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SHOCK PROBATION: A FINAL REPORT 

PREFACE 

Til lsi H the Llnal report on the administration and findings of the 
Shock Probat1.on Study. Tn the Hemorandum of Understandings of 17 December 
1971, the Center for the Study of Crime and Delinquency outlined a three­
prongetl project on shock probation, including: 1) the decision-making 
process of judges, 2) the effectiveness of shock probation b.:1sed on an 
empirical analysis, and 3) a judicial-correctional conference to discuss 
shock probation, its use, effectiveness, and applicability. The Center 
for the Study of Crime and Delinquency further agreed to conduct and report 
em research embracing the first two phases of the project. 

Principal Investigators of this research project were Professors 
Paul Friday and David Petersen, ,..,ho contracted to provide the Final 
Report on or before 31 December 1972. Graduate research associates assist-­
ing the principal investigators were Raymond Michalowski and Edward 
Bohlander . 

Data in the Final Report are drawn from papers by the principal 
investigators presented at professional and trade meetings and conferences,l 
an article published in the Georgia Journal of Corrections,2 working papers 
which the graduate research associates have or will have presented at 
conferences, and most especially from Edward Bohlander's unpublished 
doctoral dissertation entitled "Shock Probation: The Use and Effec·tiveness 
of an Early Release Program as a Sentencing A1ternative.,,3 No statement 
or inference of originality by the authors of this Final Report is 
intended or should be inferred. 

This project was supported in part by Grants (380-00-J-70 and 
3860-00-.J3-72) from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration through 
the Administration of Justice Division (SPA) of the Ohio Department of 
Economic and Community Development to the Ohio State University Program 
for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. Such support of funding does not 
necessarily indicate concurrence with the contents, implications or 
recommendations within. Any substantive error remains the responsibility 
of the principal investigators. 
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SHOCK PROBATION: THE OHIO EXPERIENCE 

The Concept of Shock Probation 

A convicted felon in the United States is faced with two possible 
"treatment" dispositions -- the court may place him on probation or 
sentence him to an institution. The process involved in determinin~ 
which alternative is employed is not always clear, but it is assumed to 
depend upon the ;nature of the crime, the circumstances and the 
characteristics of the offender. 

Criminologists and the courts see definite advantages and 
disadvantages to each alternative. Incarceration first serves to protect 
the society; it isolates the offender, takes him out of circulation 
thereby reducing his opportunities to commit his crime again and sub­
sequently reduces community anxiety over his presence. It may also 
fulfill punitive (atonement), therapeutic, or preventive objectives. 4 
In addition, incarceration may function to deter others from committing 
the offense, provide a settinu where "rehabilitative" therapy may be 
employed and reinforce cultural norms and values by demonstrating the 
absolute power of the State. 

Probation, on the other hand, is designed to keep the offender in the 
community and not isolate him from his family and the influence of non­
criminal values. It attempts to avoid many of the perceived disadvantages 
of incarceration such as exposure of the naive offender to more 
sophisticated and hardened criminal elements or the increased bitterness 
and negativism associi'l-ted \'lith the deprivation of liberty. 

Neither incarceration nor probation by itself may be a viable or 
effective approach to crime control. IncarceratioLl may reach a point of 
diminishing returns. Studies have indicated that communities spend 
enormous sums of money keeping offenders imprisoned longer than is 
necessary; so long, in fact, that the chances of any rehabilitation is 
decreased. The findings of a California State Assembly Report emphasize 
the absence of a positive correlation between time served in prison and 
subsequent criminal conduct. S 

In Florida following the 1963 U.S. Supreme Court decision in the 
Gideon case, 1,252 felons were summarily released long before their 
normal release dates. The Department of Corrections luatched 110 of th~se 
early releasees with comparable offenders who served their full terms and 
found that 28 months after release, 13.6 percent of the Gideon group had 
returned to criminal activity in contrast to 25.4 percent of the full­
time releases. 6 Similar results of reduced sentences were also reported 
from the State of Washington and California.? 

It is difficult to assess the results of probation studies bec~use 
of the numerous imponderables involved, but claims of success are 
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relatively high. Whether due to the selection process or the poss:i.ble 
self-correcting nature of many of the clients, probation as an alternative 
has been supported. Empirical studies of the effectiveness of probation 
have generally demonstrated claims of a 50-90 percent "success" rate.,8 
1n a summary analysis of eleven probation studies since 1920, England 
found fOllr indicnting 80-90 percent adjustment during the probation period, 
five with 70-80 percent, and two reporting 60-70 percent. 9 Caldwell 
looked at post-probation success after eleven years for Federal probation­
ers in Alabnma and found that 83.6 percent conunitted no ne\o1 offense.lO 

Despite the relatively high "success\! rate, probat:im may not be the 
appropriate sanction for all offenders. There still remains a group of 
10-15 percent of those probated who do not succeed. These "failures" 
may lIave nC'.cde.c\ the prison experience:. lreatment, or supervision; their 
experiences and backgrounds may have required more structure and super­
vIsion, not minimal contact. 

There is all alternative to the prison versus probation dilemma; this 
Is to Incarcerat~ the offender for part of his sentence, suspend the 
remaind,cr, and pl.1ce him on probation. Such a procedure is a judicial 
decision, not one made by a division of correction or parole board. This 
option (!xists in modified form in Sweden, Denmark, Federal courts in the 
United States and in the States of Ohio, Maine, California, and 
Hisconsin. 

The split sent<::;J.ce attempts to combine the advantages of probation 
with some of the advantages of incarceration. On the one hand, it attempts 
to avoid the long-term prison commitment and subsequent hardening of 
attitudes, while at the same time providing consta:at supervision for a 
short peI'iod of time. Horeover, it is intended to impress the offender 
with the hardships and psychological problems of isolation and prison life. 

The advantage of combining incarceration with probation is debatable. 
One argument for such a practice is that institutionalization may be to 
the inmate's advantage. Incarceration provides the opportunity to 
evaluate the needs of the offender in more detaiL and helps him utilize 
training [lnd other educational services provided by the prisons. 
Correctional personnel may better be able to determine the needs of the 
individua.1 while at the same time providing the ruthorities with greater 
control over him and consequently providing greater proctection for the 
society.ll 

Another advantage of a mixed or split sentence is to "shock" or 
"jolt" the individual into a realization of the realities of prison life 
through d1e experience of imprisonment. 12 For example, the United States 
provision under Public Law 85-741, 85th. Congress, 72 Stat. 834" provides 
a minimum sentence of six months to be served in a county or local jail 
instead of federal or state institutions. This permits the offender to 
remain in his local community and close to his family while, at the same 
time, experiencing the negative aspects of incarceration. 
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Those opposed to mixed sentences argue that a person is either 
t! Llg IhLe for probation or he is not· prison and probation are dichotomies 
and cannot and shollid not be mixed. i3 One spokesman for this position 
has pOinted out" ..• tllat once having determined that a person can be 
trusted to remain In the community and can benefit most under community 

. supervision, no appreciable benefits can be derived from committing 
to a short period of incarceration •.. "14 

In addition, the argument is made that mixed sentences "contaminate" 
the individual and any chance he might have of rehabilitation. This 
argument suggests that any time spent in an institution is disruptive 
of normal therapeutic efforts which might be made jn a more open setting. 15 
Besides, short-term stays may even harden attitudes, expose the individual 
to more criminals, and make him resentful, feeling that he has served his 
"debt" .16 

A third argument against mixed sentences is more abstract than the 
first two, but along the same lines. It is held that to mix sentences 
is to act contra to the stated purpose and objectives of probation; 
jail time Is inconsistent with the philosophy of probation. 17 Probation 
is viewed as non-punitive and any use of prison makes the work of 
probation officers more complex and, in the long-run, may defeat the 
purpose of community supervision.18 The purpose of probation is to avoid 
incarceration, not be a supplement to it. 

Most of the debate on mixed sentencing has occurred in the United 
States, but as far as we know, there exists no empirical research in 
this country to support or reject the practice. Experimental programs 
have been set up to test split sentence effectiveness in Sweden, France, 
Norway, and the Netherlands, but statistical or empirical results are 
incomplete. 19 

Christiansen and l3ernsten in a study conducted in Denmark looked at 
sllort-term prisoners who were randomly placed in an intensive 50cio­
Psyc\lological treatment group and control group. They concluded that 
short-term incarceration may be effective as a sanction, but only under 
special circumstances, for certain types of offenders, and \vhen it is 
utilized as the first step in the process of resocialization. 20 Hhile 
they did not draw any conclusions regarding the effectiveness of short­
term incarceration except that the incidence of recidivism increased 
with the length of sentence, they did state that non-institutional 
treatment should be utilized if at all possible since the individual 
can remain in the community, maintain contacts with his familYA retain 
his job, and avoid some of the stigma of institutionalization. LI This 
conclusion in the main supports the findings of the Small Committee 
of Research Horkers of the Council of Europe who concluded that non­
institutional commitments should be attempted and where incarceration 
-is required, that it should be applied to only certain types of offenders, 
but those types are not specified. 22 

Hartshorne, a federal judge in the United States, concluded from 
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1Jis experienc.es in sentencing i:hat such a practice of imposing short­
term prlson treatment should be applied only when probation is not 
applicabJ.e. 23 lie notes two conditions when split sentences should 
be lIsed: (1) when probation is not sufficient on the merits of the 
case (l.e., the nature of the crime and the societal reaction to it), and 
(2) when the individual has already demonstrated that he has violated a 
probation order. In sum, previous research does not enable one to draw 
any definite conclusions regarding the use of split sentences as a 
correctional tool. 

Shock Probation: The Ohio Experience 

Seven years afte.r the implementation of the federal split-sentence 
statute, the legislature of the State of Ohio passed into law Section 
2947.06.1 of the Ohio Revised Code which called for the enactment of what 
has come to he known as "shock" probation. The original Ohio statute 
differed from the federal law in several respects: (1) unlike the 
federal split-sentence, the period of incarceration under Ohio law was 
not specified; (2) the decision to grant shock probation is a modification 
of the original sentence carried out after imposition of the original 
sentence has b<=gun; (3) the place of incarceration under the Ohio statute 
is a state prison or reformatory, not a local jail as specified in the 
federal jurisdiction. 

Specifically, the Ohio statute of 1965 stated that lithe trial 
court may, upon motion of the defendant made not earlier than thirty 
days nor later than sixty days after the defendant, having been sentenced, 
be delivered into the custody of the keeper of the institution in which 
he is to begin serving his sentence, or upon the court's own motion during 
the same thirty-day period, suspend the further execution of the sentence 
and place the defendant on probation upon such terms as the court de­
termines, notwithstanding the expiration of the term court during which 
such defendant was sentenced."24 

Although passage of this bill was practically unanimous in both houses 
of the Ohio Legislature, the legislators responsible for its introduction 
wore unable at the time of this writing to determine the interest group 
wltic.:h pushed for the passage of the legislation. The agency which has 
t:lkcn the greatest interest in the use of shock probation in Ohio, 
however, is the Ohio Adult Parole Authority. This agency was newly 
formed in 1965 and took some interest in the legislative enactment of 
the sbock probation experiment. 

According to the Ohio Adult Parole Authority (APA) , shock 
probatIon was passed into law because "some citizens felt that probation, 
without some period of confinement in a state penal institution, 
WI.lB inad(~quate to persuade a defendant who had committed one felony 
that he should not commit another."25 It is clear that these "citizens," 
like their counterparts at the federal level, chose to overlook the 
theoret:i,caJ. arguments which regard probation and incarceration as 
separnte senteneing alternatives and the integration of the two 
techniques as counter-productive. 
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The shock probation alternative was thought to provide five 
positive correctional functions: 

t. A way for tIll' eourts to impress of (enders with the 
serlou1'lnCAs of theix action without a long prison sentence. 

2. A way for t11e courts to release offenders found by 
the institution to be more amenable to community-based 
treatment than was realized by the courts at the time 
of sentence. 

3. A way for the courts to arrive at a just compromise 
bet1.,een punishment and leniency in appropriate cases. 

4. A way for the courts to provide community-based 
treatment for rehabilitable offenders while still 
observing their responsibilities for imposing deter­
rent sentences whC're pnblic policy demands it. 

5. Shock probation affords the briefly incarceruted 
offender, a protection against abs0~ption into the 
'hard rock i inmate culture. 26 

In the literature available regarding this technique, no mention is 
made of possible deleterious effects. 

There is evidence that the purpose of the statute as originally 
formulated was not clear to the magistrates for whose use the law was 
intended. In a 1971 report the APA states that "here and there were 
judges who used shock probation on convicts who had experienced numer­
ous convictions." This usage obviously negated any shock value in the 
technique. Furthermore, "some judges were reducing the 'shock' 
effect •.• by telling the offenders at the time of their commitment 
that if they would have their attorneys file motions for 'shock' 
probation, the court would give them favorable consideration."27 

To add to the confusion, motions timely filed by the defendant 
were sometimes not acted upon by the presiding magistrate. for over 
a year-~a pe.riod after which most convicted felons in Ohio are eligible 
for parole. To relieve this alnbiguity the state legislature amended 
the shock probation statute in 1969 as follows: "The court shall hear 
any such motion for shock probation within sixty days after the filing 
date thereof and shall enter its ruling thereon \vithin ten days there­
after."28 Thus, the court after November of 1969 was obligated not 
only to hear the motion for reconsideration of sentence but to act 
on the motion. Concomitantly, time limitations were specified which, 
when adjusted to the stipulations for a timely-flIed motion, would force 
the magistrate to grant or to deny the motion for shock probation 
within 130 days of the original date on which the defendant was 
incarcerated. 
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Judic1al complh c 'tl ~h' . ", .n c Wl 1 L 1S statuatory limitation ha b 
sporadic al best. The prof)ccutin . ' seen 
County has rUed L'll1'L L) [' , dg attorney in at least one major Ohio 

, .. , (orCe JU ges to c 1 i I I 
in un urban county j n northern Ohi' omp y W t 1 t Ie law. A ,iudge 
In a personal con~ersation that th~ ~~g~estedd to ~ne of the investigators 
represented the interest of d f amen ments to the statute 
legislature and strive'to I' ~te~sde,a~torneys who dominate the Ohio 

lm1 JU lClal discretionary power. 

The questions of judicial 
aSide, the amended statute only compliance and legislative interests 
implementation cited by the APA formalized the confused and erratic 
of the USe of shock probation. 29as characteristic of the early years 

The amended statute also in I 
judges of the same court tiC uded a provision which allowed other 
original judge was unable ~o l~a~d a ~otton ~or shock probation if the 
states that the hearing shall ~e h:l: ~ea~lng., The law as amended 
sentence, unless he is bl y the Judge who imposed such 
bilit ' una e to act thereon ad' " . 

'y may reasonably be ex ect ,n lt appears that his ina-
for Such action" TI P ed to contlnue beyond the time lim;t 

, . 1e statute als t' 1 -
a Judge of such COurt or assi ned ~h: lpU ates ~hat "in such case~, 
u, nder this section in "cc d

g 
, reto may dlspose of a motion f;led . d ' u or ance wlth' ... 

J u ~~, Or as prescribed ')y the rules an ass~gnment of the presiding 
billty for disposition of criminal ma~~ pra~joces concerning responsi-

ers. 
Th' 

ab10 a 1S pa~ti~ular amendment had the effect 0 ' . 
- rea of Judlcial responSibility P' f formal1z1ng a question-

statute, judges in the various c~mm' rlor to the 1965 enactment of the 
option of "vacating" the sentence on plea~ courts of Ohio had the 
quent practice had two drawback s of convlcted felons. This infre 
probati ri F' s, according to th ., -
, 0., lrst, the vacated sente ." e proponents of shock 
Judge to ;;\ace the defendant d nCe ,:d not formally allow the 
period ot incarceration- and un er ~ommun1ty supervision after a brief 
:acate the sentence and'only.)i~e~~~ r only the presiding judge could 
felon sentenced in the last few d e~ of co~rt. Thus, a convicted 
court could not be released fr ays 0 a speclfic jUdge's term of 
judiCial grace. om the correctional facility through 

II.nother procedural re' , 
Viegel, 34 00 (2d) 96) I qu~re~ent lS found in case law (State vs. 

, W1ere1n lt is stated: 

"I h nearing such a motion th 
in the penal institution ~fte e ~~fe~dant(s good conduct 
material in determining h hr lS lncarceration is not 
~ 1 w et er the r:urtler execution of se t court should Suspend 
probation." n ence and place the defendant on 

The shock probation st 
received praise from atute as i~ is now formulated in Oh1'O ha 
sees thi ,many quarters. ~hth few exce t. s 

s sentenclng alternative as a workable dP lon~, the judiCiary 
an WOrklng solution 
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to the problem of recidivism among first offenders. Community-based 
correctional workers see it as an effective tool which "jo1tsll the 
naive offender into a more lucid perception of reality. HmoTever, the 
starEs of the various correctional institutions throughout the state 
remain generally unimpressed with the technique. Curiously, perceptions 
of the "value" of shock probation --both negative and positive--are 
quite rigid, considering the fact that no rigorous scientific study 
of this treatment technique has been conduct"!d in order to ascertain, 
even at a descriptive level, the uses and effectiveness of this 
sentencing alternative. 

Research Questions and Design 

The phase of the research addressing the decision-making process 
of judges sought answers to the following questions: 

1) Who initiates application for shock probation (counsel 
cir judge); 

2) Who grants shock probation and to whom (inter-county 
and inter- and intra-judge variations by offense type); 

3) Hho does or does not receive shock probation (character­
istics of offenders, judges, type of offense, demographic 
characteristics, type of counsel, etc.); and 

4) On what criteria do judges base their decisions? 

The second phase concerned the effectiveness of shock probation, 
both in absolute and relative terms, and attempted to answer the follow­
ing questions: . 

1) What is the effectiveness of shock probation, in terms of 
re-arrest, recidivism, reincarceration, stability of offender 
following release, etc. (A control group might be offenders 
originally placed on probation but never incarcerated); and 

2) Do persons placed on shock probation actually reflect the 
alleged benefits (in cont:r:ast with those for whom shock 
probation is requested but denied, and in contrast with both 
original probationers never incarcerated and i.ncarcerated 
felons)? 

Data addressing these questions were gathered in two different 
phases, the first addressing shock probat~Qn statewide and the second 
focusing on one major metropo,litan county. 
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The statewide study 

The original study design proposed that the sample which would 
be most representative could be drawn from the probation departments 
of selected counties throughout the state. This sample was to be 
combined with data made available through cooperation of the Ohio 
Adult Parole Authority. Time limitations, budgetary constraints, and 
legal considerations forced the abandonment of this original design 
and it was decided to limit the study to a sample drawn from the records 
oE the State Department of Corrections. 

The Department of Corrections of the State of Ohio does not 
compile general records which include all of those variables which the 
research team hoped to measure in studying the use and effectiveness 
of this sentencing alternative. Therefore, it was concluded that the 
sample should be drawn from the various correctional institutions 
throughout the state. It t\las clear that this was not the most desir­
able technique for drawing the sample since no comparisons could be 
made between those persons receiving shock probation and those receiv­
ing regular probation. However, the research team concluded that it 
would be valuable to describe and measure the difference bet\\leen those 
incarcerated felons \\lho received shock probation and those who were 
eligible under the law to receive shock probation but who were not 
released. 

Originally, it was decided to gather data on all persons released 
on shock probation from the six male institutions and the one state 
correctional facility for women since the implementation of the 
statute in 1965. (See Table 1). Again temporal and budgetary con­
straints beset the research proj ect, and the design was once more 
adjusted to these limitations. The final design included a sample 
composed of those persons released from the state's two correctional 
institutions for youthful offenders in 1966 and 1970 and a similar 
sample drawn from the women's reformatory. It was the opinion of those 
invoJ.ved with the research that this sample would be representative 
of the most frequent usages of the law, as well as providing a longi­
tudinal view of the early implementation and the usage of the law after 
the statute had become a somewhat institutionalized sentencing alternative. 

"Having decided to take the universe of shock probationers from 
three correctional facilities for two separate calendar years as a 
sample, it was decided to draw a comparison group of cases eligible 
for shock probation under law but not released from the institution. 
Using the institutional entrance log, a two-to-one control sample was 
drawn from the eligible case entering the institution immediately 
before the offender granted shock probation and the eligible case 
entering immediately following the shock probationer. Thus, the total 
sample in this study included sixty-one shock probation cases in 
1966 and 485 shock probation cases in 1970 and the control samples 
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Year 

1966 

1967 

TABLE 1 

Use of Shock Probation 

Number of felons committed to penal 
institutions who were granted shock 
prob?-tion 

85 

183 

1968 294 

1969 480 

1970 632 

1971 907 

1972 1,292 

TOTAL 3,873 

drawn for these groups.3l 

Percentage of felbi.1s committed 
to penal institutio'ns \\lho 
received shock probation 

2.7% 

5.5 

7.8 

11. 7 

14.7 

18.4 

26.0 

13.6% 

The instrument used to gather the data from the institutional 
files was constructed after receiving a sample file containing the 
maximum amount of data available in the institutional records. It was 
later discovered that the available data varied from institution to 
institution ~ .yet, the r leld research workers found only less data in 
the records of other institutions when compared to the sample file taken 
from the Lebanon Correctional Institute on which the original instrument 
was based. A pilot study was conducted at one of the facilities and 
it was concluded that the instrument was sufficient for the data 
collection. 32 The arrangement of the "questions it in the instrument 
was so constructed as to facilitate the collection of the data as 
it is found in the institutional case records. 

The data included six general categories of variables. The first 
group of variables specified the demographic characteristics of the 
case and included age, race, mari~al status, 1.Q.,33 and size of com­
munity legal residence. 

Second, data were gathered concerning the legal particulars of 
the cases. These included the county from which the individl,1al was 
sentenced, the name of the sentencing judge, the date of sentence, the 
dates of admission, transfer, and release from the institution, the 
offense for which the individual was convicted, the second offense 
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on the indictment for whi<::h the individual was convicted, the minimum 
and maximum periods of incarceration as prescribed in the sentence, 
tile admission status of the case (regular or probation or parole vio­
lntlon, etc.), outstanding detainers on the individual from other 
jurisdictions, the presence of a pre-sentence report,* and the sentenc­
ing recommendation of the prohation department,* the name of the defense 
attorney and the type of representation--public or private--provided 
by the attorney,* the initiator of the petition for shock probation,* 
the plea \olhich the defendant entered at court, the document--informa­
tion or indictment--upon which the conviction was based, and the presence 
or absence of a request by the sentencing judge for information re­
garding the individual's adjustment to prison life.*33 

The dlird category of variables measured the offender's prior 
involvement in criminal activity. These data were found in pre­
sentence reports (when available), institutional social service sum­
maries, and Federal Bureau of Investigation record sheets. The vari­
ables in this group were identified as the age of first offense 
(juvenile Or adult), the number of contacts which the offender had with 
juvenile authorities, the number of times the individual had been 
sent to a juvenile institution, and the amount of time he or she spent 
in the institution. The individual's adult record was measured by the 
number of adult arrests, the number of jail commitments, the time 
spent in jails, the number of previous prison commitments, and the 
total time spent in correctional institutions. 

The social and economic indicators used to measure the status 
of the individual included the subject's occupation and educational 
level, his or her father's occupation and educational level, the number 
of children or adults dependent on the individual, and the criminal 
involvement of the parents or siblings of the subject. 

The fifth area--institutional adjustment--was clearly the most 
difficult to measure with the awtilable data. Since individuals 
receiving shock probation were in the institution for periods of time 
as short as thirty days, little data could be found in their institu­
tional records regarding their adjustment to penitentiary life. The 
only available data deemed satisfactory here were the number and magni­
tude of seriousness of citations for violations of prison rules.* 

The final varinble considered in this study was the present 
dlsposltion of subject. Clearly, the effectiveness of shock probation 
;n: a SL'ntl~IW I n!~ n I ternaL i.ve can only be measured by the post-release 
tWIt:1 v 1(\1- n f till' slIhj l'(: l . The measure of success or failure used in 
lills :>llllly was whether the subject was re-arrested and returned to 
111(' I liSt! LIlI lOll or declared a prohation or parole violator 'and not 
reLurned. It is jnteresting to note that while the researchers pro­
vided tn the instrument for the possibility of re-arrest without re­
incarceration, there were no such cases in the sample. 
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The county study 

Unlike the statewide study, the county study was able to overcome 
the deficiencies in sampling by focusing not on the institution, but 
by initiating the r.esenrch in the county probation department. The 
county study also incluued a comparison based on a control sample of 
non-incarcerated persons receiving regular probation. 

The sample year used in the county study is 1970. This calendar 
year was chosen for two reasons. First, legislative amendments to the 
shock probation statute instituted in 1969 (as described above) intro­
duced a new procedural stipulation which would allow for an analysis 
of judicial compliance with legislative mandates. Second, records 
of the agencies where the data were to be collected had just begun to 
clearly differentiate between shock probation and the earlier judicial 
practice of "vacating" the sentence. 

The sample of those cases receiving shock probation in 1970 is 
based on the probation department's log entries for that year. It was 
not until 1971 that annual lists of those persons receiving shock 
probation were compiled by the staff of the probation department. There­
fore, it was necessary to scan the 1970 log to identify all shock 
probation cases. The sample of shock probationers includes all persons 
granted shock probation in 1970. even though they may have been sentenced 
before that year plus all persons granted shock probation after 1970 whose 
pre-sentence reports were prepared in 1970. The total number of cases 
in the sample of shock probationers was sixty men and seven women. 

Two comparison groups were drawn for the county study. The 
first of these was made up of cases receiving regular probation as a 
sentence for a felony conviction. This comparison group waS drawn 
from the probation department records by taking the case immediately 
preceding and the case immediately following each shock probation case 
listed in the agency's log. This sample included 30.1 percent of all 
those persons granted probation in the county in 1970. 34 

The second comparison group was selected from the institutional 
records of four of Ohio's seven adult male correctioml facilities and 
the records of the Ohio Reformatory for Women. The institutional 
admission date for each convicted felon receiving shock probation was 
determined and the comparison group was compiled by selecting the 
case immediately preceding and the case immediaUiy following each 
shock probation case in the institutional admission log. Only those 
cases eligible for shock probation. but not released under the statute, 
were selected for comparison. 35 

Although the necessary data for the sample of shock probationers 
and the regular probation control group was readily available at the 
office of the county Probation Department, the collection of data 
for the institutionalized comparison sample proved to be slightly 
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more complex. The Ohio correctional system has two "receiving insti­
tutions" for male offenders. After initial processing and classification 
which takes approximately six weeks, the prisoner is often transferred 
to a 6econd institution; and. indeed, he may be transferred a subse­
quent time if the circumstances of his incarceration should prescribe 
S IIch llC tion. 

Unfortunately, anyone individual may appear on several admission 
logs following a series of transfers. Th~ individual's institution 
records are transferred with the subject on each move. The significance 
of these policies of the correctional system for the researcher rests 
in the problems of tracing an individual through the system from insti­
tution to institution in the attempt to locate the specific institution 
in which the individual is presently incarcerated, or (as was most 
often the case in the present study) that institution from which the 
subject had subsequently been paroled. Once an individual is released 
on parole, his institutional records are maintained at the institution 
at ~lich he had last been confined. 

Although the sample of institutional controls was drawn from 
the \!umiHslom; registers of the two receiving institutions, it was 
necessary to locate the institutional files for data collection at four 
dlrfer~nt correctional facilities. The institutional sample, then, 
was comprised of two cases for each one case of shock probation. The 
sample of 120 cases for males represents 38.S percent of all those 
sentenced to state correctional facilities from the county in 1970 
excluding those released on shock probation. For women. on the other 
hand, the institutional contr6l sample comprised 70.0 percent of all 
those women sentenced in 1970, while fully 25.0 percent of all those 
women sentenced to the women's reformatory received shock probation. 

To facilitate comparative analysis the design and columnar 
specifications of the instrument used in the statewide stud1 were 
adopted with some minor modifications for the County study. 6 The 
identification numbers of probation and shock probation cases were 
substituted for institution numbers, and categories for the present 
disposition of the subject were added to the questionnaire to compensate 
Cor possible variations in status under normal probation conditions. 
These variations in legal status or present disposition include the 
pOI:lI-db !lilies of tlte subJ ect being currently on prohation, currently 
on Hliock probnL:1 on. absconding witt 1e on probation or shock probation 
(lll violation of probatJon) , arrest for 11 new offense or technically 
vl()ltlllnf~ probntion, fa1.l:lng to meet the requirements of: probation 
aud, lhuB, having the original period of probation extended, and the 
HUCCUHSfu) completion of probation or shock probation. 

flev(\rul other variables were subsequently added to the instrument. 
'L'IIc.'t:w Lnel uded (1) the total number of adult probation sentences 
prevlouHly jmposed on the subject and (2) the number of these success­
fully completed; (3) the original probation period stipulated by the 
court; (4) the presence of a report by the probation department prior 
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to a hearing for reconsideration of sentence and (5) the recommendation 
contained in that report; (6) any indication in the pre-sentence report 
of remorse on the part of the offender and (7) any indication in the pre­
shock report of offender remorse; and (S) the consistency of the sub­
ject's employment record. 

The data describing the status of the defense attorney--privately 
retained or court appointed--were generally unavailable in both the files 
of the probation department and the institutional inmate files. Since 
this information was conSidered vital for an analysis of the administra­
tion of sentencing, the defense attorneys who were identified by name 
in the records were contacted either by phone or in person to determine 
their status in each sample case. Through this procedure data were 
gathered on approximately sixty percent of all attorneys represented 
in the sample. 37 In the process of determining whether the attorneys 
were court appointed or privately retained, it was also determined ~.,ho 

had filed the petition requesting a hearing for the consideration of 
shock probation for those who had been released under the statute. 
Similarly for the institutional control group, it was determined if 
such a request had been made and who, if anyone, initiated the 
proceedings. 

Of the 15 common pleas judges who presided in the cases of the 
335 cases represented in the sample, 11 were interviewed. The interview 
was open-ended and was conducted to determine predisposition of the 
magistrate toward certain types of offenders in the administration 
of sentences. 38 Although considerable difficulty was experienced in 
setting appointments for interviews and a limited amount of time was 
allowed by mast judges. it was possible to collect a substantial amount 
of "soft" data to aid in an analysis of the use of shock probation in 
the county. 

Summary of Research Design 

Exploratory, descriptive research is not designed to test specific 
hypotheses, nor to substantiate a theoretical perspective. Instead, 
it is justified by its heuristic qualities and its implications for 
policy decisions. The present research meets both of these criteria. 
The genuine dearth of available research on the split-sentence or 
shock probation indicates that little is known regarding either its 
effectiveness or its administration. Social scientists, as well as 
policy-makers in the legislature, judiciary, and corrections, are 
currently making decisions which may drastically effect the lives of 
many indiViduals, while fixing the direction of rehabilitation and cor­
rections for years to come. These decisions are being made without 
the benefit of empirical data and, as a result, can have only question­
able validity. One of the purposes of this ~esearch is to help generate 
further investigation, research, and theoretical formulations relating 
to the administration of justice and the effectiveness of penal sanc­
tions in meeting the articulated goals of the justice system. 
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'fhe data compiled in this study were not subject to high level 
H taL1.stlcal tests, since mos t of the variables are non-continuous. 
Considering this factor, the descriptive presentation of the data in 
lile rol10winn Section seeks to disclose (1) the characteristics of 
LiIoHe! persong granted Hhock probation; (2) the differences or similari­
ties bctwc~n thos~ persons who are granted regular probation and those 
who Ilrc granted shock probation; and (3) comparisons between these two 
l~rOU[l8 and those 0 ffenders eligible for both probation and shock 
probation WIIO receive neither and are consequently incarcerated. 

The Hccond major presentation describes the judicial applications 
or shock probD,tiol1 as a sentencing alternative. The focus of this section 
1~ on the judicial compliance with statuatory and case law limitations 
which hf..lVC been placed on the j udic-iary in the administration of shock 
probation. The extent to which the judiCiary complies with the law 
nWly have an effect on further legislative and correctional policy 
regarding provisions for new sentencing alternatives--an area lll'ith far 
too little available research--is described as it applies to a 
particular alternative sentencing technique. 

The final and most important presentations for the purposes of 
enlightened policy-making are descriptions of the effectiveness of 
13hock probation as a sentencing alternative and of the variables associ­
ated with "success" under shock probation treatment. Clearly, the extent 
of judicjal implementation of shock probation is determined by zealous 
claims of success39 with little rigorous, empirical evidence to 
support these conjectures. If the theoretical justifications of the 
pollcy makers r,n \Insupported by scientifically conducted research, the 
value oC their deci.sfons becomes questionable. It is hoped that the 
research findings presented herein will serve as a basis for further 
evaluation of Lhe effectiveness of shock probation as a sentencing 
alternative. 

The concluding section of this study evaluates the findings and 
provides suggestions for further research. While it is not the function 
of descriptive, exploratory studies based on wide-ranging research 
La provide alternatives to current correctional policy, it is necessary 
t() focus: on the crucial findings and to suggest areas for further 
research. 

Who Receives Shock Probation 

'rhe county study collected extensive data on the overall characteristics 
of' (1) the group receiving shock probation, (2) those receiving regular 
probatlon, and (3) those who have been incarcerated without early 
rct(lllse. Since the sample of .female shock probationers is far too 
smaH (NI;;I7) to draw any conclusions, only the male population is 
included in the follOWing antilysis. 
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According to the Ohio Judicial Criminal Statistics, the County 
Court of Common Pleas judges handled 1,864 criminal cases during the 
sample year. Of these cases 1,640 involved ~qle offenders. Slightly 
under half of these cases eN = 712) resulted in a convlction. Apart 
rrom the 5.3 percent who were given jailor \.,rorkhouH(' sctcnces, fines, 
or committed to a mental hospital, 44.8 percent of the convicted felons 
were placed on probation~ 8.1 percent were granted shock probation, and 
41.6 percent were incarcerated in a state correctional facility. The 
san/pIe for the county study includes all of the shock probation cases 
for the sample year (N = 60), 36.0 percent of all regular probation 
cases eN = 120), and 38.8 percent of all incarcerated cases (N = 120) 
for the same year. 

The analysis tapped four major description categories: (1) 
demographic and related variables; (2) social status; (3) legal vari­
ables; and (4) prior criminal involvement. 

Offenders who received regular probati.on were (1) disproportionately 
white; (2) may have been any age, but generally were from the ages of 
19 to 24; (3) usually of lower-middle to middle socio-economic status; 
(4) may have completed high school, but generally did not finish 
the eleventh grade; (5) had low rates of parent or sibling criminality; 
(6) slightly more likely to be single than married; (7) convicted of 
fraud, embezzlement, or forgery as often as for proper.ty offenses: 
(8) generally had private rather than court-appointed legal representa­
tion; (9) almost always received a recommendation favorable to pro­
bation from the probation department; (10) entered pleas of guilty; and 
(11) generally had no juvenile or adult record, but may have had a 
record of arrests and jail confinements as an adult. 

Offenders who are eligible for probationary status but who were 
incarcerated witllout the benefit of early release were (1) disproportionate­
ly black; (2 ) much younger--18 to 20 years old--than those receiving 
one of the two forms of probation: (3) of lower to lower-middle socio­
economic status; (4) may have completed junior high school but were 
more often junior high or high school drop-outs; (5) had substantially 
hi~ler rates of parent-sibling criminality than did probationers; (6) 
much more likely to be single than married (which is clearly a function 
of age); (7) predominantly convicted of offenses against property; 
(8) represented by court-appointed attorneys, public defenders, or 
waived their right to counsel far more often; (9) almost exclUSively 
received recommendations from the probation department which called for 
imprisonment; (10) entered pleas of guilty upon their arraignment; 
and (11) generally had an extensive criminal record characterized by 
juvenile and/or adult incarcerations. 

Like offenders receiving regular probation, those who received 
shock probation were (1) disproportionately white; (2) generally young--22 
to 26 years old--but ranged upward to 69 years of age; (3) of slightly 
higher socia-economic status, generally from middle and upper-middle 
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class families; (4) usually high school graduates, while many attended 
college; (5) rarely had parents of siblings with criminal records' 
(6) as likely to be married as single, but more were divorced tha~ in 
the other sample populations; (7) more likely to have been convicted f 
fraud or narcotics violations than for property or personal offenses' or 
(H) wlwllly represented by privately'-retained attorneys: (9) generali 
r(cct!»JVeci il recommendation for incarceration from the probation depart:ent. 
,10 . twually entered a plea of guilty; and (11) generally had prior ' 
cr imina1 records, but the majority had not previously been confined in 
an adult correctional institution. 

A further analYSis and elaboration f h following: 0 t ese profiles reveals the 

(1) 
that 
the 
did 

.~lile it has been the specified reconnnendatinn of the Ohio APA 
slock probation be applied to the youthful and naive offender 

~~~r~~~f:;eS~~n~~~~:n~~~~iving shock probation or regular prob~tion 

(2) »lacks were not represented among shock probationers i ' 
to their representation in the rison . n proport10n 
of cases sampled who were grant~d h ~oPulati~n. Of the total number 
19.8 petcent: (N _ 97) s oc probatlOn (N = 490), only 
(N = 338) of tho;e rel~!s!~eu~!!:n~~rs were black, while 79.2 percent 
wide study also found that th e statute were white. The state­
infl uenced the granting of Sh~c~nly ~ocio-demographiC variable which 
was the race of the sub]' ect I Phro ation to incarcerated felons 

. n t e county study th . if race as a factor in the admini t t' ' e s~gn icance of 
remained when the data were i ~i r~d ~o~ of sentencing alternatives 
offender, the prior c~iminal ~ec~rdu~/y controlled for the age of the 
offense and the mandatory 'i the offender, the nature of the 

m1n mum sentence to he imposed. 

(3) TIle occupational prestige of the f 
~eceiving shock probation differed si athers of the offenders 
two comparison samples Unl'k th gnificantly from those of the 
i . ~ e e regular prob t' ncarcerees, the percentage of shock .. . a 10ners and the 
the lower categories was only 46 2 probat10n cases falling into 
(N - 17) f . • percent (N = 24) hil ~ 

. - 0 the sample was found i th h ' w e 3.j.0 percent 
percentage significantly hi h hn e igher classifications-_a 
probation or the incarcerat!des

r 
bt . an those of either the regular 

[1 i 1 u Jects. The ge 11 . nanc a resource'> of the sh k nera y higher level of 
proportion of this~group acce~~ tProbation sample allowed a significant 
indicated that 68.2 percent (N = ~5~rivate representation. The data 
occupation fell within the uppe 1 . ~f those offenders whose fathers 
by private counsel while only rS oeve s of the index were represented 
low 1 l' • percent (N - 49) f h er eve s were represented b i - 0 t ose in the 
Furthermore, of those cases rec~i~i~r vately retained attorney. 
were represented by privately-reta' gdProbation 62.2 percent (N = 46) 
of those represented by private co~~:elcounse1; only 26.2 percent (N = 27) 
both regular and shock probation sa 1 we:e incarcerated. Combining 

mp es, 1t was found that 73 8 • percent 
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of all those represented privately received some form of probationary 
status. 

(4) .Iudges wer.e found to not be following the recommendations of the 
Ohio APA with regar.d to offense categories, which recommendations were 
to deny shock probation to potentially violent offenders and narcotic 
offenders. 20.0 percent (N = 7) of personal offenders and 44.4 percent 
(N :::: 16) of narcot I.e offenders were granted shock probation. Further­
more, wh i 1 (.~ the APA recommends that shock probation he ~ranted to first 
offenders, 28.3 percent (N = 17) of those receiving shock probation 
had previotiH jailor prison commitments. Yet interviews with 11 of the 
15 magistrates represented in the sample found most suggesting that 
shock probation should be and was used in the case of youthful, naive 
offenders in order to 1) mitgate harsh mandatory sentences, and 
2) impress upon the offender the seriousness of his criminal activities. 

~lile all but one judge concurred that shock probation as it was 
administered in the county was an extraordinarilv effective technique 
for primary deterrence, informal discussions with several officers of 
the County Probation Department made if" clear that the value of shock 
probation as a sentencing alternative was only partially congenial to 
these men. In general, it was felt that shock probation was a "political" 
rather than a rehabilitative tool as it was employed by the magistrates. 
It was suggested by more than one officer that sh0ck probation allowed 
the judges to "look tough" by incarcerating almor·;t half of all convicted 
felons while later "qUietly" releasing a substantial proportion of them 
on shock probation to satisfy "political obligations. if The probation 
officers (particularly those with longer tenure) tended to take a cyni­
cal attitude to any technique designed to rehabilitate the offender. 
Implicit .in the formal statements contained in the presentence reports 
and in informal discussions with the variolls officers was the notion that 
persons convicted of violations of criminal la\o1 are qualitatively 
different from law-abiding citizens. Although never explicity stated, 
this principle seemed to apply more consistently to black than to 
white offenders. 

This generalized attitude toward convicted felons is reflected 
in the rate of recommendation for incarceration. Although employed 
as practjtioners in the field of corrections, the probation officers 
generally were unenthusiastic about community-based treatment as an 
alternative to incarceration. Thus, 51.5 percent of the recommendations 
of the probation department were for incarceration rather than 
community-based treatment. Even high estimates of the proportion of 
offenders who are not now amenable to treatment do not approximate the 
proportion that the probation department would illcarcernte. The data 
seem to slIggest that the probation department sees social defense hest 
served by removing the offender with a prior criminal record from the 
communtty. 
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Sum~~ry of who receives shock probation 

The data suggest that judges are frequently failing to abide by 
APA recommendations regarding age, offense categories, and previous 
rccords in their deciSions as to who shall receive shock probation. 
Indeed it appears that the best predictors of who shall be so treated 
include the offender's social class position, his race, and his ability 
to privately retain an attorney. 

The Decision-Making Process of Judges 

Time limitation violations 

As indicated above, consistent data on the date of application 
for shock probation and the date of hearing were neither available from 
the probation department nor from the prison files surveyed. How-
ever, the amount of time between the date of initial incarceration and 
the date of release on shock probation does provide a measure of judicial 
adherence to the statuatory limit of 130 days incarceration for shock 
probationers. 

The findings of the state-wide study indicated that in 1970 
there were a total of 431 men released on shock probation from the three 
institutions sampled. Of the men receiving shock probation, 103 (23 
percent) were released after the 130 day statuatory limit. Those 
released ,after the 130 day limit varied in their length of incarceration 
with nearly half of the 23 percent remaining in prison six months or 
mon! before release under the shock probation statute. 

TABLE 2 

Length of Incarceration for Inmates 
Released on Shock Probation in Ohio 

Time of Release Number of Cases 

Under 120 days 328 
(Legal release) 

130-180 days 52 

Over 6 months 5 

TOTALS 431 
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Percent of Total 

76.1 

12.1 

11.8 

100.0 

....... r 

The county study found less variation in length of incarceration 
for those released under the shock probation statute. Of the 60 cases 
granted shock probation in the County in 1970, 13.3 percent were held 
In vJ.olation of statuntory limitations. Of these, only 2 cases (3.3 
percent) were. held for n pet''lod 'In excess of six mOllths. 

TABLE 3 

Length of Incarceration for Inmates 
Released on Shock Probation in the County 

Time of Release Numbe!' of Cases Percent 

Under 120 days 52 
(Legal release) 

130-180 days 6 

Over 6 months 2 

TOTALS 60 

of rr:?t:al 

86.7 

10.0 

3.3 

100.0 

The state-wide study suggested that race was a factor for those 
remaining after the 130 day limit. Although far more wllites recei~ed 
shock probation than blacks, which was due in part to the larger 
gross number of white inmates (in 1970 the Ohio prison population was 
approximately 60 percent white ~nd 40 percent black), a significantly 
larger percent~ge of the blacks released state-wide under the shock 
probation statute were released after the 130 day limit. 

Tllus, in addi tion to the findings that whites rcceived shock 
probation significantly more often than their representaLion in the 
prison population warranted,40 it appeared that race also influenced 
in SOIllB manner the lack of compliance with the statuatorv limitations 
in the administration of shock probation. (See Table 4). 

The variations by race in judicial compliance· with statuatory 
limitations found in the state-wide study were not found in the County 
data. Of the 13 cases held over the prescribed time limit, only one 
was black representing 7.7 percent of all blacks relaasec1 under shock 
probatlon. On the other hand, whites--comprising 78.3 percent 
(N = 47) of all shock probation cases--were held past the legal time 
limitations in 14.9 percent (N = 7) of the cases. (See Table 5). 
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I 
Race 

White 

Black 

Race 

White 

Black· 

TABLE 4 

Racial Distr.ibution by Length of 
Incarceration in Ohio 

Legal Time 
Release Violations 

N Percent N Percent 

276 79.5 71 20.5 

52 61.9 32 38.1 

TABLE 5 

Ra'cial Distribution by Length of 
Incarceration in the County 

Legal 
Release 

N Percent 

40. 85.1 

12 92.3 

N 

7 

1 

Time 
Violations 

Percent 

14.9 

7.7 

Total 

N Percent 

347 100.0 

84 100.0 

Total 

N Percent 

47 100.0 

13 100.0 

Various hypotheses can be suggested to account for this racial 
imbalance in the distribution of statutory violations found in the 
statewide study based on time served. Black inmates have lesser 
access to private legal counselor are generally less familiar with 
leba1 criteria; therefore, they l!\ay'more frequently apply for shock 
probation after the 130 day limitation has elapsed, or so near this 
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limit that the reviewing judge is unable to act upon the motion within 
the prescribed period of time. On the other hand, it may also be that 
the members of the state's judiciary feel less constrained or experi­
ence less pressure than the judiciary. of the County to act upon the 
petition of a black incarceree with the same concern as they would on 
those of other prisoners. However, the available data do not provide 
sufficient evidence to support or refute any interpretation of this 
disparity. 

It was thought that the racial disparity in the distribution 
of time violations found in the state-wide study might not have bE:en 
indicative of any general trend in the judiciary, but rather the result 
of the sentencing practices of only a few judges. (The Ohio sample 
of shock probationers were under the jurisdiction of 192 Common Pleas 
Court judges in 88 Ohio counties). In order to determine the validity 
of this assumption, the sample of judges was analyzed to determine 
the distribution of temporal violatio.ns. Although some judges did not 
grant any shock probation after the 130 day limit, no single judge 
accounted for more than three releases after the time limit had passed, 
and the majority of judges granting such statuatorily invalid :r:eleases 
were responsible for two or less. The findings indicated that while 
the tendency to release blacks in violation of the time limit was a 
widely distributed phenomenon, it did not follow any readily discernible 
pattern. 

The Ohio Revised Code classifies criminal acts into the following 
categories: (1) personal crimes, (2) property crimes, (3) frauds, 
and (4) narcotics violations. Using these generalized categories, along 
with juvenile offenses,4l Table 6 represents the percentages of individuals 
released under the shock probation statute within and after the 130 
day limit by the offense for which they were originally incarcerated. 
(See Table 6). 

The variation by offense type was not statistically significant, 
as shown in Table 6. If the data could be analyzed on the basis of 
specific offenses and the circumstances surrounding these offenses 
rather than by class, it is possible that significant explanatory 
variables might have been identified. The limitations of the avail­
able data, however, preclude such an analysis here. 

Table 7 suggests that there was also no significant relationship 
between the type of offense and the length of incarceration among 
those persons'granted shock probation in the County. Comparing the 
findings of the county study with the larger statewide study, it was 
found that not only did the County judges violate time regulations in 
far fewer instances than their counterparts across the s·tate, but their 
violations did not reflect the same proportions of violations found 
in the state study. 

If Tables 6 and 7 are each collapsed into crimes of proflL 
(property crimes and frauds), and expressive crimes (juvcnUe offense, 
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Offense 

Juvenile 

Personal 

Property 

Frauds 

Nar.cotics 

- ___ w __ ------:--

Offense 

Juvenile 

Personal 

Property 

Frauds 

Narcotics 

TABLE 6 

Distribution of Offense by 
Length of Incarceration in Ohio 

Legal Time 
Release Violation 

N Percent N Percent 

15 71.0 6 29.0 

73 72.0 28 28.0 

164 80.0 42 20.0 

23 79.0 6 21.0 

56 73.0 21 27.0 

TABLE 7 

N 

21 

101 

206 

29 

77 

Distribution of Offense by 
Length of Incarceration in the County 

Legal Time 
Release Violation 

N Percent N Percent N 

1 100.0 0 0.0 1 

6 85.7 1 14.3 7 

13 81.3 3 18.7 16 

18 90.0 2 10.0 20 

114 87.5 2 12.5 16 
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Total 

Per,cent 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Total 

Percent 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
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personal crimes, and narcotics violations), a noticeable difference 
in the distribution of temporal violations appears at the state level 
(See Table 8). However, this trend was not supported by the County 
data (See Table 9). Although differences did appear between the type 
of crl.me and the length of incarceration, they were slight. It should 
be noted that the difference which did appear in the county data was 
a reversal of the findings of the state study. 

TABLE 8 

Type of Offense by Length of Incarceration in Ohio 

Legal Time Total 
Release Violation 

Offense N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Expressive 144 72.4 55 27.6 199 100.0 

Profitable 187 79.6 48 20.4 235 100.0 

TABLE 9 

Type of Offense by Length of Incarceration in the County 

Offense 

Expressive 

Profitable 

Legal 
Release 

N Percent 

21 87.5 

31 86.1 

Time 
Violation 
N Percent 

3 12.5 

5 13.9 

Total 

N Percent 

24 100.0 

36 100.0 

Other variables used in determining whether a petitioner 
received shock probation did not appear significant in predicting 
whether an individual would be releas.ed within the time limit, or held 
for a period which exceeded the limit. These variables included age, 
marital status, parent-sibling criminality, and prior criminal 
record. On the other hand, while the type of offense involved was 
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found to be essentially unrelated to whether an individual received 
shock probation in both the state study and the county study, it did 
appear to have a limited effect in the larger study on the likeli-
hood of remnlning after the time limit has expired before being released 
on shock probation. 

Judicial requests for institution behavior reports 

A major restriction placed on judicial discretionary power 
is that l:Jf considering the prison behavior of the petitioner as, a vari­
able in the decision to grant, or not to grant, shock prohation. The 
avnilnble data in institutional records did not consistently indicate 
if, or when, such information was requested by a reviewing judge. Ho," .. ever, 
24.4 percent (N - ]15) of all those cases released under the statute 
did ind Lcate th,lt such a request had been made. These judicial re-
quests in violation of case law are clearly underrepresented in the 
available data, and the frequency of such requests is, if anything, 
greater than the data indicate. 

Parenthetically, it should be noted that at least one major 
Ohio metropolitan county Common Peas Court requires that a statement of 
"institutional adjustment" be presented at the hearing for reconsidera­
tion of sentence under the shock probation law. 

As was the case with the judicial violations of statutory time 
limitations, no significant difference could be found between the 192 
judges sampled. No judge violated this requirement in more than three 
cases, and most violating judges did not violate this requirement in 
more than two cases. Fur.thermore, this distribution was not at all 
affected by whether the case was heard in a rural or in a metropolitan 
county. 

The variables applied were found to have little explanatory power 
regarding the distribution a,mong judges for requests of institutional 
behavior reports and violations of the time limitation. Further study 
more directly involved with the judicial decision-making process is 
clearly necessary for a sound determination of factors influencing 
discretionary judgments at variance with the statutes governing the 
administration of sentencing alternatives. 

Other discretionary applications of shock probation: 

As discussed above, the Ohio shock probation statute was specifi­
cally designed to allow judges an alternative to placing convicted 
felons on probation or sentencing them to a correctional facility for 
an extended period of time. Unfortunately, there have been other 
violations of both the substance and spirit of the law. In addition 
to the violations of the 130 day limit, two other substantive violations 
came to light during both the state and county studies. These 
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violations were, however, isolated instances occurring with less 
frequency than the violations previously discussed. 

The shock probation law requires that an individual released 
under its terms be placed under the supervision of the appropri.ate 
probation authority of the court granting release. It also specifies 
that individuals convicted for the non-probation offenses are ineligible 
for shock probation as well as regular ptobation. Both of these 
specifications were found to be violated. 

A small number of individuals across the state and in the 
County were released under the authority of the shock probation statute 
without being placed on probation, thus making their shock probation 
release equivalent to a suspension of sentence without supervision. 
If it was the considered opinion of the judges in these cases that 
the individuals involved did not require supervision, the use of the 
shock probation law to effect release, as opposed to simple suspension 
of sentence after incarceration, is indicative of some 'degree of mis­
understanding of the intended purpose and statuatory requirements of 
shock probation. 

In two cases in the state sample it was found that the shock 
probation release order specified probationable offenses for which the 
individuals had not been convicted. The original sentence order 
specified conviction for a non-probationable offense. In both cases 
the offense for which the individual was released was a probationable 
offense related to the original offense resulting in incarceration. 
In one case the prisoner was convicted by a jury of arson (a non­
probationable offense), but was released for burning property, a 
lesser and probationable offense. In the second case, the prisoner 
had been convicted for assault with intent to rape (a non-probationable 
offense), but the release order specified assault with intent to rob, 
a violation falling under the same statuatory heading but probationable. 
Obviously, these cases do not indicate any trend to deliberately 
violate the law; but, the existence of such discretionary actions at 
variance with procedural law does provide an interesting focus for 
future criminal justice research. 

Beyond these substantive violations,' there were usages of the 
shock probation law which seemed to contravene the rehabilitative pur-
pose of the law. According to the Ohio Adult Parole Authority,42 
the purpose of the shock probation law is to provide first offenders 
the "shock of reformatory or penitentiary life, even for a brief 
period" which "would be a constant reminder of an experience he would 
not wish to repeat." It is a "way for the courts to provide commun­
ity-based treatment for rehabilitatable offenders" which is thought 
to be more effective than traditional probation without incarceration. 
The experience in prison, coupled with the belief of the prisoner that 
he would have to spend a significant period of time in prison, was the 
crucial element which would increase the rehabilitatIve potentiul of 
probation, according to proponents of the law. 
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The rehabilitative potential of an unexpectedly short term of 
incarceration, however, was nullified in several cases in the state 
!~tudy l1y the l.nclusion in th(~ original sentence of the intention of the 
ludge to grant Rhack probatiCin. Thus, the convicted felon knew at the 
time Iw ... lUH commit ted to a prison facility that he would be released 
flhortly und placed on probatlon. This would seem to eliminate the real 
"shock" val ue intended in th€~ law. In several other cases found in 
both the state and county studies, convicted felons were released under 
tha authority of the shock probation statute, not to be provided with 
a "community-based treatment" program, but to be reincarcerated 
in another state or federal prison for offenses committed in those 
jurJsdictions. Tn the County an alien was sentenced to a correctional 
institution only for as long as it would take for extradition papers to 
be prepared by the federal government. This subject was released 
under the shock probation law and deported. 

Whil~ transfers of prisoners and even extradition are both 
legiLlmatc and relatively common, release under the shock probation 
low solely for reincarceration in another jurisdiction or for deportation 
1s clearly not in accord with the spirit of the law. Such application 
of the law seems to violate the legislative intention and alters the 
law from a rehabilitative measure to a means to achieve other organiza­
tional goals. 

punul\ary of the decision-making process 

The discussion presented in this section demonstrates that judicial 
discretion as it is applied to shock probation is at variance with 
procedural law in more than an insignificant number of cases. The 
statewide study found that in 74 cases (17 percent of the sample) the 
procedural requirement governing time of release was violated. Thus, 
at least 17 percent of the statewide sample released under the shock 
probation statute were released in violation of procedural requirements 
governing the administration of this sentencing alternative. 

In 8 cases (13.3 percent of the sample) in the County there wa3 
violoLlon of the procedural requirements governing time of release. 
TI1l'rc was no deU.berate effort, however, on the part of any or all of 
tim magistrates in the sample to abuse the rights of the offender by 
Violating procedural law. 

The statewide study also found that in 24.4 percent (N = 115) of 
its cases, judicial requests were made for institutional behavior re­
pores, in violation of case law. As was the case with the judicial 
violations of statutory time limitations, no significant difference 

" (~ould be found between the 192 judges sampled. 

The findings of both the state and county studies do not neces­
sarily indicate that the: judiciary is remiss in its administration of 
sentencing alternatives; but it does demonstrate that there is a lack 
of integration and communication between the legislative and the 
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judicial branches of government ~Yhere the creation and administration 
of penal sanctions is involved. This lack of integration results in a 
diminution of both justice and rehabilitation. An effective program of 
crime reduction should be: capable of meeting both these criteria, and 
this cannot be done without a clear integration of 1.I.nd adherence to both 
principles. 

The Effectiveness of Shock Probation 

The statewide study 

The statewide study of effectiveness utilized both the 1966 and 1970 
samples of both men and women. Institutional case records were examined; 
all data relating to background characteristics, offense, prior record, 
institutional behavior, and so on were recorded for both the sample of 
shock probationers and the institutionalized controls. In addition, for 
each case evidence of "current status" ~yas recorded indicating whether 
the individual was currently on parole, on probation, successfully 
completed probation or parole, or failed and reincarcerated. 

The effectiveness of the shock probation procedure is somewhat 
difficult to ascertain, particularly since at the time of the study, 
87 percent of the males and 90 percent of the females released during 
1970 are currently on probation. Therefore, data regarding the outcome, 
or more specifically, rearrest or reincarceration is known for only 
about 13 percent of the 1970 males and 10 percent of the females. Data 
are available for all 1966 releasees, but the total number of cases is 
very small. 

The measure of succ.ess or failure used in this study was whether 
the individual was rearrested for an offense and returned to the insti­
tution or rearrested and declared a probation violator and not returned. 
While we provided for the possibility of rearrest without incarceration, 
no such cases were fO:2nd in our sample. 

Table 10 shows the distribution of shock probation success and 
failure cases for males and females for both years. For those released 
in 1966, success is approximately 85 percent. This figure is close to, 
but slightly lower than, the official estimate of 90.2 percent issupd 
by the Adult Parole Authority* or the 91.1 percent figure previously 
published. 43 (See Table 10). 

No conclusion can be reached regarding the 1970 releasees, although 

*We are grateful to Mr. James H. Calhoun, Ohio Adult Parole Authority, 
for providing us with this data. It should be noted, however, that the 
data provided is based upon voluntary reporting of the various probation 
departments in the 88 counties of Ohio and the exact nature of their 
accuracy is unknown to us. 
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TABLE 10 

J'resent Disposition of Shock Probation 
Gases for 1966 and 1970, Males and. Females 

.• _._ ~, ••• w,¥ .•.•. , • _, __________________________ ~ ___ _:___ 

Currently 
Sex and Year on Probation Successes Failures Total 

.... A_~4 ... ' 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Halcs, 1966 0 46 85.2 8 14.8 54 100.0 

llamalcs, 1966 0 6 85.7 1 14.3 7 100.0 

Hales, 1970 385 87.3 12 2.7 44 10.0 441 100.0 

PCtnal~"R , 1970 40 90.9 1 2.3 3 6.8 44 100.0 

Total 425 77 .8 65 11.9 56 10.3 546 100.0 

.. ""'~_., ... ,1_L; ... _._~ __ 

10 percent of the In-'lles have already been determined to have failed 
Hnd only 2.7 percent have been classified as successes and released 
[rom supervision. The figures for the females are 6.8 ~nd 2.3 percent 
r.espectively. Previous outcome studies indicate that approximately 
60% of the parolees failing on parole do so ~n the first 6 months after 
release. 

Because of the small sample size over the two years studied, and 
because tl1<' relative difference in rates of success and failure for 
males und females is negligible, to facilitate analysis all successes 
and fn:Uurcs for both yea.rs were combined in order to determine what 
charact(rrifltics appeared to be related to success or failure. Subse-
qu~nt control for both years of the sample and sex demonstrated no signifi­
cdht difference. 

The county study llk'lde comparisons between those persons receiving 
regul~17 probation and th('.se granted early release from incarceration 
onder t!h7. shock l'robation statute. However, the incarcerated sampled 
is not used since 40.0 percent (N =: 48) of the sample was still incar­
ccruted when the\"pata for this study were collected. Similarly, it 
was difficult to ascertain., the status of parolees through the avail­
ublc data Sources. In 1972, the time when the data were collected 
many Qf the offenders incarcerated in 1970 who had been paroled had 
been released from the various institutions for only a short period 
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of time, and as a result an analysis of recidivism among this sample would 
be inappropriate. 

The period of probation to which an offender was ordered after 
being "shocked" by the institution varied from one to five years. 
Similar sentences were imposed upon those who received probation in their 
original sentence. Due to the fact, then, that many of the cases 
sampled were still on probationary status, failure was determined by 
whether or not an individual was declared in violation of his probation 
for (1) technical reason, (2) committing a new offense, or (3) abscond­
ing while on probation. For anyone of these infractions of the rules 
of the court which are imposed upon probationers, the individual could 
have had his status revoked and been returned to the correctional 
facility. Failures also included any subsequent arrest or conviction 
following the "successful" completion of probation. 

Success, on the other hand, was defined as (1) continuing on 
probation without a violation of restrictions serious enough to place 
the offender in an institution; or (2) successfully completing shock 
or regular probation with no indication that a subsequent arrest of 
the offender had been made. Those marginal individuals who had their 
original period of probation extended were considered successes since their 
infractions of the rules were luinor. Usually probation was ext~nded 
in cases where the offender was delinquent in his payment of court 
costs. 

The claims of success for shock probation were not supported 
by the data gathered in the county study. As Table 11 indicates, 
26.7 percent (N = 16) of those offenders granted shock probation were 
found to be failures. On the other hand, of those granted regular 
probation only 16.7 percent (N = 20) were not successful. 

TABLE 11 

Disposition and Success and Failure 

Success Failure Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Regular 
Probation 99 82.5 20 16.7 119 99.2* 

Shock 
Probation 44 73.3 16 26.7 60 100.0 

*One case committed to a state mental hospital • 
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y,.!'lF)~a..~,Le~t\ssodated With "Success" Under Shock Probation Treatment 

'1'!J0!1/' vtlrJnbh'H n'llllt·cI to HIIC.(~(.'!-lRfl1] completion of probntion nfter a 
Iwrlod of nltort"-lC'nn Jnenrn'nlliol1 nrc In mORt: cases thC' same vnriablcR 
HtifH)('lnu'd wi III slIcc('sr;ful completion of regular parole. 44 Age and personal 
1):trkgTound ~hDracteri9tics appear to differentiate between the groups better 
l han most other variables (see Table 12). Clearly, the older a person is 
wilen incaTcaratcd, the better his chances are of falling into the success 
cntcgory; 71.8 percent of all successes were over 20 at the time of their 
c'omml tment. As a point of contrast, of all persons under 17 at the time of 
penal commJ trrlent, only 10.0 percent (N=l) succeeded whereas, 73.7 percent of 
thoRe over 25 (N~14) succeeded. Statistically, the relationship between age 
Hnd SllCCCRH W£lfl sip,nHicant at the .02 level. 

TABLE 12 

Success or Failure on Shock Probation 

By Age At Penal Commitment 

'" -,-----,--, ... ""-
SUc.ccBs-Failure <17 18-19 20-21 22-24 25+ Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent -- ..... _----
Succcflfles 1 10.0 16 47.1 20 62.5 14 56.0 14 73.7 65 54.2 

Failures 9 90.0 18 52.9 12 37.5 11 44.0 5 26.3 55a 45.8 

Tot/1,l 10 100.0 34 100.0 32 100.0 25 100.0 19 100.0 120 100.0 

aAgc at commitment was unknown for one subject. 
x2 ~ 12.394 p = <.02 
Coefficient of Contingency = .31 

In nddItIon to the age of the offender, other personal conditions appear 
to affect:. subsequent reincarceration. For example, the presence or absence of a 
previous police record by another member of the offender's family was significant 
at; the. .02 level. Regarding parent or sibling criminality, some 76.8 percent 
(N=I,3) of: the successes had no other member of their family with known police 
rl.,'cotds. Of those who did have a family member in trouble, only 37.1 percent 
(N~13) succeeded. 

Regurding the individual's own criminality, the greatest percentage of 
successcs had no known juvenile record and had only one or two prior misdemeanor 
or [t'lony convictions as an adult.* What is important here is to note that having 
-----~------------
*Give.n the institutional records used and the discrepancy between states regard­
illS offense classification, it was not possible to distinguish between felony 
Dnd misdemeanor cases. 
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had no prior record was not a gua.rantee of success. This is perhaps due 
to the selectivity process involved in issuing a shock probation order by 
the court. Since shock probation is not a first offender act, only 9.2 
percent of all shock cases studied had no known prior record; of those for 
which outcome was known (N=ll), only 18.2 percent successfully completed 
probation. On the other hand, 68.7 percent of those with a larger number of 
priors succeeded (see Table 13). In this sense, shock probation seems to be 
most effective for those who have had some previous altercation with the law, 
but have not become part of the "serious" criminal element. 

Success-Failure 

Successes 

Failures 

Total 

TABLE 13 

Success or Failure on Shock Probation 
By Prior Adult Arrests 

None 1-2 3-5 6+ 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N 

2 18.2 46 68.7 10 41. 7 7 

9 81.8 21 31.3 14 58.3 11 

11 100.0 67 100.0 24 100.0 18 

Percent 

38.9 

61.1 

100.0 

aprior adult arrest record was unknown for one subject. 
x2 = 14.607 p = < .01 
Coefficient of Contingency = .33 

Total 
N Percent 

65 54.2 

55a 45.8 

120 100.0 

Finally, success was most often found among those who had some outside 
attachments or commitments which created demands for non-criminal behavior. 
Those, for example, who were married and had dependents were more likely to 
succeed than the single, unattached offender. Marital status was significant 
at the .01 level and most significant for the 22-24 year old group. Some 
73.7 percent (N=28) of the married group succeeded where 45.1 percent (N=37) 
of the single group succeeded. Single included the never married, widowed, 
and divorced. No linear relationship was found between the number of depend­
ents and success, but rather, success was most probable for those with 1-3 
dependents. Those \l1ith less and those with more were more likely to fail. 
This indicates, along with marital status, that external commitments may 
generate a sense of responsibility or other commitments to conformity. If 
the number of dependents is low, there appears to be little such impact; 
when they are high, the burden may be too much. More research is needed in 
this area to determine the most functional amount of commitment necessary to 
impede rearrest. 

Offense did not prove to be a significant variable relative to success 
except for violations of the state narcotic laws. The difference was not 
significant statistically, however. Only 38.5 percent of those convlcted of 
narcotic violations were in the success category; 50-60 percent successes 
were recorded for personal, property, or fraud violators. No explanation can 
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tH' of fHI:'(!U, but such a finding may reflect the nature of the narcotic 
violator <1H different from "traditional" offenders -- the nature of the 
tiubculture to which he returns, the temptations to recommit his act, and 
the relative ineffectiveness of conventional imprisonment in the treatment 
c)f thiEt offender. 

Plnally, ie should be noted that a number of variables were tested 
I.o,f! 1(*/1 Hhow(!d Ii t'tlc or no dIfference between the successes and failures. 
VnrinblcR Ru~h as race, Boclal class, father's occupation or education, 
f.Q., 1 (!gnl rer;ldence, or previous employment were of little value in dis­
tIngUIshing between the groups. 

In cont.rast to the statewide study, the county study compared those 
receiving regular probation with those receiving shock probation. The 
vnr:lublca IlsHocinted with success on shock probation were similar in many 
:Lnotnnces to the statewide study, though some significant differences did (>m('rp,c. 

Those offC'nders most likely to receive shock probation were 23 or 24 
yenrs old. Table 14 shows that 35.0 of these offenders violated probation 
nnd ware returned to the institution. Those offenders between the ages of 
lR Hnd Z2 fOiled to complete probation in 20.0 percent (N=4) of the cases, 
ilnd of those older than 24 years, 25.0 percent (N=5) were unsuccessful on 
probation following incarceration. The highest Success rates by age were 
r]~nrly found among the youthful offenders in the age group of 18 to 22 years. 
Ilow('v{'r, J t. waH this group which most often was incarcerated without the bene­flt of ('nrly release. 

()[fondors granted regular probation were more likely to succeed if they 
w(~r(' vf!ry young or over 30 years old. (See Table 15). For those between the 
np,wl of 21 and 30, over 22 percent: did not complete the specified period of 
prohation. However, 87.5 percent (N=35) of those in the 18 to 20 age group 
nnd RB.S p{lr'c.!('nt: (N=23) of thoRe over 30 years succeeded on probation. 
Al t hough tIll' use of probation af> a penal sanction did not vary Significantly 
hV IIH", Lh('rp VllS more of n t<.'ndency for judges to grant probation to those 
P£'fHOOH b0tw~('n the oges of 21 llnd 30 than to older or younger groups. This 
age' nrollp, howover, had a h:l.gher failure rate on probation than the older or 
ttl(' younger offenders. ft was found that 22.6 percent (N=12) of this group 
did not Ruccoed on probation. Thus, as with shock probation, the age group 
11l0Ht Uk,'ly to be granted regular probation is the same group least likely to rumplC'te probation successfully. 

l"h11C' th,' county study found no significant differences between the two 
probation groups concerning thQ presence or absence of a criminal record among 
thC' parents or s:Lblings of the offender) some effect on outcome t.,as noted. 
Wi lh n Hl1r.htly lower success rate for shock probation generally, those offenders 
with rrJmlnol patterns present in their family succeeded in 78.6 percent (N=ll) 
of the cnscs. However, among those with no indication of criminality in the 
fill'uHy, only 74,11 percent (N=29) Succeeded. Nhile this difference is not sign1-
ficnnt, it is the opposite of what the statet.,ide study found with regard to shock 
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probationers and of what the county study found with regard to regular 
probationers (80.0 percent, N=24 , with family criminal involvement succeeded 
compared to 82.5 percent, N=66, with no family involvement). 

Regarding the individual's own criminal background, the county study 
found the Rreatest success on shock probation among those \.,ith no record. 
High rates were found for those with a juvenile record, those with no record, 
and those with a prison record. (See Table 16). This finding stands in 
some contrast to the statewide study. On the other hand, the county study 
found greater success on regular probation than on shock probation for all 
categories except juvenile records and prison records; the cases in the last 
two categories are so small such a comparison may be meaningless. (See Table 
17). More specifically, of first offenders, 94.1 percent (N=32) succeeded 
on regular probation, while only 85.7 percent (N=6) succeeded on shock pro­
bation. When shock probation was used for those offenders who had a record 
of arrests but who had not served time in jailor prison, it was found that 
28.6 percent (N=lO) failed, while only 14.8 percent (N=4) of the offenders 
with a similar record failed on regular probation. For those who had a record 
of incarceration in jail ~ut not prison, 30.8 percent (N=4) failed to complete 
probation after the shock of imprisonment, while only 23.6 percent (N=9) 
failed to complete regular probation. Those offenders with a prison record 
succeeded only slightly more on shock probation (75.0 percent, N=4) than on 
regular probation (73.3 percent, N=ls).It is ~nly with this last group and 
with the single shock probationer having only a juvenile record that shock 
probation proved more successful than regular probation. 

The county study findings with regard to marital status are similar to 
the statewide findings. Of the married shock probationers, 86.3 percent 
(N=19) were successful. Single offenders succeeded in 71.4 percent (N=ls) 
of the cases, while divorced persons on shock probation were successful in 
only 62.5 percent (N=lO) of the cases. The divorced were also the least 
successful among regular probationers. 

As far as the offense itself is concerned, the county study found as 
did the statewide study that shock probationers convicted of drug-related 
offenses showed a much higher rate of failure than any of the other, categories 
of offenses, specifically 37.5 percent (N=16). On the other hand, regular 
probationers convicted of narcotics law violations showed a slightly higher 
percentage of success than those convicted of non-fraudulent personal and 
property crime. The category for. frauds showed a similar disparity between 
those granted regular probation and those receiving shock probation. Only 
75.0 percent (N=20) of those placed on shock probation succeeded, while-86.4 
percent "=22) of those convicted for the same type of offense and placed on 
regular l-'J:obation were successful. Offenses against property showed a less 
pronounced relationship between success and failure between the samples, while 
personal offenses were found to be the only category where shock probationers 
succeeded at a higher rate than regular probationers. 

While no relationship was found between the occupation of the offender 
and success or failure on regular or shock probation, it was found tha,t success 
rates did vary with the social status of the offender's family. Among the 
high status shock probation group, 86.7 percent (N=ls) wer~ successful, while 
only 65.7 percent (N=23) of the lower status group succeeded. Similarly~ pro­
bation was successfully completed in 91.1 percent (N=lO) of the high status 
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TABLE 16 

Success and Failure on Shock Probation by Previous Criminal Record* 

,"'.- .... ~-"..." --.~ -- .. ~'" - ... -.~- '" -.---
No .IllV. Arrest Jail Prison 

~ .. ~, ______ .B.££.ord Record Record Record Record Total 

13.6 2.2 56.8 20.5 6.8 100.0 
Success 85.7 100.0 71.4 69.2 75.0 

6 1 25 9 3 .44 

6.2 0.0 62.5 25.0 6.2 100.0 
Failure 14.3 0.0 28.6 30.8 25.0 

1 0 10 4 1 16 
""'-''''-'''''-~'-'-' 

Total: N 7 1 35 13 4 
*Cntegor1(.s :l.nclude at least, but not more than, the specified record. 

TABLE 17 

Success and Failure on Regular Probation by Previous Criminal Record 

Success 

No 
Record 

32.2 
94.1 

32 

Juv. 
Record 

4.1 
80.0 

4 

Arrest 
Record 

23.2 
85.2 

23 
.. -------------~-----
Failure 

'1'0 till : N 

10.0 
5.9 

2 

34 

5.0 20.0 
20.0 14.8 

1 4 

5 27 
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Jail Prison 
Record Record Total 

29.3 11.1 100.0 
76.3 73.3 

29 11 99 

45.0 20.0 100.0 
23.6 26.7 

9 4 20 
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regular probation group, but in only 86.2 percent (N=69) of the low status 
group. These higher status offenders were disproportionately involved wit11 
violations of narcotics laws and were not generally committed to "criminal" 
life styles. Most high status DEfenders placed on probation or shock pro­
bation were able to secure either satisfactory employment or resume student 
status. Although data were not collected regarding early termination of pn)­
bationary status, many high status offenders were not requIred to remain 
under supervision for the period of probation originally mandated by the court. 

The overall level of educational attainment was found to be lower among 
regular probationers than among shock probationers. Education, however, did 
not prove to be significant in predicting whether an offender failed or 
succeeded on probationary status. Differences were found between the samples, 
however, on race. Unlike the state~.;ride study, the county study found fewer 
blacks to have violated shock probation than whites; the obverse was found 
for regular probation. 

The county study also collected data regarding probation department 
recommendations. In 91.4 percent (N~81) of those cases recommended to be 
placed under probationary supervision, the offenders succeeded on probation; 
while of those cases which were placed on regular or shock probation wherein 
the recommendation had been for incarceration, only 64.9 percent (N=37) were 
found to be successes . 

Recommendations were not as accurate in those cases where shock probation 
was suggested. In those cases where shock probation was thought to be the 
appropriate penal sanction, over half (54.5 percent) failed to complete the 
period of probation which followed incarceration. On the other hand, all of 
those cases recommended for shock but granted regular probation were successful. 

This disparity in the failure of the various probation officers to pre­
dict the outcome of shock probation and the high level of accuracy in predic­
tions where probation was recommended can be attributed to the general lack 
of understanding of the effects of this relatively new technique among the 
probation officers. 

Although there were no significant differences found between the two 
samples, those experiencing incarceration failed to complete probation at a 
much higher rate than those placed on regular probation. Indeed, the success 
rate for those recommended for incarceration yet granted shock probation was 
substantially higher than for those recommended and granted shock probation. 

There is little reason to believe that offenders are unaware of the 
potential for the implementation of a specific penal sanction in their parti­
cular case. It follows, then, that shock probation might be a more successful 
technique for serious recidivists than for the first offender. A serious 
recidivist expects to be incarcerated. If released, such an offender may be 
"shocked" by the grace of court and consciously attempt to move away from 
criminal behavior patterns. Although based on an unlikely hypothesis, t;he . 
effects of early release on those who have absolutely no reason tc? beliENe 
such a course of action would be followed isa fertile area for further research. 

The county study also collected data on the role of attorneys in probation. 
The available data for shock probationers indicated that those persons in the 
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sample able to afford private representation fail at a slightly lower rate 
than those with public counsel. Offenders placed on regular probation, 
however, failed at almost exactly the same rate with privately-retained as 
wI tit coltrt-nppoirtted counsel. 

AsIde from the fact that shock probation was found in the county study 
to be a leas effective sentencing technique than probation when controlled 
(or demographic, socio-economic, legal, and criminalistic variables, certain 
summary generalizations may be made concerning the successes and failures in 
both of the sample populations. Those offenders granted regular probation 
and who were considered successful generally (1) were under 20 and over 30 
years old; (2) were slightly more often white than black; (3) were more often' 
single as opposed to married or divorced; (4) were from the lower, the upper­
,dddle, and the upper socio-economic classes; (5) had high levels of educa­
tional attainment; (6) had no parent or sibling criminality; (7) were con­
victed of fraud or narcotics law violations; (8) were recommended for probation 
by the probation department; (9) were represented by public counsel as often 
ss by private; and (10) had no prior criminal record. 

Those offenders who failed to complete regular probation generally (1) 
w~r~ over 20 but under 30 years of age; (2) were more often black than white; 
0) were a:1 ngle but were as often divorced; (4) were from lower-middle class 
familias: (5) were high school drop-outs; (6) had no parent or sibling crimi­
nality; (7) were convicted of personal and property offenses; (8) were 
recommended for incarceration by the probation department; (9) were represented 
hy priv8t~ counsel as often as by court-appointed attorneys; and (10) had a 
r~cord of incarceration in jails or prisons. 

Those offenders granted shock probation who were considered successful 
Rcnerally (1) were between the ages of 18 and 22; (2) were black more often than 
wltltc; (3) were married~ (4) were from lower-middle to upper class; (5) were 
hi gh school drop-outs; (6) had some parent or sibling criminality; (7) were 
convIcted of personal crimes; (8) were recommended for probation by the pro­
button department; (9) were represented by private counsel; and (10) had no 
prior criminal record. 

Those offenders who were granted shock probation who failed to complete 
probntion generally (1) were 23 or 24 years old; (2) ~.,ere more often white 
thun black: (:3) were found to be single and as often divorced; (4) were of 
lower socio-economic status; (5) had high levels of educational attainment; 
(6) had no parent or sibling criminality; (7) were convicted of narcotics­
rclnted offenses; (8) were recommended for shock probation by the probation 
depnrtment; (9) were represented by court-appointed attorneys; and (10) had 
cr:tnlinnl t'ecords which included arrests and j ail sentences. 

When chese findings from the county study are compared with those of the 
SCtltewJ.de study, a number of discrepancies emerge. In contrast to the county 
study, the statewide study found success on shock probation to be correlated 
with older age categories, the absence of family criminal involvement, and 
conv~.c.tion of: one or two adult offenses. In contrast to the statewide study, 
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the county study found success on shock probation to be slightly higher 
among blacks and middle-upper social status categories. The t~.,o studies 
agreed that success is higher among the married, and that failure is greater 
for those convicted of narcotics offenses. 

Summary and Conclusions 

From the middle of the nineteenth century to the present time the 
implementation of harsh penal sanctions has been mitigated by the efforts 
of humanitarian reformers. Social defense throu~h offender rehabilitation 
has generally replaced retributionist policies: the argument of correctional 
reformers has been that punishment increases rather than decreases the likeli­
hood that an offender will continue in his criminal behavior patterns. Re­
formers have also argued that punishment is at best uncivil, and at worst 
cruel and unusual. 

Many treatment programs have been devised to rehabilitate the offender. 
These include prison-education, job training, work or home furlough, methadone 
maintenance, group therapy, to mention only a few. Pre-prison treatment pro­
grams generally have been linked to probationary supervision. There is little 
evidence to suggest, however, that any form of treatment or the imposition of 
any penal sanction serves to reduce recidivism among any group of offenders 
to any significant degree. 

Judges as well as correctional workers may ignore these facts in the 
service of organizational needs. Once a technique designed to reduce recidi­
vism is introduced into the criminal justice process, a set of bureaucratic 
organizational structures appear in order to support the program. Disinterested 
evaluation research investigating new treatment techniques is scarce, and 
negative evaluations are often shelved in favor of those containing supportive 
conclusions. 

The rhetoric of the reformers has been picked up by their opponents who 
have become disenchanted with treatment and urge a return to retributionism. 
This is made clear in the case of the early release from institutional con­
finement kno~vn as shock probation. Arguing that shock probation is a treatment 
technique which would accomplish primary and secondary deterrence, as well as 
rehabilitating the offender, proponents urged its implementation. 

The data reported above suggest a need to seriously reconsider the philo­
sophy and practice of shock probation. Not the least disconcerting issue to 
deal with is the fact that while the statewide study found a success rate on 
shock probation of around 85 percent, the county study consistently demonstrated 
greater success rates with regular probation than with shock probation, though 
both fell below 85 percent. Analysis and interpretation are further complicated 
by the fact that a number of discrepancies exist bet~o1een the findings of the 
studies with regard to the variables associated with success on shock probation. 
Also disturbing is the finding in both studies that the procedural requirement 
governing time of release has been frequently violated, though less in the county 
than statewide. The statewide study also found violations of the requirement 
prohibiting usage of institutional behavior reports in decision making. And 
finally, the county study found not only that judges were failing to abide by 
probation status recommendations regarding age offense categories and previous 
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records, but also that the attainment of shock probation was more dependent 
on the offender's aocial class position, his race, and his ability to privately 
(ccllln an nttorney. 

't'IlC' r {no In$~H nnd data presented in this study should be considered pre­
l1mlnary, :J fnec>, !t wtlfl designed as an exploratory, descriptive research. More 
d(d~Jnitlv(t results would be gained through further research using a more 
diVC!l:'tdf:l.cd geogrllphic sample. As a result of the present research, comparisons 
between metropolitan areas in Ohio and, indeed, with other states which have 
rec(mtly adopted shock probation may be made. Longitudinal research exam~m_ng 
the long-ranga results of shock probation on 1970 cohort sampled for this study 
may also be conducted. ' 

Similarly, furcher research is necessary Co determine more accurately and 
Int:ensively the process through which the decision to grant shock probation 
1« mnde. Here, comparative analysis between various jurisdictions would reveal 
the eHecta or judicial compliance with both procedural law and correctional 
norma on the effectiveness of alternative penal sanctions. 

Another area for further research is the effect of incarceration, even 
fo'l;' n short term, on the perception a f the inmate. This period of confinement 
(~onComJ.tf1nt, with shock probation may not be the crucial variable in determining 
Hl.lCCCSa or fai.lure in the probationary period. Perhaps the external social, 
pcn'wnul, and criminological characteristics combined with specific situational 
pressures reBult in behaVior which is in violation of law. It is possible, but 
not Hkely, that the effects of incraceration may be negligible and that success 
Or foilure are a result of the interplay of other variables. 

As ahock probation is adopted by other states (such as Kentucky) as a 
Hcnt(loc:ing alt:crnativc; it should be cautioned that its effectiveness seems to 
be $.umewhnt limited. The several aspects of its use, implementation, and 
effectiveness touchcdon in this exploratory study demand much more detailed 
cll1pld,cnl unal.yale and interpretation, particularly as shock probation is 
eXPQrJ.~n(d.ng expanded use in several jurisdictions. One recommendation which 
('(111 he dC'finitivcly made regarding the operation of shock probation in Ohio is 
that the Ohio judiciary might be given another opportunity to understand the 
In.t;('nt nnd wotldngs of the statute. Since the new Ohio Revised Code goes into 
{'(,fect:. IHlBicnl.ly January 1 of 1974, it is not totally unacceptable to suggest 
tlwt the p1.nnn~d ttaining sessions f:or bringing the judiciary and other cri­
minnl justic~ professionals up-to~date on the code might include a section on 
shock probation. Alternatively, the Legislative Service Commission might wish 
to aRsist; the Ohio judiciary in coming to an even more adequate understanding 
of: the intent /lnd rules regarding the treatment procedure. Finally, it is not 
innppt'oprinte to suggest that special seminars be planned and implemented in 
whIch shock probation could be explored as a sentencing alternative, much as 
the hivision of Fox:ensic Psychiatry has conducted recent seminax:s on the "sexual 
IHiychopnt:h" stntutes. 

Rcmenr.ch. :ts needed in several areas. Fi.rst, assuming that there is a 
ahock ofeontlucmcnt, as social scientists and policy evaluators it would be 
t'gs~n t ial .to know wha t shock is occuring (if any), when, and how. This answer 
cnn only be obtnined by longitudinal research, utilizing a panel design. 

In, 1:1"ke fashion, n number of questions are ariSing as to the relative. 
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effectiveness of sh k b' 
parole ( d h k oc pro at~on. Probation and incarcp-ration followed by 

may havea~if;e~~nti:~O!~fe!~s t~~ ~~~~e;~:~r~~p:~eo~r~;~:~~:r=ech~iqUe~ wh!Ch 
a~~~:tain ~he b~st mix of treatment modalities with offender ~ype~ ~rp:~b_ a 
~f~ ~~y ~o el w1ll have to be constructed, as well as a meaningful typology 
h l~' en 1 ers. Comparisons could then be made bet\veen treatment modalities 

a 1ng ~vel of probability of failure constant, or comparing treatment ' 
effects w~thin levels of difficulty ("probability of failure") S h 1 
would tak t 1 ~ . uc researCl 

e a east two years to complete, but \wuld be a vital link in our 
:;;~rts to link effective treatment modalities with offender types. Further­

"lthe ~roposed research has rather pert~nent and salient implications for 
soc~a po11cy and legislation. 

/ 
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Information and Vodes 

<ResDondent Identification 
Jiumber (to be comple ced la.cer) 

Sub jec t 's nrullO: 

Subject's Institutional :'iuInoer 
(right justifiod) 

Institution 
'1. Ghillicothe lCCl) 
2. Lebanon lLl:!:Cl) 
3. London (LuCI) 
4. Harion lhCI) 
5. Ohio i'enitentiB.l'Y lOP) 
6. uhio Hefor:'lu:cor:r for 

Womon lOHVl] \ 
7. Ohio State He£ormacory 

(aSH) 

Case Number.--.0ocke t Nu!nbor-­
for Current Offense triGh~ 
justified) 
If other numbers, list: 

Co~~ty leonsult alphabetized 
list) 

Judge I s ~J a.rne : 

Judge's Code lto bo completed 
1nter) 

Age nt Admission 
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(25-30) 

(31 ) 

( 32) 

l33-38) 

l39-44) 

(45-50) 

($1-56) 

(57-62) 

.:: .... :: ... i} 

(63-68) 

(69-72) 

Date'of Birth (month/day/year) 

Haeo 
1. \fui te 
2 • .r-uerto gican 
.3. "~exic an-Americ an 
4. !:Slack 
5~ Oriental 

Hari tnJ. Status 
1. S ingl e (S) 
2. Divorced (D) 
3. Widowed {~,';) 
4. Separated (SEP) 
5. Votr.mon-laH (including 

silllple cohabi~ation (eL) 
6. Harried (J'!) 
9. UnkrlOwn 

Date of Current Sentence 
(mon th/ day lye ar) 

Date of Admission to OSR or 
OP lmo:1th/·daY/ye.ar) 

Date of Admission to Transfer 
Institution lif applicable) 
(month/do.YI year) 

Date of rtelease--shock, 
sentence terminated, or ~Ilrole 
(if npplicublo)(reonch/da~/year) 

Offense Statute Code--First 
Listed Offense (enter o~ly 
digits) 

,l<'irst Offense ~~ame: 

Offense Statute Code--Second 
Listed Offense, if applicable 
(entor only diGits) 

~ocond Offenso i'i orne: 

Original Sentence Period 
( ._.; - ~ ...... u:.- f ... _,... .... ~ - ...... - ) .''.1_ H .l.,.11 III ll .......... .:..;~ Ikl. 
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(77) 

011 (78-79) 
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Inst'itutional Ad.'Ilissi!.:m St.atus 
1. ReGular lnstit.ional 

Com:71i tmon t 
2. Probation viola~ion -

technical 
3. Probation violacion 

New offenso! 
4. Parole violacIo~ 

technical 
5. Parole violation 

New offonse: 
6. Shock Prooatio~ 

violatio~ - tec~~ical 
1. Shock ProDacio~ violation 

Hew o1'.fo:1se: 
8. Other: ~speciry) 

Any Outs'tanding De'tainers'( 
1. Yes 
2. Yes, but dismissed 
3. No 

J:S.C.I. Number: 

Sex 
1. Nale 
2. }"'Iemale 

Sample rear 
6 ::: 1966 
1 ::: 1967 
8 :: 1968 
9 :: 1969 
o ::: 1970 
1 ::: 1971 
2 ::: 1972 

Sample IdentificatiO:1 
1. Shock urobatio~ 
2. Incarcerated 

Deck ?:uIlloer 
01. Pink state system card 
02. Hhito shock card 

(for counties used). 

0). County data. schedulo 
04. Institutionul sam~le 

schodulo . 
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(80 ). l,; ard Nu.'l1ber for 'rhis Deck 

Card 'r.,·lO 

(1-4) 

l B-9) 

(10-11) 

l12) 

(13-15) 
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Hespo:1dent Identification 
Number (co be co:npleted latex') 

I • Q. • ( 0 . f . C . 'r.) t I' i gh t 
.justified) Designation other 
than nunerical score: 

Percentile (O.P.U.T.) 

Education (code exact number 
of years representing highest 
grade CO!"'ipleted) 

00 ::: do school 
98 ::: Ungraded vocational 

school, etc. 
99 ::: UnknOHn 

l!:ducatlO!1 (re-coded from 
Cols. 10-11) 

1. Less than 7 years of 
school 

2. Junior high school 
(7-9 grades) 

3. Plll'tial hiGh school 
(10-11 grades) 

4. High school graduates 
(12 years in actual 
nurlloers) 

5. Partial college (at 
least ono year o£ college 
colleGe) 

6. Collese graducte 
7. Grnduaco/pro£ossional 

traini:1G (graduace 
deGree) 

8 .. Ungraded vocational 
tl'\uinins 

9. Unknm·m 

-res ted Educational Achieve­
menJ~--S.;\.i'. \rifji11. jus1I1L'led) 
(enter only di8it~ of the 
score) 



\16) Legnl Residence 
1. Village or s~a1l town 

(105s than 2,500) 
2. City--2,501-l0,OOO 
.3. Ci ty-··l0, 001- 2.5,000 
4. S.N.~.J\. 
9. Unknown 

\ 17-18) Age at First (~:10-..m Juvenile 
Urrcnse (alleGed) 

98 ~ no known record 
99 := unk.."'lOlvn 

\19-20) Total .;umber of (Juvenile 
Contacts (code exact n~~ber) 

00 ::: none 

\21-22) Age at Fil'st Penal Com."litmen't; 
(either juvenile or adult;) 

\23-24> NUMber 01' Juvenile Instit.u­
tionalizo.eions (code exace 
nll.":1oor) 

00 := none 

\ 25-26) 'rotal '!'ine i:1 Juvenile 
Inseitutio:1s (calculaee eotal 
number of' Ilion ths ) 

00 := none 

(27 ... 28) 'rotal NtL-nber of Adult 1\on­
~raffic Arrests, Including 
Hisdemcanors and ~'elonies 
(count traffic if dr~~ken­
driving). Information ::'eter­
mined F'ro:a Social Service 
Swnmary. (code ex.ac t nll:ilDer) 

00 ::: n'one 

(29) Totnl Number of Previous Adult 
l!rison Con-.:ni tlllentiS t codo 
exact nu.'11ber) 

o ::: none 
9 ::: 9 or more 
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(30-32) 

l33-34) 

l35-37) 

t39-40) 

(41-42) 
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Total ri~c Previously Served 
in Adult Prison Institutions 
l calculate tocal nu."nbel' 01' 
months--richt just~ty) 

000 :::: none 

Irotal Nu.'noer of Jail CO:~L71i t­
ments--Adult (code exact 
numb'cH' ) 

00 == none 

Total rime Previously Served 
in Jails--Adult (calculace 
total nUT.oer of months) 

000 == none 

Deoenden ts (code exac t, numb,er) 
8 x: 8 or above 
9 == unlmown 

Father's Occupation: _____ _ 
(to be coded later) 

¥athdr's Education (pode exace 
number of years representing 
highest grade co~pleted) 

00 == i~o school 
98 :::: unr:;radod vocational 

school, etc • 
99 :::: UnknOHn 

Father's Education (I'e-coded 
from {Jols. L!1-L~2J 

1. Less than 7 years of 
school 

2 ... Junior hiGh schoDl 
(7-9 gpades) 

3. Purtio.l hi!;h school 
(10-11 graaos) , 

4., High school sraduates (12 
yc(U's in actual :1tl!nocrs) 

5. Pard,al colloGo (at 
least 1 yeur of colloge) 

6. Collenc graduates 
7 ~ Gruciuatelj)l~ofcss ional 

truinin~ (~raduate 
degree) 

8. Ungrndod vocutional 
9. UnknOHl1 



t 
Ii 
r. 

- ~-----. -.~ .------: 
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.~-::-::. 

Pare~t-Sibling Crir'linali ty 
1. Yes 
2. No 
9. Unknown - if not sta~ed 

use this code. 

Subject's Previous ExploJ~ent 
1. Yes - has been employed 
2."No - never e~?loyed 
9. UnknO\-1I1 

Sub j e c t 's Las t :r~'1.own Oc cup a­
tio:}: 
(to b-e--C-O-Q-e-d~l-a~~-e-r-)~--~------

Presonce of Presen~ence Report 
.1. Yes 
2. No 

Probation Office ~eco~~enda­
tion (if applic~bl~) 

1. For probu~io~ 
2. Agains~ proba~io:1 
3. ~or shoc~ 'probation 
4. Against shoc~ probacion 
5. No reco:~::nendation made 
9. Unkno\ffi 

Accomplices, if any--co­
defend&'1.ts are to be 
considered as acco~~lices 
(code exact n~~ber)~ 

o = none 
9 = nine o'r more 

l'rosecuting Actorney: ;lamo 

\.51-53) Defense Attor~ey: Swne 

l.54) Dofense Attorney 

-48-' 

1. Public 
2. Private 
9. UnknO\ffi 

OfT _. 

~. -.! 1 I . 
. , 

..
... i.'.lll 

1 ~ 
;. ! 

;j _I 
~ ~ .. 
~Ll .. __ . , 
, 

III 
j . 

.­.-
j 

{55} 

(56) 

lS8} 

(59-60) 

(61-62) 

(63-64) 

-49-

, .~. .". ... 
lnitiator of Shock Probacion 
Peti tion. (if kno\·m) 

1. Atcorney 
2. 111.'110. te 
3. Judge 
4. Helative 
5. other (specify): 
9. Unknown . ---. ----

Plea 
1. Guilty 
2. t~ot guilty 
3. !~o contest 
9. Unknown 

Gonvictio~ Based on 
1. Grand jury" indic1:.:nent. 

·2. Prosecution ini"'orm.ation. 
9 •. UnknoHTl . . . 

is 'rhere a Judicial ReCluest: for 
un Ins ti tutional Behav:Lor 
Reportrt 

1. Yos 
2. 1\0 

If Yes, Number of i·!ajor 
1nstitutionnl Court .!.'ickecs. 
(code exact nu:nbcl") 

If Yes, !·:umber of riinor 
Institutional Cour't.i.'icl{c ts 
(code exact 'I1UPlber) 

'J.'otal :'~u:llber of Courc ric}~e~ 
(total from Cols. 59-60,61-62) 



.~-.. -----

(65-66) 

\67-75) 

\76) 

-50-

Present Disposition (for 
current off'c:1se) 

01. Curre:1tly incarcerated 
(nevor relc£ned Eor 
insta!1.t offense) 

02 •. Curr.entlj' on snock 
prooation 

03. Curre:1tly on parole 
04. Successfully co~?leted 

shock probation 
05. SuccessflulJ co~pleted 

parole . 
06. Retur~ed to institution­

parole violation, 
teclmical 

07. Returned to institution­
parole vi~lation, 
New offense !..,....._-:-_-=--_ 

08. Roturned co in3ti~ution­
shock probacio:1 viola­
tion, tech .. '1ic!U 

09. Returned to institution­
shoc~ proDur.ion viola­
tion, new offense: 

10. Diad before co~plevinb 
probation or parole 

!jlank 

~runple year 
6 = 1966 
7 = 1967 
8 = 1968 
9 = 1969 
o = 1970 
1 = 1971 
2 = 1972 

Srunple Idcntirication 
1. ~hock probation 
2. Incarcerated 

:'. J •''') 

_.' ~, .. 
~ ) 

• , ~ I'J 

! :f 
i > 

• .. , .. 
aj 

! 

• • r; 

olL \78-79) Deck !'Jumb'er 
01. .Pin~( state system card 
02. vthi te shock card 

(for counties used). 

03 .. Vou.'1 ty data schedule 
04. Ins ti tutional s a::lple 

schedule 

2 \80) Card l,umber for IJ.1his Deck 

-51-
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• ... 1 
2> , 

~--- -~- ~.~ 

APl-'E8lJIX ~ 

SHUCK PRUHA'l'lUN ::>TtrDY 

Card One 
at ~ 

ll-4> 

(5-10) 

(11) 

\12-11) 

\18 .. 19) 

*{:-:::. 

t 20-22) 

-52-

Infor~ation and Codes 

Hcspondent Identification 
tnunber (to be cOr:1pleted -later) 

Subject's name: ______________ _ 

Subject's Prob~ticn Depart. 
m~nt ~wnoer (right justified) 

Institutio~ of ShocK Hclease 
or incarceration 

1. Chillicothe (CeI) 
2. Leba!1o:1 (LSGI) 
3. London (LOGI) 
4. Narion (hCI) 
S. Ohio Pe~i~cntinry (UP) 
6. Ohio Rcfor!:1atory i'or 

Wo:nen lOR"';) 
7. Ohio st-ate :tefornatory 

(OS~l . 

Cnse Number--j)oc~i:e~ l'IUJnber-­
tor Current uffense lright 
justified) . 
It othor nu.'1loe'l"s, lis to: 

County 
list) 

(consult alphabetized 

Judgo's N rune: 

Judgo's Code (to bo co!nplcted 
lUtCl~) 

III 

.' 
III 

., 
; ; 

• :--'; i • .' 1 

III 
.II 

( 23-24) 

(25-30 ) 

(31) 

(32) 

t33-38) 

(39-44) 

<4S-S0) 

(51-56) 

(57-62) 

-53-

Ago nt AcL":'lission 

Date of Birth (mpnth/dny/year) 

Raco 
1. v/hite 
2. ruorto .iican 
3 •. I-iDX i c a.."1-A~'1C l"' i c an 
4 .. Black 
5. Oriental 

Narital Status 
1. Single (S) 
2. Divorced (1») 
3. ~lidoi'led (-,./) 
4. SC9ar~~cd (SE?) 

·5. Corn.mon-lm'l l includes 
simple cohabi~atio~) (0L) 

6. I-fnrrioci (i-iJ 
9. UnknoH'n 

Date of Current Sentence 
(month/day/year') 

Dnte of Ad:nission to OSH or 
OP tmon'~h/de.y/year) 

Date of Ad!nission to 'rransfer 
In~titutio~ \if applicable) 
(month/day/ year) 

Dato of Heloase--shock, 
sentence ter~inated, or 
terrlinution of' Pl."'Ob a tion (if 
applic ubI e) (r..on thl day lye ur ) 

Offenso Sta~ute Code--First 
Listed Offense (enter only 
digits) 

,It'irst Offense ~lo.me: ------



o 

\03-68) 

(09-72) 

\73) 

\14) 

\75) 

\76) 

\77) 

-54-

Offense Statute Code ... Second 
Listed Offense 

~econd Offense l"ia."11e: -----
Original Se~te~ce Period 
(Illinimu."'1/ .:nax i:nu.":1 ) 

Instftutio~al A~nission Status 
1. Regular Institutional 

Co:n.."'1i t.ne::1. t 
2. Probation violation -

technical 
3. Probation violation' 

New c>ffc:1se: 
4. P nrol C viol a-'C .... r-o-;:l------

technical 
5. Parole violation 

New offeDse:~--~~~----
6. Shock probat.io~ viola 

violatio~ - technicpl 
7. Shock p~oba~ion 

violation 
llew offens.€:: 

8. Othcn": (spec-:-i"'"':l'-y~}------'--.-
Any Outs tanding Det (liners '? 

1. Yes 
2. Yes, but dismissed 
3. No 

!:S. c. r .. Number: 
----------~-----

Sex 
1. ~1a1e 
2. Female 

Sumple year 

Srunpie Identification 
1. ShOCK Droba~ion 
2. Inc al~ccn~u'Ced 
3. R,egulru." probation 

III! 
.1 

• • • •....... \ 
~ 

-' . ~ -

•

'; ."q 
i 

'. I 

•
""J 

-- " .-

.-
i 
i 

III; -- ~,.' 

05 

1 

l78-79) 

. I .,. _____ , 

j., '"'.',_.-~~, .;' .... ~""'J>!'t- . .,.J,!-'!o~;.,...~. ~'II-.,:..- .. ,_!.c~.r;: .• .j~~,.>_ .. »:r;.~'-::;.$J;-..-~·;..··.:.~r ... ':: 

Dock Nu."':lber 
01. ~in1-:: sta\;o systc:n card 
02. Whito shoc~ card 

(for counties used). 

03. County. data schcuule 
04. Ins ti t.u\;ional s ar:~;J1e 

schedule 
05~ County probation department 

data,. 

uard Number for 'fhis Deck 

Card rfwo 

(1-4) 

\5-7) 

\tl-9) 

llO':'ll) 

(12) 
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-
Respondent Identification 
Number (to be co:np1eted later) 

1 • Q • ( 0 • p • C • T. ,l t r iSh t 
justified) DesiGnation other 
thun'n~nerical score: 

~---

¥ercentile tu.p.e.T.) 

Educatio!1 (code e~act number 
of yoars reprc8cnt:;ing highesv 
grade cO::1pleted) 

00 = No school 
98 = Ungradod vocational 

school, etc. 
99 = UnknO\·m . 

~ducation' (ro-coded .from 
Ools .. 10-11) 

1. Los s than 7 years of 
school 

2. Junior hiGh school 
(7-9 grades) 

3. P c.rti 0.1 hiGh school 
(10-11 grades) 

4. High school graduates 
(12 yours in actual 
m . .L'11bcrs) 

5. Pru;tial colloGo (at leust 
OHO yCU1~ of colleGc) 

6. CollCGo ~rnduuto 



l13-15) 

(16) 

\17-18) 

\19-20) 

....... ( 21-22) 

(23-24) 

( 25 .. 26) 
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7. Graduate/prorcssional 
traininG (Graduate 
degree) 

8. UnGraded vocacional 
training 

9. Unknown 

restr;d Educatio:1a1 Achieve­
ment--S.A.f. lrieht jusvified) 
(enter only digits of the 
score) 

Legal Residence 
1. Village or s~all town 

(less tha~ 2,500) 
2. CitY--2,501-10,000 

-3. CitY·-10»OOl-25,ooo 
4. S.N.S.lli. 
9. UnknOlffl 

Af;C at Fi:-e t Y.:!1o~~m Ju\'enile 
Orrensc (allc~ed) 

98 := no k.'10rm I'ccord 
99 =' un.i<:no~rn . 

Total ::u.'nber 01' Juvenile 
l!ontncts (code cxaCi:; number) 

00 = none 

Age at Firs t renal Co:-::r:li tracn t 
\oither juvenile or adu1i:;) 

nwnber'ot Juvenile Institu­
tionalizations (code exacc 
number J • 

00 ::: Ilone 

'llotal 'l'i!lle in Juvenile 
Institutions tanlculate total 
nU!nber of mon ths ) 

00 ::: nOne 

"­
II ", 

1I 
II 
II 
II 

, 
( 

II 
. ~ .. 

III 

• 
•

- i," ! f 
) 

II' !, II, 
III' 

I .. .. 
'f 

III 
JJ 

-----,-

(27-28 ) 

(30-32) 

l33-34) 

(35-37) 

(38) 

(39-40) 
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'fotn.l Nu.-,ber of Adult Non­
'l'raffic Arra s ts, Includi:1t; 
Hisdorleanors a.la. ,li'elo:1ies. 
(coun t traffic if drth'1.1-:e:1-
drivincr)p ~nfor~atio~ ~eter-

u ....... 
lidned 1<'ro:n Soc~a1 ~erv~co 
Su.mnary. \ cocie exo.c t nU:10er) 

00 :: none 

'llotal NU"Tlber of Previous 
Adult Prison CO~'l.-nit::lents 
(code exact nu.~ber) ° :::: none 

9 :::: 9 or more 

'fatal 'fi..--:;e Previously Served 
in Adult Prison Ir.stitutio~s 
l calculate total nU.'Gber of 
months--riGht justify) 

000 :::: none 

'l'otal Nu:nber of Jail Co:-~i t., ... 
rnents--Adult tcode exact 

. number) 
00 :::: nono 

Total Time Previously Served 
in Jails--Adult (calculate 
total nu .. nber of Hlon ths) 

000 :::: none 

Dependents (code exact number) 
8 == $ and above ° :::: unkno\·m 

Father's ()ccu:)ation: ____ _ 
lto be coded later) 

Father's Education (oode exact 
number of yer~s representing 
highest Gpadc completod) 

00 :::: No school 
98 - UnGrudcd vocational 

training, etc. 
99 :: Unknown 



(43) 

(44) 

\46-47) 

-58-

Father's Bducation (re-coded 
fro~ Cols. til-u2) 

1. Less than 7 ye~rs of 
school 

2. Junior hi;h school 
(7-9 gra.des) 

3. partial hiGh school 
'(10-11 grades) 

4. High school Graduates 
(12 years in actual 
numbers) 

5. Partial college (at least 
one year of collese') 

6. College Gradu~te 
7. Gradua.te/~}rofessiona1 

training lGraduatn 
degree) 

8. Ungraded vocational 
training, etc. 

9. Unk1oH:1 

parent-Sibling Criminality 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. UnlmOl .. '":1 - if not stated 

use this code. 

Subject's Previous Rnployment 
1. Yes - has been employed 
2. No - nevor employed 
9. Unknown 

Subject I S Last Knmffi Occupa­
tion: 

----~~-~----~----------\to be codea laceI') 

Presonce of Pre-sentence Report 
1. Yes 
2 •. No 

,. -,' 

II 
~ 

II 
1 
:\ 

• , 1 
; 

q 
d 
• 
~ 

III .1 
, .1 

-. I·; .J .j 
•

"1 
} 

-... Z • l 

(50) 

l51-53) 

(54) 

\55) 

(56) 

-59-

Probation Office Recorr~enda­
tion (if applicable) 

1. POI" proo[!.tion 
2. Against probation 
3. For shock orobation 
4. Against sh~ck prooation 
.5. i'Io reco:i:'wnda tio:1. 
6. For roferral to mental 

'heal th facility 
9. Unknown 

Acco~?lices, if any--co­
defend~~ts are to be 
considered as accoMolice~ 
(code exac t ntL":1ber)· 

o = none 
,9 = nino or more 

Prosocut :ll1G Attorney: 
Name: -------------------------
Dofense Attorney 
N ffi-:10 ~ . 
lto b~e~·-c-o~d~e-a~l-a-v-e-r-)~---------

Defense Attorney 
1. Public 
2. Priva'te 
3. Waivod right to attorney 
9. Unknovn1 

initiator of Shock ~robation 
Po ti tion (if }-;:noHn) 

1. At tor:1cy 
2. In!nate 
3. Judge 
h. Relacive 
;;. Othep (syecify): 
9. UnlmO\V!1 -----

Plea 
1. Guilty 
2. l'iot guilty 
3. No con'Cest 
9. UnknOHn 

I, 



...... , 

f' 
t 
r 

(59-60) 

(61 .. 62) 

~63-64) 

\65-66) 

-60-

Conviction B~sed.o~" 
1. Grand jury ~nalc~~en~ 
2. ProsDcutio~ i~for~~~~on 
3. certifiad to J~von~le 

court 
9. UnknO\i:1 

Is There a Judicial ~~~ues~ 
for an Insti~u~ional Dehav~or 
Report'? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

If Yes :~umber of ;·iajor 
Ins~it~~ional Court ~ickets. 
(code exact nu.ilber) 

If Yes, l;u.'r1oer of ~'.inor 
Ins ti tutio~al Court "ricl-::ets. 
(code exact n~1ber) 

'llotel Nln':loer of GO\.1.r~ "llickets 
(total fro~ Cols. 59-60,61-62) 

Present Disposition (for 
cuprent offc::lse) 

01. Currentl:! i::lce.rce:'ated 
(never released for 
ins tant oi'fc~1se) 

02. Currently on shock 
probatio::l 

03. Currently on parole 
04~ Successfully co~pleted 

shock p'robatlo:l 
05. Succ~ssrullJ co~~leted 

parole 
06. Returned to iustitutio:l-­

parole violation, 
toch.'1ical 

07. Returned "co institution-~ 
parole violacion 
l~cw offe:lse: 

00 . He turned to ""'"i-n-s-r,-:i-r,-u-r,-,i,-o-1-1----
shoek probation violation 
tochnical 

09. Botu~'ned to insticution-­
shoc~{ prol.>aliion vio1at:.io!1 
Now offense: --------

Ir~l--------------.... ~c~--~~ .. ~.~--~-~- •• --~~,~ .. - .• ~ -~-~ 

III 
if 
~ : 

• j r .-
f; 

hi 

" .. ~ ; 

• • ~ , , .l 

•' -- ," 

I} 
[11 

II 
II 
I! 
•
'l 

c 
! 

I't. - ~ 

05 

2 

(68) 

(69-75) 

l76) 

(78-79) 
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10. 

22. 
23. 

24· 
25 . 

Died before co~p1eting 
probntio~ or parole 
Curren ely on probaGion 
Absco~ded while on 
probation 
Absconded while on shock 
probaijio":1 

. Successfully completed 
probation 

'l'otnl !·iunber of Adul t Proba­
tion Sentences 

Total nU'nber of Adult PrODa­
tion Sen~ences Successfully 
CO:1plelied 

blank 

!:;;arn,?le year 
6 ;::: 1966 
7 ;::: 1967 
8 ;:::·1<]6t> 
9 ;::: 1969 
o ;::: 1970 
1 ;::: 1971 
2 ;::: 1972 

Sa.'1lple ldea cific ation 
1. Shoc~ ~robation 
2. lncal'ceraced 
3. Regular Proodtion 

Deck Hu.ilber 
01. fink state syste~ card 
02. White shock card 

(for counties used). 

03. County <i-ata schedulo 
04~ Institutional sanpl() 

schedulo 

U w"d Nwnber for -.rhis Deck 

" 
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.... -. 

"",-,.,-------

"..'m"' ." ... 

Kcspondent Identification 
NUJll0er ~ to be cOr.1:;le~ed later) 

(8) 

Original prooacion period. 
Code. exact nw..ber of years; 
exce:>t code: 

8 ~ lesS th~~ one year 

Presentence or pre-shock 
investiba~ion 

1. Yes. 
2. l'lo 

I?x"e-shock recOlil!.icndad:on 
1~ ~or shQbK prob~~io~ 
2. AGtd.11S t shoc'~' i?roaa~ion 
3. ~o s~ecific ~eco~~enda-

tion pc"d.e 
9. unkhotffi 

\9) Pre~sentc~ce i~v0stisa~ion 
indicates suojec'V IS reh .. orse 

1. Yes 
2" No 3. Not discernible 

1\ '10 ) T\'" t ' . _ rre-snoCK 1nves ~6ac20~ 
indicates subject I s rer",orse 

:\.. Yes 
2. Nel 
3. Not discernible --. 

(11) t:)ub jec t \ S en~?lOj'1~(m t record 
1. stable 

-62-

2. hiGh aosc:ll,oeis:a 
3, froquon t .t~iS;·lissal 
4.' frequent. rasignuvions 
9. \h'1JrilOH11 

~-.. \ "t , , .. 
:i 

• j 
DI 

\ 

III ,. 
.. 

\79) 

3 (Bo) 

-63-

~ample identification 
1. Shock prooncion 
2. Incarcerated 
3. Regular proba~ion 

Ca.rd .Nu.'1loer for this deck 

i 
,j 
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APPE~~DIX C 

JUDGE IN'l'EHVIE~'JEH 
-------------------DA'l'E 
--------------------

.1.. In tH.l.sninr, se:1 te:1ce on a convicted felo:1 Hhat do you 
consider to be tho ~ajor factors in ~cternining 
who thor the incri vidual 

n) will be placed on probation~ 

b) will bo gi vo:} a suspended scntenc~e '( 

r ) 

c) will bo incQrcornted~ 

-64-

"'1p 
l ' 

II 
; ; 

• I ! 
III 
III 
III 

• i .; 
.1 • ; .; 
.; . 

2. 

3· 

5. 

b. 

- - - - - -- --- - -~- - - - ----- - ----- - - - -- - - --- - -- --- - -- -- - ------ - --~ - - -

Is the pre-sentence investiGation of the probation 
dopar-c:rle:-lt usunlly your only source of informa'Cio:l 
on the individual'! 

yes 

no ---
~: .. ::-:;. If no: ~·lho.t othor sources of information 

do you depend upon in making your 
decisio:1'( 

... 

Dd you Gonerally follo~'.[ the reco::-.. llendation of the 
probntio:1 denar~rnent in nrc-sentence renorts? . ----~ . 

yes 

no ---
Regardin8 "shoe!,:" probation, have JOU always as1ced 
for a."1 evulu[lcio:1 fro:n the probc.tiO:l ciepartment in a 
hearing for reconsideration o.f son Genee'l 

yes 
no _____ _ 

Do :lOU gO!1erally follow the reeorL'11Gndation of' the 
pl'\oba.tion dcparr.:r.ent regarding .rshoc1~11 proba.tion'{ 

yes 

no ---
Could you descl'ibe the typical individual for ".:hich 
you ",ould CO:1SlaCr l'snock ll probacion to be a 
satiDf~ct9ry rehabilitative tool? 

-65-
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Would ~ou nDseDS the ovorall effects of shock 
probntio~ as it has been used in Ohio'l 

-----------------------------------------------.-----
-------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------
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Comparing this sample with obviously incomplete data compiled by 
the Ohio Adult Parole Authority indicates that this study sampled 
73.5 percent of those granted shock probation in 1966 and 76.7 
percent of those released under this legislation in 1970. 111e APA 
was reflecting voluntary reporting by probation officers throughout 
the State to its fledgling research unit at the time. The APA 
has no mandate to conduct research on judicial dispositions in Ohio, 
nOT docs it have the resources to assume such a dubious task. 

See Appendix A for the original instrument . 

The availability of consistent data for this and all subsequent so 
noted (*) variables was greatly limited; therefore, the generaliza­
bility from this data is also reduced. 
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45. Diven the institutional records used and the discrepancy between 
States regarding offense classification, it was not possible to 
distinguish between felony and misdemeanor cases. 
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