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ABSTRACT , ?

This case study of the Improved Correctional Field
Services Project describes the pre-implementation history
of one social action project. The history encompasses
a period of about five years (1974—1978). It illustrates
some of the pitfallé that may confront a program developer
and evaluator.'.The questions addressed in the analysis.
include:

= Are the sources of social innovation and
action important determinants of program
success?

- What is the effect, if any, when there are
different sources of action and innovation, :
as when the Federal governmént originates
and funds state and local projects?

- Does encountering obstacles and problems
alter, if only to some degree, the ultimate
nature of a program?

- If a program develops in a dynamic, adaptive
way, what are the implications for planning
and evaluation?

As a study of the development and change of concepts

and objectives within a particular project, this case

history provides one illustration of change as these

concepts are implemented and evaluated.- -
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Introduction.

The development and change of social program objectives,
despite their centrality in evaluations, seldém have been
studied as problems in their own right. An examination of
the history of the basic concepts providing the motivation
and structure fdr a project may, however, help explain what
happened in the implementation and evaluation stemming from
these concepts.

The evolution of the goals of one such project will be

described in this report. If potential pitfalls for the

program developer or evaluator are noted, perhaps means of
avoidiné or overcoming them may be found. If conflicts or
obstacles that force adaptations are observed, the ultimate

nature of the program might be better understood. If the

program develops in a dynamic, adaptive way, implications

for the evaluation may be important. If the sources of .

+

innovation and action are diverse, this may be related to

the ultimate program outcomes. If, as is often the case,
the Federal government originates and funds state or local
projects, this may have unforseen effects. And if the broad
aims of a program, as envisioned by its originators, may

be defined, these provide a basis for assessment of the
impact of the program beyond thé narrow confines of specific

project objectives. -
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Orientation and Action

In 1969 Wilkins and Gottfredson presented the concept of
a typology of innovative orientation and action.l It was
based on several assumptions. The first was that social
action turns on the discovery of social problems. Next,
institutional innovation may be'generated internally or may
be imposed by an outside source; and it was assumed that
action depends upon the source of information (internal or
external) about a problem. The underlying hypothesis was
that internal information increases the chances of success
of problem-solving, conVersely, external information de-
creases them. Flowing from the assumptions and the hypothesis
were three fundamental questions that may be addressed with
regard to any social action program such as the Improved
Correctional Field Services.

1. Who defined the problem?

2. Who proposed the solution to the problem?

3. Who took action to implement the solution?

The typology was described as follows:

P e
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Innovative Action »
internal external . 15
I pfoblem defined problem.def%ned
n by the institu- b¥ the institu-
n tion, solution tion, sglutlon
© sought in rela- sought in rela-
v tion to the tion to the o
a  internal emergence of the emergence of the
t problem, action problem, action
i is restricted to is egterpal to
v the institution institution
e
0
o] . .
r problem defined problem defined
i by an external by an externa% ,
e agency ., solution §gency, solution \
n  external in terms of how in terms of how
t that agency de- - t@at agency de- o
a fines the problem, flngs tpe problem, |
t action is imposed action is exter-
i upon the institu- nal to the insti-
° tion tution
n -
)
According to this formulation, the internal-internal
combination —-- the circumstance of the upper left hand cell
of the matrix -— is most likely to lead to successful e,
implementation. Expected to be least successful is the
exterhal—external category. pifficulties are to be expected
i hat
when the problem is defined externally to the agency # o
is to provide the action. The grid shown, of course, may
be an oversimplification; put the extent to which goals are
- 14 be
convergent -- which may be a matter of degree wou M
i i f implementation .
hypothesized to be an 1mportant1determlnant (o] P . .
success.
—3—

Initial Conceptualization toward The Improved Correctional
Field Services Project

Offenders may be élassified by objectivefmeané‘according
to risk; they may be assigned to different kinds and degrees
of supervision; and such differential classification and
;ﬁperVision may have value in terms of improved outcomes.
This concept provides the basis for the ICFS project and
its evaluation. It is not new. Indeed, it is a concept
investigated since at leaét 1953 in California and elsewhere.2
These studies may have provided some of the basis for the ICFS
conceptualization, but that is hard to tell. The documented
history of ICFS begins in 1974.

The late Robert Martinson in that year published an

article in The Public Interest entitled, "What works? -

Questions and Answers about Prison Reform."3 Its substance.

has been well known and extremely controversial. The
controversy derives in part from an incorrect but widespread
belief that Martinson's conclusion was that "nothing works"
in correctional treatment. A careful reading of the article,
buttressed by later work by Martinson and his colleagues,
discloses that this was not Martinson's intent. Rather,
one correctional program area that he mentioned favorably
(as potentially promising) was that of probation. For

example, he said of community treatment programs (including

probation). "... some of them did have the advantdge of
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to pose increased danger to the community. And some

. . "4
simply cost fewer dollars to administer.

these programs ...
Martinson's support for probation was founded upon a

different premise than its hoped for treatment or rehablf

litative effect, however. He said:

when intensive supervision QOes Proguc:‘zg ot
iﬁérovement in offenders"gehazlgié‘lgr ?iehabi—

ugh the mechanism of reatm )
;?igzgon', but instead through a.mechaglfmtﬁgat
our studies have almost totally ignorec

mechanism of deterrence.:

He referred to the 1967 San Francisco Project which
studied the effects of variable levels of supervision with
adult probationers.ﬁv The findings from that project in-
dicated that intensity of supervision was positively
ass;ciated with technical violations of probation rules and
negativelf associated with new offenses. In other words,
closely supervised probationers were more likely to be

ou

i f the
to have been found to commit new crimes. The author o

project's report concluded that "+echnical violations are
a direct function of the.amount of supervision provided."7
Proportionately fewer new offenses with intensive super-
vision were observed, but these differences were not
statistically significant. Cowmenting favorably upon these
results, Martinson noted that "intensive supervision

s . ‘oS with
combined the highest rate of technical violations wi
1!

the lowest rate fcr new offenses."8 These and other

O

O

o

results seemed to provide the basis for Martinson'svsupport
for intensive Probation supervision an:the grounds of its
deterrent effect. He did, however, add the caveat that a
policy of keeping greater numbers of higher risk offenders
in the community (under probation supervision, for example)
could result in a rise in the total number of offenses and
increased chances of victimization.

The theme that stands out in Martinson's analysis of
probation is that of deterrence and iés effect upon reducing
new criminal behavior and crime rates. This theme was re-—
emphasized and expanded upon in a later Martinson article
published in 1976.9 ot

Between Martinson's 1974 and 1976 articles a related
event occurred which set the stage for the birth of ICFs.
Martinson was to Play a very important role in that event.l0

The then Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) formed a Consultant Committee on
Corrections in 1975.11 7he Committee, which came to be
called, in LEAA, the Blue Ribbon Committee on Corrections,
was "... charged with the task of assessing the current

status of Corrections ... and recommending to the ILaw

Enforcement Assistance Administration those actions it should

take ..."12 The central policy recommendation of the Com-
mittee was: '
LEAA efforts in the area of Corrections will center

upon: (1) the improvement of incapacitative
capability, involving the use of gradated degrees

A T N e ey,
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of control and supervision in probation, institutions

and parole, with the objective of reducing the volume

of crime committed by its clients; and (2) a search
for effective techniques of rehabilitation, based

on the principle of voluntary participation, with

the requirement that all such projects be accompanied

by hard, realistic measures of results.

The emphasis, as in Martinson's published work already
cited, was upon control and supervisicn in probation, with
the objectiﬁe of reducing crime. Recommending the reorgani-
zation of probation and parole field service, the Committee
proposed abandoning the one—to—one‘mbdel of supervision as
well as old notions of caseloads and definitions of success.
They recommended classification of probationers and parolees
by the degree of supervision and cqqtroi needed. "Control
and supervision", they said, "would be classified into three
or four categories - from minimum to maximum .13 Further,
"the objective would be to provide clients with the degree of
supervision needed to discourage them from committing further
crimes, or to detect them as quickly as possible when they. do
become involved in further crimes."l1l4

The Martinson influence seems to be apparent but may be

reflected more clearly in the Committee's final recommendation

in this area. It proposed changing the traditional success

measures as follows:

... under the proposed concept ... relatively high
rates of failure would be expected - the objective
of the proposal is to reduce the amount of crime
probation and parole clients become involved in,
not to show (as now and in the past) high rates of
successful completion of probation and parole which
come about because inadequate supervision does not

PR
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detect reinvolvement in crime and delinquency ...

Intensive supervision should be expected to produce

hlgh'ra?es of revocation; this should be taken as

one 1nd1gation of the efficiency of the system -

Fhe commitment of those clients who have proved to

be continued threats to the public order.l5

This recommendation unquestionably reflects Martinson's
views of deterrence, of a control model of probation, and
detection and sanction of repeat criminal behavior as the
most important measure of success. . The Committee rejected
what had become the accepted wisdom in some circles, namely
that intensive probation supervision was a failure. 1Instead,
said the committee, intensive supervision has shown its
efficiency in identifying and removing probationers who

prove to be a continuing threat to tﬁé public safety.

The General'Accounting Office Report

About this same time (that is, 1975 and early 1976), the
United States General Accounting Office was preparing a
report for the Congress entitled, "State and County Probation:
Systems in Crisis." This report, released on May 27, 1976,
was devoted primarily to the role of LEAA in probaticn and
the stance it should adopt in providing leadership, funds
and technical assistance. iAmong its overall conclusions, the
GAO said that probation systems were not adequately protecting
the public.l® Thus the cohcern for public safety again
received prominent mention.

One of the major innovationg stressed in the report was
that of probation predictive models which; the GAO recommended,

should be used more frequently.l7 The models to which the

[ s i
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report referred had been developed by means of statistical

methods used to summarize and weigh the characteristics of
probationers to determine how these characteristics related
to the probationer's ultimate success or failure. The
purpose of such a prediction device is to aid decision-

making by enhancing the ability to accurately forecast

probable probation outcomes. The report concluded that
predictive, mathematical models employing risk scores could
be "useful in deciding who should be recommended for proba- i

tion, what level of supervision is needed, and who might be

considered for early release."18 :

In addition to its emphasis upqn-public safety as a goal
of probation, at least two other messages were conveyed
clearly to LEAA by the GAO report. First, additional research
on and use of prediction models was needed; and second, one

of the benefits of such models would be to determine super-

vision levels for probationers.

LEAA Reacts

Just where and with whom responsibility rests in LEAA
for the conception and development'of ICFS is very difficult
to determine. Ibst, misplaced, or uwnavailable documentation

and memoranda do not permit the ready reconstruction of a

complete historical "paper trail." Offices and divisions

within LEAA were reorganized and changed during this period.
Individuals came and went because of transfers, resignations,

retirements, or death. Different people were involved with
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ICFS at various stages and thus lack comprehensive knowledge
of the entiie chain of development. . Among the present and
former LEAA personnel who were willipé to be interviewed by
us about the history of ICFS (many were not willing), there
was quite commonly a tendency to plead ignorance and to deny
responsibility for any shortcomings or Qeaknesses in the
project. This should not be taken as merely a mechanism of

defense, for the personnel’ involved changed roles and respon-

sibilities as the program developedLJ.Blaming others, -however,

was not uncommon. Some officidls ‘in a position to know
appeared to be surprisingly ill-informed about the project.
What follows is an effort on ourxpart to reconstruct as
best we can from the available docﬁﬁents and from interviews
with those LEAA and project personnel who were cooperative
some of what happened during the pianning and program deyvel-. '
opment phase of ICFS, that is, from the latter part of 1976
through mid.- 1978, when the project was implemented., Two
of the members of a reported original LEAA project design
group were among those we interviewed. (The characterization
"reported" is used because there is some confusion as to
whether there was such a group and, if it did exist, just
who its members were. There is agreement that the initial
work took place in the then Office of Regional Operations-.
later named the Office of Criminal Justice Programs) .
Neither of these particular individuals was with LEAA at

s

the time they were interviewed. Their recollections about

~10—~
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mentioned above.

i | blenms
the orlglns of ICFS are indicative of some of the pro

One respondent recalled that LEAA staff

imax
level and others at the pre-sentence jevel. The pri 1’4

uce institu-
oal, according to thls respondent, was to red
g ’
to improve
tional (prison) populations. Secondary goals were P
i
his same res-
screening mechanisms and referral sources. T

3 i .i ‘] ‘ ] ‘ . ] 3 3 - |] . . ]

sh incoming
ICFS plan because the purpose was to.shut down the
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d the original premlse

The other ex—-LEAA official recalle

"if there is any difference between

of ICFS as being to test

f supervision that a particular individual on

the amount O |
i idivi " (that is,
bation receives, vis—a-vis his recidivism rate
roba a: | |
. e a55001ated with

. s ar
whether different amounts of supervision

ecC
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of parole indicated the following:
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Although the delivery of services to both groups has
many similarities there are sufficient differences
in screening, selection and administrative processes
to warrant focusing on probation services. In addi-
tion, the three agencies under current consideration
. for participation in the ICFS program are probation
agencies. This being the case, it was felt that
unnece ssary confusion would be added to the program
design if these agencies were requested to break with
their normal service delivery procedures in order to
include parolees.

One respondent indicated that one of the criteria for site
selection was to be the emphasis which the applicant placedv
on a control model of probation. He:stated that the control
model of probation was to be one "which would categorize
probationers in a certain level of supervision based upon
the risk that they presented to theﬁcomﬁunity; based upon
a number of problems they had; the type of offense for which
they were on probation; and, any previous history, that type
of thing."

At least one other LEAA employee, this one with the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
(the research arm of LEAA, later named the National,lnstitﬁte
of Justice) asserted that the idea for ICFS originated in
the Institute. It was, he stated, related to some work being
done with career criminals and the Prosecutors Management
Information System (PROMIS). He agrees on the idea of a
control model of probation, however.

The other thing we wanted to do was test the noticn

of the control model of probation, that is, could

you release only marginal types on probation, people

who had kind of, in terms of marginal, the more
risky to place on probation - people more likely to

_12._
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go to prison. Could you place those marginal types

on probation -~ rigid supervision program, and look

for differences in that outceme [such that it] has

improved for that group?

In any event, the next developmeht that we were able to
document was the release of a request for proposal (RFP) in
January, 1977 by the LEAA's Office of Regional Operations.
Entitled, "Improvement of Correctional Field Services
Program", this RFP included three "subprogram" areas. One
According to

of these was the Control Model of Prqbation.

the RFP, the LEAA sought, inter alia, with this model:

l. To reduce the crime rate of offenders under
probation.

2. To assess the feasibility of méking classifi-
cation decisions that attempt to place offenders

in programs according to an assessment of risk
potential.

3. To provide a classification scheme that relies
upon objective criteria that have been shown
to be correlated with risk.

4. To maximize the control capacity ...

5. To ... provide different degrees of control
over the offender.

6. To encourage the reorganization of probation
departments toward matching offender types

and alternative dispositions and toward a
concern with control.

These aims obviously are consistent with the recommenda=’
tions of the Blue Ribbon Committee and Martinson's writings.
The risk assessment requirement was consistent with the GAO

recommendations. These possible influences may be further

evident in the program strategy for the control model.

. Projects were "to develop and demonstrate a scheme whereby

-13-
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offenders placed on probation " would be controlled "to keep

to a minimum the number of crimes committed."” The intent was

to implement an "incapacitation model rather than a rehabi-

litation model for probation." The projects would provide

"the necessary level of supervision needed for control based
on the risk pronenéss of each offender." Each project had
td have a screening mechanism which would "be reduced to a
short checklist," and a range of probation alternafives.

These alternatives were to inclﬁae six levels, as follows:

1. Probation with no supervision.

2. Probation with only monthly written reports
required. :

3. "Regular" probation with one or two contacts
a month.

4. Supgrvision to the extent that one probation
officer handles only 20 probationers, with at
least one contact per day, and in which only
surveillance is required of the officer -- no
presentence investigation, counseling, etc.

5. Supgrvision to the extent that one probation
officer handles only 5-10 probationers with
at least two contacts per day.

6. P¥obatiop on condition of part-time or full-
time residence in a correctional facility
(g.g., drug program, halfway house, restitu-
tion house, etc.)
Finally, the request for proposals called for probation
officers not to be involved in providing services (such as

counseling, employment assistance), directly to their clients

because "the project should provide primarily supervision;

'service should be incidental to the primary task.® The

purpose of the probation control model thus seemed very

~-14-
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clear, and also quite consistent with the themes developed

earlier.

Some Takers Respond: Now What?

Fifteen proposals were received in resvonse to the LEAA

~The later solicitation for theé national evaluation

request.
(which was to be a part of ICFS) iﬁdicated the availability

of four proposals to be used as background in the development

of the evaluation proposal. These materials were forwarded
to Rutgers (and others expressing interest in the solicita-

The four came from the Bureau

tion) in late September, 1977.
the New York

of Community Corrections in Des Moines, Iowa;

State Division of Probation; the l&tﬁ'circuit Court Services

in Kane County, Illinois; and the Western Interstate Commission

for Higher Education/Corrections Program in Boulder, Colorado.

Each of the above proposals set forth a markedly

different program and strategy. The Des Moines proposal
focused upon service delivery to high/medium risk offenders
with drug/alcohol/employment related problems. New York's

application (dated May 13, 1977) proposed a control model
of probation supervision. ZXane County's application (dated

May 5, 1977) proposed four surveillance models for probationers

and two surveillance models for parolees. The WICHE proposal

set forth a Community/Corrections Resources Management Team
to provide surveillance and service for both probationers

and parolees. Of these, the New York proposal seemed to us
to be closely responsive to the LEAA solicitation in its

~-15-~
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provides yet another link to the early conceptualization.
A second interviewee was the first New York project

director who was responsible for the .original and subsequent

proposals from that site. He describes the control model as

simply attempting "to separate out the surveillance function
and tﬁe social service function of the probation officer's
role." This model.would create "a unit of officers who would
focus upon su&veillance," he said.

Three developments seemed to comé“together simultaneoﬁsly
in New York around that state's participation in the proposed
project. The state independently was developing an intensive
supervision program (ISP) for probat}pnéré in 22 of New York's
larger counties; the prospective prcject director, a doctoral
student at SUNY - Albany, was looking for a suitable doctoral
dissértation topic; and, LEAA released its control model RFP.
The latter two developments, in effect, resulted in the
New York proposal being a reworked dissertation prospectus.

Kane County's initial interest in the project, according :
to the originator of its pro?osal, was in the opportunity to
measure the frequency of contact, the length and nature of
contact, whether contact was initiated by probation officer

or probationer, and what were the effects of infrequent

contacts with lower risk offenders. Again, the thought was

that probation could offer an alternative to overcrowded

prisons and that a screening mechanism could be employed

before the offender was sentenced. The Kane County proposal

specifically addressed some of the issues raised in the GAO and

._.1-71.-
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Blpe Ribbon Committee reports. It proposed, for example, to
provide a field trial of a control model of probation.

The next piece in the avaiiable paper trail is the grant
manager's memorandum to the assistant LEAA administrator
Qated September 27, 1977. It mentions Robert Martinson's
"What Works?" articlevand the Blue Ribbon Committee and
GAO reports as "forceful'influence(S) on the development of
this program." It stresses the theme of.providing control
to reduce recidivism. -

The memorandum indicates that of the 15 applications
received, five were selected as the best by a review panel
of corrections experts. One proposal.wés withdrawn and
two others subsequently were rejectcc "on the basis of
duplication of services in existing programs and an unjust-
ifiable expenditure of federal funds."19 The grant manager's
memo refers to some problems with differing lengths of
project periods and "programmatic questicns."

The New York and Kane County Proposals were aﬁong.the
three finalists that were recommended for award. Thc third
applicant recommended for an award was a dark horse. The
Florida Salvation Army Corrections Department application
was not in the final fiﬁe recommended by the Review
Committee. But, it was in the final three. The aforementioned
memo says judiciously, "Although not selected by the pansl of

experts for  further review, the Salvation Army application.

was deemed to be a unique applicant, of excellent merit, and
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one which may have significant impact on the criminal
justice system ... Further, the salvation Army has a legis-
lative mandate and mahy influential endonsements to carry
out efforts in the field of édrrections."ZO

One LEAA interview respondent seemed completely
enthralled'with the Salvation Army's Florida probation
program. He said,

I think they were chosen because they had facilities-®

statewide ... they had everything necessary to

supervise and to assist offenders because it was

already built into their whole social work system.

And that generated one of the best applications,

in my opinion, this agency's ever seen.
This particular LEAA official, no longer with the agency at
the time of the interview, had triéd'éreviously to develop
probation programs that would rely upon pre-existing services.
He seemed enamored with the Salvation Army because they were
willing to do what he thought should be done - namely,
provide community-based services for offendexrs under a
contractual arrangement. That concept may have merit, but
it certainly is not the control model of probation. |

Another LEAA official, however, implied that the award
was made because of the endorsements. He said, "My im-
pression was they got funded because of, for political
reasons - éolely ... the Salvation Army had a lot of IOU's
that they may have collected on for this."21

It may be recalled that two.proposals - from Des Moines,

Iowa, and from WICHE - that were forwarded to the ‘potential

national evaluators were not in the final three, that from
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the Salvation Army, however, was not sent. Thus, the
evaluation plan could not be based on'the objectives and

circumstances of the Salvation Army program.

The Demise of the Control Model

While one unit in LEAA (the Office of Regional Operations)
was recommending approval of the tﬁree projects which included
probation and parole in Kane County, an emphasis upon pre-
sentence screening in New York, and a contract service
delivery mode in Florida, another LEAA unit (the National
Institute) was raising criticisms. |

On October 14, 1977, the Acting Director of NILECJ,

Blair Ewing, wrote to the LEAA Actiﬁégadministrator, James
Gregg. He pointed out that, "the current group of proposals
would not easily lend themselves to a test model because of
the diversity in program components and program foci."
"Specifically," Ewing said, "the three proposals do not
present parallel projects." 1In fact, each of the recommended
proposals differed from the original LEAA conceptualxmodel,
but in a different way. They also, as Ewing pointed out,
differed considerably from each other.

Ewing proposed the remedy that a "test design group"
be formed and convened in order "to develop a test model
which simultanéously satisfies the original intent and

needs of the project applicants and the Institute's concerns

about project evaluation."

"_20—
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The noncomparability and divergence problems cited by
Ewing were made more difficult because new proposais could
not be solicitated. If the program.had to proceed with
the three agencies already seleéted, then, as described by
one intervieWee, any changes would require "the good will
of the project sites," since LEAA would not have "the luxury
of a funding 'carrot'."

The National Institute Difector proposed including, in
the design group, the three project‘airectors from the test
sites. He also proposed including the Institute's evaluation
grantee as a part of this design group (the national evalua-
tor, however, was not chosen until ?gafly a year later).
Also, it was proposed to offer the'sites "a complete support
training package." In other words, the projects’would re-
ceive a bonus in technical assistance if they were willing
to go along with the Institute's desired changes. Perhaps
this bonus could improve the projects, and substitute

partially for the lost funding carrot (but add to the

overall cost of ICFS).

The response to Ewing's memo said in part: "The steps
outlined ... offer a sound way of proceeding with this rather
nebulous program ... and ... It is recognized that such an

approach would entail some delays and a fair amount of
negotiation, but it certainly would be a good way of sal-~
vaging the hodge-podge which currently exists.”

"Nebulous" and "hodge-podge" do not seem to be optimistic

-21-
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characterizations for an effort already budgeted to cost more
than $1 million; but LEAA seemed to be caught in an atmos-~
phere of inevitability and irrevocability with regard to
ICFS. And, unusual steps apparently were seen as necessary
to put the planning on a more sound basis.

Our interviews with present and former LEAA officials
disclosed some of what was going on behind the scenes as
LEAA and ICFS crossed the Rubicon. It seems clear that
there was considerable friction and'fénsion between the
Institute and the- OCJP. The two offices had been directed
by a LEAA deputy administrator to form a joint committee
to design a program in the area of qorrectional field

services. While this cooperative éesign process was going
on, OCJP released their original control model design as
an RFP without notifying the Institute. This was the
January 21, 1977 release.

The head of OCJP at the time later refused to rescind
the RFP, saying it was a public document. despite the pro-
tests of the Institute. From that point on the two offices
sought to improve the plan through patchwork and make the
best of what was described,-as we have seen, as a "hodge-
podge." .

OCJP was supporting the control model of probation
exemplified in the RFP, which essentially would augment
the funds of the grantees to permit them to hire more

e

personnel and to provide more and better supervision. In

_22_
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this officé, ICFS generally was seen as another LEAA
discretionary action grant, not as an experiment. The
Institute, on the other hand, wanted to discover whether

or not variable levels of supervision for different offender
risk groups made any difference in probation outcomes.

They wanted an experiment. Thus, there was a basic phi-
losophic conflict.

The later emphasis in'LEAA seemed to focus on not
"totally wasting the money" in the words of one LEAA rés—
pondent. This official told us, " ... at the point
everything had gone so far that OCJP was committed to
fund. They couldn't just back off and say, 'Gee, we made
a big goof and nobody's going to get any mopey.'" "ICFS,"
he says, "never had thé benefit ofb(a) long~-term develop-
mental process."

On November 8th and 9th, 1977 letters were sent by‘
Blair Ewing to each of the three project directors informing
them thét thieir application had been selected for further
consideration and inviting them to a Washington planning
meeting in late November. The letter indicated that
their support and cooperation in modifying the original
applications was being requested. The promise of "a
complete support training packageJ was included igzthe
letter.

A background paper prepared for the discussions set

-

out the proposed changes in ICFS. These changes were in
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the areas of sample selection (exclude varolees and perhaps
certain probationers), case assignment' (equal probability
assignment to one of two proposed units), and supervision.
The sole objective of ICFS, as proposed, would be to deter-

mine the effectiveness of probation screening procedures

vcombined with differential levels of supervision.

The paper proposed four levels of supervision (high,
high-medium, low-medium, and low). The high level called
for daily personal contact initially, to be reduced after
six months. Thus, one notion of the control model was at
least still alive, that‘is, very intensive supervision and
control. |

On November 28th and 29th, 1977, four staff members
from the Institute met with two persons from each of the
three sites "to discuss program guidelines.™ There were
no representatives from OCJP (the originators of the control
model) at the meeting. As a result of these discussions,
the ICFS program objective adopted was: "To determine the
effectiveness of probation screening procedures combined
with differential levels of supervision." ILearning about
the effects of riék screening and variable supervision
became the primary goal of the program. There were to be
three, rather than four, classifications for risk: high,
medium, and ;ow, and three (not. four) levels of supervision:

intensive, medium, and minimum. Thus, the Institute's

-«

position on the conceptual foundation for the project
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was adopted.

Seﬁeral other results from this meeting are particularly
pertinent to understanding the operationalization and im-
plementation of ICFS. Certain criteria were agreed upon
to exclude some probationers from the project. These

included drug or alcohol addiction, sex-related crimes,

" residential or work release program sentences, shock

probation (use of incarceration prior to placement on
probation), and probation terms of less than six months.
(Although inclusion of these cases would have complicated
the experiment, it is a fact that such persons are placed
on probation in the "real world", and that such placements
are evaluable. One ultimate effect of this decision is to
limit generalizability of the findings from the evaluation
to other jurisdictions).

All eligible probationers were to be screened for risk
using a locaily developed and valfidated risk scdréening

22 It was decided also to exclude low risk

mechanism.
clients from intensive supervision and high risk clients
from minimum supe;vision. The former was apparently decided
on humanitarian grounds, and the latter because of public |

safety concerns.

All probationers, with the above exceptidns, were to

be assigned to a level of supervision on an equal probability

basis. This implied that each level of supervision would

have equal numbers of probationers initially, but that the

-25-

)

o i e SRETRERERETS,

medium level would swell with the addition of the low and
high risk offenders reassigned to medium supervision as a
result of the assignment constraint already described.

-The adopted guidelines called for two supervision units.
All eligible probatiohers screened for risk were to be
assigned either to a Unit 1 (equal brobability assignment
to a level of supervision with the aforementioned restric-
tions) or a Unit 2 (assignment to a specific level of
supervision based upon the screening results, with the ' ’ ‘ |
restrictions). This procedure would create two experimental |
groups: one with one independent variable (level of _ i
supervision), and one with two independent variables
(supervision level and risk level).

The agency repreSentatives agreed to revise thei;
ICFS grant applications in accordance with the proposed |
A major result of this

guidelines and to resubmit them.

meeting and the changes which derived from it was the near

AT T

demise of the control model of probation as such. The

s

closest thing to it left under the new guidelines was the
intensive supervision category, which called for two
personal, face-to-face contacts per week and two personal

telephone contacts per week. The probationers closest
to those originally envisioned as candidates for ICFS

were to be those classified as being high risk.

ICFS: -‘Act Two -

The internal controversy in LEAA over ICFS continued
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during the interim between the November agreements and the
receipt and final approval of the three site applications.
The deadline date for these applications was January 31, 1978.

The Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) in the Institute
became involved in the discussions because of responsibility
in that office for designing, funding, and monitoring what
would be the so-called national evaluation of the three
ICFS projects. On December 14, 1977, the Acting Director
of OPE made some suggestions about the proposed ICFS design
described above. One of these was the following:

... it is recommended that assignment to regular

probation supervision (whatever that is in the

project sites) be part of the test program.

This is important to enable decision-makers to

determine effectiveness of the test procedures

as compared to what is presently being emploved.

It is suggested that this take the place of the

proposed 'medium' supervision level.

He added that this was "most necessary if any comparison is
to be made ‘between the variations proposed and regular
supervision."

This suggestion encompassed a very basic and vital
reguirement of experimehtal evaluation. In order to answer
the question of whether samething works, one must be able
to answer the question, as compared to what? There must
be some comparability, i.e., a control or comparison
situation; and often it is useful to compare the results
of a new program with the results expected from the usual
procedures. This is exactly what the Director's memo was

proposing.

-27-
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A second suggestion in this same memo was to assure
"... equal N's in the categories that the study is most
interested in, i.e., high risk cases receiving intensive
supervision and low risk cases receiving minimum super-
vision ...."

An answering memo from the project monitor 5f’the-:
ICFS sites, dated December 22, 1977, said: "... the ICFS
program specifically avoided comparing 'normal' probation
to the ICFS program. Such a comparison would be spurious
since there is no commonly accépted definition of 'normal'.
The design group opted to restrict comparisons to’ the three
levels of supervision ...."

This very critical decision itself seems to have been
basea on a spurious argument. Whether there is or was a
commonly accepted definition of normal probation seems
irrelevant. There was some form of probation supervision
ongoing in each of the three sites prior to the implemetation
of ICFS. This was, therefore, normal or regular probation
at each site, and it could (we believe should) have served
as the comparison situation. The concern about size of
numbers in each cell was called "well-founded" by the
p}Qjéct monitor. ﬂiéﬁﬁﬁéﬁerihénmeﬁo indicatéé‘tﬁéﬁ'fhé
program guidelines would be modified to meet the concern.

A discussion paper dated Jahuary 5, 1978 was prepared

to air design issues and proposed modifications. -This

paper stressed that one of the primary foci of the program

-28-
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was "... the question of whether high risk probationers

benefit, or do better, while on probation if subjected to

intensive levels of isi
s n
upervision. Thus, an enfeebled

control model still lived - at least in the minds of some.
The paper further emphasized the importance of equivalent
numbers of cases being assigned to each of the seven cells
of the design. This would be accomplished by random
assignment to the three levels of supervision after risk
screening.23 fThe 10w risk/intensive supervision ang high
risk/minimum Supervision cells would be dropped from the

study as agreed.
The discussion paper acknowledged the value of compa-
risons with "normal" levels of supervision but raiseq the

problem that it would "lower the number of probationers

in oth "
er cells,. It also suggested that the low or medium

supervision in the experiment could perhaps serve the same
purpose since these would be similar to normal supervision.
(This, however, is obviously not possible. Because medium
supervision in the "experiment" is part of the
it cannot be construed as also being regular probation.)
Our interviews with LEAA officials and ex-officials
raised this question and elicited the following responses.

When asked, "do you know why there isn't a control group

in any of the sites?",

one respondent answered: "It was

(the) feeling of the program coordination team that rather

than, again, so much of it" is not written down and we don't

~-29-
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have our normal test design documents, for some reason it

Another said: "Now I

wasn't felt that one was needed.
can't tell ?ou why the control may have gone out of the
project. My suspicion would be it had something to do

with the‘rahdom assignment and if that's the reason, and

if indeed that's what happened then I think we're at a

big loss." A third interviewee speculated that it may have
had something to do with sample size, i.e., requiring a
control group weuld have substantially reduced the number
of probationers in the'experiment.

In March of 1978 (after the applications under the
neﬁ guidelines were already received) several additional

communications among various Institute offices reflected

continuing tension. In a March 8th memorandum, the

Office of Program Evaluation Director suggested to the
project‘monitor thatvsome further revisions be made in

the program guidelines and indicated that "... we will
expedite the selection of an evaluation contractor."

This latter point is notable, since the national evaluator

was to have been selected and in attendance at the November

meetings more than three months earlier. This memorandum

was answered the next day. The project monitor expressed

concern that the OPE evaluation solicitations had not yet
been mailed, despite a previous' indication that this
would be done during the last week of February. The

monitor pointed out that "this extended delay in the
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OPE procurement of an evaluation organization may signi-

ficantly impair the evaluation quality.” He further

objected to what he called "continuing expectations for
guidelines modification, re-write, etc.” and he reminded
the OPE Director that, "OPE has had the final approved
version of the guidelines (prior to your requested
modification) for over 60 days."

The Final Guidelines for the Improved Correctional
Field Services Program (dated March 10, 1978) were signed-
off by the design group and forwarded to the Director, OPE

on March 14, 1978. These guidelines emphasized an expe-

ditious selection of the evaluation contractor since, it
was "anticipated that the selection of a contractor and
progfam'implementation will occur simultaneously." The
' final guidelines were substantially the same as those

produced the previous November.

A March 28, 1978 memorandum stipulated certain special

conditions for approval of the three applications. These

conditions included LEAA approval of the base;expectahcy (risk)

"instrument and data system to facilitate evalunation.
Special note was made of the Florida program. "This
program," said the memo, "may be in most need of the

training to be offered by our support contractor and we

should plan on making this a priority effort." Finally,

the memorandum indicated that the two unit design .developed

earlier would be collapsed into a single unit using random
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| The grant solicitation for the 1CFs national evaluation
(dated August 12, 1977) raised, for the first time, a numb F
of additional concepts with regard to thisg Project The‘ N |
evaluation objectives were to incluge recidivism (including ﬁh
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and outcomes are described in other reports. The signifi-
cance and implications of the developments need to be
assessed. The events just described, taking place over

a period of approximately four years, are summarized in
Table 1. They have profound implications for what will

be likely outcomes from ICFS. fThis is especially true of
the events of the two years immediatély bPreceedingly
implementation. The most significant of the events and

implications follow Table 1.
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Table 1
Sources of Innovative Orientation and Action in Development
of the Improved Correctional Field Services Project
Date Basic Concept(s) Source
1953~ Smaller parole caseloads will be California Department of
1965 effective in reducing recidivism; low Corrections Parole and
risk offenders may be given minimal Community Services Division
supervision with no increase in re- (Special Intensive Parole
cidivism; high risk offenders given Unit Program, Phases I ~ IV);
intensive supervision will not increase | and California Department of
recidivism. Correctional Effectiveness
Program; California Department
of Corrections Work Unit
FProgram.
1965- Intensity of Supervision is related United States Probation Office,
1967 to probation outcomes. Northern District, K of California
g (San Francisco Project).
1974~ Intensive supervision will have a Robert Martinson.
1976 deterrent effect.
1975 Reduce crime by control, supervision, Law Enforcement Assistance
and voluntary participation in reha- Administration, Blue Ribbon
bilitation programs; classify Committee on Corrections. ;
probationers by degree of supervision ;
y and control needed; high rates of ;
revocation, with intensive supervision, ;
indicates system efficiency. :
1

oy



s

N

£ } . . L - i

I et cae ke

~-GE-

C C G & @ 0 G )
Table 1 (continued)

Date Basic Concept(s) Source

1975- Probation prediction methods should General Accounting Office

1976 be used to assist in decisions con-
cerning placement on probation,
determination of level of supervision,
and early release; public safety
‘emphasized. .

1976- Develop risk classification methods Law Enforcement Assistance '

1978 and use in diversion to reduce Administration (Project ¢
institutional populations; test Design . Group (2)) Office §
relation of supervision levels to - of Regional Operations - !
recidivism rates; develop control :
model of probation based on risk
classification and differential
supervision.

1976 Develop control model of probatiocn, Law Enforcement Assistance

?) with high risk offenders diverted Administration, National

from prison but rigidly supervised; Institute on Law Enforcement
high risk offenders rigidly super- and Criminal Justice (?)
vised will have better outcomes than i
if imprisoned.

1977 Control model of probation, with the Law Enforcement Assistance

aim of crime reduction: Classify
offenders by risk for differential
program placement with differing
degrees of control; provide va” 1
prediction {risk classification) from
objective factors; maximize the control
capacity of correctional field super-
vision; reorganize probation to match
offender types with dispositions for
improved control; emphasize incapaci-
tation rather than rehabilitation.

Administration, Office of
Regional Operations. ‘
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Table 1 (continued)
Date Basic Concept(s) Source
; May, Control model of probation, with aims New York State Division of
{ 1977 of deterrence, provision of information | Prokation.
! for sentencing, and diversion from
s prison; intensive supervision for high
: risk cases; separate surveillance
j and social service functions.
. ﬁ ca May, { Provide specialized services through Salvation Army, Correctional
8 : 1977 varied supervision structures for Services Department, Florida.
. ; misdemeanant probationers with the
' 5 aims of reducing the numbers of felony
i offenders, reducing jail and prison
5 overcrowding, and redirect offenders
% i i to become law-abiding and contributing
LW citizens; screen probationers as to
’ 9 both needs and risk and provide '
f differential levels of supervision.
. T ﬁ Aug, , - Evaluate Improved Correctional Field Law Enforcement Assistance
ST SR 1977 . Services Project(s) based on risk Administration, National
. ' ' A ' screening and differential levels of Institute of Law Enforcement
’ supervision, with respect to reci- and Criminal Justice.
\ J ) divism, levels of offense seriousness,
| social adjustments, and cost.
I
S Sept., (Re-emphasis of control model of Law Enforcement Assistance
. i 1977 probation: emphasis on control of tlie Administration; Office of
: ‘ A offender to reduce recidivism.) Regional Operations,
. N e 4ﬂ { Oct., Develop test model with consistent aims | Law Enforcement Assistance
T o ' o 1977 in each site, then evaluate by means of { Administration, National
ot an experimernt Institute of Law Enforcement
- ' and Criminal Justice.
. |
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Table 1 (continued)
Date Basic Concept(s) Source
B Nov., Determine effectiveness of probation Law Enforcement Assistance
: 1977 risk screening and differential Administration, National
: levels of supervision. Institute of Law Enforcement
! i and Criminal Justice.
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. Assessment and Implications

1. The control model of probation was scrapped, and the

dimensions of risk and levels of supervision were
adopted as the focus of the study. Whether or not
MartinSon's deterrence theory of probation or the
views of the Blue Ribbon Committee and the General
Accounting Office study team have any merit cannot be
tested by the final ICFS design. The only remnant of
the control model left is the intensive supervisioﬂ
level, particularly as it is used with high risk
probationers. Unfortunately, the high risk classi-
fication was curtailéd by the exclusion of certain
offenders - addicts, sex offenders, residential place-
ments and shock-probation cases ~ of whom many might
have been classified as being high risk. The examination
of levels of supervision was limited further by
prohibiting the assignment of low risk cases into the
intensive supervision level and of high risk cases into
the minimal supervision category.

Random assignment across the three levels of supervision

was not required. The result is a medium level of

supervision which is unnaturally large since it absorbs

all "misassigned“ high and low risk cases.24 Two cell

interactions useful for the evaiuation were lost. The

unspecified "humanitarian" reasons for not assigning

low risk cases to intensive supervision are not

v

The "public safetY“ reasons

4

particularly compelling.
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for not assigning high risk cases to minimum supervision
may be even less so since minimum supervision (one face-
to-face contact per month) is the equivalent of usual
supervision in many probation jurisdictions, including
the three ICFS sites, and including, of course, those
classified by new procedures as "high risk." This
decision rule also may attribute greater validity to

the risk assessment instruments than warranted; and it
is a rule adopted before any of the instruments had
been validated.

There was no requirement of an experimental design.

The inability to compare the experimental condition

to any normal or regular condition is perhaps the

greatest single delimiting factor in the plan finally

adopted. The absence of a design in which comparisons
would be possible limits severely, for example, the
ability to make judgements about cost-effectiveness

of the classification - supervision process compared
with regular probation. This is a powerful impediment
to generalization and implementation - in the test
sites, or elsewhere.

There was no requirement for individual project
evaluations. (Suffolk County planned for some internal
evaluation even though it was not required.) Thisv
results in a loss of information and knowledge which

might have been derived from the diversity of ihe
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projects and.the uniqueness of some of their aspects.

It also results in an absence of self-interest in data

collection which might have been_stimulated by individual
evaluation requirements. These individual evaluations
could have meshed very easily with and enhanced the
national evaluation.

The evaluation contractor was not selected in a timely
fashion during the plénning and design phése. Not only’
was this delayed nearly a year, but the evaluation
planning phase could not commence until four months
after the individual projects became operational. The
consequent need to play catch-up proved to be a great
detriment to the evaluation. The first cohort of
Florida cases (intake prior to May, 1979) was lost‘

to the evaluation since the project site did not keep
adequate records. In addition, natiopal evaluation
requirements became perceived as much more intrusive
than would have been necessary if implementation and
evaluation planning had commenced simultaneously and
proceeded in a collaborative fashion.

The Salvation Army Corrections Department‘in Florida
was selected as a grantee. Funding the Florida
project could not be justified as responsive to the

original control model concept. Because of the

O

unigque Florida arrangement, by which the Salvation

Army contracts with the state to administer misdemeanant

G

o
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probation, there is a severely restricted chance of
generalizing from the Florida results to any typical
probation agency. The probation operation in Florida
is quite atypical in the field of probation. One of
the constraints upon the evaluation which arose from
this situation was that the Salvation Army is outside
the normal criminal Jjustice information mainstream.
Information regularly collected and maintained by
state or county probation agencies, for example,
arrest reports and c;iminal history data, are not
usually collected by the Salvation Army. The absence
of such basic and critical information markedly ex-—
acerbated the usual problems of data collection for the
evaluation. The fact that Florida's program is limited
by statute to misdemeanants means that there are few
if any "high risk" offenders in the usual sense of
that term. Although it is obviously possible to
classify some misdemeanant probationers as high risk
according to a risk screening device, in relation to
the Florida misdemeanant probaticn population, it is
only in this quite relative sense that they can be
regarded as high risk. Further, the facts that the
Salvation Army has a statewide program and has only
misdemeanants (with relatively short probation terms)
means that the Florida site can be expected tofhave
more than two—;hirds of the total offenders in the

project.
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model of probation, and Xane County was very interested in
7. The shifts in conceptual foundation and purposes left and had already done considerable work on risk assessment.,

Fonusion hetusen the Tational Instituts end the | G Florida's inferests in increasing probation service delivery

and the Office of Criminal

YR eame T e one e by adding counselors were not aligned at ali with the control

Justice Programs and the sites on the other, as to 0 sureniitom o —
°F Sh Ssperinent. The Tomer | © After the revisions in ICPFS in late 1977, the control
whether or not ICFS was to | | | |
plearty Toresay the project ac expeminental. Hovever | | model (Suffolk'sxkey concern) was nearly eliminated. The
a somewhat different perception by the sites and their e TCES wat chiin ) o0 oy Situias =
LEAA monitor resulted in a lesser concern for adherence o ot beoatias £1on e i = taterant
to the experimental design and the treatment plan. In e of orine interees o e e
thelx view, this ves an action research project T e B ' The solutions to the problem were Proposed by the sites,
14 . |
. _ o e
Fhe erpnass on action | but within the narrowly constructed'??ﬁmGWOrk of the LEaa
. e e . inal guidelines for ICFS. The practical reality was that whereas
is history provides the context within which the fin ‘ '
This = d. It . each site developed its Own proposals, if these pProposed
1ld be interpreted and understood.
results from ICFS shou A A

solutions did not fit the guidelines the sites would not
: ources ,
permits also some analysis in terms of the typology of s ‘

tset get funded. The three sites, therefore, offered LEaa the
of innovation and action summarized at the ou .

solution that agency desired. To the degree that the LEAA

. . | | .
=eurce o Imgratan Solution differeqd from the agency's own solutions, to{.that

‘ - . L3 » b
In the case o0f ICFS, the problem was defined initially by exbers. taa otution s oyts om ot N
n S »

The three probation agencies

%X extornal agency, nanely ERS. about the source of innovation being a determinant of pro-

i i i eeds ' | ins .
sesponses tb T definTiion By adapting Trme S eme gram success is valid, we can anticipate that the most likely

This step was represented by the first LEAA

,and'situations. Successful implementation would seem to be in Kane County,

f . ications. . . s s
{gsolicitation for proposals and the first round of applic where the degree of divergence in problem definition wasg

At that point in early 1977, the Suffolk County and rallest. Newe aoots > sufEOlk‘County 2 etinssion v

.

Lo

imi i ams | .
LEAA at least with the Office of Criminal Justice_ Progr teares o oo e
1

' i ' i ntrol
in LEAA. Suffolk County was very interested in the co
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Source of Action

After receiving funds in mid-1978, the three probation
agencies began to take action to implement what was mainly
an external solution to an externally defined problem. In
this sense, the action was imposed upon ﬁhe institution

(the probation agencies). This imposition was further re-

inforced by the presence of an external national evaluator

whose role, in part, was to help ensure adherence to the
integrity of the program design, that'is, to make surg that
the solution was applied'the Way LEAA wanted it applied.
Again, successful implemetation could be assumed to be most
probable in Kane County, and least p;pbable in Florida.
Why? Because Kane County was doinnghat they most wanted

to do, and Florida was not.

We have traced here the events which triggered ICFS, and
elsewhere we have assessed its preliminary results. Without
even considering these results, several things seem clear,
from its history. First, the nature of ICFS as it moyed
through its‘vgyious phases did change dramatically.A ICFS
did not turn dﬁt to be a control model of probation; it was
not a program to test alternatives to incarceration; and, it
was not a program to help judges in theilr sentencing de-
cisions. Further, because of the policy decision not to
require a control or comparison situation, there was littlé

chance of determining whether risk assessment and differential

supervision influenced probation outcomes in ways different

R b

from and better than normal of regular probation.

All this, of course, does not meap that nothing can be
learned; and in companion reports. we have sought to assess
the effects of the projects in terms of the objectives
specified when the projects finally were implemented. Aside
from that evaluation, however, three conclusions for research
and action planning seem inescapable:

1. The initial planning and development of tést programs

of the type discussed here shourd.£ake blace in a single

agency or unit. Much of the debate as to aims, and a
good bit of confusion, étémmed in this case example
from planning in two units with qifferent missions-
the ORP (an action program) andhthe_NILECJ (a research
program). It should be noted that subsequent to the

history described here the development of such programs.

has been placed in one unit of the National Institute.

Thﬁs, the’problems'note& mayv not bé ascribed to.tﬁe .

present structure‘in the Institute.

2. A closer collaboration among the thinkers (the
originators of the innovative orientation), the

doers (the persons expected to provide the innovative

action), and the crities (the evaluators) must somehow

be achieved.
3. Pilot feasabilify studies, as part of the planning, to
ensure a high proﬁability'of successful implementétion -

~often proposed but often neglected - have ﬁuch to

recommend them.
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