.0
California BE61A
Max.unum 27 303 19 20.8
Mgd.mm 4 495 34 374
Minimum 18 202 38 41.8
Total 89 1000 91 © 100.0
Salient Factor
Maximum 7 79 8
Medium 66 180 62 ol
Minimum 17 19.1 21 23:1
Total 89 - 1000 91 100,0
U.S.D.C. 75
Maximum b 5.6 2
: X 2.2
Mfed.xum 54 60.7 35 38.6
Minimum 30 38.7 &4 59,3
Total 89 100.0 91 100.0

similarities, Since this study researched i
. - changes in
predictability for the groups at each classification
(c:ln ea‘cf:ih b;se exgectancy scale, the inconsistency in
assitications between the scales -
sidered significant. vas not con

Analysis of Data
Question I
. Table 2 presents the supervision outcom
mfii.viduals in both groups who scoxc',ede fr?r tt;;ll::
minimum classification. Two of the base expectancy
scales, California BE61A and U.S.D.C. 75
presented a greater failure percentage for thé non:
treatment group. The Salient Factor Scale reflected
a greater failure percentage for the treatmenit group,

Table 2. SUPERVISION OUTCOME FOR MINIMUM CLASSIFICATION

Mandatory Treatment Group

Nontreatment Group

Favorable

Unfavorable

Favorable Unf
Base Expectancy Scale N Row% N Row®% N Rwo% N nfavorable
4
gel\gsed.Oregon 4 100.0 0 . . 1 Row %
Salien Factor " 7.8 4 222 27 a1 .
U.S.D.C. 75 15 88.2 2 118 21 100‘0 0 28.9
It 24 800 6 200 41 %9 13 22 1

g
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Table 3. SUPERVISION OUTCOME FOR MEDIUM CLASSIFICATION

Mandatory Treatment Group

Nontreatment Group

Favorable Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable
Base Expectancy Scale N Row% N Row% N Row% N Row %
Revised Oregon 47 85.9 9 16.1 49 72,1 19 27.9
California BE61A 36 79,6 9 205 27 794 7 20.6
Salient Factor 46 708 19 29.2 40 646 22 36.6
U.S.D.C. 76 37 68.5 17 31.6 21 60.0 14 40.0

and the Revised Oregon Scale reflected zero failures
in both groups.

The two scales which presented some success dif-
ferential for the treatment group at the minimum
classification had sizeable N's as opposed to the
Revised Oregon, but this did not negate the results
reflected in the Revised Oregon percentages, since
both groups are shown as basically successful. The
opposite was true of the Salient Factor Scale which
had a sizeable N and reflected a higher failure
percentage for the treatment group.

Question II

Table 8 presents the supervision outcome for the
individuals in both groups who scored in the
medium classification. At this classification level all
of the base expectancy scales were altered by the in-
terjection of treatment to reflect less failure percen-
tages than the treatment group.

The Revised Oregon experienced a failure differen-
tial of 11.8 percent between the two groups, while
the other base expectancy scales varied the differen-
tial downward to ¢nly .1 percent on the California
BE61A. In between were differentials of 8.5 percent
on the U.S.D.C 75 and 6.3 percent on the Salient
Faetor. The treatment group failed less on each base
expectancy scale, suggesting that treatment did
have a positive effect on adjustment of probationers
in the medium category.

Question IIT
Table 4 presents the supervision outcome for in-

dividuals in both groups who were in the maximum

classification. As noted with the medium classifica-
tion, the treatment group consistently experienced
less failure at each base expectancy scale than did
the nontreatment group, although the N's were not
as substantial or balanced as in the medium
classification. The greatest differential occurred on
the U.S.D.C. 75 where there was a percentage dif-
ference of 60 percent. However, the total N was only
five for treatment and two for nontreatment and
both groups had a total failure figure of two, which
led to the very large differential.

The other base expectancy scales also had rather
small N's at the maximum classification, but not as
small as did the U.S.D.C. 75 and with better balance
between the groups. The N balance lends credibility
to differentials of 30.4 percent on Salient Factor,
16.2 percent on Revised Oregon, and 13.5 percent on
California BE61A. All resulted in the treatment
group having failed less than the nontreatment
group, which led to the conclusion that treatment
did have a positive effect on the adjustment of pro-
bationers in the maximum category.

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

To study the effects of treatment upon base expec-
tancy scales predictability, three questions were for-
mulated which asked if court-ordered treatment had
any effect on the revocation percentage of proba-
tioners in the minimum, medium, and maximum
supervision categories as established by the four
major base expectancy scales. The answers, sum-

Table 4. SUPERVISION OUTCOME FOR MAXIMUM CLASSIFICATION

Mandatory Treatment Group

Nontreatment Group

Favorable Unfavorable Favorable Unfavorable
Base Expectancy Scale N Row% N Row% N Row¢% N Row %
Revised Oregon 13 448 16 662 4 286 10 714
California BE61A 15 56.6 12 444 8§ 421 11 67.9
Salient Factor - 3 429 4 571 1 n28 T - 87,6
USDC 75 3 60,0 2 400 0" o 2 100.0




T M G ST K AR LA,

ociuntics

38

manzec!, were that the treatment group had lower
revocation percentages in 10 out of 12 of the super-
vision categories. One of the two exceptions proved
to bfe on a base expectancy scale which did not
predict risk for this particular population. From
:ilgezi dix:silﬁs gfsitive conclusions were reached
e effects of ¢ i i
bagion fa%Iures. of treatment in reducing pro-
Tize outcome of this study offers support to the
continued use of treatment in the U.S, Probation
iSsytsn‘,er?.dI-I.owever, the methods of determining who
reated is an area whi i
ther shugy. ch was found in need of fur-
Also this study did not examine the nature or fre-
quency of treatment, and these factors could have a
bearing on treatment effectiveness. However, this
would be very difficult to examine. The moéality
and number of brokered treatment contacts are not
recorfiefi, only a summary of progress. In spite of
the difficulties, efforts should be made to segregate
contac.ts into treatment categories along with a
recording process for brokered services, Once
record-keeping has been corrected to account for
these fa}ctoys, further study should be conducted to
determm.e if frequency or nature of treatment has
any bea.ru.lg on success or failure,

Tl}e limited population this study examined due
to time and circumstance is a temporary problem
Further studies will be conducted on the largeI:
populations created by the passage of time. The
data base will be increased each year to gain

significantly greater numbers th i
Fon this st an were available

FEDERAL PROBATION

REFERENCES
Benort, K, Clear, TR, Morris, S., and Ranton, L., Case Man.
agement in Probations and Parole: Final Report of the
Qasc Management Institutes, Hackensack, New Jersey: Na-
tional Council in Crime and Delinqueney, 1980,
Clear, 'I:.R‘, A Madel for Supervising the Offender in the Com.
rlrg;rgty. Report to the National Institute of Corrections, May
Comptroller General of the United States, Repor -
8ress: Probation and Parole Activities NeeI:i ;’otoliiheBec;(;:r
Managed. GGD-77-75, Washington, D,C,, October 21, 1977
Comptroller General of the United States, Repart to t}:c Cor;-
gress: State and County Probation: Systems in Crisis
GGD-76-87. Washington, D.C., May 27, 1676, '
Emgy, L., American Delinquency: Its Meaning and Construe-
tion, Homewood, Alabama: Dorsey, 1978,
Hart, H., “Predicting Parole Success,” Journal of Criminal Law
_and Criminology, November 1923, pp. 405413,
Hindelang, M.J,, Gottfredson, MR., Dunn, CS., and Parisi, N
Sourcebook o_f CriminalJustice Statistics—1976. U.S. De;)art;:
Liptx::nt I;f ﬁSttl’CQ‘ Wn;hington, D.C,, 1977,
+ o Martinsom, R, and Wilks, J,, The ]
G:on-ectzonal Treatment: A Survey :)f mﬁmwgﬁuzf
. ttuim Shtdife;s. New York: Praeger Books, 1975,
artinson, R, “V»:’hat Works? Questions and Answers about
;znggn Reform,” The Public Interest, 35, Spring 1974, pPp.
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justi
and Goals, Report of the Task Force on cﬁiﬁgnﬁanggz
}.Zesearch and Development, Washington, D.C., 1976
Naté‘?:al‘ I.nstftute o{ Corrections, Mode! Probatz'n;n ana} Parole
Jusﬁégulzgg(;l. Project. Washington, D.C,: U.S. Department, of
Palmer, T., “Martinson Revisi W in Cri
and Delinquency, 12, July 2?75,‘)::?‘81.{3?{5?5“,‘0}1 i Grime
Warner, S.B., “Factors Determining Parole From th
Mgsa.nchusetts Reformatory,” Journa} of Criminal Law ans
Yocfgsrzmoéogy, :uglust 1928, pp. 172-207.
n, S., an menow, 8., The Crim: f
wme II: The Change Process. Ne'w York:?&zm:srm vor

s i e

" Forecasting Federal Probation Statistics

e

By STEVEN C. SUDDABY*
Statistician, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Washington, D.C.

workload in the Federal Probation System

form the basis for the system’s budget each
year. These workload measures include the numbers
of pre- and post-sentence investigations, collateral
investigations, and miles traveled, among others,
but the most important measure is the number of
persons under supervision, To arrive at a final
forecast for persons under supervison, it is useful to
also forecast the numbers of persons received for
and removed from supervision. This article will ex-
plain the process I use in forecasting these statistics
with the intent that these methods can be used in in-
dividual probation offices (Federal, state, or county)
to project their own workload 1 or 2 years into the
future. General considerations in forecasting and
problems specific to probation data and these
forecasts will be discussed.

This is written first for the individual in the proba-
tion office who has some, but not extensive,
statistical training. The nontechnical parts of this
article will be useful to the manager who has to
understand forezasts prepared by others. He or she
would want to read from the beginning through the
first four paragraphs of the section ‘‘The
Forecasting Models,”” then the last three
paragraphs of that same section, and finally the sec-
tion ‘‘General Forecasting Considerations’’ through
the end of the article. It isn't possible to give a com-
plete course in forecasting in one short article, but I
hope to cover most of the main issues.

It's assumed that you have available a computer
and a statistical software package so that you can
compute multiple regression equations, since it just
isn’t practical to do a multiple regression with more
than two predictor variables without a computer.
Because a computer with software is assumed, I
won't be repeating here a number of equations
which only the computer needs to know. If youdon't
have a computer available, you might want to con-
gider the suggestions in the very last paragraph of
this article before deciding the article can’t be of
help to you.

F ORECASTS OF several measures of

*The author gratefully acknowledges the comments made on
an carlier draft of this article by Dr, David L. Farnsworth,
Eisenhower College, and Ms, Elizabeth A, McGrath, Ad-
ministrative Office of the U.S, Courts.

Because the forecasting models given are
developed for predicting national probation
caseloads, it won’t be possible for you to just copy
them verbatim for use in your own district. My in-
tention instead is to suggest variables which are
useful for predicting the size of probation caseloads
and to give you enough information about
forecasting in general Lo make forecasts on your

own,
The Forecasting Models

A “‘model” in the mathematical sense is an equa-
tion or group of equations which duplicates condi-
tions in the real world. We are trying to create
models which will tell us how many people will be
under supervision in 2 years given a particular set of
circumstances now. The most important feature of
this forecast of persons under supervision is that
there are several forecasts which are used to arrive
at a final forecast. The forecasts from the different
models are averaged, or one of them is chosen as be-
ing better than all of the others. Using multiple
regression, I've created two models for forecasting
persons under supervision, one for persons received,
and two for persons removed. Two more projections
for persons under supervision can be created by us-
ing the projections for persons received and remov-
ed to calculate the number under supervision. This
is done by starting with the number of Persons
Under Supervision at the end of the year, adding to
that the forecast of Persons Received, and subtrac-
ting from that sum one of the forecasts for Persons
Removed.

Predictor variables, also known as independent
variables, are those variables which are useful for
predicting. For example, the number of cars
registered in a state would be a good predictor
variable for the number of fatal accidents in that
state. Records might show over the years that tie
number of cars divided by 100,000 estimates the
number of fatal accidents fairly well. This wil! work
even though not all accidents involve cars registered
in that state. For example, if the percentage of fatal
accidents which involves trucks, buses and out-of-
state vehicles is fairly constant over the year, the
number of cars registered in the state will be a good
predictor variable for fatal accidents. You'll notice
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