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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

The improvement of caseload management continues to be an
issue of high priority in the field of probation. Hany
professionals assert that probation departments do not have the
proper resources to perform their functions. Their claim is that
probation departments suffer from insufficient manpower, owing to
inadequate initial funding and/or increasing caselcads without
concomitant appropriations, to provide the amount of surveillance

necessary for the protection of the community or the delivery of

"services assumed to be associated with a reduced level of criminal

activity by probatione;s.l To remedy this situation, research and
program development have often centered around issues such as the
establishment of optimum caseload size and workload standards and
the differential classification of probationers. Presumably these
caseload management techniques will allow for the maximum and
efficient utilization of the scarce resources'presently at the

disposal of probation departments.

The idea of systematically classifying offenders according to
some criteria is not novel in the field of corrections. Classifi-
cation tephniques have been employed from the earliest correctional
progréms to the present.2 These techniques establish a process3

by which authorities determine offender needs, estimate risk, and

achieve efficient management and effective

treatment of offenders.4 Early classification schemes were rela-
tively simple with offenders being classified according to one or
more personal characteristics (e.g. sex, age, etc.) or by some
measure of the type and severity of their offense or prior record.
Some caseloads, for instance, contained only narcotic offenders and

others only violent offenders or individuals with extensive

criminal histories.

According to the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals, the state of the art of classification
does not as yet provide adequate guidelines for creating a compre-
hensive system. There has been a recent notable trend, however, in
.the direction of more sophisticated classification systems.5 In
most of the systems, one basic issue is addressed: What system of

supervision is most effective in reducing recidivism?

Amid this concern for reducing recidivism rates, criminal
justice administraters confront constant criticism that nothing
they do seems to impact on recidivism. Typically probation
officials blunt this criticism with the claim that, "the magnitude
of the caseload prevents successful operation.” Underlying the
search for the optimum caseload size is the belief that a magic

number can bhe found that effectively will reduce recidivism. The

rationale for this belief is based on three assumptions:

l. The fewer cases a probation officer has, the more time he

can devote to the probationer;
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2. The more time the probation officer devotes to the T
probationer, the greater the intensity of the inter-

personal relationship will be; : ; Y
) ) ) . ) based on statistical relationships between characteristics of pro-
3. The more intensive the interpersonal relationship, ; T
. L . . : ; jk bationers and outcome in order to determine which probationers
the more 1likely it is that the probationer will not
L. 7 i e should occupy more of a probation officer's time and effort
recidivate. ! ol
) ; ook because of a high likelihood of failure on probation.12
During the 1960's and 1970's, a great deal of research was

LSS

conducted on the relationship between caseload size and outcome : ;‘ i A number of recent studies are available which discuss the

. . 8 . . .
of supervision.  Although one might assume a priori, that there - creation and application of prediction methods in criminal justice.13
must be a positive relationship between caseload size and outcome, Prediction models begin by establishing a standard base expectancy
research findings have failed to clearly establish this. Sum- , f ~ﬁ table to predict results of programs for groups, using a criterion

marizing...caseload reduction research..., it appears that the 5 such as recidivism. 1In probation, for ‘.stance, this device would

be capable of assigning any given probationer to a class of like

st

weight of scientifically valid evidence is on the side of the ! %

hypothesis that caseload reduction alone does not significantly probationers grouped by the statistical weighting of aggregated

Ty

(=S

oo . . 9 c s
reduce recidivism in adult probationers." These findings have characteristics. Group expectancy for success or failure as

led some experts to conclude that there may be ideal caseload determined by recidivism or other criteria can then be expressed in

[ =

sizes, depending upon and varying with different combinations of percentiles.
10

L

offenders, officers, programs, communities, and the like. The

This type of model also allows for an excellent opportunity to

challenge then becomes one of improving the quality of intervention
: ' g assess program effectiveness. For example, if the average expected

as well as the quantity.
recidivism rate of a group of probationers classified in a certain

According to a report issued by the Comptroller General's
) ) . . supervision category is known, the observed outcome can be compared
Office, one decision-making tool designed "to focus services and

‘ for meaningful differences.

attention on the probationers who need the most help and

. s 11 . . . . .
supervision," is the predictive model. Prediction models are It can be seen that risk prediction models have at least two

obvious uses. First, they can be used to determine which classifi-

cation is appropriate for specific probationers, and second, to

pmmneny

determine the effectiveness of the aggregate intervention in any
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particular category. In spite of these advantages, the Comptxoller
General's Office notes that probation administrators have not made
full use of the prediction models available to them, despite the

14
known validity of these models.

Drawing upon the recent trend toward more sophisticated classi-
fication technigques employing the predictive model, New York State
created a demonstration Intensive Supervision Program to meet the
challenge of improving supervision services for adult offenders.15
The State of New York provided funds to local county probation
departments willing to operationalize the Intensive Supervision Pro-
gram conceptualized by the State Division of Probation. The New
vYork State Division of Probation's Intensive Supervision Program
(ISP) provides for the development and implementation of a super-

Qisioh grpgram for probationers identified to be those most likely

to fail on probation via the use .of a predictive Risk Assessment

Instrument.

In order to fully appreciate the operation of the Intensive Super-

vision Program in New York, a brief explanation of the functions

of the Division of Probation is helpful. The New York StaFe Divi-
sion of Probation is a regulatory agency which establishes the rules
and regulations for county-operated probation departments. Thus,
while each individual county is respcnsible for providing direct
services to its clients (under certain circumstances, the State
Division will provide direct services within counties), the State
Division of Probation monitors the counties' compliance with State

regulations; compliance with these regulations is a condition of

i S 2 (T
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State reimbursement for a uniform percentage of service-delivery
costs. In addition to monitoring compliance with State regulations
and supplying monetary assistance to county probation departments,
the Division of Probation provides programmatic technical assistance.
The Intensive Supervision Program reflects these three functions of
the Division; that is, in counties in which ISP is operational, the
Division monitors compliance with the State-mandated ISP Guidelines,
supplies monetary assistance for the operation of the program, and
provides the technical assistance necessary to implement and sus-
tain program operations. Compliance with the Guidelines is moni-
tored by the ISP Consultants, who also provide technical éssistance.
One ISP Consultant is responsible for several counties; currently
there are six ISP Consultants, one each for the counties in metro-
politan New York City, the suburban counties surrounding New York
City, the counties in the northeast part of the state, the counties
in the western part of the state, the counties in the central area
of the state, and the counties in the southern tier of the state.
The Intensive Supervision Program began in October, 1978 as an
effort to improve the quality of probation services delivered in New
York State. The ISP initially operated in 22 counties with locally
run probation services and three counties with direct probation ser-
vices provided by the:State Division of Probation, making the services
of ISP available to every major population center in the state. The
resumption of county control over probation in these three counties
forced their withdrawal from the ISP since each individual county
did not have a sufficient number of high risk probationers to warrant

continuing the ISP, and the State declined to provide funds for a
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regional ISP probation officer. Recently, the ISP expanded t

i i f New
additional six counties. Currently 28 counties in the State o

York participate in the Intensive Supervision Program.

The 1SP strives to use a planned intervention strategy 1in order

' i i 11
to ensure that those most likely to fail on probation successfully

complete their sentences.

The major components of the program ares:

1 A standardized procedure to select those probationers for

which there is a high probability cf unfavorable completion

of the probation sentence (ISP Risk Assessment and Classi-

fication Instrument) ;

2 Caseloads limited to 25 active ¢ases per ISP officer;

3 A conceptual framework for service delivery, including a

i and
standardized needs assessment and evaluation process

. . . . s i nq s
use of behavioral objectives 1n supervision planning;

4 case-flow and management procedures, including periodic

__— ity ad-
reassessment of the supervision plan and community

justment;

tac i din
5 Controls over the frequency and type of contacts, inclu g

involvement of .significant others in the supervision plan;

. 3 . . ro-
6 'Standardized process for the handling of violations of p

bation; and

i for
7 systematic recording and collection of data to allow

R

| S Seceibtng

ongoing and overall evaluation of the program.16

In order to comprehend the full significance of these program
components, a brief overview of the practices prevailing in "regular"
probation seems warranted. Section 351.4 of the Rules and Regulations
governing prokation in New York State, sets forth three categories of
probation supervision - intensive, active, and special. The Rules
mandate that local probation departments assign cases to a supervision
level based upon "community protection and probationer need." This
decision, however, typically revolves around the probation officer's
subjective opinions concerning the client, rather than relying upon

standardized risk or needs assessment instruments.

The intensive supervision category requires that the probationer
be seen personally at least four times a month* and that the probation
officer make four collateral contacts monthly. The Rules state that
all probationers, unless otherwise indicated, be supervised intensively
for the first three months of their sentence, with a six month caveat
for those with a recent history of drug addiction, alcoholism, violence,
mental illness, etc. Cases under active supervision receive at least
two personal and two collateral contacts per month. Special supervision
cases must be seen at least once a month in person along with at least
one collateral contact. Movement between supervision categories depends
upon the probationer's compliance with probation conditions as assessed

informally in guarterly supervision summaries in the case file.

Since Section 351.4 of the Rules and Regulations puts forth only

general guidelines, local probation departments retain their discretion

* NOTE: Under current rules, agency contacts may be substituted for

personal contacts for those not in the ISP,
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over the means chosen to implement these minimum standards. Thus

probation practices vary widely among the county jurisdictions.

Furthermore, there are no explicit limitations of caseload size

contained in the State Rules and Regulations. Caseloads fluctuate

according to the volume of offenders processed, local probation
department funding, the level of state reimbursement - all of which
tend to ensure large caseloads, especially in urban areas. The range

of caseloads varies from a low of 16 cases in Hamilton County to a

high of 152 in Kings County (adults only).

In many ways, the Division of Probation's Intensive Supervision
Program represents an attempt to limit caseload size so that using
systematic caseload management techniques, probation officers could
realistically perform their duties. Along with providing funds to
county probation departments to operate the ISP, New York State has
funded ISP staff positions in the New York State Division of Probation.
This staff is primarily field-oriented, and is responsible for program
development, staff training, program monitoring, identification of
problems, and the provision of technical assistance to the counties.
Since only one state position was funded to provide for program evalu-~

ation, the Division of Probation applied for and received additional

funds from the National Institute of Corrections for evaluation purposes.

The Intensive Supervision Program Evaluation Project, a one year
grant funded by the National Institute of Corrections, seeks to evalu-
ate the impact of New York State's Intensive Supervision Program (ISP)
and the effectiveness of its processes for improving probation outcomes

17
among offenders considered likely to fail. Additionally, the grant pro-

4

-y

RS

s}

P D,

gt ot

[es——

g
e ot

gt |
e —

E—
e —

10

pPoses to strengthen the Risk Assessment Instrument used to select

program participants by the possible elimination of subjectivity in
scoring and the addition, deletion, or re-weighting of predictive
variables. Since the grant's activities revolved around these three

tasks, the format of the final report is so structured. The testing

of the Program Impact Hypothesis assesses the impact of the Intensive
Supervision Program on probation in New York State. The Process Hypo-
theses scrutinize various elements of the ISP intervention strategy
and program operation in order to analyze their effect on probation
outcome. Included in the brocess section of the grant is an exploratory
study of the role communication plays in the supervision process. The
strengthening of the Risk Instrument portion centers around the results
obtained from eliminating the subjective variables from the Risk Instru-
ment and the results of re~-weighting, adding, or deleting variables in

order to improve predictive accuracy.
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CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM IMPACT

For purposes of an ongoing program impact evaluation of this

Aemonstration program two samples were devised by the Division

of Probation. The ISP sample ngsists of probationers entering

the ISP between October, 1978 and June 30, 1979, depending on
local county start-up dates. This time frame resulted in a
sample of 1541 ISP probationers.

In constructing a comparison sample of non-ISP probationers two
options were available. The first would be a contemporaneous
random sample drawn from non-ISP counties comparable on an urbaniza-
tion dimension. This approach would prevent the possible con-
tamination of regular probation by ISP procedures and practices.
Under the second option, the comparison group would be sampled from
the 25 existing ISP counties using offenders placed on probation
prior to the start of the ISP; thus ensuring the comparativeness
of the two samples based on location-specific factors.

The first approach was used in creating the non-ISP comparison

group. Data were collected on 858 cases and used in the Division

of Probation's Evaluators' Report #5: Preliminary Impact Evaluation

of the ISP. However, the New York State Division of the Budget
decided that.this sampling technique failed to provide conclusive
results concerning the ISP owing to the absence of control for
location-specific factors in the processing of offenders. Thus they
requested éhat all future evaluation efforts use a sample selected

under the second option.
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A new non-ISP sample was then féndomly drawn from the existing
ISP counties prior to the start of the ISP. A sufficient number
of high risk probationers could be chosen from the ISP counties

by going back at most five months from the start of the ISP.

The sample used for the non-ISP probation comparisons includes
2,437 cases sentenced between May 1, 1978, and September 30, 1978,
randomly selected from the 25 ISP counties. This sample will
henceforth be designated the pre-ISP sample owing to the process
of its selection, and will be the basis of the non-ISP comparisons
for Program Impact Hypotheses in this report. (It should be noted
that using cases from the ISP counties as a comparison group
enhances the likelihood that the non-ISP probation officers are
familiar with ISP prdctices and are implementing some of those
practices, thus reducing the degree of distinction between the two
groups.)

The data collection form for both samples consisted of selected
demographic variables, the ten-item ISP Risk Assessment Instrument,
current offense and sentence information, criminal history data
up to and including the three most recent misdemeanor or felony
convictions and sentences, and probation outcome information up
to eightéen months from date of sentence or the point of termination
of probation supervision if earlier than 18 months. (See Attachment 1).

In order to properly compare the ISP and pre-ISP samples, only

those "high risk" pre-ISP cases should be included in subsequent
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analysis. Since the pre-ISP comparison sample was drawn randomly
and most probationers score low on the Risk Assessment Instrument,
the proportion of "high risk" (i.e., scoring high on the Risk
Assessment) probationers in the sample is small. 1In facts a delibér-
ate oversampling of the pre-ISP group occurred in order to ensure

a sufficient number of probationers at the extreme "high risk"

end. On the other hand, since the ISP program selects only
probationers with a high risk of failure, this sample has a small
proportion of probationers with low risk scores. Thus, as collected

these samples are not comparable on the risk dimension. Further- g
more, probationers scoring below minimum county risk cut-off scores,
but who are thought to have a high likelihood of failure may be selected
into ISP by a probation officer with his/her supervisor's approval,
or by the supervisor, alone. 18 However, all pre-ISP probationers
were assigned a risk potential based solely on the Risk Assessment
Instrument.19 These factors produce a similar range of risk

scores for the two samples, (ISP 0-98 vs. pre-ISP 0-88), while

the mean risk scores differ supstantially, (ISP 54.0 vs. pre-ISP
27.1). In addition, there also exist major differences in prior
records, defined as convictions for misdemeanor or felony offenses,
between the two samples. In the ISP sample, 73%-have at least one
prior while only 48% of the pre-ISP sample have at least one

prior. Even with these known differences, unknown variation
which could affect outcome prediction makes further analysis of

these two samples in their current form misleading. Therefore, one
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is faced with making an arbitrary decision as to what minimum
risk score will be required in order to classify a probationer
"high risk." Local county minimum risk cutoff scores for entry
into the ISP varied according to legislatively mandated ISP staffiﬂg
patterns and numbers of "high risk" probationers. Since only three
counties had cutoff scores greater than 48, and the recent statewide
adoption of 48 as a standard minimum program entry score in all
ISP counties has been approved, the grant staff chose 48 as the

minimum score for testing Program Hypotheses that specify "high

risk" probationers.
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DESCRIPTION OF ISP AND PRE-ISP SAMPLES, RISK SCOKE%; 48

Limiting samples to those probationers with risk scores of

48 or greater yielded a sample size of 1014 for ISP and 357

for pre-I1ISP.

These cases were drawn from the three major planning

areas within New York State as presented in the following table:

ISP

Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) 60.9
Developmental Planning Area (DPA) 17.0
RPegional Coordinating Area (RCA)

22.1
100.0%
(n=1014)

Pre-1ISP
67.8

14.6

17.6
100.0%
(n=357)

The designation of the three planning areas is based on the

classification of counties established by the New York State

Division of Criminal Justice Services.
as follows:*
MPA -~

DPA -

and rural areas; and,

RCA - small population area generally in a rural setting.

The areas are defined

large population area with a large urban area at its core;

medium size population area with a mix of urban, suburban,

The ISP sample contains a larger proportion of probationers

from regional (RCA) and suburban (DPA) areas, while the pre-ISP

sample .is more heavily weighted with urban probationers.

*FPor a more detailed description of the three types of areas

see the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services Publication,

1980 Comprehensive Crime Control Plan, pp.

14-15.
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Demographic Characteristics

Age ISP pre-Isp

Range 16-68

gegn 24,7 %gjgz

ode 18 (11.5%) 18 (14.8%)
19 (11.1%) ’

Sex

Female

poma 11.0% 9.8%
100.0% 100.0%

Race

White 59.8

Black 36.7 gg'g

Hispanic 3.3 :

Other - 0.3 3:2
100,1% 100.0%
(p=1014) (n=357)

Examination of demographic characteristics of the two samples
shows that ISP probationers appear to be slightly older and to in~-
clude more vomen and blacks, but none of these differences are

statistically significant.



S e e

e yo—t

17

¢§ PERCENT

SCORING YES ON EACH ITFM )
(See Attachment 2 for instructions
on completing the Risk Assessment

Instrument)
Percent iPercent.
ISP —pre-ISP
Arrested 5 yrs. prior to qffense gg.g gg:g
19 or less at 1lst conylctlon 11.9 o
Prior robbery conviction o
3 prior misd. or 1 prior felony 3.4 10.3
conviction _ _ .
Incarcerated on prior probation/parole 254 9.6
sentence ) .
Meither employed nor 1n school full- €0.2 653
time . o
'Family ‘members have criminal record 5%.3 28.%**
Address é¢hange in year prior 57.
Currently living in unfavorable 48.6 37,3
situation .
Attitude problem l%g:g T
(N=1014) (N=357)
* p<.0l1
*% p<.001
Risk Assessment Score
ISP pre-ISP
48-98 48-88
Nong. 61.6 59.1
s 10.376 6.747
ggde 52 52/56

carmener

st e et i A i T .
oty it :
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The Risk Score distributions for the ISP and pre-ISP

samples are similar. Although the pre~ISP group has a smaller
range of scores, the mean risk score for the pre-ISP group is
close to that of the ISP sample. Analysis of the individual risk
items reveals some differences in the percent of probationers
scored affirmatively on a number of questions. Differences on
individual questions might reflect different data collection
procedures or real differences in the two samples. While no
definitive determination is possible here, data collectién
differences are examined for their possible impact on hvpothesis
testing.

The possible unreliability of the data stems from the
fact that data for the two samples were collected differently.
The ISP Risk Assessment data were compiled by the probation
officers in the local counties who were able to use all the avai-
able mkans at their disposal to complete the Risk Assessment
Instrument. Their range of sources included not only the
Pre-sentence Investigation Report (PSI) and official documents in
the case file but also their knowledge of the probationer's
family and neighborhood, discussions with the probationer, and
other informal sources of information. In contrast, the pre-ISP
data col;ection effort was conducted by student research interns
prior to the implementation of this project. The interns
examined case files only and could not invoke as wide a range of
information sources as the ISP probation officer in order to
compleée the Risk Instrument. Furthermore, case record sources

were not prioritized for purposes of completing the instrument.
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For example, some data collectors relied more heavily on

the PSI face sheet to score the risk items while others used

the entire PSI and supporting documents. In cases of conflicting

information, the data collector resolved matters as he/she
saw fit in the absence of overall guidelines. The existence

of these problems in the data collection should serve as a
caution due to our inability to accurately measure their effect
on the individual risk items. The possible effect of these
problems on total risk scores is also unknown although it may

be the case that risk scores for some individuals in the pre-ISP

group are lower than they actually should be.
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_2 0..
Current Offense
Felony 39.1 42.8
Misdemeanor _60.9 57.1_
100.0% 99.9%
(n=1014) (n=357)
Modal Offense: Petit Larceny: 17.6% Petit Larceny: 16.8%
Burglary 3rd: 13.9% Burglary 3rd: 13.7%
Sentence for Current Qffenze
ISP pre-1Sp
Probation 87.0 76.8
‘Probation/Jail 23.2
100.0% 100.0%
Length
One Year 12.1 9.2
Three Years 50.7 48,9
Five Years 36.8 40,6
Lifetime —0.4 0,0
100.0% 99,7%%
(n=1014) (n=357)

*One case received a two year probation sentence for an out-of-

state conviction.

A comparison of the instant offense and sentence for the two

samples appears above. Although non-significant (p>.05), pre-ISP
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probationers appear to be more likely to have been convicted of a ; g 1 Prior 1 1sp pre=isp
' E Wi
felony. Similarly, patterns of sentencing data seem to indicate f _ N=833 N=329
) P % of sample with
that pre-ISP probationers receive more serious sentences both in il at least 1 prior** 82.1% 92.2%
_ : ! ¥ Felony 26.4% 28.6%
terms of sentence length (p 73 .05) and the proportion whose sentences ‘ § - $ Misdemeanor 73.6% 71.4%
. ; . Modal Offenses  Petit Larceny 16.6% 16.1%
include some jail time U;(.OOl). The pre-ISP's increased felony : {oak Burglary 3rd 9.4% 13.1%
conviction rate might account for this. } Prior 2 1sp pre-Isp
Data collection on criminal history include the three most | ) N=553 N=236
_ L P ¥ of sample with
recent felony or misdemeanor convictions prior to the conviction §j at least 2 priors* 54.5% 65.7%
for the current offense. Prior 1 is the conviction nffense Tz ¥ Felony 24.8% 25.7%
_ | % Misdemeanor 75.2% 73.3%
immediately preceding the current offense. Priors 2 and 3 re- L4 Modal Offense Petit Larceny 18.6% Petit Larceny 14.0%
) ) ) i Burglary 3rd 9.2% Burglary 3rd 7.2%
spectively are the convictions next removed in time from Prior 1. jé DWI (misd.) 6.8%
Prior 3 Isp bre-ISp
o
il N=333 N=150
“ % of sample with
- at least 3 priors 32.8% 42.0%
Em % Felony T 24.0% 20.0%
<L % Misdemeanor 76.0% 80.0%
7 Modal Offense Petit Larceny 23.4% Petit Larceny 19.3%
ﬁﬁ Burglary 3rd 8.4% Burglary 3rd 9.3%
A Assault 3rd 7.8% Criminal Poss.
of stolen
m Property 3rd 8.0%
- DWI (Misd.) 8.0%
1;;’ i Priorg*+ 1SP ' pre-ISP
.l
i A % of sample with
{ No Priors 17.8% 7.8%
I One Priors 27.6% 26.1%
fook Two Priors ‘ 21.8% 24.1%
,; Three or More Priors 32.8% 42.0%
Lo 100.0% 100.0%
I I (N=1014) (N=357)
i '
i Host Serious Prior Offense** Isp pre-Isp
] Felony 41.8% 49,2%
. P Hisdemeanor 28.2% 20,8%
§ 100.0% 100.0%
. (n=833) (n=329)
! | l *p<.05
% é § **p<.001
3 ' L
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The ISP sample has a larger proportion of probationers with no

prior record while the pre-ISP group is more likely to have three

or more prior convictions (p<.00l1). Likewise, the pre-ISP sample

contains a larger proportion having prior convictions in each of
the three comparisons (Prior 1l: p<.00l, Prior 2: p<.05, Prior 3:
p>.05). Although two of these comparisons of the proportion of
probationers with a prior conviction are statistically significant,
the pattern of actual offenses for both samples is similar in that
the modal offense is petit larceny for all three priors. The pro-
portion of probationers with felony convictions for prior offenses
is not significant for any of the three comparisons (p>.05).

The design of the data collection may have an effect on the
~similarities and differences between the two groups for prior
offenses. Data for the iSP group came exclusively from the summary
of criminal history on the face sheet of the PSI. 1In contrast,
prior offense data for the pre-1SP sample were extracted from a
variety of sources included in the case files such as the PSI face
sheet, PSI text, local, state and federal law enforcement agency

* . N . .
rap sheets, and prior probation records. Thus, criminal record

data for the pre-ISP group were more extensive than that for the

ISP group.

* A "rap sheet" is a computerized arrest record.
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sSunmary
The data collection effort for the ISP and pre-ISP samples

occurred prior to the start of the NIC Intensive Supervision Pro-

gram Evaluation Project. Although data collection irregularities

were discussed, the nature of the problem is such that the grant
staff cannot accurately measure the presence or impact of these

irregularities on the results obtained.

The ISP sample had more extensive sources available for com-

pleting the Risk Assessment Instrument. In contrast, data

collectors for the pre~-ISP group had more sources available when

completing the criminal history section. Comparisons of both areas

yielded significant differences. It is possible that pre-ISP risk

-scores..and the percent of the group with individual questions

scored yes would have increased if more data sources were
available. Similarily, if more data sources were available in the
collection of criminal history information for the ISP probationers,
the proportion of both samples yith prior offenses might be more

equivalent.

The comparability of two samples is relative based on the
extent of-similaritigs and differences between the two groups across
all variables. Based on the similarities between the ISP and pre-
ISP samples for most of the comparisons made in this section, and
the possibility that equivalent data collection techniques might

have minimized risk and prior offense differences, the available

evidence supports the presumption that for purooses nf Prnaram
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Impact Hypothesis testing the two groups are basically
comparable. However, the slight differences between
the groups should be kept in mind when interpreting

the results reported in the following sections.

e
e R TE

o

[S—1
[emneon |

et |

[

26

PROGRAM IMPACT HYPOTHESES

Hypothesis 1: "The utilization of the Intensive Supervision
Program's strategy and procedure for "high risk" probationers will

lead to fewer probation failures when compared to pre-ISP probation
clients of similar risk."

Hypothesis 2: "The seriousness of a failure by an ISP probationer

will be less than that attributed to a non-ISP probation failure of
similar risk."

Hypothesis 3: "The level of harm of a failure by an ISP probationer

will be less than that attributed to a non-ISP probation failure of
similar risk."

Hypothesis 4: "Failures on ISP will show a reduction in the

seriousness and level of harm when compared to the instant
conviction."”

“"Hypothé&sis 5: "The ISP will reduce the institutionalization costs
to the State and local counties by an absolute reduction in incar-
cerative sentences and/or a reduction of incarcerative sentence
lengths when compared to non-ISP probation system cases."

Hypothesis 6: "“The ISP will increase probation officer contact with
probationers, with relevant collateral associates/resources of the

probationer, and with community-resources when compared to 'regular'
probation officers."

Hypothesis 7: "The ISP will increase the utilization of relevant
community services/resources when compared to 'regular' probation."

Hypothesis 8: "The ISP will demonstrate an increased rate of

referrals to appropriate community resources when compared to
'‘regular' probation."
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The Program Impact Hypotheses address the effectiveness and
efficiency of the Intensive Supervision Program's impact on
probation in New York. Hypothesis 1 asserts that the Intensive
Supervision Program results in fewer failures for "high risk"
probationers than regular probation. Hypotheses 2-4 seek to show
that, along with a reduction in the expected aggregate level of
failure, the ISP produces a reduction of the seriousness and
level of harm of those who do fail. The hypotheses predict that
this reduction in the seriousness and level of harm of failure
offenses will be present in comparisons with both regular proba-
tion failure offenses and original conviction charges of ISP

failures. Hypothesis 5 was designed to determine if the ISP would

reduce the institutionalization costs to the state and local

bountiééiby a reduction in the amount of incarcerative sentences

and/or a reduction of incarcerative sentence lengths when compared
to pre-ISP probationers. Program Impact Hypotheses 6-8 examine

the basic planned ISP intervention strategy in order to determine
whether the ISP will result in increased probation officer contact
with probationers, collateral resources of probationers such as
family, employers, landlords, pfimary contact persons, and community
resources when compared to regular probation. These hypotheses also
seek to test whether the ISP will increase the utilization of
community resources by the probationer and increase the rate of

referral to community agencies by probation officers when compared

to regular probation.
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MODIFICATIONS AND DELETIONS OF HYPOTHESES

A number of deletions and modifications were made in the
testing of the Program Impact Hypotheses. Hypotheses 1-4 are
examined as written, but the methods used to test these concepts in
prior New York State Division of Probation evaluation reports have
been modified. Hypotheses 5, 7, and 8 have been deleted and
Hypothesis 6 modified because of a lack of information necessary for
an appropriate test. While an extended discussion of the modifica-
tions and deletions followé immediately, the data used to test the
remaining hypotheses are presented later in this section. Rather
than skipping ahead, the following discussion should be considered
when interpreting the forthcoming results. A meaningful interpre-
tation of results is unlikely without a clear understanding of the
methodological and theoretical issues involved in generating those
results.

Discussion

The State Division of Probation in the past compared program

outcomes of the ISP and pre-ISP groups in a number of vays. It

defined fajilure on probation as follows:

l. Revocation of the Probation Sentence - violations of pro-
bation which are sustained and which. result in sentence
‘revocation -. -

2. Unsatisfactory Discharge - termination from probation with
an unsatisfactory adjustment categorization.

3. New Conviction - conviction for a felony or misdemeanor
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example, a probationer successfully completing a one year sentence
would have been counted as a program success at 18 months. That
probationer might have been convicted of a new offense two
months after discharge from probation. Another probationer with
a five year sentence could have succeeded at 12 months and been
convicted of a new offense in the 1l4th month, consequently being
considered a program failure. In this example, the first and
second probationers behave identically, yet because of a lack of
follow-up data after a person leaves probatio:ii, the composite
program outcome measure classifies them differently. Similarly,
probationers who die in the fourth month or who are transfered
out~of-state while serving their sentences would be considered
program successes at 18 months since, by definition, they did
not fail on probation.

In the second approach, the same shortcomings exist only
they are distributed among the 6,'12, and 18 month intervals rather
than included in a composite 18 month outcome measure. By using the
number of successes in the preceding interval as the base for sub-
tracting failures in the next interval, no controls exist for those
probationers no longer at risk of failing while on probation. This
approach inflates sucess rates at each time interval. Since both
ISP and pre-ISP samples were treated in the same manner no
intentional bias was introduced; however, this failure to control
for time on probation prevents an accurate comparison of outcome for
the two samples. Therefore, in order to improve the measurement of

program effectiveness, the grant staff recoded all cases in both

samples so that probationers off probation at the 6, 12, or 18
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month interval but not failing during the preceding six months, did
not have an outcome measure entered for the interval during which
they were not at risk. For example, under this method, a
probationer successful at 6 months but discharged early from proba-
tion in the ninth month would not be counted as a success at 12
ronths for purposes of testing the Program Impact Hypotheses.
Rather, this probationer would be a success at 6 months and excluded
from analysis at 12 months since he/she was not on probation at that
time.

While realizing that any of the outcome procedures discussed

here are less adequate than a continuous outcome measure comparing

samples at each month rather than at six month intervals, we feel

the approach employed here is more appropriate for a number of
reasons. The ISP is designed to supervise those probationers most
likely to fail on probation. Rather than inflating success rates,
the method employed here tends to highlight the failure cases. This
happens because those cases which are discharged early between out-
come intervals are excluded from the following success percentage
while failures are included. This approach also helps to control for
and highlight any sample-specific processes or procédures, as well
as differences in sample characteristics which result in different
exit criteria from probation.

Another concept which the grant staff has modified for
hypothesié testing is the "seriousness" of a failure offense. The
New York State Division of Probation has previously examined the

seriousness of a probation failure according to whether the failure
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conviction was a felony or misdemeanor. Harmfulness had
been assessed by a further breakdown of felonies and mis-
demeanors into person, property, or victimless crimes.21
Under this me¢thod, sentence revocations were classified as
"victimless" offenses.

A number of problems plague these methods of comparing
the seriousness of criminal offenses. First, defining
seriousness based on Penal Law classification may ignore
variation in processing offenders such as police arrest
charges, indictment proceedings, and plea-bargaining.
Further, sub-classifying offenses as person, property, and
victimless requires additional assumptions about the harm-
fulness inherent in any offense. An alternative way of
classifying offenses would have been to use a scale; for

22
example, the Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scale

was developed
by asking individuals to rank different criminal behaviors as
to their level of seriousness. - This approach allows for
varying amounts of property loss or physical‘harm to be ranked
differently by the respondent. Thus, all person cffenses are
not collapsed into one category regardless of the damage, and
person crimes are no£ necessarily more harmful than property
crimes.

The manner actually used in defining harmfulness may be
viewed as arbitrary since criteria defining the subcategories
will vary from researcher to researcher whereas the basic
felony/misdemeanor breakdown is established by law. Also,

the researcher's delimitation of these categories in the
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abstract becomes difficult to implement when one is forced to
fit specific offenses into the person, property and victimless

categories.

The ISP failed to independently define person, property,
and victimless crimes, 23instead apparently assuming that
classifications would be self-evident; this resulted in some def-
imitional.anomalies. An example is the classification of
criminal sale of marijuana 1lst degree as a person crime while
the same offense in the 3rxrd degrew was a victimless offense.

The only intrinsic difference pbetween these two offenses is

the quantity of marijuana sold, with the law stating amounts

in excess of 16 ounces constitute lst degree sale and more than
25 grams, 3rd degree sale. Since both crimes revolve around the
action of selling drugs, our assumption is that if one is
classified as a person or victimless offense, the other also
should be so classified.

Additional problems emerge in the classification of certain
procedural offenses. Revocations of probation or parole, for
example, became victimless offenses under the Division's schema,
as did unspecified Youthful Offender Eonvictions for which the
underlying -crimes are unknown. Revocations based on technical
nonconformity to conditions of probation or parole remain un-
differentiated from those based on renewed criminal activities.

Althcugh realizing that the felony/misdemeancr OX person/
propetty/victimless classifications fail to adequately assess
the "seriousness" of an offense, the grant staff modified the
pivision's method by creating a revised classification system.

Our revised system began with a definition of what constituted
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a person, property, and other (instead of victimless) offense,
with each offense then being placed in the appropriate category
based on this definition. (See Table 2.4 for definitions and
Attachment 3 for offense assignments). In the interest of
providing the Division of Probation with current findings that
are consistent with its prior classification scheme, results
under both the original and revised classification systems will
be presented.

A third concept which was modified from prior evaluation
efforts was the "level of harm" of failure offenses. The
Division of Probation previously determined the level of harm
of an offense baésf on whether it was a personal, property, or
victimless crime. By this method all person crinies regardless
of their felony or misdemeanor status are more serious than
property crimes which in turn are more serious than victimless
crimes. All the issues raised in discussing the definition
of seriousness also apply to this classification of the "level
of harm" of an offense.

In addition, following prior Division methods would pose a
different problem. When comparing the seriousness of failure
offenses, a felony property offense would be seen as more serious
than a micdemeanor person. In a later table examing the level of
harm, hoyever, the misdemeanor person offense would be viewed as
more harmful than the felony property. While the seriousness
and level of harm need not be viewed as synonymous concepts
(perhaps not even similar), the grant staff does not view them as

being as radically divergent as the example would indicate. There-

fore, this report presents results for assessing the level of
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harm by examining whether the failure offense was a felony

or a misdemeanor.
Hypothesis 5 has been deleted. This hypothesis is un-
testable here due to the absence of relevant and necessary

data. Any comparison of either the absolute number or rates

of incarcerative sentences pre-and post-~ISP would be misleading
due to a host of intervening variables impacting on sentencing

practice which are totally unrelated to the ISP.

Much of the data necessary to test many of the questions
in Program Impact Hypotheses 6-8 are not collected systematically
by either the State of New York or local counties in any accessible

form. The data for the pre-ISP comparison group that form the

basis for testing Impact Hypotheses 1-4 do not include the

'necessary information to address these issues. This same problem

‘holds for the original ISP evaluation sample.

Time and budgetary constraints precluded additional data

collection for pre-ISP cases. The State of New York, however,

periodically collects certain data relating to personal and
collateral contact for "regular" probation in order to assess

county levels of compliance to State rules and regulations.

Where available, these reports specify the average number of

personal and collateral contacts with non-ISP probationers. In

order to test forthcoming Process Hypotheses, this grant author-
ized a data collection effort for a random sample of 400 ISP

cases. The amount of personal and collateral contacts for these

ISP cases is available. (Chapter 3 describes the origins and

characteristics of this sample). Rather than abandon Program

Impact Hypothesis 6 completely, the grant staff generated a
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crude comparison between ISP and non-ISP cases of the average
monthly contacts by probation officers with both probationers
and collateral resources based on the sources just described.
The reader should remember that all information on non-ISP cases
was extracted from existing Division of Probation reports.

in compiling- these
reports. Since our experience indicates that regular probation
case files are often less than complete and the data gathering
procedures employed are unknown, results from these reports
should be viewed with caution. -

The hypotheses dealing with community resource utilization

cannot be addressed by either of these alternative sources.

Thus, while a limited test of Hypothesis 6 is possible, Program

Impact Hypotheses 7 and 8 were deletcdd.
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Table 2.1 presents a comparison of outcome measures for the

ISP and pre-ISP samples. This table illustrates that success rates

fluctuate across time periods with no clear-cut pattern for either

e of including only those cases

group. Consistent with our procedur

at any given interval which have the opportunity to fail, the

sample size of both the ISP and pre-ISP group decreases at each

interval. Thus the ISP sample of 844 and the pre-ISP sample of

311, from which the twelve month percentages were calculated, ex-

cluded all failures prior to the six month measure and all deaths,

early discharges, etc. between the six and twelve month intervals.

This method was followed in arriving at the 559 ISP and 234 pre-ISP

cases used for the eighteen month outcome rates.

i i isk ISP and pre-ISP
Table 2.1 Comparison of Outcome for ngh.RlS
Probationers (Risk Score > 48) at Six, Twelve, and

Eighteen Months in Percent
Eichteen Months

Six Months Twelve Months C
Outcome ISP pre-1SP Isp pre-I1SP ISP pre-=1SP
success 87.4 88.0 77.5 79.7 g4.8 8%.%
Sentence Revoked 2.3 0.3 4.9 3.2 2.5 .
Unsatisfactory
Discharge 0.0 0.6 1.7 5.3 g.; lg.g
New Conviction 6.5 6.2 12.8 10. _2;5_ .
Absconder 3,8 5.0 3.9 2 108.3
100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 100. .
(N=1010) (N=357) (N=844) (N=311) (N=559) (N=234)
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Table 2.2 Comparison of Successful Outcome for High Risk
ISP and pre~ISP Probationers (Risk Score > 48)

at Six, Twelve, and Eighteen Months in Percernit

6 months .

Risk Score ISP "‘""@fE:ISP Egglz montgf Sp 1s§§—29§§égxsp
48 - 60 90.5 89.8 80.8 81.3 85.2 83.5
(528) (235) (452) (208) (305) (153)
62 - 70 85.5 84.0 75.2 82.4 85.6 75.9
(275) ( 81) (230) ( 68) (153) ( 54)
72+ 82.1 85.4 71.6 65.7 82.2 77.3
(207) ( 41) (162) ( 35) (101) ( 22)

The success rates are nearly identical at six months, while
the Pre-ISP group has a higher success rate at twelve months and
the ISP group a higher success rate at eighteen months. When
outcome is dichotomized into success/failure, however, the re-
sulting Chi Square values are not sufficiently large for any of
the three comparisons to be statistically significant (p > .05).

In order to explore whether these results might stem from
the aggregation of all risk scores, Table 2.2 contains the per-
cent succeeding by subcategories of risk. This table supports
the results from Table 2.1 (p>>705 for all comparisons).

It is interesting to note that 65.5% (n;234) of the total
pre-ISP group (n=357) is used in calculating the eighteen month
outcome figures, compared to only 55.3% (n=559) of the ISP
sample (p<£.0l1). Thus, a greater proportion of high risk pro-
bationers are being released from ISP in less than 18 months.

Any estimate of the impact of this difference in sample mortality
on oﬁtcome is beyond the capacity of this data.

Since the success rates of the two groups are similar in all
However, the break-

time periods, so too are the failure rates.

down of the failures raised interesting concepts to be examined

in terms of the processes of the two probation programs. The
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i onvictions might be explained : . .
[} eighteen months but fewer new c g p between the two groups in the proportion of probationers from

if3 . ISP stresses accountabilit ‘ .
by program specific processes The Y ) each of the three planning areas. The pre-ISP sample contained

i s under its supervision. Therefore . .
to the court for propationers H F ’ a larger proportion of probationers from urban areas and the ISP

it i that the ISP requirement which . .
it is not unreasonable to assume d sample contained a larger proportion of probationers in suburban

reported to the court could . .
mandates chat any new arvest B TP and rural areas. It is possible that probationers from different

ocation in the ISP but new conviction . -
often lead to sentence revoc lanning afeas may be different on a e ot dtrencions (o.g..

. : ~ISP e. ; s s A . .
failures in the pre-ISP sampl ; peers, criminal opportunities) which could impact on outcome. If,

- ifies fewer probationers in absconder than the ‘ ) .
_The ISP classifie P ! for instance, probationers from urban areas are more likely to

- 1 ti interval. One would expect a P , .
_pre-ISP at each time interv P . fail for any reason, pre-ISP failure rates would be higher than ISP

iori r rates would be higher than regular : e . ‘
priori that ISP absconder r g ; o failure rates because of the larger proportion of urban probationers

i rting requirements built into the ISP . | -
probation becanse of reporiing T _in the pre=-ISP sample. If, on the other hand, probationers from suburban or rvral

i i in absconder status at a specific : . . .
which declare probationers 'y areas are more likely to fail, ISP failures would increase.

Table 2.3 compares outcome between the ISP and pre-ISP samples

i -ISP files revealed that a Lo . .
staff when collecting data from pre - when planning area is controlled. Because of the low number of

i i i sed before pre-ISP probationers L .
substantial time period often elap P p g cases 1n subucban’ (DPA) and rural.(RCA) areas, outcoms has been

re-ISP abscontion rates ; . . . .
were declared absconders: There?ore P * dichotomized into success-failure.

should be higher than those in the table. Keeping these facts

© e e

impact towards detering Table 2.3 Cgmparison of Outcome (all Fime periods) ?or High
' - Rigk ISP and pre~1SP Probationers by Flanning Area
. -+ in Percent

in mind, it appears that ISP is making an

absconders.- bty |
Further subdivision of the high risk probationers into ' , Planning Area
: three levels based on risk score does not substantially alter % outcome Lop gg%re-Isp rop Egépre_lsp C rep ngre-ISP
the inconclusive results on program effectiveness (Table 2.1). z; Success : 5.5 ‘12 76 ‘.2 s .
While'ISP success rates are higher than pre-ISP rates at some ) i - Failure 1%%%% 1%%?% 135:3 lgg:g lgg:g 133:3
time and risk intervals, these differences are slight, are not : ~ g; (n=616) (n=242) (n=172) (n=52) (n=221) (n=63)

gi point in time. Furthermore, the experience of the evaluation
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statistically significant, and do not form a steady pattern or

trend.
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Table 2.3 shows that both the ISP and pre-ISP samples have
different success rates in different planning areas. A com-
parison of ISP and pre-ISP success rates in each planning area
shows that while the ISP group has higher success rates than
the pre-ISP sample in each comparison, these differences are
not sufficiently large to support Program Impact Hypothesis 1
(p).05 in all cases).

Table 2.4 tests the assertion in Program Impact Hypothesis

2 that the seriousness of failures by ISP probationers is less

than that of non-ISP probationers.

Table 2.4 Comparison of Categories of Failure Offenses for
ISP and pre-ISP High Risk Probationers in Percent
Failure Offense Isp pre-ISP
Felony 23.7 17.5
Misdemeanor 76.3 82.5
100.0 100.0
(N=299) (N=103)

Table 2.4 fails to support-Program Impact Hypothesis 2.
Although differences are slight (p) .05), they are in the
opposite direction of that predicted by the hypothesis. As a
group; high risk pre-ISP probationers are no more likely to
fail by committing felonies than their ISP counterparts.

In Table 2.4, revocations of probation have been coded as
misdemeanor offenses. Because of the level of accountability
of the ISP compared to the pre-ISP, it is possible that the ISP
process produces more probation revocations, and consequently a

higher proportion of failures classified as misdemeanors than

regular probation.
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In an effort to examine such possible effects on the classifi-

cation of failure offenses, Table 2.5 reproduces Table 2.4 with

probation revocations excluded. In this manner, program specific

processes dealing with violation procedures and revocations can be

partially controlled.

Table 2.5 Comparison of Failure Offenses
for ISP and pre-ISP High Risk Probationers
(Revocations excluded) in Percent

ISP pre=ISp
Felony 32.0 19.8
Misdemeanor £8.0 80.2
100.0 100.0
(N=222) (N=91)

Table 2.5 supports the assumption that a larger proportion of

misdemeanant failure offenses in Table 2.4 were revocation of pro-

Thus,

bation cases in the ISP group (ISP = 25.8%, pre-ISP = 11.7%).
excluding probation revocations from failure offense data sustains
the initial finding that Program Impact Hypothesis 2 is not

ISP probationers are no less;likeiy to fail for a feleay

supported.

than pre-ISP probationers.
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Table 2.6 presents a test of Program Impagt Hypothesis 2
using the second "seriousness" measure advanced by the New York
State Division of Probation. This method further subclassifies
the felony/misdemeanor distribution according to whether the
offense was person, property, or victimless.

Table 2.6 Comparison of Subcategories of Failure Offenses

for ISP and pre-ISP High Risk Probationers in Percent

ORIGINAL CLASSIFICATION REVISED CLASSIFICATION*

Failure Failure
Offense ISP pre-ISP Offense ISP pre-ISP
FPer 3.3 5.8 FPer 3.7 4.9
FProp 18.7 9.7 FProp 18.4 9.7
Fvictl 1.6 1.9 FOther 1.7 2.9
MPer 5.9 13.6 MPer 4.7 10.7
MProp 32.5 41.7 MProp 31.8 41.7
Mvictl 38.0 27.2 MOther 39.8 30.1
100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0
(N=305) (N=103) (N=299) (N=103)

*PERSON - involves actual or threatened

- physical harm/injury to an identifiable
person(s) without their consent
PROPERTY - involves an identifiable
victim with a loss in which physical
harm/injury is not a factor.
OTHER - any offense which does not meet
all conditions of either of the
preceding “afinitions.

(Attachment 3 includes a complete list of the offenses and their
classification in both schemes.)

Table 2.6 reveals similar results under the original and
revised classification systeins with the exception of a slight
movement from the person to the other category under the revised
Pre-ISP probationers fail more often for person

classification.

crimes in both the felony and misdemeanor categories in both com-
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parisons. One possible explanation is that ISP's increased
accountability results in the earlier removal of likely per-
sonal crime failures via the revocation process, thereby
producing a misdemeanor victimless failure designation.

In order to investigate this possibility, Table 2.7

duplicates Table 2.6 while controlling for ' revocations.

Table 2.7 Comparison of Subcategories of Failure Offenses
(Revocations Excluded) for High Risk ISP and

pre-ISP Probationers in Percent

Failure Offense Isp pre-ISP
FPer 5.0 5.5
FProp 24.8 11.0
FOther 2.3 3.3
MPer 6.3 12.1
MProp 42.8 47.3
MOther 18.9 20.9
100.1 100.1
(N=222) (N=91)

This method (Table 2.7) reduces the disparity between the
ISP and pre-ISP samples in the felony person category. Differences
between the two groups remain, ﬁowever, in the misdemeanor person
category. Pre-ISP probationers conﬁinue to be more likely to fail
for misdemeanor person crimes than their ISP counterparts. Although
Table 2.7_ ‘fails to support the earlier assumption that
these differences stem solely from violation procedures; the

nature of new convictions does not differ significantly from

ISP to pre-ISP.
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Table 2.8 Comparison of Level of Harm of Failure Offenses for
High Risk ISP and pre-ISP Probationers in Percent

Failure Original Failure Revisgd. _
Offense Classification Offense Classification
ISP pre-1ISP ISP pre-ISP

Person 9.2 19.4 Person 8.4 15.5

Property 51.1 51.5 Property 50.2 51.5

Victimless 39.7 29.1 Other 41.5 33.0

100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0

(N=305) (N=103) (N=299) (N=103)

Table 2.8 illustrates that ISP probationers are less likely
to fail for a person offense and more likely to fail for a victim=-
less or other offense than their pre-ISP counterparts. When revo-

cation of probation failures are removed from the analysis the

. results differ somewhat as reflected in Table 2.9.

Table 2.9 Comparison of Level of Harm of Fa%lure Offenses
(Revocations Excluded) for High Risk ISP and pre-
ISP Probationers in Percent

Failure Offense Isp pre-I1ISP
Person 11.3 17.6
Property 67.6 58.2
Other 21,2 24.2
100.1 100.0
(N=222) (N=91)

A comparison of Tables 2.8 and 2.9 reveals conflicting trends

regarding the level of harm of failure offenses. If one assumes

the level of harm can be defined in a hierarchy from person to
other regardless of the felony/misdemeanor nature of a failure

offense, Table 2.8 could lead to the conclusion that ISP high risk
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probationers are more likely to fail for an other offense and
less likely to fail for a person offense; thus, decreasing the
level of harm to the community.

Table 2.9, while still showing fewer personal crimes for
the ISP group, supports the conclusion that the preferred cate-
gory of failure becomes property offenses as the removal of
revocation cases deflates the "other" category. Thus, ISP does
not reduce the level of harm to the community when comparing
failure rates of property or other offenders. These findings
must be interpreted in light of the discussion of Table 2.7.

This table highlighted the fact that differences in the person
category between the ISP and pre-ISP stem from variation in the
misdeméanor person category not the felony person category.
Additionally differences in the property offense category re-
sult from the higher probability that ISP probationers fail by
a felony rather than a misdemeanor property offense.

As previously mentioned,the grant staff had agreed to
present data in a manner consistent with earlier evaluation efforts
by the Division of Probation. However, in light of the-methodological
problems inherent in the Division's "level of harm" approach, the
grant staff made modifications to present the best analysis
possible rather than maintaining consistency with past products
of the Division. Since an appropriate "level of harm" scale is
not available for use with these data, the test requiring the fewest
assumptions should be used. Thus, Table 2.5, with failure offenses
broken only into felonies and misdemeanors with probation re-
vocations excluded, seems the best comparison to make in testing

Program Impact Hypothesis 3. Using this method, none of the

&
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comparisons made with these data support the hypothesis that the
level of harm of an ISP probation failure is less than that of a
pre-ISP probationer of similar risk. It must be kept in mind,
however, that the examination of failure data with or without
revocations is subject to interpretation.

Previous discussions in Program Impact Hypotheses 2 and 3
detailed the methodological and theoretical problems resulting
from assessing seriousness or the level of harm of an offense by
a person, property, victimless or other classification. While
these hypotheses specifically compared ISP and pre-ISP, these
problems also apply to comparisons of current offense and

failure offense data within the ISP. Therefore, the testing of

Program Impact Hypothesis 4 will be limited only to the comparison

of current offense and failure offense data within a felony/

misdemeanor categorization excluding failures for revocation of

probation (Table 2.10).

Table 2.10 Comparison of Current Offense and Failure Offense
(Revocations Excluded) for High Risk ISP and pre-

ISP Probationers in Percent

Current Offense

Felony Misdemeanor

Failure Offense ISP pre-ISP ISP pre-1SP
Felony 43.2 30.0 23.6 14.8
Misdemeanor 56.8 70.0 76.4 85.3
100.0 100.0 100.¢C 100.1

(n=95) (n=30) (n=127) (n=61)
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In Table 2.10, the failure offenses of the ISP group do not
show a reduction in seriousness when compared to the instant
conviction. Failure offenses for ISP probationers are no less
likely to be felonies than those of their pre-ISP counterparts,
regardless of thé original conviction offense (p7 .05). Thus,
Program Impact Hypothesis 4 is not sustained by the data presented
in Table 2.10.

As mentioned in the introduction to the Program Impact
section, data were not available to test Hypothesis 6 on the
entire ISP or pre-ISP samples. Instead a random sample of 398
ISP cases, drawn to test the Process Hypotheses in this grant,
forms the basis for the testing of the first two parts of this
hypothesis. (This sample is described in Chapter 3). Because
this random sample contains only ISP cases, the requisite in-
formation for a non-ISP group was obtained from the Division of
Probation's countywide surveys of the level of personal and
collateral contacts. The grant staff utilized all existing
compliance surveys from ISP counties in constructing a non-ISP
comparision group. Because the most recent reports available
were utilized, only 12 of the 22 ISP counties had such reports
available. Only those regular probation cases classified into
the Intensive category comprise the non-ISP sample. These
probationers are presumed to be the most serious offender; and
have contact requirements most similar to those of the ISP.

Since the classification of regular probation cases into the
Intensive category is not based upon the Risk Assessment Instrument

employed by the ISP, the selection process relies upon a sub-
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and collateral contacts for the ISP and non-ISP s
jective assessment of probationer risk with the most serious ameles:

Table 2.11 <Comparison of the Average Number of Contacts per
Month by Planning Areas for the ISP and non-ISP

cases remaining in the Intensive category. The supervision

] pens] ] (S

rule governing the Intensive category mandates at least four Samples

personal contacts and four collateral contacts per month for ’ Average Personal Contacts
each probationer. (However, as noted earlier, the rule permits ﬁl ISP non-ISP
the substitution of agency contacts for pefsonal contacts). The j - M.P.A. 3.6 3.2
contact requirements for the ISP specify a minimum of four personal | - g:g:g: g:g %:é
contacts,one home visit and four collateral contacts - ‘ v “? All Areas Combined 3.6 2.6

per month for each ISP case. Since the ISP contact regquirements
Average Collateral Contacts

are not based on individual risk scores, there was no need to

ISP -
exclude risk scores below 48 from the analysis as was done in e —_— non~ISP
. . . i j M.P.A- 3.5 1.8
testing earlier Program Impact Hypotheses. Thus, the ISP group - D.P.A. 3.7 .8
) ) - R.CJA. 4.1 1.5
is composed of all 398 cases in the sample. : Lol
oL All Areas Combined 3.7 1.7

The definition of what constitutes a personal or collateral

S
g

Table 2.11 highlights the fact that the ISP initiates more

£
[

contact was based upon the information available for the non-ISP

comparison group. The rules compliance surveys used simply listed

o 4

contacts with probationers and collateral resources for each

ekt |

L
I

the total number of personal and collateral contacts, undiffer- category of planning area than intensive non-ISP probation

entiated by the nature of these contacts; i.e., face-to-face, supervision. The difference in average monthly personal contacts

ft et |
[

phone, etc. A corresponding measure was generated for the ISP : : is one additional contact per month or 253% of the required contact

e

]

level for both groups.:- The ISP's average monthly collateral

o

sample, for which more specific contact information existed, by

aggregating all contacts with the probationer. For purposes of contacts for all areas combined is more than double that of the

et ]
[amesate 2y

testing Program Impact Hypothesis 6, a personal contact includes é = non-ISP group. Table 2.11 was presented by planning areas

3

all phoné, office, home, and community contaqts with the proba-

partly out of our concern that only one county in the D.P.A. was

=
b vt

tioner. The same type of all=inclusive measure is used for % available from the non-ISP compliance surveys. For purposes of

b o

Rt
|

¥

establishing the number of contacts with collateral associates/ the limited comparisons presented to test Program Impact

resources of the ISP probationer. Hypothesis 6, this shortcoming does not seem to alter the overall

rommE
I

Table 2.11 compares the average monthly number of personal impression that the ISP group has more contacts than the non-ISP

o
e




group. Comparing the individual figures for the M.P.A., D.P.A.,
and R.C.A.'s with the combined figures sustains this conclusion.
Several factors might account for all or part of the differ-
ences in Table 2.11. The philosophy of ISP emphasizes the
increased use of community resources and collateral resources
as a goal of intensive supervision, and the larger number of
contacts within the ISP group may reflect the operationalization
of this philosophy. This emphasis would tend to increase the
number of collateral contacts for the ISP group. However, the
differences between the ISP and non-ISP samples in both mean
personal and collateral contacts may be due in part to recording
practiées. For example, the maximum caseload size of 25 in the
ISP would facilitate opportunities for increased levels of
contacts unavailable to non~ISP cofficers with larger caseloads;
larger caseloads could account in part for the lack of documentationx
previously discussed for regular probation casefiles. If this is
true, even when contacts are made, the absence of explicit
recording forms coupled with the lack of intensive monitoring
might result'in.a lower number of contacts being recorded in non-
ISP counties. Although these factors might help explain why the
observed differences in Table 2.11 exist, ISP appears to increase

both personal and collateral contacts for the probationers it

supervises.
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Summary

Results were displayed in this section in an attempt to assess
the impact and effectiveness of the Intensive Supervision Program.
Although certain Program Impact Hypotheses have been excluded from
this report, a number of conclusions are possible.

The Intensive Supervision Program does not appear to reduce
the overall failure level of "high risk" probationers. Differences
in failure rates for the two samples were not statistically significant.
The same conclusion was reached when controlling for planning area.
The ISP does not appear to reduce the failure rate for "high risk"
probationers in urban, suburban, or rural areas. The lack of any
consistent pattern showing a reduction in failure rates resulted
in the conclusion that Hypothesis 1 was neither supported nor refuted.
It should be noted, however, that the ISP group had a higher success
rate than the non-ISP group at the end of eighteen months, suggesting
that a longer follow-up period may provide data which indicate higher
success rates as the ISP becomes fully integrated into county
probation departments.

Hypotheses 2-4 were not supported in the data presented in
this séction. A number of alternétive ways in which the seriousness
of a failure offense could be operationalized were discussed. The
same procedure was followed in determining the level of harm to
the community resulting from failure offenses. It was concluded
that the IéP does result in a lower rate of absconding and a higher
level of accountability in terms of revocations of probation.
Although there was some indication of reduction in level of harm

and increase in level of seriousness for the ISP group, these data

show that there were no significant differences.
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No effort could be made to determine if the ISP would reduce
the institutionalization costs to the State and local counties by
a reduction in the amount of incarcerative sentences and/or a

reduction of incarcerative sentence lengths when compared to pre-

=] O

ISP probationers. Likewise, no data were available to determine

whether ISP increases the utilization of or the referral rate to

[

community resources.

A limited comparision of the average monthly contacts with

probationers and collateral resources for ISP officers as compared

e B

to non-ISP officers was presented. Although the average number
of contacts differs by location, it was concluded that the number 3

of contacts for the ISP group was higher than that for

the non-ISP group.
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Chapter 3 - Process Hypothedis 7-20

. 9
|

PROCESS HYPOTHESES

Process Hypothesis 7: "Those ISP probationers which utilize
community services in their first and second priority need areas
as part of their supervision plan will be more successful in the
ISP than those which do not utilize these services.™

Process Hypothesis 8: "Those ISP counties which demonstrate a
high level of client use of community resources will have a higher
rate of success than those counties with little or no utilization
of services."

Process Hypothesis 9: "ISP probationers for whom program goals
and behavioral objectives are clearly stated will be more success-
ful than those for whom goals and objectives are not clearly

specified."”

Process Hypothesis 10: "Successful community adjustment while in

the ISP 1s a function of the level of the probationer's involvement
in the initial planning process and the developing and identification
of supervision goals and objectives."

Process Hypothesis 1ll: "Successful community adjustment while in
the ISP is a function of the convergence of the need areas identified
by the officer and those identified by the client."

Process Hypothesis 12: "ISP probationers who have supervision

F v~
r.::::'.:§

E}:T

plans based on need areas will show a higher rate of success than
ISP probationers whose plans are based solely on the orders and .
conditions of probation."

Process Hypothesis 13: "The frequency of contacts by the officer
during the planning phase positively relate to success in the ISP."

Process Hypothesis 14: "ISP probationers initially seen within 72
hours of the sentence to probation will be more successful on
probation than those not seen within 72 hours."

Process Hypothesis 15: "ISP probationers who demonstrate significant
progress toward supervision objectives will be more successful on
probation than those who show relatively little or no progress.”

Process Hypothesis 16: "The number of personal contacts over time
will relate positively with outcome."

Process Hypothesis 17: "The more personal contacts that are made
out of the 'probation environment,' the more likely the probationer Q

will be a success." i .

Process Hypothesis 18: "That the nature of collateral contacts GA

impacts on outcome.
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Process Hypothesis 19: "?he type of collateral contact (i.e., face-

to-face, phone, letter{ will impact on outcome." ) 'i

gggsifsefﬁpgﬁhﬁﬁizoigf" “The number of collateral contacts impacts | é | The testing of Process Hypotheses 7 through 20 necessitated

' g . jE‘ an intensive data collection effort from ISP case files. The

% (I name - Case Review Sample - will designate this subsample of ISP
? probationers used in testing these hypotheses. Since date
5 ]‘ collection for the entire ISP sample (N=1541) was not feasible, a
: 4 30% sample was randomly selected. Rather than limiting the Case
3 ’ 1: Review sample to "high risk" ISP probationers as in the testing
; T of the Program Impact Hypotheses, ISP probationers from all risk

scores were eligible for inclusion since ISP processes are program,
il not risk score, specific. In collecting data on the Case Review

_ sample, case files were examined onsite in 20 of the 22 ISP

é j? counties. Travel and budgetary constraints necessitated the

k elimination of 11 cases from Jefferson and Ontario counties. After

o data collection the €Case Review sample coqsisted of 398 cases.

§' | ﬁ? Although random sampling techniques maximize the likelihood of a
% representative subsample of & population, a limited comparison of

i 12 the Case Review and ISP samples was undertaken to examine the

j wld
?F differences and similarities between the two groups in key areas.
iU
£ Both samples were essentially similar in the following areas:

demographic profile, risk score distribution and mean risk score,

Pr— e
«.....::3‘ 1

geographic locale, current offense, prior criminal history, and

g éé " outcome. Thus, it is believed that results produced in testing
§ m Process Hypotheses 7 through 20 using the Case Review sample
i | ﬁﬁ should be generalizable to the entire ISP sanple.
kv ﬁﬁ In developing a data collection instrument for reviewing ISP
. case files, grant staff relied exclusively upon ISP case recording
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documents furnished by the State Division of Probation. These ISP
forms are required to be completed at regular intervals and in a
manner consistent with instructions contained in the ISP Operational
Guidelines. In theory, these source documents would be present

in all ISP files and would provide standardized, accurate informa-
tion about ISP processes.

Grant staff completed on-site an eight page data collection
instrument for each case. The final form of this instrument
reflected modifications stemming from the pretesting of two prior
versions on a total of 49 ISP cases in two local counties. The
final data collection instrument (see Attachment 4) then was pre-
tested on 24 ISP cases in Albany County and found to be suitable
for data gathering. During the pretests, as well as the subsequent
data collection, the grant staff conducted interrater xeliability
checks among the data coilectors to ensure that the instructions
for completing the form were followed properly. A few areas were
clarified via information gained during the pretesting of the
instrument and revised instructions for the completion of NIC Case
Review Data Collection Instrument issued to all the data collectors.
Procedures to check reliability of the data gatherersand to obtain
the most reliable data possible consisted of the independent
completion of the instrﬁment by another data collector for every
fifth case in the sample. Once the same case had been coded by
two persons, the data collection forms were compared for incon-
sistencies. If discrepancies were discovered, both raters then

consulted the case file to resolve the differences immediately;

thereby assuring that the most accurate data possible were ulti-
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mately gathered. Because on-site comparisons and immediate
correction of errors occurredwhile the sources were still avail-
able, no overall reliability coefficient can be computed. 1In
most cases the reliability checks revealed few discrepancies, and
those present stemmed from the degree of sub-itemization rather
than substantive differences. For example, one data collector may
have listed attorneys by name and another may have aggreg~*ed
them under a lawyer or attorney category, but both had an identical
number of contacts recorded.

Three main problem areas must be discussed before proceeding
to test the Process Hypotheses. These problems include: 1) the
structure of ISP case recording forms; 2) the improper completion
and/or non-completion of required ISP forms; and 3) the validity
of the grant's hypotheses designed to assess ISP processes. The
following discussion of these issues should be kept in mind when
interpreting the findings, or lack thereof, produced by testing
specific Process Hypotheses.

The ISP Operational Guidelines list the "systematic
collection of data to allow ongoing evaluation of the program, so
that necessary program modifications can be made" as a major
component of the ISP.?5 The ISP furnishes standardized case
recording forms to local ISP probation officers in order to assist

them in devising a supervision strategy, to ensure a means of

monitoring compliance‘ﬁith ISP Operational Guidelines, and to
provide data for program evaluation. The primary purpose of these
forms is to provide information for the Probation Registrant System,
and the information is not always structured in a manner which
maximizes its potential for use in all evaluation efforts. The data
collection effort undertaken to test the Process Hypotheses revealed

that the structure of these ISP reporting forms was not well suited to an
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evaluation of the ISP intervention strategy. The ISP intervention
strategy assumes that identification of probationer need areas,
development of specific behavioral objectives addressing these
needs, increased contact with the probation officer, and greater
utilization of available community resources will contribute to
a successful probation outcome. All of these elements of the ISP
intervention strategy are contained in Process Hypotheses 7
through 20.

Despite the ISP's emphasis on case documentation, the forms
provided for this purpose failed to meaningfully capture these

critical components of the ISP intervention strategy for evaluation

purposes. The Needs Assessment and Evaluation form is the vehicle for

identifying and ranking probationer need areas. This form is completed

during the first thirty days of ISP supervision and consequently
reflects needs present during the initial planning phase. Although
subsequent monthly and/or quarterly recording forms permit chasiges
in need - areas to be addressed in the probation officer's narrative,
no structured format exists for recording changing needs or
reranking them so that such revisions can be utilized in Process
evaluation. Even though narrative accounts of changes in proba-
tionér needé might sometimes exist in the case files, typically

a ranking of changed need priorities would be lacking. Ideally,
case recording forms should be structured to include ranked need
reassessments on a quarterly basis and in a format identical to
that on the initial Needs Assessment and Evaluation. The failure
to systematically document changes in the identification and/or

priorization of need areas impacts on the testing of Process

T
TR

]

LSS

¥

Pl
T

=3

-

| Savappnsas |

Pttt
Grounas]

| g

f e s
[ |

60

Hypotheses relating need resolution to community resource utili-
zation and/or probation outcome. The structure of available data
permits the evaluation of such hypotheses only in terms of the
initial Needs Assessment and Evaluation. The structure of the
ISP's forms tends to ensure that cases resolving initial needs
and establishing new ones would be penalized from an evaluation
standpoint since later community agency use would diverge from
initial need areas. Also, the relationship bLetween progress

in need resolution and probation outcome might be masked.

An additional problem surrounding the documentation of pro-
bationer need areas is the absence of standardized categories of
needs among different ISP recording forms. The Needs Assessment
and Evaluatdon form delimits ten distinct need areas whereas the
Needs Addressed component of the Probationer's Activities Verified
section in the Monthly Activity Report is open-ended in format.
The guidelines for comp’=ting the Needs Addressed component do
not require that the ten need categories from the Needs Assessment
and Evaluation be used for classification of probationer activities.
The lack of cpnsistency in the structure of these forms creates
problems in the testing.of hypotheses addressing the convergence
of probationer agency utilization and identified need areas. For
example, counselling might be the need identified in the Probationer
Activities Qerified section of the Monthly Activity Report.
However, counselling might also be an appropriate intervention
technique to resolve any one of several need areas identified on

the original Needs Assessment and Evaluation. Unless the corres-
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ponding agency on the Monthly Activity Report provides need-
specific services (e.g., Drug Rehabilitation Center) determining
which needs a general counselling organization (e.g., Catholic
Family Services) might be addressing becomes problematic.

The utilization of community resources constitutes an
integral part of the ISP and hence many of the Process Hypotheses
focus on this variable's impact on outcome. However, the structure
of existing ISP forms precludes the measurement of the probationer's
level of community resource utilization., The standardized portion
of the Monthly Activity Report relevant to probationer community
resource utilization (Probationer's Activities Verified Section)
requires the probation officer to record the names of agencies
used, the need to which their use is directed, and the dates of
probationer use. These data on community resource utilization,
however, are gquite crude. No clear prescription exists for
limiting entries to community-based agencies. Some probation
departments provide supplemental services such as employment and
personal counselling. The Monthly Activity Report permits the
probation officer to include such probation-sponsored auxiliary
services in the "Agencies Used" section.

The documentation of community resource utilization consists
only of the number of times a probationer attended an agency. At
best this is an extremely limited quantitative measure since the
frequency of agency contacts reveals nothing about the duration
of sucﬁ contacts. Hence, the nature of community resource
utilization both in terms of the type and extent of services

provided and the probationer's suitability and receptivity

to such services could not be explored from such data.
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The second major problem area, the improper completion and/or
lack of completion of forms, exists in any data collection effort..
Despite the use of standardized forms, the emphasis on adherence
to the ISP's Operational Guidelines, and the monitoring of compliance
by the Division of Probation's ISP Consultant staff, both the
guantity and quality of the information available varied between
and within the counties examined. Variation was found in forms
relating to all aspects of the ISP intervention strategy including
the Needs Assessment and Evaluation, the writing of goals and
behavigral objectives, the recording of personal and collateral
contacts, the recording of community resource utilization, and the
mandatory Risk Reassessments. In order to analyze the possible
impact of differing levels of probation officer documentation
on -these areas, the grant staff created a P.0. Documentation Scale.
(The actualacomponents of the Documentation Scale and its construction
along with its completion on 102 of 398 Case Review cases are
described in Attachment 6.)

There is an additional. problem of individual ISP probation
officers completiny the standardized forms consistently within
their caseloads but differently from other ISP probation officers.

The ISP Operational Guidelines concerning the completion of certain
forms might be interpreéed differently by different probation
officers. For example, the ISP Operational Guidelines instruct
probation officers on the ranking of need areas on the Needs
Assessmeﬁt and Evaluation as follows: "“This ranking should reflect
those areas of need which are judged most critic¢al to successful
completion of probation, and should be listed in rank order, from

26

1l to 10, with 1 being the highest priority need." Since all need
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areas are scored on severity, it is unclear whether the Guidelines'
instruction on ranking applies to all ten need areas or only those
"judged most critical." Some probation officers checked all ten
need areas in the "Identified Problem" section of the Needs Assess-~
ment and Evaluation as a prelude to ranking them while others only
selectively checked the most critical needs they intended to rank.
Such discrepant practices impact on the testing of Process Hypotheses
which are dependent upon the convergence of need identification
between probationers and probation officers. In those cases where
probation officers routinely identify all need areas, the number of
needs agreed upon tends to increase because every need identified
by a probationer would automatically be matched by the probation
officer. 1In those instances where probation officers selectively
identify needs, the matching of those needs with needs indicated
by the probationer must be more exact, hence decreasing the
probability of convergence.

The actual nature and extent of probationer participation
in completing the Needs Assessment. and Evaluation form was also
found to vary from county to county. For instance, one ISP Super-
visor told the grant staff that their department found it most
useful to give the Needs Worksheet to the probationer to be filled
out at home rather thanibeing jointly completed in the office;
other counties fill out the form based on a joint discussion
between probationers and probation officers during an office visit.
It is not inconceivable that in this latter situation probationers
might be more inclined to agree with the probation officer's

assessment rather than being completely candid about their views.

In fact, in the first example given above, this was precisely the
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rationale prompting a change in procedure. Probation officers
thought that independent completion of the form by probationers in
a less coercive environment produced more honest, and hence more
useful, results.

Another source of inconsistent data recording is the failure
of probation officers to properly complete the forms when clear
and specific instructions are present in the Guidelines. One
illustration of this problem is the Probationer's Activities
Verified section of the Montly Activity Report. The date
éomponent of this section was intended to record the dates on
which the probationer visited an agency. Although this is a less
than perfect means of measuring "level" of probationer resource
utilization, it would allow for a quantative comparison if
properly completed. However, when ISP case files were examined,
this section was often founé to be blank, to contain a rate (e.g.,
"3 times a month"), or to reflect the dates when the probation
officer verified attendance rather than the actual attendance of
the probationer.

The structure of probation in New York State might contribute
to probation officer resistance to standardized case recording
procedures. Probation in New York State is gtructured so that
the State-Division of Probation functions as a regulatory agency
and furnishes standardized forms for the ISP. Meanwhile actual
supervision.services and ISP probation officers are provided
by the iocal counties. The grant staff was sometimes told by
local probation officers that these standardized state forms

were viewed as paperwork used for monitoring purposes rather than as
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aids to structuring a supervision strategy for an individual pro-
bationer. This type of attitude might impact on the quality of
the data gathered from case files.

Perhaps the third major problem area, the meaningfulness
of the grant's hypotheses for evaluating ISP's processes, over-
shadows all other practical concerns about the quality of the data.
After all, even the strongest data base produces meaningless
results if the hypotheses tested lack meaning.

Process Hypotheses 7 through 20 attempt to measure the
utility of the ISP's processes for improving probation outcome.
Consequently, all hypotheses are phrased in terms of outcome.

At times, the relationships scrutinized in the hypotheses pre-
suppose a causal connection between events widely dispersed
temporally. For example, examining events occurring during the
first thirty days of probation for their potential impact on
probation outcome, possibly as munh as 18 months later, ignores
a host of intervening events.
it would not be surprising if little or no relationship was found
to exist. Furthermore, the term "process" implies a continuing
series of interrelated events, yet these hypotheses focus on
certain one-time occurrences without regard to the dynamics of
those intefrelated events. The result is a static view or glimpse
of underlying processes which remain virtually unexplored. In
part, the reliance of the grant on a case file review methodology
precludés capturing many of the key elements of the ISP process.

The scope of the Process Hypotheses tends to be broad, fostering

superficial analysis instead of focusing on the dynamics of

Given such a distant. causal connection
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one specific phase of the ISP intervention strategy.

Relying on case files to test Process Hypotheses 13 through
20 produces quantitative rather than qualitative measures of ISP
processes. The literature reviewed in the introduction of this
report clearly indicated that previous research has not shown
¢ 1y conclusive relationship between the quantity of contacts
alone and probation outcome. The qualitative aspects of the ISP
process remain uninvestigated, and the number of inferences one
is forced to draw owing to the structure of available data is

considerable if one is testing hypotheses relating guantitative

processes to probation outcome.
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MODIFICATIONS AND DELETIONS OF HYPOTHESES

Process Hypotheses 7 and 8 analyze the impact of community
resource utilization on probation outcome. Both the structure
of the ISP forms and the variation in completing the portion
dealing with community resource use preclude an accurate measure-
ment of probationer community resource utilization. Instead
whenever a community agency is listed, it is assumed to have been
used by the probationer. This approach limits the hypotheses to
testing a relationship between community agencies listed on- the
form (the only available indicator of community resource utiliza-
tion) and outcome. In interpreting results for Process Hypotheses
7 and 8, the reader is cautioned when making conclusions concerning
the level of community resource utilization.

Process Hypothesis 8 bosed an additional problem in that it
compares success rates for 20 counties using a total sample of
398 cases. Therefore, most counties lacked a sufficient number
of cases for generating stable percentages. Only five urban
counties had at least 20 cases upon which to base a percentage
figure. The fact that these five counties are urban might limit
the generalizability of results. However, comments by ISP staff
in rural counties citeé the absence of a wide range of community
services in rural areas in explaining their less frequent use. By
examining only urban areas, the issue of variation in access to

community resources can be partially controlled. Process Hypothesis

8 then, is examined only in five Metropolitan Planning Area counties.

Process Hypothesis 9 was left intact, but its testing required

assessing the clarity of behavioral objectives. Since one portion
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of the Documentation Scale was devoted to the specificity and
relevance of long range goals and behavioral objectives, those
cases with Documentation Scale scores become the sample for
testing this hypothesis.

Process Hypothesis 10, dealing with the level of probationer
involvement in the initial planning process and the development
and identificaﬁion of supervision goals and objectives, had to be
deleted. The "Comments on Attitude and Participation" section of
the ISP Initial Supervision Plan only requires probation officers
to report the lack of participation, not to comment on the level
of participation by the probationer. The structure of ISP forms
precludes. testing this hypothesis because the necessary data are
not recorded in case files.

Process Hypothesis 11 was tested as written, but the problems
mentioned earlier regarding the needs identification process
should be borne in mind.

Process Hypothesis 12 predicts that supervision plans based
on need areas will show a higher rate of success when compared
to supervision plans based solely on the Orders and Conditions of
Probation. Supervisioﬁ plans were examined using the "long range
supervision goals" and "objectives for first quarter" in the
Initial Supervision Plan. Need areas were determined by recording
the information on the Needs Assessment and Evaluation. A copy of
the Orders and Conditions of Probation is reéuired to be in each
Information

case file and this information was also recorded.

for all three variables was obtained for each person in the Case

Review sample.
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A number of problems became apparent when this information

was gathered. In many cases, the Orders and Conditions were in

the files, but were standardized forms listing several preset
conditions rather than orders designed for an individual probationer.
Counties using this approach often had the same preprinted orders

for each probationer, or for each probationer with the same

sentencing judge. Other counties or judges attempted to individu-

alize conditions, but did so in a standardized manner, e.g., all
alcohol-related offenses contained the same alcohol condition in
addition to the basic standardized conditions which all probationers
received.

Another problem was the tendency to phrase these standardized

Orders and Conditions in general terms, e.g., "Refrain from further

unlawful behavior." While generality must increase if the orders

are intended to apply to diverse probationers, interpretation of

these conditions becomes more difficult. This same problem of

generality was often apparent in long range supervision goals and
behavioral objectives written for ISP probationers, e.g., "prevent-
ing unlawful behavior." Even when a behavioral'objective is very
specific, one ultimate purpose of probation must be to prevent
unlawful beﬁavior in the future. Thus Orders and Conditions
written very generally match all goals or objectives (i.e., the
supervision plan) regardless of the specificity or relevance of
those goals and objectives.

Because of the problems described above, Hypothesis 12 was

modified in a manner which attempts to retain as much of the

original intert as poésible. If supervision plans based on iden-

tified needs are assumed to be superior to those based solely on
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the Orders and Conditions of Probation, it would seem to follow
that those probationers with a greater proportion of their
supervision plan based on need areas should be more suﬁcessful on
probation. The major shortcoming in this approach is that the ISP
philosophy of encouraging individualized supervision plans hased
on need areas cannot be: compared to a specific alternative proba-
tion philosophy or practice. The advantage is that although the
test of the original hypothesis has been weakened, it has not been
lost entirely. Therefore, these data will be examined to assess
the relationship between the extent to which a supervision plan

is based on need areas and outcome.

Process Hypotheses 13 and 14, dealing with the frequency of
contact with the probationer during the planning phase and the
first 72 hours after sentencing respectively, are tested as
written. o

Process Hypothesis 15, "ISP probationers who demonstrate
significant progress toward supervision objectives will be more
successful on probation than those who show relatively little or
no progress," also could not be tested given the structure of
existing ISP forms. The fact that supervision objectives can be
modified quarterly coupled with the lack of objective-specific
pProgress measures neceséitated the deleticn of this hypothesis.

A literal testing of Process Hypotheses 16 and 17 would
be mislgading since they fail to control for the amount of
time in the ISP. Thus, these hypotheses will be tested using the
average number of personal contacts rather than the absolute

number.
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Process Hypothesis 18 asserts that the nature of collateral

contacts impacts on outcome. Due to the fact that an acceptable

definition of the term "nature" (for the purposes of the project)

could not be agreed upon, Process Hypothesis 18 has been eliminated.

Process Hypothesis 19 remains unchanged although the procedures

for testing it include a breakdown only into face-to-face and

non-face-to-face contacts, as this was deemed the only significant

categorization in light of the ISP philosophy.

Process Hypothesis 20 was modified in a manner consistent

with Hypotheses 16 and 17; the average number of collateral contacts

will be used in testing this hypothesis.
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING

In order to address Process Hypothesis 7, the grant staff
employed the following procedures. First, if any question arose
as to whether a listed agency was actually a community-based agency,

it was assumed to be one. Second, if the Need Addressed listed did
not exactly conform to the categories on the Needs Assessment, but
could be seen as similar, the information was liberally interpreted
to favor matching the first and second priority needs. The date
section was completely ignored owing to the inability to control
for the variation found. Instead if an agency was listed it was
assumed to have been used. The total number of agencies matching
first and second priority needs was divided by the number of
months in ISP and the result was rounded to the nearest whole
number,  yielding the monthly average number of community agencies
matching first and second priority needs listed on the form.
Table 3.1 and 3.2 respectively present the average number
of community agencies listed on Monthly Activity Reports which
match the primary and secondary needs on the Needs Assessment
and Evaluation form. In both tables the number of cases averaging
two agencies was too small to generate a stable percentage, and
therefore thése cases were combined with those averaging one

agency.
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Table 3.1 Average Number of Community Agencies Listed Which
Match the Primary Need Area by Outcome in Percent

Average Number of Agencies Listed

" Qutcome 0 1l o+ 2
Success 74.7 73.3
Failure 25.3 26.7

100.0 100.0
(n=293) {(n=105)

Table 3.2 Average Number of Community Agencies Listed Which
Match the Secondary Need Area by Outcome in Percent

Average Number of Agencies Listed

Outcome 0 1l o+ 2
Success 74.7 71.8
Failure 25.3 ©28.2
100.0 100.0
(n=359) (n=39)

The ddta presented in Table 3.1 and 3.2 fail to provide con-
clusive support for Process Hypothesis 7. Differences in both
tables are not significant (p3».05) and are in the direction

opposite that predicted by the hypothesis.

Table 3.3 Distribution of the Average Number of Commun%ty Agencies
Listed Matching First and Second Need Areas in Percent

Average Number First Need Second Need
of Agencies Listed T ’ T
0 73.6 90.2
1 24.9 9.3
2 1.5 0.5
100.0 100.0
(N=398) (N=398)

Table 3.3 shows that almost 3 of 4 ISP probationers average
less than one agency listed per month matching the initial primary
need. Approximately 9 of 10 probationers average less than one

agency listed that matches the initial assessment of a secondary
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need. It must be emphasized again that the structure of Isp
recording forms does not provide for an objective measurement of
need reassessment. It is possible that needs change over time
for many probationers and the community agencies used match these
new needs. It is also possible, however, that community agency
utilization resulting from probationer needs does not occur to
any great extent.

Table 3.4 displays the distribution of the average number of
community agencies listed per month, regardless of need. This
average is then crosstabulated with outcome in Table 3.5.

Table 3.4 Distripution of.the Average Monthly Number of
Community Agencies Listed in Percent

Average Number
of Agencies Listed

0 42.5
1 46.0
2 9.3
3 1.8
4 0.0
5 0.5

100.1

(N=398)

Tabie 3.5 Average Number of Community Agencies Listed in

Monthly Activity Reports by Qutcome in Percent

Average Number of Agencies Listed

Outcome g 'l ‘gi
Success 77.5 73.2 67.4
Failure . - 22.5 ©26.8 32.6
- 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=169) (n=183) (n=46)
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More than 42% of all ISP probationers examined average less
than one community agency listed per month, regardless of need.
Only 1 of 8 ISP probationers average two or more community agencies
listed per month. When average community agencies listed is re-
lated to outcome, the differences reﬁain non-significant (p % .05)
and in the direction opposite that predicted by Process Hypothesis 7.

The distributions' of the average number of community agencies
listed per month, across planning area, are displayed in Table 3.6;
Although rural areas may have fewer community agencies available for
probationers, the RCA category has the lowest proportion of pro-

bationers averaging less than one community agency listed each

month.

Distributions of the Average Monthly Number of

Table 3.64.
Community Agencies Listed for Each Planning Area

Planning Area

Average Number

of Agencies Listed MPA DPA RCA
0 43.4 45.0 36.5

1 45.1 47.5 47.3

2 9.4 7.5 10.8

3 1.6 0.0 4.1

4 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 0.4 0.0 1.4

99.9 100.0 100.1

(n=244) (n=80) (n=74)

Table 3.7 shows a comparison of success rates for the average

monthly community agencies listed by planning area. The average

number of agencies listed had to be collapsed further because of
the small number of cases averaging two or more agencies listed
in the RCA planning area. Table 3.7 reaffirms earlier results

showing no relationship between average number of community agencies

listed and outcome.
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Table 3.7 Success Rate for Planning Areas by the Average
Monthly Number of Community Agencies Listed in
Percent.

Planning Areas

Average Number

of Agencies Listed MPA DPA RCA
0 77.4 75.0 81.5
{n=106) (n=36) (n=27)

1+ 71.7 65.9 78.7
(n=138) (n=44) (n=47)

In order to test Process Hypothesis 8, five urban counties
were examined in terms of the percent of cases having at least
one average community agency listed per month. The percentages of
cases in each county which averaged at least one community agency
listed per month were as follows: Monroe - 36.4%, Onondaga - 48.1%,
Kings - 61.1%, Nassau - 66.0%, and Westchester - 79.2%.

Table 3.8 arranges these five counties from low to high on
average monthly community agency listings and then compares the
outcome rates. The procedure followed in producing Table 3.8
was similar to those used in Process Hypothesis 7 with regard to

defining community agencies and dates of attendance.

Table 3.8 ‘Outcome by the Levei of County Use of Community
Resources in Percent
County
Outcome Monroe Onondaga Kings Nassau Westchester
Success 86.4 63.0 72.2 71.7 83.3
Failure. 13.6 " 37.C 27.8 28.3 16.7
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
{(n=44) (n=27) {n=72) {n=53) {(n=24)
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Table 3.8 fails to display a relationship between outcome and
the level of county use of community resources (p».05). Using
agencies listed as an indicator, the county with the lowest level
of community resource utilization (Monroe) also has the highest

success rate, while the county with the highest leyel of community

- resource utilization (Westchester) has the second highest success

rate. Thus, the hypothesis that counties with higher levels of

community resource use as measured by agencies listed will have
higher success rates is not supported in Metropolitan Planning
Areas.

In order to assess the clarity of behavioral goals and object-
ives, Process Hypothesis 9 depends on the results generated from
the P.O.HDocumentation Scale. (See Attachment 6 for detailed
&escrippigp of this instrument.) To summarize briefly, the Docu-

mentation Scale was conpleted on 102 cases drawn randomly from the

Case Review Sample. %ince the development of the Documentation Scale

supplemented required grant activities, time limitations prevented

its completion on the entire Case Review Sample. Therefore selecting

a 25% random sample (N=102) ensured a sufficient base for analyzing

the impact of documentation on hypothesis testing. These cases

were scored in five areas relating to goals and behavioral object-
ives:"1l) Are goals and objectives written for the probationer?" "2)Are
objectiveé derived from "Identified Problem" section of Needs
Assessment?’. Are the objectives specific, i.e., do they answer
the questions:"3) What is the probationer required to do?" "4)When
precisely is the probationer to do this?" "5) Where exactly will

the probationer do this?" The scores for these questions were then

translated into percentile scores reflecting the level of clarity
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wer i
€ collapsed into the three Categories in Tapile 3.9

Table 3.9 Outcom
: e by Clarit i
Obsents, B by Pergégf Goals ang Behavioral
" Level of Clarity
Outcome Low Medium ’High
ggsfsss 82.6 71.4
re 17.4 28.6 s
) i il
n= (n=27) =
* Ten cas o
€S with no goals ang objectives Written were excluded
ed.
Tabl
e 3.9 reveals that the results obtainegd are in th
directio e
N opposite to that Predicted by the hypothesis (P<.01)
One possip . |
p le explanation might be that those with the most seri
Problems ¢ o
ould be most likely to fail but the easiest for whom t
o

Hypotheses 7 i
/ and 8. It seems logical given the ISP philosophy that

. ‘

c . .
ommunity agencies and Yet the most likely to fail



simplistic to adequately— _measure ISP impact.
For purposes of testing Process Hypothesis 11, "successful

community adjustment" has been interpreted to mean successful

completion of probation. Outcome is crosstabulated with convergence

of need identification in Table 3.10.

Outcome by the Level of Needs Agreed Upon by the

Table 3.10
Probation Officer and Probationer on the Needs
Assessment and Evaluation in Percent
Level of Convergence in Need Areas
Outcome Low Medium High
Success 76.4 72.9 74.3
Failure 23.6 27.1 25.7
100.0 100.0 100.0
{(n=55) (n=59) (n=284)

The level of convergence is the proportion of the identified

problems listed by the probation officer with which probationers

agreed. These percentiles are trichotomized into 3 equal categories.

For example, in the lowest level 33% or less of the identified

problems were agreed upon. Table 3.10 fails to support Process

Hypothesis 11l. The variation in success percentages acxoss categories

of levels of need convergence does not indicate significant differences

(p».05). In light of the outcome measure used to test successful

community adjustment, agreement on initial need areas could be quite

ma

far removed from impacting on outccme.
In order to test Process Hypothesis 12, Table 3.1l compares

outcome with the proportion of the total number of goals and

behavioral objectives matching needs identified by the probation

officer. Data on the level of convergence are again converted to

percentile and trichotomized in a manner identical to Table 3,10.

Thus, a case in which 33% or less of the total goals and objectives
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Assessment would be classifieg in the low category

Table 3.11 Outcom umb
e by the Proporti ‘
o1 P : on of the Total
o Sﬁ:l; and Objectives Matching Needs ?d eifi
robation Officer in Percent entified
Outcome " Low Medium H'gh
’ i
gugcess 74.4 77.9 R
ailure " 25.6 ‘22.1 ‘73.0 \
) %gzgg) 100.0 lg%fg
(n=86) (n=230)

| -The results in Table 3.11 Yield the same lack of conclusive
findings found in Previous Process Hypotheses. 1sp Probationers
who have a large proportion of their Supervision plans based on
neeé areas are no more‘likely to be successful than those pro-
bationers with a lower proportion (p>.05).
- Table 3.12 displays the relationship between outcome and the
1ev?l of contacts between probation officers ang Probationers
during the initial 30 day Planning period. Those cases in the low
category were contacted fewer than 3 times, those in the medium

‘betw i
een 4 and 6 times, and those in the high category 7 or more

times.
Table 3.12 Outcome b
Y the Level of Contacts
: € Betwee
:;obgf;ga.efflcer and the Probationer DSrESe
e anning Phase in Percent J
Outcome " Low " Medium ‘H“gh
| i
gugcess : 73.8 74.6
ailure © 26,2 "25.4 “;4'2
tvfgﬁ 1600 .1U%*g
n=61) (n=240) (n=97)
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Table 3.12 shows no significant differences (p> .05) in

outcome across varying levels of contact during the initial planning

phase. As mentioned previously, this might stem from the inability

to assess the qualitative nature of contacts during this period.
It is possible that probationers who have a good rapport with
their officers and who see the content of their meetings as being
relevant and helpful succeed more often regardless of the absolute

number of contacts. Alternatively, how useful is a comparison of

the number of contacts without regard to their duration? 1Is one

hour-long supervision planning session preferable to four fifteen

minute ones? The results in Table 3.12 do not support a relation-

ship between quantity of contacts during the ISP's initial planning
phase and successful outcome as presumed in Process Hypothesis 13.
Process Hypothesis 14 asserts that the observance of the

Statewide’72 hour initial contact rule will favorably affect out-

come. This rule is designed to ensure that:

(a) "All persons placed on or sentenced to probation
shall be seen by the probation administrator, or
by his designee, within 72 hours of this disposition.
Necessary preliminary information and instructions
shall be imparted to the probationer and an authorized
staff member shall be assigned the responsibility for
the case," and

(b) that "the probation officer shall review the con-
ditions of probation with the probationer as part
of his initial interview and engage the probationer
in planning his supervision program," 27,

Table 3.13 Outcome by Whether a Probationer was Seen by'a
Probation Officer Within 72 Hours of Sentencing
in Percent

Seen Within 72 Hours?

Outcome " Yes " No

Success 71.6 75.9

Failure 28.4 24.1

100.0 100.0

(n=134) (n=257)
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It is not surprising that Table 3.13 fails to reveal a re-
lationship between outcome and the initial contact with probationers
given the tenuous temporal connection between promptness of initial
contact and outcome.

The 72 hour requirment is an administratively determined time
limit designed to establish a standard for the initiation of probation
supervision. There does not seem to be an empirical basis for the
actual number of hours within which a probationer should be seen.
It is clear that only about one in three ISP Probationers (134) are
seen within 72 hours. 1In some cases probationers serving split
sentences were seen within 72 hours of their release from jail
(several months after sentencing) and in others ISP probation

officers established contact promptly but not necessarily within

the.strict.confines of the 72 hour rule.

Table 3.14 Outcome by Level (Monthly Average) of Total Contacts
Between Probation Officers and Probationers in Percent.
Average Contacts
Cutcome LT 4 4 GT 4
Success 72.5 77.8 72.4
Failure 27.5 22.2 ‘ 27.6
10G.0 1060.0 100.0
{n=167) (n=144) (n=87)

The reéuits in Tablg 3.14 are not statistically significant
(p>.05). The categories established reflect average monthly contacts
less than the required four contacts, at the required level, and
above the required level respectively. Thus, Process Hypothesis

16 is not supported. Those ISP probationers with higher levels of
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contacts with their probation officers are no more likely to
succeed than those probationers with lower contact levels.

Table 3.15 tests the assertion in Process Hypothesis 17 that
the more personal contacts occurring out of the probation environ-

ment the more likely a successful probation outcome.

Table 3.15 Outcome by the Average Monthly Number of Peréonal
Contacts Occurring Outside the Probation Environment
in Percent

Average Contacts

Outcome 0 1 2 3-4

Success 75.5 75.7 72.7 60.9

Failure 24.5 24.3 23.7 39.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=106) (n=214) (n=55) (n=23)

Table 3.15 shows that success rates are similar for those
cases aveféging two or less contacts each month. Although the
success rate for cases averaging three or more contacts is lower,
the differences are not significant (p» .05). In order to examine
the converse of Process Hypothesis 17, Table 3.16 displays the
relationship between the average ﬁumber of personal contacts

"inside" the probation environment and outcome. The results in

Table 3.16 show that levels of contact inside the probation environ-

ment are not related to, probation outcome (p?>» .05).

Table 3.16 Outcome by the Average Monthly Number of Personal
Contacts Occurring Inside the Probation Environment
in Percent.

Average Contacts

Outcome 0 1 2 3 4+

Success 92.3 59.5 64.8 79.9 80.2

Failure 7.7 40.5 35.2 20.1 "19.8
160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=13) (n=37) (n=108) (n=139) (n=101)
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In order to test Process Hypothesis 18, Tables 3.17 and 3.18

compare average numbers of collateral contacts by face-to-face

and non-face-to-face nature respectively with probation outcome.

Table 3.17 Outcome by Average of Face-to-Face Collateral
Contacts (Agency and Home) in Percent.
" Average Contacts
Outcome 0 1 2 "3 4+
Success 74.2 75.9 71.6 75.0 73.9
Failure 25.8 24,1 28.4 25.0 26.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=93) (n=170) (n=88) (n=24) (n=23)
Table 3.18 Outcome by Average Number of Non-Face-to-Face
Collateral Contacts (Agency and Home) in Percent
" Average Contacts
Outcome 0 "1 2 3 4+
Success = 76.4 74.6 72.5 57.7 82.4
Failure s 23.6 ©25.4 ©27.5 42.3 17.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=182) (n=122) (n=51) (n=26) (n=17)

The results in Tables 3.17 and 3.18 fail to indicate any

statistically significant relationship between the type of collateral

contacts and probation outcome (p ».05). Tables 3.17 and 3.18
include only agency and home contacts and exclude criminal justice
agency contacts from the analysis. The grant staff also examined
varying proportions of face-to-face contacts for a relationship to
outcome but found no significant results.

Table 3.19 presents outcome and the total number of all types

and locations of collateral contacts.
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Table 3.19

Outcome

Success
Failure

Once again the resul

significant (p> .05).

Outcome by Average Number of Collateral Contacts
in Percent

Average Collateral Contacts

0 1-3 4-6 7+

4.2 79.0 64.5 75.0
§5.8 21.0 35.5 25.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(n=19) (n=210) (n=121) (n=48)

ts in Table 3.19 are not statistically

The number of collateral contacts dnes

not appear to impact positively on outcome.
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SUMMARY

The results in this section address the impact of the
ISP process on probation outcome. Although certain hypotheses
had to be deleted and the form and procedures used to test others
modified, several conclusions emerge regarding ISP processes.

Hypotheses examining issues surrounding the supervision
plan were not supported. Clarity of program goals and behavioral
objectives was found to be significantly related to outcome, but in
the opposite direction predicted by the hypothesis. ISP probationers
for whom goals and objectives are clearly stated are more likely to
fail on probation. Those cases in which probationers and probation
officers had higher levels of agreement in identifying need areas
are not more likely to be successful on probation. Furthermore,
IéP probétioners with a greater proportion of their supervision
pI;n baée&.on need areas are no more likely to succeed than those
with a lower proportion.

Hypotheses specifying relationships concerning contacts with
the probationer consistently yielded non-significant results.
There is no evidence in this studf”to support a positive relation-
ship between contacting the probationer within 72 hours of sentencing
and successful probation outcome. Increased levels of contacts
during the initial 30 day planning phase did not significantly
improve success rates, nor did the level of personal contacts over
time affect outcome. No relationship between the location of personal
contacts and outcome was found.. Probationers with higher levels of
contacts either inside or outside of the probation environment are

no more likely to be successful on probation.
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Hypotheses relating collateral contacts with outcome were also
found to lack support.
deces not impact positively on success rates. Likewise, higher
average numbers and greater proportions of face-to-face contacts do
not increase the likelihood of successful outcomes.

The data examined in this section do not support the assertion
that ISP probationers with higher levels of community resource
utilization are more likely to be successful on probation. In
order to partially control for the variation in the availability of
community resources, ccamunity agency listings were compared across
planning areas with no significant results.

It is interesting to note that the findings in this section,
when considered as a group, may indicate that probation officers,
thémselVeé,iare identifying from the outset those cases which they
believe to be most likely to fail, and may be modifying their
supervision strategies accordingly. It may be the case, for
example, that probation officers write the clearest behavioral
objectives for those cases which fhey believe to be most in need
of clear behavioral objectives (i.e., those who face the most
serious obstacles to successful completion of their probation
sentences). &f this is_ the case, it is not surprising that
comparatively clear behavioral objectives are not associated with
comparatively high success rates. Similarly, if the probation
officers are identifying those cases which they believe to be
most likely to fail and requiring those cases to report more often,
it is not surprising that cases which report more often are not
more likely to succeed.

The impact of this phenomenon (i.e.,

probation officers' modification of their supervision strategies

Increasing the number of collateral contacts
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based on their own prior assessment of individuals' likelihood
of failure) could be initially explored through future research
examining what types of failures (i.e., absconders, revocations,
new convictions, or unsatisfactory discharges), these failures
with clearly-written behavioral objectives, and/or high levels
of contact, and/or high levels of community resource utilization,
are likely to be.

Although the data presented in this section failed to support
any of the Process Hypotheses, grant staff members see this failure
as a rationale for further testing of ISP processes. A great deal
of discussion was devoted to the argument that processes occurring
in the first thirty days of supervision could not be expected
to impact on outcome, as much as eighteen months later, in a simple
or straight forward manner. Much more comprehensive tests of a
number of hypotheses are warranted. Furthermore, just because a
philosophy or hypothesis is stated does not ensure that the information
necessary for a thorough test is being collected by the program
on a regular basis. A revision of regular forms need not be made

if time and budgetary allocations for evaluation permit generating

na In the

alternative sources of information for hypothesis testing.
absence of fgrms specifically designed to evaluate stated processes,
however, data gathering efforts by temporary evaluation teams would
have to be expanded. Where appropriate forms are lacking, interviews,

long term 6bservation, temporary recording forms, etc., would have

to be substituted to permit meaningful evaluation.
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CHAPTER 4 PROCESS HYPOTHESES 1l-6

The third portion of this evaluation was designed to

explore certain processes in probation supervision. According

to the grant proposal, Process Hypotheses 1-6 "propose to
gualitatively assess probation supervision in terms of con-
vergence of communication and role expectation as a function

of outcome."28 Although this section was intended to evaluate
processes asserted to operéte in the ISP, the potential
generalizability of the results differ somewhat from Chapters

2 and 3.

The introduction (p.3) to this report stated that previous

'research studies usually yielded the finding that quantity of
contacts alone did not reduce recidivism. Perhaps partially

in response to these findings the demand for reduced caseloads
was coupled with a belief that if specific qualitative aspects

of the intervention strategy within these caseloads were improved,
recidivism would be reduced. Increased convergence of communication
hbetween probation officers and probationers and a heightened
awareness by participants of their role expectations are two

such gqualitative aspects which may be operating in intensive
probation programs, and as such could be svaluated in the ISP.

Findings éhould carry implications for probation programs nationally

rather than being limited solely to New York State.
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The grant specified that interviews with probation officers
and probationers be used to collect the data necessary for an
exploratory study of communication. The interview sampling
design stated that only probationers in the ISP for at least three
months and no longer than six months be included. These time
limitations were imposed to ensure that the probationer and
probation officer had sufficient opportunity to become familiar
with each other and that the largest potential pool of ISP
probationers be available for sampling (i.e., prior to transfer
out of the ISP to regular supervision).

Since the grant application emphasized the "exploratory" nature
of this section, the grant limited the Pool ~f intexrviewees
to Metropolitan Planning Areas because of time and.budgetary
constraints. Probationers were then chosen randomly from four

urban counties (Kings, Menrce, Nassau, Onondaga) and their

.probation officers automatically became the probation officer

sample. Although this method does not insure that a systematic
bias in probationer/probation officer selection will not occur,

the small number of interviews, their limited geographic scope,

and logistical considerations make this the best sampling technique
available. - This sampling procedure yielded a pool of probationers
(N=75) which, although n.,t representative of the total ISP

I,

population, includes a wide variety of .demographic and risk

characteristics. For example, the probationer sample interviewed

includes females (6.7%), blacks (34.7%) and probationers with high
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and low risk scores (range 26-78). Likewise the probation

cfficer group (N=29) reflected the diverse composition of pro-

bation officer background (12% female and 14.7% black ).

The initial interview format was developed through role

playing and trials with grant staff members. 2 series of interview

designs were pretested in three counties. After subsequent mod-

ifications the final version of the interview format was pretested

in another county. (For a detailed description of preliminary

interviews and pretesting procedures and results, refer to

‘attachment seven. This attachment includes the finalized

interview formats used for probation officers and probationers,
the interview codebook, and procedures for 'scoring variables).
Once the interview format was finalized, two grant staff members
visited the four urban counties to conduct the interviews.
Immediately following the probationer's regular office visit,

one staff member conducted an interview with the probation officer

while the other interviewed the probationer. Staff members

alternated between probationers and probation dfficers in order

to minimize any bias specific to the interviewer. 1In this manner,

if any probation officer was interviewed on more than one occasion

each staff member alternated in interviewing that probation

officer. All interviews were voluntary and confidential. While

recognizing that the probation environment could be sezn as
inherently coercive, the grant staff made a concerted effort to

make probationers aware that participation was voluntary and

unrelated to their supervision. In fact, one probationer declined to
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interviewed and another terminated the interview prior tc
completion.

The contents of the interviews were seen only by New York
State Division of Probation Research and Evaluation personnel.
The grant staff guaranteed all probationers that nothing they
said would be revealed to their probation officer or anyone
else in the local department or the ISP. Similarly pro-
bation officers were assured that neither the probationer nor any
local department or ISP staff members would have access to the
contents of the interview, nor would the "thrust of these
Both probationers and

interviews be disclosed in any form.

probation officers seemed willing to participate and were quite

candid during their interviews.
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PROCESS HYPOTHESES 1-6
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Process Hypothesis 1: "Flexibility in role perception by a In order to begin investigating fruitful areas for future

probation officer will result in more frequent favorable
probation outcomes."

r&v nr.[

research into the qualitative processes of probation supervision

Process Hypothesis 2: "The greater the convergence of the relating to communication between probation officers and probationers,

probation officer's role as perceived by the probation
officer and the probationer, the more likely a successful
outcome on probation."

the grant staff devised an interview format to hig¢hlight what actually

takes place during a supervision interview. The interview format sought

Process Hypothesis 3: "The greater the convergence of commun- |
ication in the supervision interview, the more likely a i
|

to address topics such as role perception, message convergence, pro-

—

Gl

successful outcome on probation will result.” . . ‘
blem areas discussed, case file content, expectations convergence, and
Process Hypothesis 4: ."The convergence of the content of an §§
interview between an officer and a probationer is a function

) of the similarity in perception of the officer's role as
] defined by both." [

L

satisfaction with progress. Since little knowledge exists of what

[

actually transpires betweeen probation officers and probationers, a

Process Hypothesis 5: "As role perceptions diverge, communication description of current practices seems a logical first step in

!
3
!
T content perception also diverges." -
|

developing a foundation for future research on the quality of pro-

Process Hypothesis 6: "Case record content is a function of the
- convergence of role perception and communication content con-~
vergence of an interview."

baiion supervision. Ideally, the findings in this section will serve

to fill some of the gaps in existing knowledge of the probation

s et )

. experience as perceived by probation officers and probationers.

e}

Before presenting frequency distributions and descriptive
analyses of the data collected in the interview, the operation-
alization of certain key concepts must be explained. Role perception

is one such concept typically analyzed in communication studies. The

el o

grant application suggested that the Correctional Policy Inventory

oy

‘ developed by Vincent O'Leary be used to determine probation officer
| : 29
3 roles. The Correctional Policy Inventory consists of ten questions

with four responses typifying the Restraint, Reform, Rehabilitation,

d e

and Reintegration philosophies, each being preferentially ranked on

i . ' ; ; a scale of one to ten by the respondent. Only one of these questions,

H
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however, specifically relates to probation. Most questions focus on
issues relevant to supervision of offenders in secure facilities or
issues surrounding their release. The O'Leary Inventory then scores
probation officers' responses in regard to those of other correctional
officers used in developing the instrument on the four role dimensions =~
Restraint, Reform, Rehabilitation and Reintegration. As such the
Correctional Policy Inventory dnes not "classify" a respondent into

any particular role but rather exhibits role preferences in comparison
to other respondents. 1In order to address role perception during a
particular probation interview, grant staff asked bkoth the probation
officer and the probationer to categorize the probation officer's role
using a question incorporating the basic elements of the four O'Leary
roles. By necessity such a question loses validity both in trying to
reduce a ten-item instrument into a single question and in classifying
perséns into ,one of the four roles. However, a measurs operationalizing
the four O'Leary - based roles seemed appropriate in an exploratory look
at role perception in a particular probation interview.

To help compensate for the methodological deficiencies of the
O'Leary - based role classification;_the interviews also included the
following question designed to assess the style of interaction
employed by the probation officer in a particular case:

P.0O. - "ﬁow would you characterize your

general approach in trying to overcome

(the identified problem)} this major obstacle?"
Using responses to this open-ended questipn, the grant staff devised
a "role" typoIogy based on the general approach used by probation
officers in specific cases. Four distinct general approaches emerged

from the data - Referral, Non-Directive, Positive-Directive, and

'Negative-Directive.
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Although both the O'Leary-based question and the general
approach question attempt to classify probation officer roles, the
procedures employed differ substantially. The 0O'Leary-based
question asks probation officers to clasiﬁfy their individual
perceptions into predetermined roles. Thetprecise fit between the
officer's perception of his/her role and the response categories
provided remains unknown. Even the best possible choic; might only
be an approximation. Furthermore, the four correctional philosophies
underlying the O'Leary based question are general in nature and each
represents legitimate, perhaps overlapping, concerns in the per-
formance of probation officer duties. Thus probation officers might
have a great deal of difficulty in identifying which general cate-
gory best describes their role in a particular case. In contrast, the
general approach role classification is inductive in design. It
requires thé probation officer to verbalize his/her exact role
perceptions. No information is lost at the first stage of the
classification process by forcing responses into predetermined
categories. However, information is subsequently lost when these
explicit statements are grouped together to form more general indicators of
role. (See Attachment 7, Appendix E for a detailed discussion of the
methodology used in creating the general approach role typology).
Since this procedure used the exact wording of the probation officer
initially, it might increase the likelihood that any individual pro-
bation officgr would be categorized consistently based on his/her
expressed role perception.

Since communication by its nature involves the transmittal and
reception of some content, the interview format incorporated questions

designed to operationalize convergence of communication between pro-
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The interviews included a question on specific expectations in an
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attempt to operationalize a less abstract form of commuuication

content than message.

(o]

bation officers and probationasrs regarding both message and specific

Case record content is the last concept needing elaboration.
expectations. The following two questions form the basis of scoring

Because no single entity measuring the content in a case file exists,
the concept was measured as follows.

For each probationer inter-
the probation officer to a particular probationer about a specific

viewed, the Probationer's Activities Verified section, Special
&

{% the level of convergence between the message said to be given by
§ problem area and the probationer's stated perception of what that

Problems section, and Progress Towards Quarterly Objectives section
specific message was:

of the Monthly Activity Report were examined for the time period
g . Probation Officer: covering the interview for direct references to the specific problem
n a) What message have you tried to convey or get across to ¥ area. These three sections were combined to form an index measuring
[ this probationer, so far, concerning this obstacle? .

b) If NO MESSAGE: How have your previous meetings with

the extent to which the case record includes information derived from
this probationer helped him/her overcome this obstacle?

. or directed at the problem area identified by the probation officer.
Probationer:

T U S
2
]

i (See Attachment 7, variable CONTENT).
. ; i ficer
a) ‘What message or idea has your probation og ) ] ; ‘

tried to get across to you so far concerning this topic? i | | Findings
b) If NO MESSAGE: Why have you discussed this topic?

- In trying to discern what actually occurs during a supervision
(See Attachment 7, Appendix A for scoring procedures) 1 i

z interview the results in this section focus on the three main areas
The two questions listed below comprise the questions used for ;

, exanmined, namely perceptions concerning the major obstacle or problem
B } -
. . D 2

scoring convergence on specific expectations or requirements said to o

. ; area likely to produce failure on probation, the.extent of convergence
be given by the probation officer to a particular probationer about a » |

it of communication regarding the major obstacle to be overcome, and finally

specific problem area and the probationer's stated perception of what L |

% o perceptions of satisfaction with progress toward resoiving this problem.
those expectations were: E % i Frequency distributions produced by specific interview gquestions and
Probation OfElcer é E ?E a descriptive analysis of comparable distributions illustrating pro-
Since you originally assessed this problem/area, have you o f L

ever required or expected any specific tasks or actions-from

| bation officer and probationer perceptions will be presented in each
this probationer from which you could evaluate his/her pro- :

gress on probation? WHAT HAVE ¥YOQU REQUIRED?

e i TR

| Ao
| s |

of the three above listed areas.

" Probationer:

R

. The major problem area or obstacle identified by the probation
I

pid your probation officer ever ask/tell you to do something

officer in each particular case became the focus of subsequent
é‘ . about (area identified By P.0.%?

questions in both the probation officer and probationer interviews.

o

WHAT DID (S)HE TELL YOU TO DO? (Include all future expectations).

i

- (See Attachment 7, Appendix B)

=

j o
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This approach served as a vehicle for centering the discussion
in both interviews on the same topic, thereby permitting an assess-
ment of convergence of communication regarding message and expec-
tations. Table 4.1 illustrates the distribution of probation officer
responses in identifying the major obstacle likely to impede success-

ful probation outcomes for the probationers interviewed and the

perception of what their major problem area is.

probationers'
Table 4.1 Frequency Distribution of Major Problem Area Idegtified

by the Probation Officer and by the Probationer 1in

Percent
Problem Area Probation Officer Probationer
None 2.7 26.0
Alcohol 18.7 11.0
Drugs 6.7 2.7
Employment 13.3 26.0
Job Training 8.0 5.5
Education 5.3 5.5
Restitution 1.3 0.0
Financial 1.3 1.4
Attitude 4.0 2.7
Maturity 6.7 1.4
Psychological 21.3 4.1
Negative Peers 2.7 1.4
P.0O. Expectations 2.7 4.1
Other g.g g.;

i ion . .
Getting Off Probat 5 o
(n=75) (n=73) *

Modal Areas: Psychological 21.3 None 26.0

" Alcohol 18.7 Employment 26.0

Employment 13.3 Alcohol 11.0

* One probationer declined to be interviewed and another terminated
the interview early.

The differences displayed in Table 4.1 are significant (p<4 .001).

It is interesting to note that better than one quarter of the probationers

interviewed did not perceive themselves as having a major obstacle to

successful completion of probation. If the recognition of the
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existence of a problem is the first step toward solving it, a
probationer's perception of no existing problem might influence
probation outcome, particularly if the probation officer identifies a
problem and structures a supervision plan around it. Such a scenario

might set the stage for a lack of convergence of communication

- surrounding messages and expectations concerning the "problem"

area and foster increased resistance among both participants toward
meaningful future communication. In only two cases did the probation
officer concur with the probationer's assessment that no major
obstacles existed.

Another explanation for these differences might be that the
professional training of probation officers structures their thinking
along the lines of problem identification and resolution. A further
investigation of probation officers' educational and experiential
backgrouhds is needed to pursue this hypothesis. However, the fact
that probation officers identified psychological problems as the modal
response indicates their more sophisticated conceptualization of
problems. Generally, probationers tend to deal with more concrete
issues such as employment, alcohol, P.O. expectations, and getting
off probation. Regardless of whether probation 6fficers' training
accounts for their perception of concrete problems as indicative of
underlying psfchological.maladjustment, the response patterns in
Table 4.1 appear to highlight the fact that probationers and probation
officers categorize problems on different levels of abstraction. This
might also explain why significant differences result. The theoretical
issue of whose perception best mirrors reality cannot be addressed with

these data, if indeed it can be resolved at all.
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Table 4.2 contains the frequency distribution of probationer
responses to thé guestion, "What does ycur Probatien QOfficer think

is the major obstacle or area you need to improve in most, in order

to complete your probation sentence successfully?" This question

was designed to elicit information concerning probationer per-
ceptions of what their probation officers deemed important and as a
possible means of indicating whether differences in problem area
categorization existed in actuality or stemmed from respondents
identifying problem areas on different levels of abstraction.

i i i i Perceptibns of the
Frequency Distribution o? ?robatloney 1 -
Majgr Problem Area Identified by their Probatien Officer

in Percent

Table 4.2

Problem Area

None 6.8
Alcohol 12.;
Drugs 24.7
Employmgn? 6.8
Job Training ‘6
Education 9.7
Attitude i.4
Maturity .2
Psychological ‘ 8.“
Negative Peers - 4.1
P.0. Expectations 15.1
99.9
(N=73)

Once aéain, differences in perception are significant (p< .00l1)

i £
and not likely to have occurred by chance. While over one quarter o

the probationers thought they had no major prochlems qnly 6.8% felt
that their probation officers agreed with this assessment. Even so,
more probationers identified their probation officers as perceiving no
major obstacles than indicated by the actual responses of the officers
(2.7%). 1In Table 4.2, probationer perceptions of the major obstacle
identified by their probation officers more closély conform to the re=

mind
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Sponses given by probation officers in Table 4.1 than the prcbationer's
own opinion in the following categories: none, aleohol, drugs, employ-
ment, job training, and psychological. This tends to show real dif-
ferences of opinion as being perceived by the probationers. The
extent and cause of such differneces, however, cannot be discerned
with these data. The higher incidence of identification of the
pPsychological and probation officer expectation categories (combined
total of 23.3%) in Table 4.2 versus a combined total for these two
categories of 24.0% in the Probation officer response in Table 4.1,
might tend to illustrate that language and level of abstraction account
for some of the differences noted. When probationers answer & question
about their probation officers' perceptions they seem more likely to
respond in the probation officers' language than when asked their own
perceptions (e.g., combined total of 8.2% for probationers in Table

4.1 versus 23.3% in Table 4.2 when psychological and probation

officer expectations categories are combined). However, the concrete
oriented thought pattern of probationers still manifests itself in
Table 4.2 even when asked to describe their probation officers'
perceptions. 1In Table 4.2, employment remains the modal response
category. Combining the employment, job training, and education
categories, which might tend to overlap in certain instances, yields

in Table 4.1 26.6% for pProbation officers, 37.0% for probationers and
in Table 4.2, 41.1%. This illustrates that probationers continue to

be less ébstract in their classification thought patterns even when
categorizing their perception of what their probation officers think.
Perhaps this reflects the nature of the communicative exchange between
probation officers and probationers. Of the sixteen cases probation

officers identified as having psychological problems as the major
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i - i ficer's
obstacle, the probationers involved perceived the probation offil

job
main area of concern as follows: none (2). employment (2), 3©

training (1), education (1), psychological (4) , negative peers (1),

. . . { oht
and probation officer expectations (5). Probation officers mig

i p! dealin
operationalize their perceptions on a concrete level when g

with probationers and therefore foster the differences captured 1in
Tables 4.1 and 4.2.

When probation officers were asked whether they felt the pro-

) 74
bationer would agree with their assessment of the major obstacle,

Yes - 68.9%, No - 27.0%, Other - 4.1%.
e Gif-

officers responded as follows:

These results indicate that probation officers perceived genuin

i arter of the
ferences of opinion regarding problem areas 1in over one du

i i roblem
probation Results concerning probationer agreement with the p

area identified by their probation officer were as follows:

(N=73) Yes - 71.2%, No - 19.2%, Other - 9.6%.

i i ther
The interview format contained two questions addressing whe

j blem area
the supervision jnterviews centered around the major Ppro

identified by ‘the probation officer.

) - . (] f-cer
cussed the particular obstacle identified by the probation offi ’
.4% other

91.9% of the 74 probationers responded yes, 6.8% no, and 1.4

robation officers do discuss the

responses. This clearly shows that p

area they deem most important with probationers durin

The interviewers also asked probatio

31.0% said they spent more time di

E time spent talking about this topic.
scussing the problem area, 46.5%

[ SRR

A

When asked if they had ever dis-

e

S4

i
i1
b
il
da

g their meetings.

ners to estimate the proportion of

of the 71 probationers responding,
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said they spent about the same amount of time as when discussing

other subjects, 16.9% answered less time was spent on this topic,

and 5.6% gave other responses. It might be interesting in future
research efforts to examine if any relationship exists between the
amount of time devoted to discussing the major problem area identified
by the probation officer and outcome. The hypothesized relationship,
however, need not be unidirectional with increased discussion leading
to successful outcome. Rather the convergence of problem identification
should be examined as an antecedent variable. Perhaps if fundamental
differences of opinion exist between the participants regarding problem
areas, increased discussion would lead to increased frustration and re-
sistance in both parties likely to result in failure. Alternatively,
perhaps the more time spent talking about the obstacle might affect

a changed perception in one of the parties likely to lead to increased
cooperation and successful outcome. These possibilities, in turn,
could be investigated in terms of the qualitative nature of the com-
municative exchange and its relationship to the probation officers

rolg or style of interaction and the probationer's perception of this.
If the purpose of probation experience is to affect change, then the
communication aspects of the supervision interview should be examined
using some of the theoretical models relating to the process of
implementing change.

In order to examine preliminarily the relevance of discussions

of the major obstacle identified by the probation officer to the pro-
bationefs involved, they were asked to rate the importance of this
matter to them personally. Of 71 probationers responding, 80.3%

stated it was very important, 4.2% rated it about the same importance
as other matters, and 15.5% said the issue was not very important to

them personally. It is interesting to note that the answers to this

¥
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question indicate strong sentiments in either direction are mo.e

likely to occur. Even if the precise identification of the major
problem area differed, over three quarters of the probationers des-
ignated the issue discussed as very important to them. The percentage
of cases claiming thgt the problem area identified by the probation
officer was not very important to them might constitute that group

of probationers strongly disagreeing with the probation officer's
assessment of them and most resistant to communication directed by

the probation officer toward this topic. It might be fruitful to

conduct future inquiries along this line with regard to possible

impact on probation outcome.
The communication process involves a complex set of inter-

changes between its participants. The roles enacted and perceived by

the parties communicating can affect the nature of the both the overt

and coverﬁ'messages transmitted and received. The interview format

attempted to discern the role perceptions of probation officers as

described by themselves and their probationers. As discussed earlier

two methods of assessing role — the O'Leary - based question and the
probation officer ceneral approach-question-—— were used in the inter-

views. Although both offer insight into probation officer behavior,

only the O'Leary-based question can be used to assess the conver-

gence of role perception between probation officers and probationers

since both groups responded to this question. Table 4.3 presents the

categorization of probation officer role produced by probation officers
and probationers when asked to describe which of the four O'Leary roles

was most characteristic. (See Attachment 7, variables Role 2 (pro-

bationer) and Role 1l (probation officer) for the exact interview

questions asked). Basically the main elements in the characterization

of the four O'Leary roles were és follows:

ety
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Reform - ensurigg that the probationer does not cause the
communltg'any morginconvenienae, money, or harm,
Encouraging the right habits and being firm but fair.

Rehabilitation - providing an understanding and supportive
gtmospbere so thg probationer can develop insight
into his/her attitudes. Correct habits can only be
learned after attitudes have changed.

Restraint - car;ying out the rules and regulations of the
probation depgrtment efficiently. No attempts to
change probationers who will only change if they
want to.

Reintegration - intgrvening to change the probationer and
the community. Encouraging the probationer to
stabilize ?amily and community agency ties.
Demonstrating how certain behaviors prevent
achieving mutually planned goals.

As mentioned earlier, each role depicts behavior appropriate
to probation supervision. Although the question required respondents
to pick the role "most characteristic" in a particular case, both
probationers and probation officers commented that sometimes more
than one role seemed appropriate or that the goal contained in one
role coupled with the means of implementation used in another role
would better describe the probation officer. Such statements high-
light some of the limitations of this question presented in the dis-

cussion surrounding the operationalization of abstract concepts.

Table 4.3 - Frequency Distribution of the Categorization of Probation
Officer Role by Probation Officers and Probationers in
Percent
O'Leary Roles Probation Officers Probationers
Reform 21.6 14.7
Rehabilitation 36.5 38.2
Pestraint 5.4 23.5
Reintegration 36.5 23.5
100.0 ' ~99.9
(N=74) (N=68) *

* ?he ngmber of pgobationer responses is lower since certain cases,
in which probationers gave two roles as most characteristic or
answered that none of the roles fit their probation officer, were
excluded from analysis.
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From Table 4.4 it is possible to compute the number of times

role perception of individual probationers and probation officers

diverged. 70.6% (48) of the 68 pairs of respondents disagreed

when characterizing probation officer role. Using the O'Leary

based role question, approximately 30% of the probationers

and probation officers exhibit convergence in role perception.

The possible impact of role convergence on outcome needs to be

researched.

Table 4.5 contains the classification of probation officer role
generated from the typology devised using the officers' description

of their general approach in dealing with the major problem area

for each probationer interviewed. The Referral style of intervention

centers around referring the probationer to outside resources for

help in resolving problems. The Non-Directive role retains the

probation officer as the major resource for problem solving but

lets the probationer determine the nature and extent of probation

officer involvement. The Positive-Directive probation officer is

actively involved in encouraging positive behavior in the probationer.
The Negative-~Directive probation officer also takes an active role

but focuses instead on preventing negative behavior. Unlike the

0'Leary roles which typify broader correctional philosophies, these

four role types derive solely from the probation experience as

shaped by the probation officer. The possible utility of a probation-

based role typology cannot be underestimated given the current limited
knowledge of the processes involved in probation supervision.
Investigation of the suitability of this role typology among a large
number of probation officers should be pursuea. 1f this typoloay

ultimately proves useful, then research on the impact of probation
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officer role can be conducted to improve both the assignment of

probationers and the quality of their supervision.

Frequency Distribution of Probation Officer Gemneral

Table 4.5 _
Approach - Based Rales in Percent
Roles
Referral 25.7
Non-Directive 36.5
Positive-Directive 24.3
Negative-Directive 13.5
100.0
(N=74)

It is interesting that only one quarter of the ISP probation

officers interviewed characterized their general approach to
problem area resolution as referring probationers to outside agencies,
given the emphasis of the ISP on community resource utilization.
Apparently, most probation officers view themselves as the primary

resource, perhaps also reflective of the ISP's encouragement of

increased personal contacts with the probationer. Also the small

percentage of Negative-Directive probation officers might stem from
the ISP's philosophical orientation toward problem solving via

constructive planned intervention to resolve need areas.

The content communicated during the supervision interview was

operationalized, as described earlier by questions dealing with

message and expectations. Table 4.6 displays the extent of message

convergence between the probation officers and probationers inter-

viewed.

i i i f Message Con-
Frequency Distribution 9f the Extent o :
vergence Between Prokation Officers and Probationers

in Percent.

Table 4.6

Extent of Message Convergence

None 47.9
some 33.8
High 18.3

100.0 (N=71)
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In about one half of the interviews no message convergence
was found to exist concerning the major problem area. This is
interesting in light of the fact that Probation officers (N=71)
respended yes 93% of the time when asked if they thought the
pProbationer understood this message as they intended it. Cross-
tabulations of the extent of message convergence with role conver-
gence as measured by the O'Leary question and with risk score did
not yield evidence of any statistically significant relationships
(P> .05). 1In order to explain the processes underlying these re-
sults on message convergence more data would have to be gathered
on the parties involved in the communicative exchange.

The second measure of communication convergence focused on
the expectations of the probation officer concerning specific

tasks or actions to be undertaken by the probationer in reference

to the problem area. When the 73 Probationers interviewed were

asked if their probation officer ever asked or told them to do
something specific about the problem area identified by the

probation officer, 64.4% responded affirmatively and 35.6% said

no tasks were required of them. Yet probation officers stated

that they communicated specific expectations to probationers in
61 cases or 53.6% of tbe time. This might account for some of
the cases exhibiting no convergence of expectations. Therefore,
the none category in Table 4.7 includes both instances of dis-

agreement on whether any specific expectations were communicated

and disagreement over the content of required expectations.
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Frequency Distribution of the Extent of Expectations
Convergence Between Probation Officers and Probationers

in Percent

Extent of Expectations Convergence

None 44.4
Some 33.3
High 22.2
99.9
(N=72)

Overall fewer probaticnersand probation cfficers disagree about

the content of specific expectations said to be communicated by

the probation officer than about the message given. This might stem

in part from the less abstract nature of the topics discussed when

directing the probationer to perform certain tasks. Role perception

convergence (based on O'Leary question) is not related to expectations

convergence (p?» .05).
Another aspect of whether messages and expectations are under-

stood by the probationer might be the involvement of other parties

to discussions surrounding the major obstacle to success on probation.

Although the involvement of other parties may not relate directly to

the level of communication convergence between probationers and pro-

bation officers it might impact on probation outcome. In order to

determine whether, how often, and what kinds of other persons were
involved in the supervision process, both probation officers and

probationers were asked to name all others with whom they had dis-

cussed the major problem area. Since often they ccnsulted multiple

collateral resources in particular cases, the absolute number of
others involved exceeds the number of probationers. 1In fact, 20.8%
of the probationers (N=72) identified two types of collateral
resources involved and 4.2% identified three or more. The res-

pective percentages for the probation officers are 30.2% and 5.5%.
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Table 4.8

Probation Officers

Level of Satisfaction
2 Probationers
Unqu§1}f1ed Satisfaction 60.6
anllf}ed Satisfaction 9. %3
DlSS?tleied 26.9 63
Declined to Respond o 2.3 5.3
x . 8.3
J00.1 160.1

=71) 6 =48)
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The numbers responding differed because probation officers

assessed progress even when probationers failed to perceive any

specific expectations. Since probationers overwhelmingly perceived

their officers as satisfied, an examination of whether probation
officers concurred with the probationer's assessment was undertaken.
For the 38 probationers claiming that their probation officers

were completely satisfied with progress to date, 65.8%
of their probation officers agreed, 7.9% expressed qualified
satisfaction, 23.7% were dissatisfied, and 2.6% declined to respond

About one quarter of the probationers

to the progress question.
If

incorrectly perceived their probation officer's satisfaction.

follow-up were available, it would be interesting to see if a

relationship exists between probationer perception of probation
officer satisfaction and outcome.

The last area to be explored is ISP case record content.
Since the ISP stresses a planned supervision strategy relating to
identified need areas, the grant staff analyzed the extent to
which case record content reflected the major problem area dis-
cussed by the probation officer and the probationer. Using the
scaled measure of the level of case record content convergence
(described egrlier) for the Monthly Activity Report covering the
interview date produced the results contained in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Frequency Distribution of the Level of Case Record

Level of Correspondence

ord Content 32.9
No Case Rec 21.9

Low Case Record Content
Medium Case Record Content 23.3
High Case Record Content 21.9

(N=73)

Content Corresponding to the Major Problem Area in Percent
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Almost one third of the case records reviewed did not contain

any references to the major problem area in the Monthly Activity
Report. Less than one of four case files had low correspondence
to the major problem area identified in the interview. Thus over
50% of the case files examined contained no or sparse references

to the problem area identified. Since the major obstacle was

identified by the probation officer and the case record content
variable merely reflects the mention of this problem area in the
file, it would seem that probation officers do not necessarily
view the case file as the appropriate forum for discussing the pro-

bationer's problems. This fact impacts on utility of the case
record for both supervisors and evaluators. The wramification is
that it may not be feasible to accurately examine the probation

experience without directly talkingto the probation officer, given

current documentation practices.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The preceding section constitued an exploratory study of what
actually occurs during a probation supervision interview. The
emphasis of the exploratory interviews conducted lay inthe communi-

cation process. The grant staff operationalized several abstract

concepts in hopes of uncovering some of the qualitative aspects

of communication. The first recommendation for future research is

a replication of the operationalizing of key concepts such as role
and communication content with a larger more representative sample
of probationers and probation officers (i.e.,non-ISP) in order to
assess the reliability and validity of the measures employed in this
exploratory study. Once approgriate measureg are established, the

results of this exploration of the probation supervision interview
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point to many fascinating topics for further research.
As discussed in the introduction to this report most research
on probation caseload reduction uses some criterion of recidivism
as a basis for determining the effectiveness of intensive supervision

programs. Typically such research focuses on the quantitative elements

of supervision. The results of this grant's qualitative venture

into assessing probation supervision shculd be investigated using

probation outcome as a criterion. The availability of 18 month

outcome data on this interview sample would permit further delimi-

tation of fruitful areas to be reinvestigated with a larger sample

containing outcome information.

Assuming that suitable measures can be devised to capture
gualitative processes and that a large representative sample of
probationers and probation officers and outcome data are available

several brbad areas warranting further research emerge from the

findings in this portion of the grant. First, is the information

uncovered concerning what actually takes place during an ISP super-

vision interview unique to the ISP or typical of "regular" probation

supervision as well? Second, how does the role enacted by the

probation officer affect communication convergence and outcome?

Are probation officers employing a certain role type more successful
with probationers? Alternatively is role flexibility more productive
than adopting a single consistent role? If role flexibility exists,
are probation officers able to determine the most suitable role for

any particular client and if so, how? Another factor might be

whether certain probation departments by their policies and practices
tend to encourage certain styles of probation officer interaction

regardless of the role preferences of the individual probation
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officer.
The effects of role perception may also be examined from

the viewpoint of the probationer. How, for example, is the process of

communication between probation officers and probationers reflective

of the convergence or divergence of role perceptions? Does role

perception, if inaccurate, form the basis for a self-fulfilling
pProphecy resulting in failure on probation owing to increased frus-
tration and resistance to the communication process?

The third broad area for future research revolves arouna the

communication process itself. What is the nature of the com-

munication engaged in by participants in the probation interview?
Is the content of the message more important than the manner in which

it is transmitted to the probationer or vice versa? How does the

inherent.power of the probation officer over the probationer affect

X

communication? Do the patterns or means of communication conforit

to broader theoretical modéls concerning the implementation of
planned change on an individual level?

A fourth topic for investigdtion is the impact of need or
problem area identification on both communication and outcome.
Whether probation officers and prbbationers agree on the pre;ence of
need areas ﬁight shapg the nature of their subseguent interaction.
Several possibilities along this vein were discussed in the problem
area identification portion of this exploratory study.

These are just a few examples of possible subjects for future

researchers to begin to explore. The complex dynamics of human

interaction in the probation supervision experience hold the

potential to reveal méaningful relationships capable of highlighting

the differences between probation successes and failures. If
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useful practical and theoretical knowledge regarding

re previous quantitative studies have failed.

investigations into these qualitative processes
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CHAPTER 5 STRENGTHENING THE ISP RISK ASSESSMENT

Two objectives were identified in the grant application with
regard to strengthening the ISP Risk Assessment Instrument.

l) Determine the effect of excluding highly subjective variables
(Risk Items 9 and 10). 2) Increase the predictive accuracy
through the inclusion of additional variables.

The first objective would be achieved by creating a new risk
score which did not include the points from the two highly
subjective risk items. This new risk score would then be compared
to the existing score to determine the "predictive validity of
the resultant eight variable instrument compared to the orxiginal
ten variable instrument."3% It is possible that the inclusion
of highly subjective predictor variables decreases the overall
accuracy of the ISP Risk Assessment. Eliminating *hese two risk
items would allow a determination of the existence or extent of
this problem. The sample used to achieve the first objective is
the pre-ISP sample described in Chapter 2.

The second objective, increasing the predictive accuracy
of the Risk Assessment through the inclusion of additional
variables, had to be modified. The grant application called for
the following efforts to meet this objective:

1) On site review of ISP case records to collect data. This

data would then be examined to identify variables that

discriminate between ISP successes and ISP failures.

2) Any identified variables would be incorporated in a data

collection instrument to be completed on 350 randomly

selected ISP cases and 350 randomly selected non-ISP cases
(construction). Outcome information would also be included.
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sis would be used to assess the

; imi anal i
3) Discriminant Y les on the construction

predictive utility of these variab
sample.

4) Any Statistically useful varigble would then be validated
on a random sample of 400 probationers.3l

The different steps outlined in the procedure above would

require 4 distinct samples from which data would be collected.

while the grant application did not identify the number of cases

in one sample, the remaining three samples would produce 1100

cases in all. This procedure would also require the design of

data collection instruments at three different points in time.

Each of these three data collection instruments would regquire

separate coding, keypunching, computer entry, and analysis through
sPSS programs before the next step could be carried out. These

procedures would require a major effort on the part of the grant

staff. It was quickly determined that an effort of this magnitude,

in conjunction with the efforts required for Program Impact and

Process issues, would not be possible with the limited staff and

time available. It was decided that this objective could only be

approached using a procedure similar to that employed in the

assessment of the utility of the subjective risk items. Thus,

the pre-ISP ‘sample was used to accomplish the construction

vériables were obtained by using existing

function. Potential

data from the pre-ISP sanple which are not currently incorporated

on the ISP Risk Assessment Instrument.

In order to address the two objectives specified in this

s . a . ion
section, a brief description of the construction and validat

process originally employed in the creation of the ten-item ISP
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Risk. Assessment is required. This discussion is presented in

order to provide the reader a basis from which to interpret
results and comparisons.

The process of constructing the ISP Risk Assessment can be
summed up as follows:

1) Select a sample of New York probationers.

2). Collect information on a large number of variables

thought to be useful in predicting failure on probation

from these probationers.

Reduce the number of independent variables by relating

each variable to outcome (the dependent variable).

4) Enter the remaining variables in a discriminant analysis
to determine which combination of variables would be most
useful in predicting failure on probation and what weéights
should be applied to these predicting variables.

3L

Following the completion of the Risk Assessment construction
process, a Risk Assessment Instrument with weighted questions was
designed and the validation phase undertaken. The validation
process‘can be described by the following steps:

1) Select a new sample of New York probationers.

2) Complete the Risk Assessment Instrument on those

probationers.

3) Determine the predictive ability of the Risk Assessment
Instrunent.

It should be evident to the reader that these are brief
overviews of the construction and validation processes. Many
technical issues and decisions were required at each step.

A nunber of problem areas have been discovered in the construction
and validation of the ISP Risk Assessment. The following
discussion is not intended to be a detailed discussion of the
complete construction and validation process. Instead, only the
nmajor problem areas will be highlighted.

The first problem derives from the procedures used in step 4
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of the construction process. At this point in the construction

process, the pool of potential predictor variables has been
reduced to a manageable level and a discriminant analysis is

undertaken to determine which combination of wvariables will be

statistically useful in predicting failure on probation. Although

a thorough explanation of discriminant analysis is beyond the

scope of this report, a brief statement of the logic and purpose

of discriminant analysis is presented below.

Discriminant analysis begins with the desire to statistically
distinguish between two or more groups of cases. These
"groups" are defined by the particular research situation.
(In this particular case, the two groups are probation
successes and probation failures.) To distinguish between
the groups the researcher selects a collection of discrimi-
nating variables that measure characteristics on which the
groups are expected to differ. The mathematical objective
of discriminant analysis is to weight and linearly combine
the discriminating variables in some fashion so that the
groups are forced to be as statistically distinct as possible.
In other words, we want to be able to "discriminate" between
the groups in the sense of being able to tell them apart.33

In the ISP Risk Assessment construction process, 25 distinct

variables were entered into the discriminant analysis. A number

of alternative ways in which variables may be entered into a

discriminant analysis are possible. The method utilized for the

construction of the ISP Risk Instrument was the "stepwise" method.
In the stepwise method, variables are selected for entry based on
their discriminating power. The variable which has the most
discriminating power is the variable selected in step l. Once
this first variable is determined, it is combined separately with
each of the remaining variables to determine which single

additional variable will maximally increase the discriminating

power. This variable will then be the variable selected in step 2.
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These two variables are then combined separately with each of the

remaining variables. The combination of three variables which

maximizes the discriminating power is determined and the new
variable ehtered at step 3. This procedure is then continued
until all variables have been examined, or until none of the
remzining variables satisfy a pre-determined minimum level of

improvement. The stepwise method also allows for eliminating

variables already selected, but no longer statistically useful

because of the subsequent addition of new variables. Because the

ISP Risk Assessment construction process did not delete any
variables previously selected, this procedure will not be discussed.
The end result of the stepwise method is extremely useful.

In many instances, the full set of independent variables

contains excess information about the group differences,

or perhaps some of the variables may not be very useful

in discriminating among the groups. By sequentially

selecting the "next best" discriminator at each step, a

reduced set of variables will be found which is almost

as good, and sometimes better than, the full set. 34"

Table 5.1 displays the variables used in the construction

process and the resulting summary statistics.
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Table 5.1 Discriminant Analysis ISP Risk Instrument Construction
Summary Table 35
Variables entered into the Discriminant Analysis:
1. Attitude
a. rationalizes behavior, negative, not motivated
b. dependent/unwilling to accept responsibility
2. Age at First Arrest
a. 20 to 23
b. 19 and under
3. Age at First Detention
a. 20 to 23
b. 19 and under
4. Length of Previous Detention
a. 3 to 6 months
b. 6 months or more
5. Previous convictions
a. one or more felonies
b. three or more misdemeanors
6. Age at First Conviction
a. 20 to 23
b. 19 and under
7. Two or More Previous Detentions
8. Address Changes Past Year
9. Age at Offenseis 19 or Under
10. Detained on Prior Probation
11. Prior Probation Sentence
12. Favorable Current Living Situation
13. Revoked on Prior Probation
14. Employed at Time of Arrest
15. Arrest Free Period - 5 Years
16. Family Criminal Record

17. Prior Robbery Conviction

1B. Previous Arrests

EYs

e

i
1

K.:.__,,_a

iavatnins |
71

i

P

iz

Py

e

posuey

===

3

i H
1

124
No. Unstandardized
Step Variable Discriminant
No. Entered Coefficient
1l 10 1.02
2 6b .41
3 la .79
4 1b .55
5 5b .56
6 17 .79
7 12 .29
8 8b .46
9 16 .49
10 2a .47
11 3a .64
12 3b .51
13 5a .38
14 8a .26
15 4a .58
16 14 .19
17 15 .20

Of the original 25 variables used in the discriminant
analysis, 17 were found to be significaﬁt in discriminating
probation failures from probation successes. The result of this
process should be an ISP Risk Assessment Instrument which could
be used in the validation process and which would include questions
matching the 17 selected variables and points for each question
determined from the unstandardized discriminant coefficients. 1In
actuality, this is not what occqred. A number of variables were
eliminated or combined by logic. This method is not wrong by
itself, but the remaining variables and combinations should have
been entered in a new discriminant analysis in order to be able
to assign each variable the appropriate score. As stated earlier,
the discriminating power of any one variable is dependent to

some extent upon the other statistically significant variables.

The unstandardized discriminant coefficients (Table 5.1) for the
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variables retained by the ISP for use in the validation study will

change because some variables were either eliminated or combined.

mhus the score that any probationer receives for the remaining

variables will not be statistically correct. If the number of

variables is seen as too large to be useful, that number must bhe

reduced by a method that allows for the proper classification

of probationers in the validation sample.

The procedures used to combine two variables, thus producing

one guestion on the validation Risk Assessment Instrument were

also incorrect. Variable number 8 (Table 5.1) concerns the number

of address changes during the past year. This question is really

1) one address change in the past year, and 2)

As Table 5.1 shows,

two variables:

+wo or more address changes in the past year.

these two variables were correctly entered into the analysis sepa-
rately and both were found to be useful predictors. When the ISP

Pisk Assessment Instrument was created for the validation sample,

they were combined into one guestion: "One or more address change (s)

If a probationer from the validation sample would

in past year."
then that

have answered yes to either of the initial two questions,

answer yes to the one combined question. The

probationer must also

score given for a yes answer on the validation Risk Assessment is 6.

This score, however, was based only on the unstandardized coefficient

for the one question indicating one address change in the past year

(variable 8a).. The discriminant coefficient for two or more address changes
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was discarded.

A different procedure was used in creating one "attitude"
question from two distinct variables. As Table 5.1 shows, these
two variables have differing coefficients (la, 1lb). The two
variables are kept separate on the validation Risk Instrument,
but the scorer is asked to check the most appropriate of the two,
thus yielding only one answer. The score given, regardless of
which of the two variables used, is 1l4. This score was incorrectly
derived by finding the average between the two coefficients.
Instead of getting a score of 16 for one answer or 11 for the
other, the probationer was given a score of 14 for either.

A third problem concerns the "previous conviction" question
on the validation Risk Assessment. This question was constructed
using the coefficients for variables 5a and 5b in Table 5.1.

When the validation Risk Assessment was completed those proba-
tioners who had been previously convicted of three or more misde-
meanors, but no felonies, were given a score of 12. Those proba-
tioners who had been previously convicted of one or more felonies,
regardless of the number of misdemeanors, were given a score of 8.
In the final ISP Risk Assessment Instrument, created from the
validation sample, these questions were combined to become "three
or more prior misdemeanor or one or more prior felony convictions/
adjudications," with a resultant score of 10. Two mutually exclu-
sive questions should not have been combined into one question,

and then given a score which is the average of the two original

sScores.
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All of the problems concern the procedures utilized

by the ISP in the construction and validation of the ISP

Risk Assessment Instrument. The effect, if any, on the predictive
ability of the Risk Assessment Instrument has not been addressed.

Any effect should be examined in terms of the stated purpose of

"phe instrument must be able to

the Risk Assessment Instrument. n

) 3 (1}
discriminate successes from failures of the ISP.

Table 5.2 displays success and failure rates by category of

risk score.

mable 5.2 Outcome by Category of Risk Score (pre-ISP only)

in Percent

Risk Score Category

Outcome 0-10 12-20 22-30 35-40 42-50 52-60 62-70 72-80 82+

Success 92.7 83.9 79.5 72.9 63.4 61.7 22.% gg.é gi.;

Failure 7.3 11.1 20.5 27.1 36.6 38.3 . 100.0 106'0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 5 (l;)
(481) (515) (551) (350) (238) (180) (81) (27)

Table 5.2 shows that success rates decrease as scores

within categories increase. However, Table 5.2 also

shows that success rates are larger than failure rates in all

but two categories. The success rate for probationers scoring

62 or above. is exactly 50.0%. Thus, if one were to predict that

any given probationer who scored at 62 or above on the ISP Risk

Assessment Instrument would fail on probation, this prediction

would be correct half of the time. Table 5.2 also shows that 5%

of all probationers in the pre~ISP sample would score at 62 or

e approx-

Tncluded in this group of probationers would b
. if 62

Thus,

above.
imately 12% of all failures in the pre-ISP group.
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were the minimum risk score cutoff for entry in the Intensive
Supervision Program, 5% of all individuals being placed on proba-
tion would qualify, 50% of that group would be expected to fail
while under regular probation supervision, and 88% of all failures
on probation would not be candidates selected for the ISP.

As previously stated, the first objective for the strength-
ening of the ISP Risk Assessment is to determine the effect of
excluding highly subjective variables. In order to accomplish
this task, questions 9 and 10 have been deleted, and a new risk
assessment instrument constructed from the remaining eight questions.
Questions 9 and 10 yielded the possibility of 20 points if both
were scored affirmatively. Thus, while the original ISP Risk
Assessment has a total possible score of 98, the new eight
question instrument has a total possible score of 78. 1In order
to make comparisons between the two instruments, each question on
the eight question instrument was proportionately increased so
that the total possible score would be 98§.

Table 5.3 presents the succéés and failure rates of pre-ISP
probationers by category of risk score on the new eight question
instrument.

Table 5.3 Outcome by Cétegory of Risk Score for the Non-Subjective

Risk Assessment Instrument (pre-ISP only) in Percent

Risk Score Category

Outcome 0-10 12-20 22-30 32-40 42-50 52-60 62-70 72-80 82+
Success 91.0 80.7 72.8 63.9 62.0 67.9 61.2 44.4 50.0
Failure 9.0 19.3 27.2 36.1 38.0 32.1 38.8 55.6 50.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(799) (680) (371] (219) (108) (165) (67) (18) (10)
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With the exception of the 52-60 and 82+ categories, success
rates decrease as scores within categories increase. As was the
case with the ten qguestion Risk Assessment Instrument (Table 5.2),
success rates are larger than failure rates in all but two
categories, When the two subjective questions are eliminated
from the Risk Assessment Instrument, the success rate for proba-
tioners scoring 62 or above increases to 56.8%. Table 5.3 also
shows that the percentage of all probationers in the sample who
score at 62 or above decreases to 3.9% and the proportion of the
total failures in the sample included in this group falls to 7.9%.
Because the failure rate for probationers in the higher categories
of risk score decrease and the proportion of all probation failures
captured in these categories also decreases, it appears that
eliminating subjective variables from the ISP Risk Assessment
decreases the predictive accuracy of the instrument. This same
conclusion was reached when instruments were constructed by
alternately eliminating each of the subjective variables. A nine-
guestion instrument which elimingtes the original question
concerning the perception of an "unfavorable living situation,"
but retains the "attitude" question, is the most comparable to
the original ten question instrument. In that instrument the
success rate for probationers scoring 62 or greater was 54.1%,
12.9% of all failures scored 62 or greater, and 6.0% of all
probationers fell into this category.

Up to this point, no effort has been made to resolve any of

the problems concerning the construction and validation of the
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ISP Risk Assessment Instrument. Thofe /problems fall basically

=

into 3 areas: 1) the improper inclusion and deletion of variables
in the discriminant analysis, 2) the improper weighting of variables,
and 3) the improper combining of original variables to arrive at
the variables on the ISP Risk Assessment Instrument. Since the
current data set does not include the original variables used in
thé construction sample, problem area 1 is beyond our reach.
Problem area 3 cannot be resolved properly either because the
current data set only contains information on previously combined
variables in their final form. Those variables cannot be broken
into their original form. Problem area 2 is not completely

beyond the control of the grant staff, however. A new discriminant
analysis can be undertaken using the ten questions on the current

ISP Risk Instrument. While we are unable to say whether these

~ variables are the correct variables to use in constructing a risk

instrument, we can construct a new instrument from a new analysis
of the ten items.

In order to accomplish this, all ten risk:- questions have
been entered into a new discriminant analysis using the 2437 pre-
ISP probationers. The ten questions are listed below (Table 5.4).
Of these ten variableé, eight met the minimum entry criteria and
were retained for the construction of a new risk instrument. The
questions concerning a "prior robbery" conviction and "prior
misdemeanor]felony“ conviction were not found to be useful in
discriminating between probation failures and successes. These

twe variables were dropped from further analysis. The unstandard-
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ized discriminant coefficients were then used to determine the

proper weights (scores) for the eight discriminating variables.
Since the total score for the eight items is arbitrary (as long
as the relationships between the variables remains the same) ,

the new instrument was weighted to sum to 100. The individual

" scores are indicated in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4 Quest%ons Entered into the Discriminant Analysis,
Questions Retained, and New Scores for Retained
Questions

Questions Entered

Retained

l. Arrested within five (5) years prior te the 15
current offense.

2. Nineteen or under at time of first conviction/ 13
adjudication.

5. Incarcerated while on a prior probation or 5
parole sentence.

6. Neither employed nor in school full-time. 15

7. Members of his family (i.e., spouse, children, 4

parents, siblings) have a criminal record
(J.D. or Adult).

8. One or more address changes in the year prior 26
to current offense.
9. Currently living in a situation judged to be 12
unfavorable.
10. Has an attitude that is either one in which he 10
rationalizes his behavior; or he is negative 1006

and not motivated to change; or he is dependent
or unwilling to accept responsibility.

Deleted
3. Prior convictions/adjudications for robbery

4. Three or more prior misdemeanor or one or more
prior felony convictions/adjudications.

New Score
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The grant staff wishes to emphasize again that this should

not be viewed as a proper construction sample. Some, or all, of

the eight quections retained and the two questions deleted might
not be useful discriminating variables if the original pool of

variables was available. In any case, the scores for any

variables which Qould be retained would certainly change. Thus,
given these particular ten variables as the potential pool of
possible predictors, we can construct a new ISP Risk Assessment
with subjective variables included and a new risk‘instrument with

subjective variables removed. A determination of the utility

of the two subjective variables in this analysis can then be

reached.

Table 5.5 Outcome by Category of Risk Score for the New Risk
Assessment Instrument (8 Questions only) in Percent

Risk Score Category
31-40 41-50 51-60

Outcome 0-10 11-20 21-30 61-70 71-80 8l+
Success 93.6 92.3 89.1 82.4 8l.6 69.2 67.0 63.1 38.8
Failure 6.4 7.7 10.9 17.6 18.4 30.8 33.0 36.9 61.3

100.0 1l00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

(171) (310) (470) (336) (331) (344) (212) (103) (160)

Table 5.5 presents the relationship between outcome and risk

score category using the new risk instrument. When outcome by

category of risk score for the new instrument is compared to

outcome by risk category of the current ISP Risk Assessment

Instrument (Table 5.2), a number of differences emerge. In Table

5.5, success rates once again decrease as risk scores within

categories increase. The current ISP Risk Assessment, however,

had a 50% failure rate for those probationers scoring 62 or
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greater. The new instrument has a 43.5% failure rate for those
probationers who score at 62 and above. The new instrument also
includes 19.2% of all 2437 probationers in the group scoring 62
or greater, and 39.4% of all probation failures. These figures
compare to 5.0% of the total sample and 12% of the total failures.

In order to compare the two instruments in a different

manner, it was determined that 14.5%0f all 2437 pre-ISP probationers

score 67 or greater on the new instrument. If one were to
determine the predictive accuracy of the new instrument, given the
current ISP staffing pattern, this comparison would be appropriate.
Using the pre-ISP group, the ISP would expect about 14.6% of
all probationers to score at 48 or above on the current ISP Risk
Assessment Instrument. Since the ISP is now using 48 as the
minimum entry score statewide, the probation officer staffing
pattern reflects this 14.6% figure. The failure rate for those
scoring at 48 or above on the current ISP Risk Assessment Instru-
ment is 42.0%. This group of eligible probationers will include
29.0% of all failures. Using 67 and above as a minimum cutoff
score for the new instrument would result in a 49% failure fate
and would include 33.4% of all failures. Thus, if the minimum
risk score necessary fér referral to ISP is based on current
staffing patterns, the new eight variable instrument has better
predictive ability than the current ISP Risk Instrument.

This finding should not be surprising since the new instru-

ment was constructed directly from the pre-ISP group and the
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current ISP Risk Assessment was not. Discriminant analysis includes .
a certain amount of capitalization on chance factors, resulting

in "shrinkage" of predictive ability when new samples are

examined. It must also be recalled that the construction and
validation samples for the original ISP Risk Assessment Instrument
were smaller than the pre-ISP sample. Generally speaking, larger
samples are more desirable. Another factor which could affect the
predictive validity of any risk instrument is the ratio of predictor
variables to the total number of cases. In constructing the ISP
Risk Assessment Instrument, 25 variables were used on 353 cases.

In constructing a new instrument from the pre-ISP sample, 10
variables were used with 2437 cases. Again, generally speaking,

the larger the ratio of cases to variables, the more stable the
results.

In order to determine the utility of deleting the two subject-
ive variables, a new discriminant analysis was accomplished. This
time the "unfavorable living situation" and "attitude" questions
were not entered into the analysis. This discriminant analysis
also did not result in the "prior fobbery" and "misdemeanor/felony"
questions being selected as discriminating variables. The
remaining six variables were then given scores derived from their
unstandardized discriminant coefficients. Due to rounding factors,
the six scores added to a total of 101.

Table 5.6 displays the success and failure rates by category

of risk score for the new "non-subjective" risk instrument.
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Table 5.6 Outcome by Category of Risk Score for the New Non-
Subjective Risk Assessment Instrument (6 questions

only) in Percent
Risk Score Category
0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40

41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 8l+

Outcome
90.7 83.1 80.5 77.8

Success 93.3 89.0
9.3 16.9 19.5 22.2

63.0 66.4 51.3
37.0 33.6 48.7
100.0 100.0

Failure 6.7 11.0
100.0 100.0 100.0

(179) (236) (409) (332) (339) (352) (230)

Of the 2437 probationers in Table 5.6, 360, or 14.8%, have
risk scores of 71 or greater on the new non-subjective instru-
ment. The failure rate for this group of probationers is 43.6%
and 30.3% of all probation failures would score at 71 or above.
It appears that, based on a reduced failure rate and a smaller
proportion of actual failures, the non-subjective risk instrument
does not predict as well as an instrument including the two
subjective questions.

As stated earlier, the second objective in this section of
the grant is to examine the possibility of increasing the pre-
dictive accuracy of the ISP RisktAssessment Instrument through

the inclusion of new variables or the modification of existing
variables.
variables into a discriminant analysis, which although contained

in the pre-1SP data base, were not the same variables as the ten

guestions used in the Risk Assessment Instrument. For instance,

information is available on the three convictions prior to the

current offense of all probationers in the sample. Thus, a

variable indicating whether the most serious prior offense was

a felony or misdemeanor could be entered.into the analysis.

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(122) (238)
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While somewhat similar to the existing "3 misdemeanor/l fel "
question, this variable ig different, Another example is t:ny

. . °
type of sentence received for a Prior conviction. By ascertaini
whether a Particular probationer hasg been incarcerated in "

’

conviction was a f
elony, 2] whether

the number of i .

Prior convictions

14

and 4] whether the type of sentence (e.qg., probation, prison

' '
:1ne, et?.l for any of the three prior convictions could be used
.or Predicting outcome. These variables were recoded and entered
into a discriminant analysis with the existing ten questions fro
the ISP Risk Assessment Instrument. None of the new variables "
we;? found to Possess the minimum discriminating pPower necessary
to include thep in a new risk instrument. Thus, without a new
déta gather;pg effort, the grant staff cannot Suggest any modi-
fications to the current r1sp Risk Instrument based on new var;ables

currently in the data base.
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Addendum to Chapter Five

This addendum is presented in order to address the issues
raised, but not resolved, in Chapter Five. Three basic issues
concerning the construction and utility of the ISP Risk Assessment
Instrument are identified in Chapter Five:

1) All variables indicated by a discriminant analysis as
contributing to a distinction between "successes" and "failures"
were not included in the instrument;

2) the weights of the items in the instrument were in-

correctly assigned because some variables were improperly combined;

and

3) the predictive ability of the Risk Assessment Instrument
is questionable because, using a risk cutoff score of 62, the
instrument does not identify the majority of probation "failures"
as such, and 50% of those identified as "failures" do not actually
fail.

Issues one and two, above, are currently being examined by
the Research and Evaluation Unit. This examination entails a
reanalysis of the original construction sample; that is, the
original data from 1978 have been reestablished as a computerized
system file, and appropriate analyses are now being conducted.
In order to address issues one and two, the following steps will
be completed:

1) The original discriminant analysis which produced the
seventeen variables which discriminated between "successes" and
"failures" will be reproduced, in order that the unstandardized
discriminant coefficients may be verified;

2) variables which were combined after the original
discriminant analysis will be appropriately combined prior to
a new discriminant analysis;

3) the new discriminant analysis will be based only on
those variables which were selected from the seventeen for
inclusion in the instrument, in order to determine the appropriate
coefficients for the purpose of establishing weights for the
instrument items;

4) the "new" instrument resulting from the new discriminant
analysis will be tested with an appropriate sample; and

5) any indicated modifications to the Risk Assessment
Instrument will be carefully evaluated, and decisions concerning
any alteration of the current instrument will be made by program
staff.
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A report addressing these two issues will be produced when
these five steps have been completed.

The third basic issue addressed in Chapter Five concerns
the ability of the Risk Assessment Instrument to identify potential
"failure" cases in order that those cases may be placed in the
ISP. Briefly, the information presemted in Chapter Five suggests
that, using a minimum risk score cutoff of 62, 50% of those identified
as "failures" will not actually fail, and only 5% of all probationers
in the pre-ISP sample score 62 or above. While these data are
accurate, they do not reflect the predictive ability of the Risk
Assessment Instrument as it is currently used. The instrument is
more accurately examined in the following paragraphs, focusing
on two points:

1) The utility of the Risk Assessment Instrument; and
2) the use of an appropriate cutoff score.

The utility of a risk prediction instrument lies not in its
ability to forecast actual, absolute numbers of cases, but in
its ability to reduce the errors made in using guesswork, alone,
to make classification determinations. While it is unlikely
that any risk prediction instrument could be operationalized in
such a manner that it produces accurate forecasts for the majority
of cases, any instrument which reduces the errors in forecasting
which would be made without the use of the instrument is a useful
tool. Table A, which is a reproduction of Chapter Five's Table
5.2 with the absolute numbers added, demonstrates that as the
score on the Risk Assessment Instrument increases, the failure
rate consistently increases for each of the nine successive
categories.
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Table A, Successes and Failures Among the Pre-ISP
Sample by Risk Score Categories
0-10 12-20 22-30 32-40 42-50 52-60 62-70 72-80 82+ TOTAL
Outcome 2 (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) $ (n) g  (n) $ (n) % _(n) 3 )
Success 92.7(446) 88.9(458) 79.5(438) 72.9(255) 63.4(151) 61.7(111) 53.1(43) 48,1(13) 35.7(5) 79(1,920)
Failure 7.3(35) 11.1(57) 20.5(113) 27.1(95} 36.6(87) 38.3(69) 46.9(38) 51.9(14) 64.3(9) 21(517)
Total 100(481) 100(515)  100(551) 100(350) 100(238) ~ 100(180) 100 (81) 100(27) 100(14) 100(2,437)

4%

#3
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Table B presents the same data as Table A, collapsed
into two categories "below 62" and "62 or above".

Table B. Successes and Failures Among the Pre-ISP
Sample, Risk Score "Below 62" and "62 or Above"

Below 62 62 or above Total
Outcome % (n) % (n) % (n)
Success 80 (1859) 50 (61) 79 (1920)
Failure 20 (456) 50 (61) 21 (517)
Total 100 (2315) 100 (122) 100 (2437)

As explained in Chapter Five, a prediction of "failure" for
all who score 62 or above would be incorrect 50% of the time.
However, in examining the "Total" column in Table B, it can be
seen that a prediction of "failure" for all prokationers, were
no instrument available, would be incorrect 79% of the time.

Thus, the use of the Risk Assessment Instrument as a classification
tool results in 29% fewer errors in prediction when 62 is used as
a risk cutoff score.

The use of 62 as a risk cutoff score and the resulting 5% of
probationers who score 62 or above is the second point to bg con-
sidered, as 48 is currently the statewide cutoff score for inclusion
in the ISP. (At the time the data for the tables in this section
were collected, 48 was a suggested cutoff score and individual
counties could have a cutoff score below or above 48). Data from
the pre-ISP sample, brcken down into the categories "below 48" and
"48 or above," are presented in Table C.

Table C. Successes and Failures Among the Pre-ISP
Sample, Risk Score "Below 48" and "48 or Above"

Ez2low 48 48 or Above Total
Outcome %  (n) 3 (n) % (n)
Success 82 (1713) 58 (207) 79 (1920)
Failure 18 (367) 42 (150) 21 (517)
Total 100 (2080) 100 (357) 100 (2437)
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In using 48 as a risk cutoff score (i.e., predicting
"failure" for all those who score 48 or greater), errors will
be made 58% of the time. However, were no instrument used, errors
would be made 79% of the time. Althcugh the percent change in
error using 48 as a risk cutoff score is not as great as in using
62 as a risk cutoff score, there is a 21% reduction in the errors
made in classification through the use of the instrument. Addition-
ally, using 48 as the risk cutoff score results in 15% of the sample
being identifed as "high risk", as opposed to 5% when 62 is used.

It should also be noted that probationers who score lower than
48 may be placed in the ISP through the "override" procedure when
the probation officer has reason to believe the probationer presents
a likelihood of failure for reasons other than those contained in
the Risk Assessment Instrument.

Thus, although the data in Table A indicate that "failure"
is not an accurate prediction for the numerical majority of cases
until the cutoff score of 72 (at which 48.1% of the predictions of
"failure" would be incorrect) is reached, the instrument is successful
in reducing the errors made in prediction at as low a score as 32
(at which 72.9% of predictions of "failure" would be incorrect, as
compared to 79% incorrect predictions of "failure" were no instrument
used). At the current statewide cutoff score of 48, only 58% of the
15% of the population identified as "high risk" would be incorrectly
classified, as opposed to 79% of the entire population were no
instrument used. Thus,although the instrument does not accurately
predict "failure" or "success" for the majority of cases, its pre-
dictive ability has been demonstrated by its utility in reducing the
errors made in using guesswork, alone, in making ISP classification
deeisions.

In summary, the first two issues addressed in Chapter Five
(i.e., the numbers and weight of items in the instrument) are
acknowledged and currently being examined by the Research and
Evaluation Unit, and a report will be issued at the completion of
their efforts. The third issue, the predictive ability of the Risk
Assessment Instrument, is addressed in this addendum.

%
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gsg?s, in Prob§t10n'on Trial, Gottfredson, D.M. et.al
;ii.ééRutgers University School of Criminal Justice 1956
Sagg PigiiD.S:' Stable Predictors of Recidivism-a S&mmary.’
Sa cations, Inc., 1979.; Zwanenbur M.A Sicti

Puk JA., P
in Criminology, Dekker & Van de Vegt—Nijmgéen, 1677rteCtlon

_Ibid.

Carey, Hugh, Governor New York State, S
Message, March, 197s. + State of the State

N.I.C. Grant Application B0CP435, op. cit., pp. 2-3.

M. 7 pp' 3-4-

New York State Division of Probatj i
. of 1on, Operational Guidelj
for the Intensive Supervision Progra$,~garch, 1979, S.eilges

In any decision (i.e., classification based i
afe tyo_types of potential error. an indiviggailiﬁilsbgge
c.assified as }oy risk when in fact he fails or the probatione
could b? cla551f+ed as high risk and did not fail, inde endentr
g§ ggsigzgsrventlon possibilities., For an excellént digcussion
_ eérrors, see Wilkins, Leslje T., ® i i
gogrectlons," in Probation, Parole and Coméun?t;eggiggcgggns
nd, Ed., Carter, Robert M., and Leslie Wilkins, eds John
Wiley & Sons, Inc,, 1976, pp, 56~7s, ' o
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32. For a more complete discussion

37. Evaluator's Report

146

ion of Probation, Evaluator's Report
t Evaluation of the ISP, November, 1979.

New York State Divis
45 Preliminary Impac

bation, Intensive Supervision
Program Utility as a Sentencing

New York State Division of Pro
Program Evaluation Findinqgs:
Alternative, December, 1980.

Wolfgangqg, The Measurement of Delinquency,
1964.

Sellin, T. and M.E.
John Wiley & Sons, Inc..

Preliminary Impact Evaluation of the ISP, oOP. cit.

indings: Program Utility as_a
cit.

ISP Program Evaluation F
Sentencing Alternative, Op.

Operational Guidelines for the Intensive Supervision Program,

op. ci1t., PB-. 3. 3.

Ibid.,p. 5.7.

Ibid., p. 5.1

N.I.C. Grant Application, op. cit., p- 10.

Tbid., pp. 11, 12.
Ibid., p. 28.
Ibid., p. 29

of the construction and
validation of the ISP Risk Assessment, see: HNew York State
Division of Probation, Intensive Supervision Program,
Response to a Research Assessment, April 23, 1980,

33, Klecka, William R., "piscriminant Analysis," in Statistical
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CARD 3
Column
7,8 LTR5

Number of letter and phone i . .
10 to 12 month period? contacts with probation during the

Column
9,10 CRJIS

Number of face to face conta i
\ : . . cts with probationer i imi
justice setting during the 10 to 12 month period n @ eriminal

Column
11,12 N FACES

Number of other face to £ : .
10 to 12 month period. ace contacts with probationer during the

Column
14,15,16 OFCE

Number of office visits during the 13 to 15 month perdod.

leumn
17,18 FTR6

Number of times probati "Ea s .
15 month period. ationer "failed to report" during the 13 to

s
———

Package for the Social Sciences, 2nd. Fd., Nie, Norman H.,
st. al., eds. McGraw-ilill, 1375, p.435.

34. 1bid., p. 447.

35. Response to a Research Assessment, op. cit., PP. 27, 28.

36. 1Ibid., p. 15.

#1, Development of the Risk Assessment,

op. cit., p. 14.
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Column
19,20 PHV6

Number of positive home visits with the probationer during the
13 to 15 month period.

Column

21,22 LTR6

Number of letter and phone contacts with the probationer during
the 13 to 15 month period.

Column

23,24 CRJ6

Number of contacts with probationer in a criminal justice setting
during the 13 to 15 month period.

Column - -

25,26 FACE6

Number of other face to face contacts with probationer during the
13 to 15 month period.

Column
28,29,30 OFC7

Number of office visits during the 16 to 18 month period.

Column
31,32 FTR7

Number of times probationer "failed to report" during the 16 to
18 month period.

PSR-

-3=-
Column
33,34 PHV7

Number of positive home visits with probationer during the 16 to
18 month period.

- Column

35,36 LTR7?

Number of letter and phone contacts with probationer during the
16 to 18 month period.

Column
37,38 CRJ7

Numbgr of fage to face contacts with probationer in a criminal
Justice setting during the 16 to 18 month period.

Column . ', FACE7
39,40

Number of other face to face contacts with probationer during the
16 to 18 month period.

Column
42 SITEl

Number of onsite agency collateral contacts on the Initial Super-
vlsion Plan.

Column
43 AGPHONE1l

Number of collateral agency phone contacts on the Initial Super-
vision Plan.
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Column
44 COLHV1

Number of collateral home visits on the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column
45 FPHONEl

Number of family phone contacts on the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column
46 PCP1

Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person on the Initial
Supervision Plan. -

Column

-~ -

47 . AGCRJ1

Number of onsite, phone, and letter contacts with a criminal
justice agency on the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column

48 COLOTH1

Number of other onsite, phone, and letter collateral contacts on
the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column

50,51 . - SITE2

Number of onsite agency collateral contacts during the first 3
months.
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Column
52,53 AGPHONE2

Number of collateral agency phone contacts during the first 3
months.

Column

54,55 COLHV2

Number of collateral home visits during the first 3 months.

Column

56,57 FPHONE2

Number of family phone contacts during the first 3 months.

Colunmn

58,59 - - PCP2

|
Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the
first 3 months.

Column

60,61 AGCRJ2

Number of onsite, phone, and letter contacts with a criminal
justice agency during the first 3 months. :

Column

62,63 COLOTH2

Number of 6ther onsite, phone, and letter collateral contacts
during the first 3 months.
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Column
65,66 SITE3

Number of onsite agency collateral contacts during the 4 to 6
month period.

AGPHONE3

Number of collateral agency phone contacts during the 4 to 6
month period.

Column
69,70 COLEV3

Number of collateral home visits during the 4 to 6 month period.

Column
71,72 AL FPHONE3

Number of family phone contacts during the 4 to 6 month period.

Column

73,74 PCP3

Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the 4
to 6 month period.

Column

75,76 AGCRJ3

Number of onsite, phone, and letter contacts with a criminal jus-
tice agency during the 4 to 6 month period.
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Column
77,78 COLOTH3

Number of other onsite, phone,
during the 4 to 6 month period.

and letter collateral contacts

D



T,

T

o e e

CARD 4
Column
7.8 SITE4.

Number of collateral onsite agency contacts during the 7 to 9
month period.

Column

9, 10 AGPHONE4

Number of collateral agency phone contacts during the 7 to 9
month period.

Column

11,12 COLHV4

Numbers of collateral home visits during the 7 to 9 month period.

Column

13,14 FPHONE4

Number of family phone contacts during the 7 to 9 month period.

Column

15,16 PCP4

Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the
7 to 9 month period.

Column

17,18 AGCRJ4

Number of onsite, phone, and letter contac?s with a criminal
justice agency during the 7 to 9 month period.
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CARD 4
Column
19,20 COLOTHA4

Number other onsite, phone, and letter collateral contacts during
the 7 to 9 month period.

Column

Number of collateral onsite agency contacts during the 10 to 12
month period.

Column

24,25 AGPHONES
Number of collateral agency phone contacts during the 10 to 12

month period.
t

Column
26,27 COLHVS5

Number of collateral home visits during the 10 to 12 month period.

Column
28,29 FPHONES5

Number of family phone contacts during the 10 to 12 month period.

Colunmn

30,31 PCP5

Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the 10
to 12 month period.
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CARD 4 .E CARD 4
. Column
4
Column i 45,46 PCP6
32,33 AGCRJS5 j 'W Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the 13 to
. (3 » L3 ¢ ‘ fx' 15 th i d.
Number of onsite, phone, and letter contact with a criminal justice 1 : 2 month perio
agency during the 10 to 12 month period. ! -
§ ;ﬁ . Column
Column § f} 1 47,48 : AGCRJ6
34,35 COLOTH5 § f Number of onsite, phone, and letter contacts with a criminal

; . justice agency during the 13 to 15 iod.
Number of other onsite, phone, and letter collateral contact during = L J g Y g e 13 to period

the 10 to 12 month period. % %

3 ‘ Column
Column i ——— _
; 49,5 L COILOTH
37,38 . SITE6 130 6

é ‘ Number of "other onsite, phone, and letter collateral contacts during

Number -of- collateral onsite agency contacts during the 13 to 15 the 13 to 15 month period.

month perioed.

f Column
Column ; i =
! 52 T
39,40 AGPHONEG | 133 SITE7

. ‘ Number of collateral onsite agency contacts during the 15 to 1 nt
Number of collateral agency phone contacts during the 13 to 15 period.o ¢ € ons El y contacts ing e © 18 month

month period.

Col Column
olumn =o_umn
41,42 COLHV6 54,55 AGPHONE7
14
. s . . Number of collateral agenc hone contacts during the 15 to 18
Number of collateral home visits during the 13 to 15 qonth period. : ‘5 month period. gency p g
Column ' g Column
- ?
43,44 FPHONES % 3 56,57 COLHV7
' -
Number of family phone contacts during the 13 to 15 month period. ’ § Number of collateral home visits during the 15 to 18 month period.
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CARD 4
Column
58,59 FPHONE?7

_ Number of family phone contacts during the 15 to 18 month period.

Column

60,61 PCP7

Number of contacts with the Primary Contact Person during the 15 to
18 month period.

Column

62,63 AGCRJ7

Number of onsite, phone, and letter contacts with a criminal justice
agency during the 15 to 18 month period.

-
Column

64,65 COLOTH7

Number of other onsite, phone, and letter collateral contacts during
the 15 to 18 month period.

Column

67 ' COMUSEL

Number o€ community based agencies used by the probationer quring the
2 to 3 month period.

Column

68 ) CRJUSEL

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during the
2 to 3 month period.
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Column

69 OTHUSE 1

Number of other agencies used by the probationer during the 2 to 3
month period.
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CARD 4
Column
70 ‘ PNEDUSE1

Number of COMUSEl agencies used during the 2 to 3 month period
that match the lst ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

Column
71 SNEDUSE1L

Number of COMUSEl agencies used during the 2 to 3 month period that
match the 2nd ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

Column
72,73 - COMUSE2

Number of-community based agencies used by the probationer during
the 4 to 6 ‘month period.

Column
74,75 CRJUSEZ2

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during
the 4 to 6 month period.

Column
76,77 OTHUSE?2

Number of the agencies used by the probationer during the 4 to 6
month period.

Column
78 PNEDUSEZ

Number of COMUSE2 agencies used during the 4 to 6§ month period
that match the 1lst ranked need from the Needs Assessment.
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CARD 4
Column
79 SNEDUSE2

Number of COMUSE2 agencies used during the 4 to 6 month period
that match the 2nd ranked need from the Needs Assessment.
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CARD 5
Column
7,8 ’ COMUSE3

Number of community based agencies used by the probationer during
the 7 to 9 month period.

Column
9,10 CRJUSE3

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during
the 7 to 9 month period.

Column
11,12 OTHUSE3

Number of other agencies used by the probationer during the 7 to 9
month period.

Column

¥

13 ' PNEDUSE3

Number of COMUSE3 agencies used during the 7 to 9 month period that
match the lst ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

Column
14 SNEDUSE3

Number of COMUSE3 agencies used during the 7 to 9 month period that
match the 2nd ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

Column

15,16 COMUSE4

Number of community based agencies used by the probationer during
the 10 to 12 month period.

Column
17,18 ' CRJUSE4

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during
the 10 to 12 month period.
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CARD 5
Column
19,20 OTHUSE4

Number of other agencies used by the probationer during the 10 to

12 month period.

Column

21 PNEDUSE4

Number of COMUSE4 age
that match the 1st ranked need

ncies used during the 10 to 12 month period
from the Needs Assessment.

Column

22 SNEDUSE4

es used during the 10 to 12 month period

4 agenci
Number of CUMUSEZ ag d need from the Needs Assessment.

that match the 2nd ranke

Column. %,
>
24,25 COMUSE %

Number of community based agencies used by the probaticner during

the 13 to 15 month period. ,

Column

26,27 CRJUSES

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during
the 13 to 15 month period.

Column

28,29 OTHUSES
’

Number of other agencies used by the probationer during the 13 to

15 month period.
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CARD 5
Column )
30 PNEDUSES

Number of COMUSES agencies used during the 13 to 15 month period
that match the 1lst ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

31 SNEDUSES

Number of COMUSE5 agencies used during the 13 to 15 month period
that match the 2nd ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

Column
32,33 COMUSE6

Number of community based agencies used by the probationer during
the 16 to-18 month period.
.

Column
34,35 CRJUSES6

Number of criminal justice agencies used by the probationer during
the 16 to 18 month period.

Column
36,37 OTHUSE6

Number of other agencies used by the probationer during the 16 to
18 month period.

Column
38 PNEDUSE6

Number of COMUSE5 agencies used during the 16 to 18 month period
that match the lst ranked need from the Needs Assessment.




Number of COMUSE6 agencies used during the 16 to 18 month period
that match the 2nd ranked need from the Needs Assessment.

CARD 5
Column .
39 SNEDUSE®6

Column

41,42 REASS1

Six month Risk Reassessment Score.

Column

43,44 REASS2

Nine month Risk Reassessment Score.

Column

45,46 REASS3

Twelve month Risk Reassessment Score.

Column

47,48 REASS4

Fifteen month Risk Reassessment Score.

Column

49,50 ) REASS5S

Eighteen month Risk Rezssessment Score.
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Progress index score

CARD 5
Column
51,52 PROG1

from the six month Risk Reassessment.

Column
53,54

Progress index score

PROG2

from the nine month Risk Reassessment.

Column
55,56

Progress index score

PROG4

from the fifteen month Risk Reassessment.

Column £3
57,58 .

Progress index score

PROG5

from the eighteen month Risk Reassessment.

Column
60,61,62

Percent score on the

DOCNEED

Needs section of the Documentation Scale.

Column
63,64,65

Percent score on the
tion Scale.

. DOCGOAL

Goals and Objectives section of the Documenta-
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CARD 5

Column

66,67,68 DOCCONT

Percent score on the Contacts section of the Documentation Scale.

Column
69,70,71 DOCACT

Percent score on the Probationer's Activities Verified section of
the Documentation Scale.

Column
72,73,74 DOCREAS

Percent score on the Risk Reassessment section of the Documentation
Scale.

*,

Column
75,76 PROG3

Progress index score from the twelve month Risk Reassessment.
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CREATED/RECODED VARIABLES

OUTSUPX
Outcome of probation over all time periods.

0 Success
1l railure

OUTSUPW
Outcome of probation within time categories.

Success at eighteen months

Sentence Revoked

Unsatisfactory Discharge

New Conviction

Absconder

Discharged as success before six months
Discharged as success before twelve months
Discharged as success before eighteen months

SNSoundss wo- O

URBANIZA
Urbanization classification of county.

1 MPA - large population area with a large urban area as
its core

2 DPA - medium size population area with a mix of urban,
suburban and rural areas

3 RCA - small population area generally in a rural setting

XCHG
Time period in which the probationer failed on probation.

0 Never failed

1 Failed during the lst six months

2 Failed during the seven to twelve month period

3 Failed during the thirteen to eighteen month period
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CREATED/RECODED VARIABLES
CREATED/RECORED VARIABLES

RER] e
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ZCHG6

Category of failure charges which occurred during the 1lst
six months. See Appendix C for complete classification

list.
Felony Person

Felony Property
Felony Other

ZCUROFF

Category of conviction charge for cur
: rent offense.
Appendix C for complete classification list. © See

Felony Person

Felony Property
Felony Other
Misdemeanor Person
Misdemeanor Property

U W N

Misdemeanor Property Misdemeanor Other

Misdemeanor Other ; -

1l

2

3

4 Misdemeanor Person

5

6

9 No six month failure charge

999
ZPRIOR1

i

Category of conviction charge for the off i i
: ense immediat
preceding the current offense. See Appendix C for czmgigte

Category of failure charges which bdccurred during the seven i e 1  £1 . -
to twelve month period. See Appendix C for complete = o . ~¢CGiassiiication list.
classification list. | -

ZCHG12

1l Felony Person

~ 1 Felony Person ;F - § geigny gigperty
. : i elony er
§ giig§§ gﬁﬁzirty o 4 Misdémeanor Person
4 Misdemeanor Person ? g 2 ﬁisgemeanor Property
5 Misdemeanor Property i !M 5999 NoSpiﬁganar Otger
6 Misdemeanor Other oo r Recor
9999 No twelve month failure charge -
ol
: ZPRIOR2
booam
seHet f %f Category of conviction charge for the offense preceding
) ZPRIORL. See Appendix C for complete classification list.

Category of failure charges which occurred during the
thirteen to eighteen month period. See Appendix C for
complete classification list. ~ j

Felony Person
Felony Property
Felony Other

1

2

3
Felony Person 4 % g Misdemeanor Person
6
9

Felony Property }
Felony Other - ]
: 999

1

2 .
3 Milsdemeanor Property
4 Misdemeanor Person

5

6

9

Misdemeanor Other
Probationer does not have 2 prior convictions

Misdemeanor Property
Misdemeanor Other
No eighteen month failure charge i
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CREATED/RECODED VARIABLES CREATED/RECODED VARIABLES

ZPRIOR3 | DOCNEED1

‘ DOCGOAL1

Category of conviction charge’ for the offense preceding DOCCONT1
DOCACT1

DOCREAS1

ZPRIDR2. See Appendix C for complete classification list.

DOCNEED1 thrcugh DOCREAS1 are equal to the individual scores
of the appropriate sections of the Documentation Scale The
hqve_been recoded so the non-applicable cases (999) ané Y
missing data (9999) are equal to 0. Since the total Docu-
gentatlon Scale'SgoFe is computed by adding these five values
(ogether, and dividing by the number of applicable sections
DENOM) , the values 999 and 9999 no longer inflate the
numerator or the total Documentation Scale Score.

1l Felony Person :
2 Felony Property <
3 Felony Other :
4 Misdemeanor Person i
5 Misdemeanor Property :
6 |
9

Misdemeanor Other

9999 Probation does not have 3 prior convictions

MSER
DOCTOT

Category of the most serious conviction charge for any

rior offense in our data base.
P Total Documentation Scale Score.

|

0 No score computed for those cases

Nor Priocr Record
Felony Person : C
e.ony : 28-93 Documentation Scale Score

Felony Property
Felony Other
Misdemeanor Person !
Misdemeanor Property .

Misdemeanor Other TIME

e |

¥

[ Aoy |

v

attdwivkH O
o
somTR

Number of months on ISP. Rounded to the
o+ e . nearest
after dividingVthe total days in ISP by 30. st whole month

s

g

PRIORS

S i

=
Exmomey

Number of prior convictions in out data base.
TOTALX

0 No Prior Convictions Risk 2
1 One Prior Ssessment Category

2 Two Priors
3 Three of More Priors

0 0-28
1l 30-46
2 48 and above

o

=3
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DENGCM1
DENOM2 B
DENOM3

DENOM4 |
DENOM5 ‘

DENOM

!
e

2

sy

DENOM1 through DENOM5 were created to exclude non-applicable
sections from the total Documentation Scale Score. DENOM is !
the total number of applicable sections of the Documentation |
Scale for any probationer and is the actual denominator in

deriving the total Documentation Scale Score.
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| %t B " Offense ' Department
1 O *0ffense Category Offense
) § ogtion No. Classificatien Code Offense : Code Yin.,
| ¢ ! ‘ .
{ ? JEos,]_o FE 0 . Consplracy 2nd 6402
! I _105.15 ‘FB ] Conspiracy lst 6401
ﬁ‘kzo.oo MA 2 Assault 3rd 0603
APPENDIX A : 120,05 FD 0 Assault 2nd ‘ 0602
: | ‘ ;ggzo.w © FC 0 Assault lst 0601
-120.,15 MB 2 Menacing 0605
120,20 MA 2 Reckless endangerrient 2nd 0606
Compliate List of Conviction Charges ‘ 1120425 FD .0 * Reckless endangerment lst 0604
for the following Variables ; 5 A N - |
: 125.10 FE 0 . Criminally negligent homicide: (€3CO
CUROFF : 7725415 FC o Manslaughter 2nd 0202
PRIOR1 125.20 FB 0 Manslaughter lst 0201
ggigg% : 125.25*% FA-T 0 Murder (degreeless)* cico
CHG6 , Poies.27 FA-1 0 Murder lst - - 0101
CHG12 ; 1125425 FA-I 0. Murder 2nd ~o1ez
CHG18 ; - 125445 rD ) Abortion 1lst : . 0203
i f?S.GO MB 1 Issuing abortional articles 230%
P . .
130.20 MA 1 Sexual misconduct . .- 1904
590.25 FE 0 - Rape Jrd 0403
130,30 FD 0 Rape 2nd o 0402
130.35 * FB 0. . : Rape lst . c401
; 30,38 }MB 1 Consensual sodomy 1909
a 1130.40 " TEE 0 Sodony 3rd . 1903
130,45 FD 0 Sodomy 2nd : 15¢Y
i g30.50 13:) 0 . Sodomy lst 1901
i 110455 MB 1 Sexual abuse 3rd 1908
I 40,60 - MA 1 © Sexual abuse Znd 1665
i %%0.65 FD 0 Sexual abuse lst 1905
" ‘ '
§ i5s.10 . FD 0 Unlawful imprisonment lst 4003
| 135,20 FB 0 Kidnapping 2ad : 4CG2
| QES.ZS FA-I 0 Kidnapping lst 4001
i '
; 140,10 MB 2 Criminal trespass 3rd 3503
I70.15 MA 2 Criminal trespgass 2nd 3sne
‘ 1110.17 FD 0 .Criminal trespass lst 3501
140,20 FD 0 Burglary 3rd D703
1{0.25 FC 0 Burglary 2nd 0722
10.30 ° 3 - 0 Burglary lst G701
140.35 MA i Possession of burglar's tools 0900
l%%-oo MA 2 Criminal mischief 4cth 3493
: 145.05 FE 0 Criminal mischief Jrd RIA )
165.10 ) FD 0 Criminal mischief 2nd Jacl
1{§.12 IB Y Crininal mischief ls: 3505
145,15 M3 2 Crimfnal tarpering 2nd 3495
1?;.20 FD 0 Criminal tampnring ist 2404
*ror erimes coomitted prior to Septecber 1, 1974,
N
§ LT
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*Qffense
-tion No. Classification
15& 05 FE
120,10 FC
15()": 15 FB
1504, 20 FA-1
158,23 MA
154, 30 FE
155.30 FE
155,35 FD
154,35 FD
159,40 FC
55.40 FC
5
~1Jo.05 FD
1604 10 FC
16{ <15 FB
155.00 MA
161,05 MA
16,15 MA
165,17 MA
16 .20 ~ KA
*.
165.25 MA
147 .32 MA
14 .35 MB
165.40 MAT
le '145 FB.
165.50 FD
170.05 - MA
11 .10 FD
17d.19 FC
170.20 MA
111.25 FD
17Je 20 FC
170.40 o
1 1edS MA
l
175.05 MA
11 710 FE
1l 5.20 MA
1{3.25 FD
1;53030 ’olsA
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filing end

Degartrent
' Offense
Offense Code_in.
Arson 4th ) 17C3
Arson 2t 1702
Arson 2nd 1701
Arson lst 1700
Petit larceny 11C0
‘Grand lazceny not auto 3rd . 1003
Grand larceny auto 3rd - §303
Grand' larceny not auto 2nd 1CC2
Grand larceny auto 2nd 12C2
Grand larceny not auto lst 1001
Grand larceny auto 1lst 1301
Robbery 3zd £03
Robbery 2nd .- 0502
Robbery lst 0501
Miszpplication of progerty 2702
Unauthorized use of a vehicle  13CO
Theft of serwices 2701
_ Unlawful use of credit cards 2700
Fraudulently obtaining a 27C3
signature
Jostling 1200
Fraudulently accosting 1201
Fortune telling 2/Of
. Criminal possession of stolen 1403
rcperty 3rd
Crgmiﬁal éossession of stolen 1402
roperty 2nd
Crgmiﬁal éossession of stolen 1401
property lst
Forgery 3zd 1602
Forgery 2nd - 1602
Forgery lst 1600
Criminal poss. forgsd inst. 22d 16C?
Criminal poss. ferged inst. znd 1?0&
Criminal poss. isrged insi, 151 15C!
Criminal poss. forgery™Eevices léEi
Criminal simulation : 16G7
Falsifying business recoros Znd 1509
Falsifying Susiness recarcs lst 150:
Tampering with publie records 151
2nd .
Tamgering with public recerds 120}
ist ‘
Offering a false inst. for 1511

S oA T

B 13

J Offense
*Offense Category

ES%Q" No. Classification Code
173l35 FE 0
175.40 FE 0
17; 145 MA 2
17L150 MA 2
180.00 MB 2 .
1g6,L 03" MA 2
18%. 05 MB 2
180.08 MA 2
18ig. 40 FD 0
18/8}. 45 FE o}
135.00 MA 2

- 3,05 MA 2
18K.10 MA 2
185.15 MA 2
190.20 - MA 2
120,25 MA 2
1¢§.30 = o}
19¢. 40 "¥FE 0
190.42 FC 0
1€ .45 "MA, o2
190.50 MB 2
190.50 MA . B

1<l.60 MA 2
150.65 FE (o]
2C .00 FD 0
26..04 F3 0

. 200.10 FD = -=--0

L 2C .12 F8 0
2¢ .20 FE 0
200.22 FC . 0
20 7.25 FE 0
[

200.27 FC 0
205.05 MA 1
265,10 FE 0
2¢ ..15 D 0
205.16 MA 2
29?.17 re 0
:ggg.ls MA 2
205.30 2
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Offense

Offering a false inst. for filing lst
Issuing a false certificate

Issuing 2 false financial statement
Presenting a false insurance claim
Commercial bribing 2nd

Commercial briking lst

. Commercial bribe receiving 2nd

Commercial bribe receiving lst

Sports bribing

Sports bribe receiving

Fraud in insolvency

Fraud involving a security interest

Fraudulent disp. of mortgaced rprecperty

Fraudulent disp. of prcperty subject
to a conditional sale contract

False advertising

Criminel imperscnation
Unlawfully ccncealing a will
Criminal Usury 2nd

Criminal Usuxzy lst
Possession of usureous lcad received

. Unlawful collection practices

Making false statemant of credit terms
Scheme to defraud 2nd
Scheme to defraud lst -

Briberr 2nd

BEribery 1lst

Bribe receiving 2nd

Bribe receiving 1lst

Rewarding cfficial misconduct 2nd

- Rewarding official miscorduct lst
g

Receiving reward for ofiicial
misconduct 2ad
Receiving reward for official

Y Aot 1o
Mdde e W IND AL e o o

Escape 3rd
Escape 2nd
Escape lst

Absconding from tevrrerary release nd
Absconding frcm terrorary zelease lst

e
Absconding f£rem furicugh progzam
Resisting arrast r

©

Departaee

Offense
Code lin.

1503
1504
1512
1533
4816
4814
4817
4815
4812
4812
15¢C8
1517

152
.-1508

-+ 1514
1515
1506
105
15208
1507
13519
1218

1522

=+ 1521

4800
4801
4504
4802
4306
4303

4307
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3 Classification

ctfon No.

im

210,10 FE
21E115 D
215,00 FD
215,05 FD
21§.15 FD
213,20 : FD
215.57 FE

i
221,03 MA
527.06 FD
220.09 FC
2 .12 FB
2f[116 FA-I1I
220.18 FA-11
22 .21 ) " “FAal
220,31 FD
224,34 FC
221;37 FB
220439 FA-111
20,41 FA-11
221,43 FA-1
220,45 A
12,46 FE.
7% .50 MA
‘:§.ss FD
:20.60 FE
DSOCS ’uA
'Zr““ 10 SUbn 1 FE

39,10 sub. 2 FE

Offense
Category

Code’
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controlled substance
Criminal sellinz of a con-

Department
' Dffense
Of fense Code iia.
Ferjury 2nd 4602
‘Perjury 1st 4601
Bribing a witness 4811
Bribe receiving by a witness 4209
.Bribing a juror 4810
. ‘Bribe receiving by a juror 408
. Bail juaping lst 4201
Criminal possessicn of a 2025
controlled substznce 7th
Criminal rossessicn of a 024
controlled substance 6th
Criminal rossession of a 202
controlled substance 5th
Criminal possession of 2 2020
controlled substznce <4th
Criminal fossession of 2 - 2018
controlled substance ird
Criminal possession of a 2016
controlled substance znd
Criminal possessicn of a 2014
1

Fossession of gambling Tecords

trolled substance 6th

Criminal selling of a con- 021
trolled substancz Sth

Criminal selling of a con- 2019
trolled substance 4th

‘Criminal selling of a con- 017
trolled substance 3rd

Criminal sellin3 of 2 con- 2015
trolled sudbstznce 2nd

Criminal selling of a ccn- | 2013
trolled substance jst

Criminel jossessing a hypocder- 20C9?
mic instrument

Criminal injection of a nar- <010
cotic 2xzug -

Use of drug parapnernalia 2nd  2CG2

Use of drug paraghernalia lst  20C8S

Criminal possession of pre- 2012
cursors

Promoting jambling 2nd 33Ce

Fremoting sambling lst - 3302
bookmaking

Fromoting gambling lst - 3301
lottery or policy

3307

al
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oes Offense
. . fliense Categor
Jsiklpn to. Classification Cod3 Y
221.20 FE 0
21.25 FD 0
<£21.30 FC 0
221.45 . FE 0
P1.s0 FD
21,55 FC g
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Criminal
Criminal
Criminal
Criminal
Crimiral
Criminal

Offensa
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Possession of
Loscsessicn of
Fossession of
sale cf
sale o
sale of

Marihvyana 3r3

Marihuana 2ng
Marihuana 1ls¢
Marihuana 3r4d
Marincena 2nd

Marihuana lst
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j ] . Offense . Depar: |
.‘,‘D LAW CONTINUED : @ JOffense Catepory Offer
o ) tion Yo. Classification Code Offense Codn
Offense . Cetartmo | ’ 4
[i *Offense tegory ' '~ CEtZfans ! 553%1 HA 1 Criminalipossessicn of a weapon 4th 2105,
' 2en Mo Classification Code Offense Czde ‘o ! 65,02 . . FD 0 Criminal possession of a weapon 3td 2101,
' — ) ‘ | w3 FC 0 Crimiral possession of a weapon 2ad 2108
5,20 FE 0 . Possessicn of gambliing records lst = 2 65 @4 eew, B 0 Criminal possessicn of & dangerous 2160
: : bockmaking 3304 § I weapon lst :
225.20 FE 0 . Possession of gambling records lst - 3 65,10 sub, 1, 2, MA 1 Mfg. trensport, etc. dangerous 2166
Tub. 2 ' lcttery or policy ’ 3303 i by Sy 7. : weapons, etc,
22 .30 MA : 2 Possession of gamkling cdevices 3305 ? 580 sub, 1-4, D 0 Mfg. transport, etec, dangerous 2102
6 weapons, etc, '
.00 MB T2 Prostitution ) 1204 f 5035 sub. 1, 3 MA . )} Prohibited use of weapons 21079
21 .20 MA 1 romoting prostitution 3xd 1803 | ok ) R . ) '
230.25. FD 0 Promoting. prostitution 2nd - 1802 } 55,35 sub, 1, 2 FD 0 Prohibited use ‘of weapons 2103
237,320 FC o Premoting prostitution Lls% o 1801 \ ¢65?35 sub, 2 FE 0] Prohibited use of weapons 2104
21 .40 MB 1l Perxzitting prostitution 1805 § MR . .
ac. 05 A 1 Cbscenity 2nd 2300 VTIICLE AND TRAFFIC LAW !
:j .06 FD ) . Obscenity lst 301 } e .
235.21 FE 0 Disseminating incdecent 2302 g ;7 (5) M uncl. 2 Unlavful disposal of uniform traffic 2900
} _ . % ‘E' ' surmmons and complaint
4 .05 MA 2 Riot 2nd . 30c0 3 031y M uncl, 2 Failure to surrender inspectilon items 2600
210.06 FE 0 Riot lst ' €CCl {‘ : upon suspension or revecation -
r40.C8 MA 2 Inciting a riot 2001 . «Oéjg £ Y uncl. 2 Certain violations of inspecrion law 2700
:ﬁ .10 MB 2 Unlawful assemtly ' 3004 '] ;lajbub. 7, M uncl,’ 2 Violation of financial security 2990
24y.20 vL 3 Discrderly conducs | 3ol : - 319 " . regulations ’
280.21° i MA_ 2 Disruption of religious services 3002 ;QOHE . . Huncl, 2 Failure to surrender license, etc. 2500
24 .25 VL 3 Harasscent jicz ; A1 : . ' after suspension
-Hv.30 Mo 2 Aggravated harasszent 2003 ? 35 M uncl, 2 Operating while license or registra- 2900
240.35 VL 3 Loiters for Ltegzing 2103 : ' 7E ) . " tion is suspeunded or r2voked, where
ub. 1 i Dol restoration or a aew license is
14..35 VL 6 Loitering , 3100 1 | . " dependent ugen furnishing proef of
subs. 3-9 ' . . l : i financial responsibility
4 .36 MB 2 Loitering lsc 3005 }3 | zqm . M uncl. 2 Violation of regulations regarding . 2500
.40 VL 3 Appear in public urder influence of : o ‘ insurance policies on vehicles.
parcotics or 4drug other than alcorol 2010 : 75..sub, 1 M uncl, 2 Operating sotor vehicle with inade- 2%0¢
41745 MB 2 riminal nuisance 3066 } YE quate brakes
1%,50 MB 2 Falsely rerorting an incident 3:-d 2cQ7 2 17J"sub 7 M uncl, 2 Sale of unapproved headlijghting devices 2900
"10.55 : . MA e 2 Falsely reporting an iacid2nt 2rd 3008 ' - ) M uncl. 2 Violation of regulzticns ior vehicles 2500
r.60 FE .o 0. ,-. Falsely rercrting an incident 1lst 3012 - : ﬁE engaged in log transportatiecn
14%,11 BN - L .42 w% . Public display of offensive sexual ? };75%5Lb 25, M uncl, 2 Violation of rcgulacions‘re;arding the 2900
- R sy Lo materdal o 2303 o % 379 sub 9. . transporting of flammable liquids
7o A e R T D 1 ‘ Cg'ub 5 FE . 0 Violation of regulations regarding 4200
'51-05 FE . 0 Eavesdrepping - 5400 i [ the transporting of danzercus
) . . B | . . : articles, Jvd or sudseguan®™ofianse
5F- 15 - FE 0 * 'Bigaoy ) ' " 42300 % w8t isube 35 M uncl, 2 Violation of r2gulations regarding 2900
51,25 FE . s S Incest 1207 b I the transporzinz of dangercus
- : . ; . articles, lsf or 2nd offanse
$0.00 FE . 0 Atandonzent of child 24c0 i 8 sub, 3 M uncl. 2 Violation of rcpulations rcga—dmg 2500
51 .10 MA - 1 Erndangering the wellare of child 2560 3 § i ‘ ) hydraulic brake fluid .
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APPENDIX B

Complete List of Sentence

Codes for the following Variables

SENT
SENT1
SENT2
SENT2
SENT6
SENT12
SENT18

B

O

NG

T
——

e

b

3 {

lst Column

Prison

Jail

Probation
Jail/Probation
Conditional Discharge
Unconditional Discharge
Fine

Restitution

Other

Unknown Sentence

WoOoONAAU_WOHO

2nd Column

Prison - max term = 0 thru 8 (years), 9 (9 or more years)
Jail - max term = 0 thru 8 (months), 9 (9 or more months)
Probation -~ max term = 1 thru 5 (years), 9 (Lifetime)
Jail/Probation - total max term = 0 thru 5 (years)
Conditional Discharge = 0 thru 9 (months)
Fine/Restitution = 0 ($100 or less), 1 ($101 or more)
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i[ } FELONY PERSONAL
¥
é Murder Crim. Poss. of Dangerous Weapon 1°
‘i Murder 1° Prohibited use of weapons
APPENDIX C :i Murder 2° Crim. Poss. of Dangerous Weapon 2°
- Manslaughter 1° Kidnapping 1°
Complete List of Categories of ‘{ Manslaughter 2° Kidnapping 2°
Conviction Charges for the following Variables )
Criminally Negligent Homicide Unlawful Imprisonment
ZCUROFF § op
ZPRIOR1 | . Rape 1° Riot 1°
ZPRIOR2 -
ZPRIOR3 ~  Robbery 1° sex Abuse 1°
ZCHG6 ‘ {
ZCHGlg - -4 Robbery 2° sodomy 1°
ZCHGl
MSER T = Robbery 3° Arson 1°
h Assault 1° Arson 2°
.E Assaultlzo’,' Arson 3°
' ; P i[ Reckless Endangerment 1°
; !
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FELONY PROPERTY

Burglary 1°
Burglary 2°
Burglary 3°
(o}
Grand Larceny - not auto 1
o
Grand Larceny - not auto 2
o
Grand Larceny - not auto 3
Grand Larceny - auto 1
o}
Grand Larceny - auto 2
o
Grand Larceny - auto 3

- o
Crim. Poss.iof Stolen Prop. 1

o
Crim. Poss. of Stolen Prop. 2
. o
Tampering with Public Records 1
o
Falsifying Business Records 1

Offering a False Instrument for

Filing 1°

Unlawfully Concealing a Will

Forgery 1°

Crim. Poss. Forged Instrument 1l

Forgery 2°

Crim.
Crim.
Arson
Crim.
Crim.
Crim.
Crim.

Crim.

o
Poss. Forged Instrument 2

Poss. Forged Devices

4°

Mischief 2°

Mischief 3°
. o

Tampering 1

Mischief 1°

o
Trespass 1

Issuing a False Certificate
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Rape 22
Rape 3
Sodomy 2
Sodomy 3
Incest
Crim. Injection of a
Narcotic Drug
Crim., Selling of a
Controlled Sub.
Crim. Selling of a
Controlled Sub.
Crim. Selling of a
Controlled Sub.
Crim. Selling of a
Controlled Sub.
Crim. Selling of a
Controlled Sub.
Crim. Selling of a
Controlled Sub.

o

(o] o o]

W N
@)

50

60

Crim. Sale of Marihuana 1°

Crim., Sale of Marihuana 2
Crim. Sale of Marihuana 3

o

FELONY OTHER

Crim. Poss. of Dangerous Weapon 3°
Mfg., Transport, etc. of a

Dangérous Weapon
Disseminating Indecent Material

to a Minor
DWI - 2nd Offense
Obscenity 1

Mfg. or Sale of Illicit Alcohol
Falsely Reporting anoIncident 1

Promoting Gambling 1

Poss. Gagbllng Records 1°

Escape 1
Escape 2

Bribe Receiving by a Juror
Bribe Receiving by a Witness

Bribing a Juror
Bribing a Witness

(@]

Abandonment of Child
DWI - Drugs —Oan Offense

Crim. Usury
Crim. Usury

1

20

Scheme to Defraud 1

Bigamy
Bribery 1°
Bribery 2
Sports Bribi

ng

Sports Bribe Receiving

Eavesdroppin
Conspiracy 1
Conspiracy 2
YO

Promotlng Prositution 1°
Promoting Prositution 2
Paraphernalia 1°

Use of Drug
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.
Crim. Poss.

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

Abscond from T

Bail Jumpéng
Perjury lo
Perjury 2

1

Precursors

Controlled Sub.
Controlled Sub.
Controlled Sub.
Controlled Sub.
Controlled Sub.

[ U T

Marihuana 1
Marihuana 2
Marihuana 3
mp. Release 1°

o

Rewarding Official Misconduct 1°
Rewarding Official Misconduct 2
Receiving Reward for Official

Misconduct 1

Receiving Reward for Official

Misconduct 2

All Other Felonies

Controlleg Sub.

-

-
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MISDEMEANOR PERSONAL

Assaut.3o
Menacing
Reckless Endangerment 2°
Jostling
Aggravated Harrass2ment

Riot 2°

Sexual Misconduct

Prohibited Use of Weapons

Endangering the Welfare of a
Child

Inciting a Riot
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MISDEMEANOR PROPERTY

Petit Larceny

Fraudulently ZAccosting

Unauth. Use of a Vehicle

Crim. Poss. of Stolen Prop. 3°
Falsifying Business Records 2°
Making False Statement of
Credit Terms
Unlawful Collection Practices
Unlawful Use of Credit Card
Theft of Services
Misapplica;ion of Property
Fraud. Obtaiﬁing Signature

Destroying or Defacing a Vehicle

Issuing a False Finén. Statement

Crim. Impersonation

Fraud. Disp. of Mortgaged

Precperty

Fraud Involving a Security
Interest

Forgery 3°

Crim. Poss. Forged Instrument 3°

Unauth. Removal from a Vechile

Crim. Mischief 4°

Crim. Tampering 2°

Crim. Trespass 2°

Crim. Trespass 3°
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MISDEMEANOR OTHER

Poss. of Burglars Tools
Sexual Abuse 2°

Sexual Abuse 3°

Crim. Poss. of a Weapon 4°

Mfg., Transport, etc. of
Dangerous Weapons

DWI - Drugs - lst Offense

Probation Violation

Parole Violation

JD

False Advertising

Promoting Prgstitution

Obscenity 2°

Public Display of Offensive

Sexual Material

Issuing Abortional Articles

Viol. of Regulations Governing

Alcohol Sales

Unlawful Assembly

Absconding from Furlough Program

Resisting Arrest

All Other Misdemeanors

Scheme to Defraud 2°

Crim. Simulation

Fortune Telling

Disruption of Religious Services

Commercial Bribing 1°

Commercial Bribing 2°

Commercial Bribe Receiving 1°

Commerical Bribe Receiving 2°

Consensual Sodomy

Use of Drug ‘paraphernalia 2°

Crim. Poss. of Hypodermic
DWI lst Offense
Loitering 1°

Crimianl Nuisance

Falsely Reporting an Incident 2°

Falsely Reporting an Incident 3°

Poss. of Gambling Devices

Promoting Gambling 2°

Poss. of Gambling Records 2°

Escape 3°

Abscond from Temp. Release 2°
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ATTACHMENT 5

Case Review Reliability Procedures
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Reliability and Validity Issues

Familiarity with the nature of probation case files tends
to be positively related to the awareness that the reliability
and validity of data gathered from such sources of information
is often problematic. Given this state of affairs and the
nature of the data to be gathered to test the proposed hy-
potheses (e.g., number of contacts, use of community resources,
clearly stated objectives), reliability and validity issues
were of central concern throughout the research effort.

It was originally felt that the poor reiiability and
validity.of data generated from probation casefiles often resulﬁ
from the lack of standardized forms used for probation officer
documentation. In contrast to this general situation, ISP
probation officers throughout the state have at their access
standardized forms which have delineated sections in which certain
information is supposed to be recorded. Given the training ISP
officerS received, formal written guidelines as to how these forms
were to be ccmpleted, and a strong emphasis on accountability
(e.g., monitors examining casefiles), it was assumed that the
required information to test the proposed hypotheses would be in
the casefiles in a standardized manner and thus easily accessible
to the data collectors. Most importantly, the collected data

presumably would be generally more reliable and valid than is

often the case in similar research projects.
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To take advantage of the standardized forms emplbyed within
IsP, the data collection form was constructed so that_relevant
information could be transferred from sections of the standardized
forms to the data collection form en toto, thus minimizing the
probability of unreliability due to subjective interpretations on
the part of the data collectors. .

g .-, ‘A'detailed’set of instructions was distributed to the
data collectors which emphasized this point and guided the process
with a minimum of confusion or ambiguity.

During the course of the pre-test (ccnducted in three ISP
countieé chosen for their proximity to the central office)
designed to evaluate the adegquacy of the data collection instru-
ment, it~became immediately apparent that ISP probation officers
approaéhé&fthe documentation aspect of their supervisory role in
a way unforeseen by the research staff and often times at odds
with ISP guidelines. For example, the specificity of long range
supervision goals and behavioral objectives varied from probation
officer to probation officer (often not following ISP guidelines)
and stated objectives were often the objectives of the probation
officer (e.g., monitoring treatment) rather than the objective
aimed at the probationer (e.g., alcohol abuse treatment). In
response to this sutuation, information originally intended to be
gathered which was shown to be most problematic "was eliminated
from the data collection process and colleption efforts focused
on that information thought to be least problematic in terms of

validity and reliability.
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The pre-test phase of the research also highlighted validity
problems present in the data.. For example, a section of the
standardized monthly form calls for probation officers to document
what community agencies are being usad by his/her probationers and
how often . those agency services are being utilized by the proba-
tioner. In many instances, although an agency was specified there
was no indication of the dates the probationer had contact with
that agency. In such instances, it would be impossible to as-
certain the degree to which community .agencies have been utilized,
if at all. In addition, in some cases it became apparent that

the dates recorded corresponded to P.0O. collateral contacts and

not probationer usage. It was clear that a validity issue presented

itself .- .were we measuring P.0O. contacts or probationer contacts?
Improper P.O. documentation called into qguestion our measurement,
the greater the descrepancy between P.C. documentation behavior

and probationer behavior (utilization of resources) the more in-

valid our data would be. Bound by our data sources, data collectors

were instructed to record information exactly as the P.O.'s had
and to write comments regarding inconsistencies present in the
casefiles.

Poor documentation also increased the probability that there
would be greater reliability problems in the data. For instance,
if a probation office£ recorded home visits with probationerxy in
the wrong category (e.g., under office visits, see DP-73), it
increased the likelihood that qne data collgctor would correctly
place the contacts under home visits, while another data collector

would place it under office visits (validity issue also arising).

To minimize the seriousness of this problem, reliability checks

¥
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were conducted on-site so that casefiles would be present when
discrepancies in the data were discovered. Eighty-two relia-
bility checks on the total sample of 401 were conducted on-site
(a 1 to 5 ratio). Each reliability check was compared with the
corresponding case on-site immediately after completion so that
discovered errors could be corrected by returning to the original
casefile and so that any systematic errors could be discovered
before all the cases were completed.

In this manner systematic error was eliminated (which often
resulted by utilization of different notation systems by respec-
tive counties) ‘'wvia mutual agreement among the data collectors
as to the most appropriate interpretatidn of the information,
based én.éiscussions with the P.0.'s present at the time. This
process, however, involved a trade-off in certain respects. The
reliability of items within a data set is most often determined
by the calculation of reliability coefficients (i.e., a score for
a particular item is agreed upon by the data collectors in X
percent of the cases). The process chosen in the present étudy
precluded the possibility of generating reliability-coefficients
because the cases were corrected on-site so as to remove any data
collector disagreement. Thus, while it is presently impossible
to determine what .items had greater reliability then other items
in temms of a numerical value, we do know that the data collectedqd,
to the best of our knowledge, reliably reflects what was present
in the original casefiles. Of course, certain items presented
¢reater reliability problems than others (as did certain cases);
these items will be mentioned in the text during the discussion

of the findings.
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Coding

The present research effort involved transferring information

from the completed data collection forms to codesheets from which

cards were keypunched. As discussed earlier, the research staff

feels that the data collected accurately reflects what was present

in the original casefiles. To ensure that this reliable information

was properly transferred to the codesheets without introducing any

additional error, a codebook was developed which contained all

variables needed to test the proposed hypothesis. This concern

was balanced by reliability and validity issues: Variables were

created that minimized unreliable information (e.g.,broad cate-
gories of. cocntacts and types of agencis were created) and infor-

mation of.guestionable validity (e.g., number of times probationer

k|
utilized a community agency) were excluded. In addition, infor-

mation that could not be objectively interpreted were regarded

as missing data.
Two staff members were responsible for the coding process,
thus reducing the probability of misunderstood directions and

resultant systematic error. Both staff members mutually agreed
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ATTACHMENT 1

Original Evaluation Data Collection Form
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" Prior ennvictions/sdjudicationi for robbery. @1}

JEP EVALUATICRT QUESTICINAIRE

Sample Code (1,2) Sarple Nave
Name Code (3,4,5) NYSID No.
County Code (6,7) County

Age Code (8,9) o3

Sex Code (10) = 0 Famle, 1 Male
Race Code (11) - O vhite, 1 Black, 2 Hispanic, 3 Other

. Risk Assemsment: Balect the appropriste responms ae they spply to the probnioﬁv at the time of the current

offens. Enter point value in scors column, (Yes 0 No

Asrested within five 15) ysars prior 1o ths cusrant offenes, (19) Yor &) — No (0)
Niowtesn or under at tima of first conviction/sdjudicetion. 20 ) Yo 8} . No (D} e
Ve (18} —— No {0} __

Pﬁ%. ot more prior misdsmesnot or one or more prior falony convictions/adjudicstions. Yes (10} — No (0)
Yo (20} No (0)

Incaroerated while on 8 prior probation or perole ssntence. (29
Yei (4} ea No (0) —

Nelther employed nor in schoot full-time. {24

Mumbers of his family (i.e., spouss, children, parents, siblings) have a erimins! record
{4.D. or Adutt). (25)

' One or mors sddiress chanzes In the yasr priof %0 aurtent offenss. {26

Currently iving In & situstion judged to be unfsvorable. {27
Yos (14} No (0} —

. Has an sttitude that s sither one In which he rationslizss his behuvior; or ha is negetis
nd nat motivsted 1o changs; or he Is dapsndent or urwiiling to sssept responsititity.\ T8

You (10) e No (0} e

Yot (8} o No (0} —

"TOTAL (29,30) ——rr

Prior Record - Qonviction/Sentence

Yo (8} —— No (D) e

1. Coaviction Charge (31-34)

- Sertence (35,36) Lengih
- — — _ 2. OConviction Charge (37-40)
- Sentence (41,42) . Length
— __ _3. Conviction Charge (43-46)
- Sentence (47,48) Length
- —__4. Conviction Charge (49-52)
__ Sentence (53-54) length
" FOR PAROLE AND COMORT SFHPI; ONLY
Which describes offender while on supervision (55)¢
0 Success
1 Sentence Revokad Date of Sentence
- 2 Unsatisfactory Dischayge )
3 New Conviction Date of Fallure
4 Abscorder
- = _ _ Conviction/Revocation Chup_: !56-_59)
e.. Sentence (60,61) Length

Lt o

T

ATTACHMENT 2

ISP Guidelines for Completing the Risk Assessment
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SPECIFIC PROCEDURES:

4.6

g (

if Low'Scere).

RISK ASSESSMENT, CLASSIFICATION'

p. 4.11)

A.

AND ASSIGNMENT (D?-70,

Complete this section on all forms by

1dentifying Data:
NYSID number an

case number,

d date of

jncluding name,

birth.

fter reviewing the pre-

-

i a
Risk Assessment: In Section I

? 2

hool, family, probatio
uld select the respons

ner and agencies),

ion (scC
formation ( -

describes the  probationer.

eded can probably be ob
e.8+» whether the pvo-

tained from the
jnformation ne

. . . &
presentence jnvestigation report,; . N
icti iudications
i tions or adju
i revious convic
bationer has. P

item
It must _be emphasized that where the 1

robbery.

i tem
1 determination, the scoring syste

The misclassificatlon

tentially high

requires a factua
strictly adhered to.
d to reclassify any po

must be

procedure is designe

risk probationer who is not ident

of the items because of

Questions may arise on some

ified by the jnstrunent.
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possibly varying interpretations or because the item
requires a subjective evaluation by the probation
officer. The following should assist the probation

officer in classifying these potential problem areas:

Q. 5 - "The probationer was committed to detention
on a prior probation/parole sentence." This
refers to any detention in jail, prison, lockup
or juvenile facility for any reason while on a
previous probation or parole sentence, whether

overnight or of longer duration.

Q. 7 - "Members of the probationer's family have a
criminal record.'" This should be checked yes
not only for actual criminal records, but also for
situations where, for example, the PSI mentions
that the police department has had numerous
dealings with members of the family. The "family"
might in some cases include such relatives as an
aunt, if the probationer is living with her or
possibly thg'probationer's legal guardian if the

probationer resides with the guardian.

Q. 9 - "The probationer's current living situation is
judged to be unfavorable." Admittedly, this ques-

tiorn requires a value judgmént on the part of 2

In most instances

probation officer. the living

situation should be assumed to be favorable, unless
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4.8

the PSI or some cther information source enables
the.probation officer to locate some very nega-
tive information, e.g., the probationer is
currently undomiciled; the probationer is severely
beaten often by his father; the probationer is
living in a cheap hotel known to be frequented

by drug addicts; a young probationer's parents
have no control cver the probationer, and express

-~ a strong desire to have him out of the house.

Q. 10 - "The probationer's attitude.'” Again, this
requires a value judgment on the part of the pro-
bation officer. Several quite different attitudes
are covered in this one question, and it is not
important to differentiate exactly which one best
describes the probationer. The main information
sought by this question is whether the probationer
has a strong negative-attitude, or demonstrates
rationalization of his behavior that would
severely impact his ability to follow probation

rules.

Scoring - After checking each item "yes" or "no" on the
instrument, place in the scoring column to the right the
number of points indicated in parentheses next to the
selected respohse for each item. After all of the items

on the instrument are scored the total score should be

——— i e e o ws -

R
iy _— ol DAL

computed and recorded as a total at the bottom of the
score column, This total score must also be recorded

on the DP-60 form. (See instructions for completing

the DP-60).

ISP Referral Score - This is the minimum score for each

local department for automatic referral to ISP. 1Indicate

the score decided upon for your department.

“Name and Date - The name of the person administering the

instrument and the date on which the risk assessment was

completed must be recorded.

Classification: On Section 2 of the instrument record

;hether, s a result of the risk assessment score or as

a result of an over-ride of a score which falls below the
ISP cutoff, the probationer was actually classified as
ISP or non-1ISP. Dec@sions'on classification are to be
indicated by appropriate checkmarks. A concice statement

of the reason for a referral despite a low score must be

recorded here.

The name and title of the person making the referral to

ISP and the date of that referral should be recorded.

Assignment: 1In Section 3 of the instrument, indicate
either the ISP caseload assignment, or the fact of a

referral to regular departmental supervision.
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4 . 1 0 ‘i N
. ew York State Division of Probation
ﬁ RISK ASSESSMENT, CLASSIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT
Case No.
i i i he ISP, indicate the
If the probationer is assigned to t ’ Date of Birth
ISP probation officer assigned to supervise the case ;
and the date on which the assignment was made. The name A Amrsment: Select the 'PP"’P"m responses as they apply to the probationer at the time of the current .
oHense. Enter point value in score column. SCORE
and title of the assigning officer must be recorded ‘ gm?dwithin five (5) years prior to the current offense. Yes {4) — No (0) — —_—
(this .is usually the ISP supervisor). : : mhitn or under at time of first conviction/adjudication. Yes (8) —— No (0) — —
) : Al A .
. :. ' ;: xﬁ! ;nmmlomladjudlcauons for robbery. Yeos {16} .— No (0) __. —_—
_ . | | ‘
If the probationer cannot be accepted into t he ISP case- :, Q '.h." more prior misdemeanor or one or more prior felony convictions/adjudizations. Yes (10) ——. No {0) __ —_—
l1oad because all caseloads are full, or because the i b m‘“d while on a prior probation or parole sentence. Yes (20) —_ No (0} __ —_—
' R uhum loyed ;
probationer's risk assessment score is below the ISP | Ty ployed nor in school full-time. Yes (4) — No (0) — .
) cod Hmol his family (i.e., spouse, children
) . ] ; : .3 v » parents, siblings) have a criminal record Yes (10} — No (0) — ——
cutoff, place the date on which the probationer is ,j B0 & Adult). - e ! ot
referred to regular departmental supe rvision, as well as Y¥iped mar address changes in the year prior to current offense. Yes (6) — N .t
. ) ) . ‘ tly living in a situation judged to be unfa X
the name and title of the referring officer. ’ ; Y Judg nfavorable Yes (6) — No (0) _
i . Mag an sttitude that is either one in which he rationalizes his behavior; or he is negati '
| ’ A \ : gative - -Yes (14) — No (0} —— —
| 2 sad mot motivated to change; or he is dependent or unwilling to accept responsibility.
This cocument will become a permanent part of the super- "
T TOTAL —_—
Vision case record. { '.Mmal Score ——— .
! Conple .
§ hy P Y ated by: - Date
!
é J unlion'
i o Ne Referred to ISP Unit: Yes No
:
%
i
!
!
A i
. Date
|
i
) i f ‘ .Muon Officer Assigned: . "Date:
% ’ bblinl‘ Officer: : Title:
%} : : &n‘ o regular supervision cascload. Date:
i .
f z m ' OHicer: ' i Title

T e
R R S
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ATTACHMENT 3

original and Revised Offense Classifications*

*0ffenses are listed by their or%g@nal.classi-
fication with the revised classification

indicated for each offense.
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Revised

Classification

Personal

Other

Personal

Parsonal

Other

i
|
!
i
!
'

/. sr .
;:-‘,

Felony Personal

Murder

Murder 1°

Murder 2°

Manslaughter 1°
Manslaughter 2°
__bortion 1°

Criminally Neglegent
Homicide

Rape 1°
Répe 2°
~Kape 3°

Robbery

Robbery

Robbery

Assault

Assault

Reckless Endangerment 1°

10
20
30
10
20

Arson l°

Arson 2°

Sodomy 1°.
/SGHomy 2°
——Sadomy 3°
Sex Abuse 1°
~TIncest

~Criminal injection of
a narcotic drug

/Ctim. Sell. of a Contr.

Sub. 1°

FA:I,
FA-I
Fa-I
FB

FC

FD

FE
FB
FD
FE
FB
FC
FD
FC
FD
FD
FA-1
FB
FB
FD
FE
FD

FE
FE

FA-1




.
i 7 Revised Felon
H ‘ . ; e . 1Y Property
} % Revised Felony Personal % Classification
C i Classification k % °
4 i ‘ £5F Sell. of a Contr ! i Froperty purglary 1
' ; . im. e e O a . i d
- Other . Sub. 2° FA-1I L . . Burglary 2°
‘ ‘j n -;'. N \ ' .A‘im- sgl.l. of a Contr. FA-ITT i . n , Burglary 3°
B e '?‘: Sub. ' = ' g z :
_ | " = S Grand Larceny - not
- o— t L] - °
‘ig‘—‘f’". i l ”Cféﬂé Siil. of a Contr. - ’i auto 1
PR .. of a Cont e Grand Larceny - not
. nw _Lfim. Sell. of a Contr. ' (} ' auto 2°
i . ‘ Subo 5° . Fc L ,;; - -
P _ ) | ‘ : "ou Grand Larceny - not
nm \ ,efimg Sg}l. of a Contr. oD | ‘ auto 3°
Sub. ; AI
_j_“m__m_ ] ok " " Grand Larceny - auto 1°
non l —efim. Sale of Marihuana '1° FC o '
. | e " n Grand Larceny - auto 2°
—gs non ” ,zfim. Sale of Marihuana 2° FD 1 :k . Y
: | : . g : j n on Grand Larceny - auto 3°
l Crim. Poss. of dangerous ‘ -
5 Personal & : Lo .
g | weapon 1° FB | ; éj. "o : Criminal Poss. of Stolen
_ A : Lo Property 1°
- Other /Gx‘im. Poss. of dangerous e ° 'y
g? 3 weapon 3° _ FD ol v ow Criminal Poss. of Stolen
i 3 - | A Property 2°
T e T )‘fg- . transport, etc. of ; " i g
I a dangerous weapon FD | %E " ow Tampering with public
: ] records 1l°
i Personal Prohibited use of weapons FD _ % ? . o .
o FE ! Lo " on Falsifying business
T "o Prohibited use of weapons i records 1°
2= . 5 L
non Criminal poss. of a | | I " n Offering a false inst.
I weapon 2° FC lg ﬁ§ for filing 1°
n s
» Other —PIsseminating indecent ﬁ L Issuing a false certi-
e material to a minor FE | g; ficate
i ) Eodl
e . = - - —Abandonment of child FE | Other __—€riminal Usury 2°
i .. PRI - drugs - 2nd offense FE Property Unlawfully concealing a
i will
Kidnapping 1° FA-1
- Personal i . : Other - ——=2riminal Usury 1°
- Kidnapping 2° FB ]
L | ‘ i .- —~Scheme to defraud 1°
- “ - Unlawful imprisonment FD ;
| : . 3 Property Forgery 1°
i . = Riot 1° . FE , .
: | " Criminal poss. forged
o ' inst. 1°
B - " = Forgery 2°
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Revised Felony Property

Classification
Property Criminal poss. forged
. inst. 2°
"o . Criminal pess. forged
devices
Personal ~——Arson 3°
Property Arson 4°
L Crim. Mischief 2°
non Crim. Mischief 3°
non Crim. Tampering 1°
non i Crim. Mischief 1°
"« n . Crim. Trespass 1°
Other - - — Bigamy
" n - vb/Bribery 2°
" o. <—Bribery 1°
non ~—_ Bribe receiving 1°
" . —3Bribe receiving 2°
n . ~—Sports bribing
" . _—Sports bribe receiving
"o —Eavesdropping
" ——Conspiracy 1°
" —— Conspiracy 2°

FD

FD

FD

FD

FE

FD

FB

FD

FE

FD

FB

FB

FD
FD
FE
FE
FB

FE

e s

g
-

- E'___%‘!
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Revised

Felony Victimless

R

Classification

oE

e i g G Rl S

}

[
LTI

=

oo
[ Sotonmers5 |

=

[UREIER e

YO
Promoting Prostitution 1°
Promoting Prostitution 2°

Use of drug paraphernalia

10

Criminal Possession
Precursors

Criminal Possession
a Contr. Sub. 1°

Criminal Possession
a Contr. Sub. 2°

Criminal Possession
a Contr. Sub. 3°

Criminal Possession
a Zontr. Sub. 4°

Criminal Possession
a Contr. Sub. 5°

Criminal Possession
a Contr. Sub. 6°

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Criminal Possession

of Marihuana 1°

Criminal Possession
of Marihuana 0

Criminal Sale o
of Marihuana 3

Criminal Possession
of Marihuana 3°©

DWI 2nd offense

Obscenity 1°

Manufacture or salg of

illicit alcohol

Falsely reporting an

incident 1°

Promoting gambling 1°¢ -~

lottery or policy

FC

¥D

FD

FE

FaA-1

FA-I1

FA-I11

FB

FC

FD

FC

FD

FE

FE
FE

FD

FE

FE

FE
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Revised o % Revised Misdemeanor Personal
Classification Felony Victimless 1 Classification .
[ ] o
Other ] : Promoting gambling 1° - ‘I Personal i Assault 3°
» bookmaking FE .
. ' : ! - - Menacing
non i Poss. gambling records 1° - ﬁ
g lottery or policy FE - " - % Reckless Endangerment 2°
- . Poss. gambling records 1° - . % 1 L) | Jostling
bookmaking FE ( .
! " on Sexual misconduct
"o Escape 1° FD 1 )
§ Other — Sexual abuse 2°
nom Escape 2° FE
. non __ Sexual abuse 3°
non Abscond from temporary H
release 1° FE ' v " _~- Criminal Poss. of a
weapon 4°
non Bail jumping 1° ) FE
"o -~ Mfg., transport, etc.
non Perjury 1l° FD : , dang. weapon
w n Perjury 2° FE - Personal Prohibited use of weapons
non Rewarding official b "~ Endangering the welfare
~ e misconduct 1° FC i % - . . of a child
- } .
" . Receiving reward for A Other _— DWI - drugs - 1lst offense
official misconduct 1° FC L
A y Personal Aggravated harrassment
“on Rewarding official . .
misconduct 2° FE .
non : Receiving reward for
‘ official misconduct 2° FE
" on ~ Bribe receiving by a juror FD
" on ’ Bribe receiving by a witress FD
" n Bribing a juror FD
LI Briging a witness FD .
L . All other felonies -
T
4.
i
E
B
i

5 EEE 8 5

§ =

5

5
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Revised
Classification

Other

ey [ —

Property

Other

Property

2

Othef“

Property

Other

Property

4%,

s e e mie o

Misdemeanor Property

_— Poss. of burglar's

tools

Petit larceny
Fraudulently accosting

_Unauthorized use of a
vehicle

Crim. Poss. of Stolen
Prop. 3°

Falisfying business
records 2°

Issuing a false financial

statment

Criminal impersonation

Fraudulent disp. of
mortgaged property

Fraud involving a security

interest

Ohaking'false statement of

credit terms

Unlawful collection practices

.~ Scheme to defraud 2°

Forgery 3°

Crim. Poss. forged instru-

ment 3°

& Crim. simulation

Unlawful use of credit card

Theft of services

Misapplication of property

Fraudulently obtaining

signature

«— Fortune tellihg

Destroying or defacing a

vehicle

E 8 5

g 5

5

SEEE5 BE5E5 B

5

il

5 2 sm v
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e

Revised

Classification

Property

Personal

Other

Property

¥y )

Misdemeanor Property

Unauth. removal from a

vehicle

——Riot 2°

_’/Inciting a riot

isruption of reglious
services '

Crim. mischief 4°
Crim. tampering 2°
Crim. trespass 2°

Crim. trespass 3°

'.—TCommercial bribing 1°
—Commercial bribe receiving 1°

~—TCommerical bribing 2°

LY

£ 5

B

5

<4
>

5 5 58 5 B

__ Commerical bribe receiving 2¢ MB

»

..,
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Revised
Classification

Other
-

P

Misdemeanor Victimless

Prﬁbation Violation

Pargle Violztion

JD

False advertising

Promoting préstitution 3°
Prostitution

Permitting prostitution
Consensual sodomy

Use of drug paraphernalia 2°
Criminal poss. hypodermic~

Criminal poss. of caﬁtr.
sub. 7° ’

Art. 33
DWI lst offense

Obscenity 2°

public display of offensive

sexual ma‘arial

Issuing abortional articles

EEE 88 5 B

= B

MU

MA
MB

Viol.of regulations governing

alcohol sales

viol. of regqulations governing

alcohol sales
Other viol. ov M.V. laws
Unlawful assembly
Loitering 1° |
Criminal huisance

Falsely reporting an
incident 3¢ .

Falsely reporting an
incident 2°

MU
MU
MB

B B

od

e AR AT T

i g et

PR S

N
Jev1sed .
Classification

L]

R
o 3

g

-

th«a—!.
e ]

b

Misdemeanor victimless

Poss. of gambling devices

promoting gambling 2°

;A

Absconding from furlough

program
Escape 3°
Resisting arrest

Abscond from temporary
release 2°

All other misdemeanors

pPoss. of gambling records 2°

5 B

B 5 B
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Revised

Classification

Other

oy Pl ey
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A

3
4
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Personal

Other

Personal

Felony Personal

£fim. Sell. of a Contr.
Sub. 2°

,/6;im. Sell. of a Contr.
sSub. 3°

_ALfim. Sell. of a Contr.
Sub. 4°

_LRfim. Sell. of a Contr.
Sub. 5°

_efim. Sell. of a Contr.
Sub. 6°

£fim. Sale of Marihuana '1°
_£%im. Sale of Marihuana 2°

Crim. Poss. of dangerous
weapon 1°

im. Poss. of dangerous
weapon 3°

’yig., transport, etc. of
a dangerous weapon

Prohibited use of weapons
Prohibited use of weapons

Criminal poss. of a
weapon 2°

~Pfsseminating indecent
material to & minor

-/ﬂg;ndonment of child
—ﬂﬁi - drugs - 2nd offense
Kidnapping 1°
Kidnapping 2°*
Unlawful imprisonment

Riot 1° ;

FA-II

FA-III

FB

FC

FD
FC
FD

FB

FD

FD
FD
FE

FC

FE
FE
FE
F@«I
FD
FE

iy
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Revised
Classification

Property

Other

Property

Other

Property

Felony Property

Burglary 1°
Burglary 2°
Burglary 3°

Grand Larcény not

auto 1°

Grand Larceny = not
auto 2°

Grand Larceny - not
auto 3°

Grand Larceny - autoc 1°
Grand Larceny - auto 2°
Grand Larczny - auto 3°

Criminal Poss. of Stolen
Property 1°

Criminal Poss. of Stolen
Property 2°

Tampering with public
records 1°

Falsifying business
records 1°

Offering a false inst.
for filing 1°

Issuing a false certi-
ficate

__—~eriminal Usury 2°

Unlawfully concealing a
will

_—~eriminal Usury 1°
_~Scheme to defraud 1°
Forgery 1°

Criminal poss. forged
inst. 1°

Forgery 2°

FB
FC
FD

FC

FD

FE
FC
FD
FE

FD

FE

FD

FE

FE

FE
FE

FE
FC
FE
FC

FC
FD
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Felony Property

Revised .
Classification
Criminal poss. forged
Property . inapat )t
Sy ' Criminal poss. forged
devices
tat —__——arson 3°
Personal ‘
Arson 4°
Property
"W Crim. Mischief 2°
LI Crim. Mischief 3°
" ow Crim. Tampering 1°
non Crim. Mischief 1°
" n Crim. Trespass 1°
igam
Other .~ Bigamy
“ n ‘ _Bribery 2°
LI «—Bribery 1°
" . ~— Bribe receiving 1°
" o~ ——>Bribe receiving 2°
"o .—S8ports bribing
L _—Sports bribe receiving.
.- ——Eavesdropping
.. —Conspiracy 1°
" - . .— Conspiracy 2°

¥D

FD
FC
FD
FD
FE
FD
FB
FD
FE
FD
FB
FB
FD
FD
FE
FE
FB
‘ FE

i
i

g
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ey

i

ey

P

3

[ e
e
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[
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Revised

Classification

Other

oF,

Felony Victimless

YO
Promoting Prostitution 1°
Promoting Prostitution 2°

Use of drug paraphernalia
1.

Criminal Possession of
Precursors

Criminal Possession of
a Contr. Sub, 1°

Criminal Possession of
a Contr. Sub. 2°

Criminal Possession of
a Contr. Sub. 3°

Criminal Possession of
a Contr. Sub. 4°

Criminal Possession of
& Contr. Sub. §°

Criminal Possession of
a Contr. Sub. &°

Criminal Possession
of Marihuana 1°

Criminal Possession
of Marihuana ;0

Criminal Sale °
of Marihuana 3

Criminal Possession
of Marihuana 30

DWI 2nd offense
Obscenity 1°

Manufacture or sale of
illicit alcohol

Falsely reporting an
incident 1°

Promotina qambling 1°® -

FC
FD

FD

FE

FA-1

FA-11

FA-III

FB

FC

FD

FC

FD

FE

FE
FE
FD

FE

FE
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Revised L .
Classification Felony Victimless - ) Revised Misdemeanor Personal
sSaticat o . ; g Classification '
Other Promoting gambling 1°® = : /
bookmaking FE Personal ) Assault 3°
. i Poss. gambling records 1° - ' §, %% .- ‘ Menacing
) lottery or policy FE ;
: : ! i L Reckle
“ = . Poss. gambling records 1° - * % {% ) : ss Endangerment 2°
bookmaking FE § .- Jostling
3
.
- = Escape 1° FD ! .- Sexual misconduct
" w Escape 2° FE ' f § ) Other — Sexual abuse 2°
- Abscond from temporary g " F Sexual abuse 3°
release 1° FE i —_
. " . .
) Criminal Poss. of
_— Bail jumping 1° FE : ii - weapon 4° 2
" = Perjury 1° FD :I " e — Mfg., transport, etc.
: dang. weapon
" . Perjury 2° FE - J P
» Personal Prohibited use
" . Rewarding official :I .. of weapons
- o e misconduct 1° FC . i 8 .. Endangering the welfare
. o : - S of a child
" = Receiving reward for (o .,
o . . < ° ¢ [
official misconduct 1 FC ! iI Other — DWI - drugs - lst offense
- Rewarding official . Personal Aggravated h
misconduct 2° FE Lo . i arrassment
gL
" E Receiving reward for ¥
official misconduct 2° FE | i
ol
" w Bribe receiving by a juror FD {
" . Bribe receiving by a witness FD i ig
" = Bribing a juror FD ? o
Lo
"« = Briging a witness FD Ll
L] All other felonies - i
il
m
il
i
g -
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Revised Misdemeanor Property
Classification
Other _—~ Poss. of burglar’'s
. ‘ tools MA
~Property . Petit larceny MA
&
- - . Fraudulently accosting MA
" . Unauthorized use of a
vehicle MA
" = Crim. Poss. of Stolen
Prop. 3° MA
" n Falisfying business
records 2° MA
.. Issuing a false financial
statment MA
nw Criminal impersonation MA
L Fraudulent disp. of
h mortgaged property MA
e T Fraud involving a security
interest MA
LI OMaking false statement of
credit terms MA
o Unlawful collection practices MB
Other —— Scheme to defraud 2° MA
Property Forgery 3° MA
“w Crim. Poss. forged instru-
ment 3° MA
Other - &~ Crim. simulation MA
Property Unlawful use of credit ca;d MA
LI Theft of services MA
L Misapplication of property MA
L Fraudulently obtaining
signature . . MA
.Other «— FOortune tellihg MB
Property Destroying or defacing a .
vehicle MA
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Revised

Classification

Property

Personal

Other

Property

¥

Misdemeanor Property

Unauth. removal from a
vehicle

: 3z

h’,Inciting a riot

isruption of reglious
services

5

Crim. mischief 4°
Crim. tampering 2°
Crim. trespass 2°
Crim. trespass 3°
'«~—Tommercial bribing 1°

——Commercial bribe receiving 1°

5B 5 58 58 5 B

" »~~~TCommerical bribing 2°

__ Commerical bribe receiving 2° MB
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Revisged
Classification

Other

P e it e Smaucs o .

Misdemeanor Victimless

.Prébation Violation

Parqle Violation

JD

False advertising

Promoting prostitution 3°
Prostitution

Permitting prostitution
Consensual sodomy

Use of drug paraphernalia 2°
Criminal poss. hypodermic

Criminal poss. of contr.
sub., 7°

Art. 33
DWI 1lst offense
Obscenity 2°

Public display of offensive
sexual matzrial

Issuing abortional articles

Viol.of regulations governing
alcohol sales

Viol. of regulations governing

alcohol sales
Other viol. ov M.V. laws
Unlawful assembly
Loitering 1° |
Criminal Auisance

Falsely reporting an
incident 3° :

Falsely reporting an
incident 2°

= 8

& 5

MA

MU
MU
MB

B &
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sdemeanor victimless

Misc —————

poss. of gambling devices

promoting gambling 2°
poss. of gambling records 2°

Absconding from furlough

program
Escape 3°
Resisting arrest

Abscond from temporary
release 2°

All other misdemeanors

EE B

BB B




ATTACHMENT 4
_ case Revievw
L a Collection Form
_ bat Codebook

o

P

MTC FVALIIATIAN
DATA COLLTCTTON
- Sample Code NYSID No.
- Name Code Count
_ County Code I.D. Code

I. DP~71 Needs Assessment Evaluation
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1dentified Resnurce
Score | ___Problem Available Rank
r.0. Prah,
Academic/V'ncational

{.

Emplovment

Fi~ancial Manacement

Marital/Family Relationships
Menial jlealth

Curront Living Fnvirconment

Sexual Behavior

Alcohel Abuse

Other Druo Abuse
Nealth

TOTAL

Number of identi€ied oroblems aareed upan hetween Probation Nfficer
Probationer

and

Orders and Monditions af Probation

List each snecial condition nf Prehation

DP-72 1Initial Supervision Plan

a) Date Sentenced

—_——S
—_— e
2)

b) 1Initial Interview

Seen within 72 hours 1)

c) Primary Contact Person

Narme of Primary Contact Person
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. Sample Code
nP-72 TIritial Supervision Plan Name Code
4) Long Range Suvdervision “oals toes This Gcal *tatch a rves this Soal Match
' Sracial Tondition of a Yeed From the Neads
Probation Treom the Orders Szessrent
List Fach Gmal and Conditions 2f Prokation P.O. b,
“reg vas es
-r0g eg veq
s 1es 2g
es ves Ves
1eq vves “rag
“vs veq ves
es e /23
ves ves yes
-es5 eg ves
-’25 es e
Total Yurher of Twals Total
Total
2) C(biectives for €irst Muarter Does this Cbijective oes this “biective
Match a Svecial Match a Need from
Condition of Pmbation the Need Assessents
List Fach (hiective : P.D. Frob,
ves veg yes
ves ves was
ves “veg e
ves ves es
es ves ves
ras veg veg
ves ves ves
ves ves ves
. yes veg wes
g ves ves
Total thurber of Cbjectives : ) Total
Total
{2)
+*
. A " -y
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Sanple Code
I g
Name Code 1i‘|
CONTACTS BY PRABATION COFFICER l"'i
IV. DP-73 Monthly Activityv Report lw
Month B \-
i
LContacts with Probationer DP-72 |2 13 14 |5 (6 17 t8B 19 119 1111213114 115 |16 J17 |18 Total )
1]
) _Total Numbew of O€fice Visits (OV) | //// /YN IXLIAIIAL XL EN LN LLNLLLALZLAL L I 2L L LAY 72V 112N 211K 1] g
0ffige Vis.cs (OV) Ii
Tailed to Repvort ) !
!
B) Total Number of Wome Visits (W) |\ ////s/0 s /80787 /A0 VL0 LY 2 LI 1L LIAL L N LI ALY LIV 222221822 7Y 1Y
Positive
Netative
Failed to Report
C) Total Number of Other Wisits

VEZZII4 272 VA2 VU0, Y08,'00 174 024 070 VI22, 000 000, 9044 2200 7974 9722 V474 07 I

Letters To (LT)

Phone Cails (circled)

Other (Specify)

Total other visits

- Total Nurber of (ontacts with Probationer
(3)
— i ) -
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1
A
4
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Sample Code

Nare Conde

DP=73 MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Probationer's Activities DOES NEED ADDRESSED
DOES :IEED ADDRESSID DOFS NEPD ADCRESSED | MATCH A SPrCIAL
ARENCY NEEPR ANDRESSED [nm‘r,s "ATCH lst PRIORITY MATCH 2ndPRINQITY CONDITION OF PROR

5th mnth 4ch sonth 4rd month 2nd sonth
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Sample Code
Name Code
Pisk Reagsessment, Classification and Assignment
Score
ISP Progress Index . A “onths 9 Mcntha | 12 Months | 15 Months[18 Month
l. Emploved/School
2. Compliance with prokation zonditions
3. Achievement of surervision =lan nbjactive
. Regoluticn of orimarv need areas
5. U+iiizatjion or community resources
Proyress Index TITAL
DATE:
-
:
' (8)
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Sample Code
l Name Code
COLLATERAL ONNTACTS
Month '.:
pp-7212 13 |4 5 6§17 |8 9 {10 1111211314 |15 {16 17 18 Total

1) Total Numbésy of Agency Contacts VETIIR VI IR FTR VIR RN ZIA VIR TR VTN 0TI 0715 0082004 TR VNI A VININL VIvi i

Onsite Contacts

Televhone Contacts {circled)
Total Y /LAY PRL VALY I I AN LY LA/ 77V Irotal Agency Contacts
2) Total Mumber of Tamily Contacts [////7 4717877877471 0120012317702 027 0070747202077 A0 77087778777 k777787020787777707777

Home Vi3zits (HV)

~.

dome Visits (FV) bv telephone

Nffice Visits (OV)

Total Y/ PLLIRCA T I IY 20y 2 V(I PA Y727V 17 /47777y // [Fotal Family Contacts ]
3i  Total Number of Other Contac=s s,/ 78 1011817827787 A2 78770V 177A270 77422220 2208207k0777822220k222277277 ‘
Criminal .Justice Acencies . —_

Dther (specify)

Total Other Contacts

Total Numhev of
Collateral Contacts

(4)
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Prohationer's Activities

g

NFFD ADDRESSED

P G Ll B QS S ., —

DP=73 *OMNTHLY ACTIVITY FFFORT

DOES NEFED ADDRESSRED
MATC!H lst PRIORITY

Sample Code

Name Code

DFFS NEFD ADDRFSSFD
MATTH 2nd PRICRITY

DOFS NETD) ADOYESSED
YAWTCH A SPECIAL
CINDITION F PROBATIN

izth ronth  1lleth month 10th nonth 9ch non. 8th nonth 7th month
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NEW YORK STATE DIVISION OF PROBATION
INTENSIVE SUPERVISION EVALUATION

CASE REVIEW CODEBOOK
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This codebook describes variable names, locations, and
values for the 398 cases included in the Case Review Data
Collection Sample. The Case Review Sample is a random sample
of the 1541 cases in the original ISP Evaluation Sample. All
of the variables and values contained on CARD 1 of the Case
Review Data Base are identical to the variables and values in
the ISP Evaluation Data Base. Variables and values contained
on CARD 2 through CARD 5 are limited to the cases in the Case
Review Data Base. The Case Review Data Base is defined by
the SPSéiprogram SPOCK and the System File is savedunder the

file name DICK.
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‘ CASE REVIEW

CARD 1
Column
1, 2 SAMPCODE

ISP Sample Code - Based on date of sentence.

05 October, 1978 through January, 1979

06 February, 1979

07 March, 1979

08 April, 1979

0¢ May, 1979

10 June, 1979

Column

3, 4, 5 NAMECODE

ISP Identification Cecde

Column, .

—_— o

6, 7 COUNTY

County of supervision

01 Albany 12 Onondaga
02 Brocme 13 Ontario

03 Chautauqua 14 Orange

04 Chemung 15 Oswego

05 Dutchess 1l6 Rensselaer
06 Erie 17 Rockland
07 Jefferson 18 Schenectady
08 Kings 19 Steuben

09 Monroe 20 Suffolk

10 Nassau 21 Ulster

11 Oneida 22 Westchester
Column

8, 9 AGE

Agz at current conviction
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Column
10 SEX
Sex of probationer

0 Female
1l Male

Column

11 RACE
Race of probationer

0 White
1l Black
2 Hispanic
3 Other

Column

12 . OUTSuUP18

Outcome of probation at 18 months.
¥

Success

Sentence Revocation

Unsatisfactory Discharge

New Conviction

Absconder

Missing

OdWwWwhHHO

Column
13, 14, 15, 16 CHG18

Conviction or Revocation Charge for failure between 12th and 18th
month. See Appendix A for complete list.

Column

17, 18 . SENT18

Sentence type and length for CHG18. See Appendix B for complete
list.
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19 ARYRPRI
20 NINETEEN
21 PRIRUB
22 MISDFEZ
23 INCARC
24 JOBSCHOL
25 FAMILY
26 ADDRESS
27 SITUAT
28 ATTITUDE

Individual ISP Risk Assessment questions.

0 No
1l Yes

Column

29, 30 TOTAL

Total ISP Risk Assessment score.

Column. --
—_— -

31, 32, 33, 34 CUROFF

Conviction charge for current offense. See Appendix A for complete

list.

Column
35, 36 SENT

Sentence type and length for current offense. See Appendix B for

complete list.

Column

37, 38, 39, 40 PRIOR1

Conviction charge for offense immediately preceding current offense.
See Appendix A for complete list.

Column

41, 42 SENT1

Sentence length and type for PRIORl. See Appendix B for complete
list.
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Column
43, 44, 45, 46 PRIOR2

Conviction charge for offense preceding PRIOR1. See Appendix A

for complete list.

Column

47, 48 SENT2

Sentence type and length for PRIOR2. See Appendix B for complete

list.

Column

49, 50, 51, 52 PRIOR3

Conviction charge for offense preceding PRIOR2. See Appendix A

for complete list.

Column

53, 54, SENT3

v
Sentence type and length for PRIOR3. See Appendix B for complete

list.

Column

55 OUTSUP6
Outcome of probation at 6 months.

Success
Sentence Revocation
Unsatisfactory Discharge
New Conviction
Absconder

Missing

WOWHWNOHO

Column
56, 57, 58, 59 CHGé6

Conviction or Revocation charge for failure up to the 6th month.
See Appendix A for complete list. :
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Column
60, 61 SENT6
Sentence type and length for CHG6. See Appendix B for complete
list.
Column
62 OUTSUP12

outcome of probation at 12 months.

Success
Sentence Revocation
Unsatisfactory Discharge
New Conviction

Absconder

Missing

OB WO

Column
63, 64, 65, 66 CHG12

Conviction. or Revocation charge for failure between 6th and 12th
month. See Appendix A for complete list.
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Column

67, 68 SENT12

Sentence type and length for CHGl2.
list.

See Appendix B for complete

sean e

==

Column

69 TRANSFER

Time in ISP before transfer to regular probation, if transferred.

IN ISP .for 18 months
Transferred during lst 6 months
Transferred 6 - 9 months
Transferred 9 - 12 months
Transferred 12 - 15 months

Transferred 15 - 18 months
Discharged from ISP before 12 months

Discharged from ISP before 18 months
Extraordinary (death, etc.)
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CARD 2
Column
7, 8, 9 POID

Probation officer identification code.

Column

10 POPROB

Number of "Identified Problems" checked b robati i
ISP Needs Assessment. Y P ation officer on the

Column
11 PROB

Number of "Identified Problems" checked by probati
Needs Assessment. Yy P oner on the ISP

Column

12 B APROB

Number of "Identified Problems" agreed upon by th i :
and probationer. g P y the probation officer

Column

13 PROMPT

Was probationer seen by probation officer within 72 hours of sen-
tence to probation. ‘

1 Yes
2 No
9 Missing

Column

14, 15 INTERV

Exact pumber of days between sentence to probation and initial
interview by probation officer.




A TR ey C 7

&«.,: ’;( g ﬁ."t"."-fian

fanrpiisy
¥ k]

P F:lﬁq

-2 -
Column
16 PCP

Category of Primary Contact Person.

Clergy
School Representative

0 Legal Representative 5
6
7 Friend
8
9

1 Spouse - Paramous
2 Family Member - Relative

3 Employer
4 Social Service Agency Person

Unidentifiable Person
None

Column

17 POGOAL

Number of goals on the Initial Supervision Plan that match proba-
tion officer "Identified Problems" on Needs Assessment.

Column

18 PGOAL

Number of goals on the Initial Supervision Plan that match proba-
tioner "Identified Problems" on Needs Assessment.

Column

19 GOALS

Total number of long range goals on the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column

20 POOBJECT

Number of objectives on the Initial Supervision Plan that match
probation officer "Identified Problems" cn Needs Assessment.

Column

21 POBJECT

Number of objectives on the Initial Supervision Plan that match
probationer "Identified Problems" on the Needs Assessment.
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Column
22 OBJECTS

Total number of objectives on the Initial Supervision Plan.

Column

23, 24,

25 ISPTIME

Exact number of days in ISP.

Column
27

Number

OFCl1

of office visits on Initial Supervision Plan.

Column
28

Number
vision

FTR1

of. times probati "f£ai ‘o
Plag. P ationer "failed to report" on the Initial Super-

Column
29

Number
vision

PHV1

of positive h isi i i ‘s
Plag. ome visits with probationer on the Initial Super-

Column

30

Number
Plan.

OTHER1

of other contacts with probationer on the Initial Supervision

Column

32, 33, 34

OFC2

Number of office visits during the first 3 months.




N ] =] G

ey

-l
Column
35, 36 FPTR2

Number of times probationer "failed to report" during the first 3
months.

Column

37, 38 PHV2

Number of positive home visits with probationer during the first
3 months.

Column
39, 40 LTR2

Number of letter and phone contacts with probationer during the
first 3 months.

Column

41, 42- - CRJ2

-
Number of face to face criminal justice contacts with probationer
during the first 3 months.

Column

43, 44 FACE2

Number of other face to face contacts with probationer during the
first 3 months. :

Colvmn
46, 47, 48 OFC3

Number of office visits during the 4 to 6 month period.

Column

49, 50 FTR3

Number of times probationer "failed to report" during the 4 to 6
month period.
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Column
51, 52 PHV3

Number of positive home visits with probationer during the 4 to 6
month period.

Column
53, 54 LTR3

Number of letter and phone contacts with probationer during the 4
to 6 month period. ‘

Column
55, 56 CRJ3

Number of face to face contacts with probationer in a criminal jus-
tice setting during the 4 to 6 month period.

Column

57, 58 . .. FACE3

¥

Number of other face to face contacts with probationer during the
4 to 6 month period.

Column
60, 61, 62 OFC4

Number of office visits during the 7 tc 9 month period.

Column

63, 64 FTR4

Number of times probationer "failed to report" during the 7 to 9
month period.

Column

65, 66 PHV4

Number of positive home visits with probationer during the 7 to 9
month period.
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Column
67, 68 LTR4

Number of letter and phone contacts with probationer during the 7
to 9 month period.

Column

69, 70 CRJ4

Number of face to face contacts with probationer in a criminal jus-
tice setting during the 7 to 9 month period.

Column
71, 72 FACE4

Number of other face to face contacts with probationer during the
7 to 9 month period.

Column
74, 75, 76 OFC5

k4
Number of office visits with probationer during the 10 to 12 month
period.

Column
77, 78 FTR5

Number of times probationer "failed to report" during the 10 to 12
month period.

Column
79, 80 PHVS5

Number of positive home visits with probationer during the 10 to 12
month period.
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ATTACHMENT 6

Documentation Scale
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To empirically illustrate the degree of variation between
probation officers in terms of their documentation performance,
a P.0. Documentation Scale was developed. This scale assesses
P.0. documentation performance according to written guidelines
developed especially for ISP probation officers. Each stan-
dardized form used in ISP has associated with it specific
instructions on how it should be completed. The guidelines
were utilized as the baseline criteria in assessing P.O.
documentation; documentation scores thus reflecting the degree
to which P.O's deviated from ISP guidelines in their documenta-
tion performance. In addition to generating a total documentation
score reflecting overall documentation, the scale contair§ scores
indicating documentation performance on each specific standardized
form withiﬁ the ISP program. Therefore each is scored on
documentation as to goals and objectives, contacts, activities
and reassessments. This allows the research staff to assess
documentation performance not only between cases but also between
the components of those cases. In this manner, specific forms
can be shown to be documented in a less than desirable fashion
more so than other forms and future efforts at improving documen-
tation performance can be more focused. The total score is based
on a possible total of 17 points (17 = excellent documentation),
with component totals varying to reflect centrality to the
philosophy behind the ISP process and the number of objective
guidelines available for P.O.'s to refer to. These scores were
then transformed to a ratio value (range from .00 to .99) to

allow for facilitated comparisons of scores (a copy of instructionsy/

and tke DOC scale are ‘enclosed).
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The final documentation scale was created via a process which
included a pre-test with a sample of 10 cases. Original ambiguous
instructions and problematic items in terms of reliability and
lack of variation were modified to insure greater reliability
and variability. A random sample of 102. cases out of the total
sample of 401 cases was then generated. The sample was stratified
by county of supervision to insure all ecunties being represented
in the sample. This was done because the case review revealed
a great amount of variation in P.0O. documentation across counties
(certain counties were perceived to have better documenied files).
In addition, different P.O.'s were sampled within each county.
This would allow for specifying sources of variation in documenta-~
tion performance. The following question could be addressed.
Do‘indiviagal counties, either through explicit policies or
superisory practices, account for a greater proportion of the
variation in documentation than non-systematic variation attribu-
table to individual P.O.'s?

To ensure reliability of the DOC scale scores, two members
of the research staff each scored all 102 cases in the sample.

A small group of cases would be completed by each researcher after
which the respective scores would be compared. Very few dis-
crepancies were discovered and the ones that d4id occur were
resolved to each researchers mutual satisfaction. Any consistent
discrepancy was thus eliminated very early in the scoring with

the above scheme ensuring total reliability by the end of the

scoring process. The scores were then matched with the corres-

‘ponding data collection form. The face validity of the scoring

was supported because cases with perceived poor documentation

)
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received lower scores than the better documented cases.

The P.0. documentation scale can also be used in an analytic

fashion to control the error introduced into the data set by

variability in P.O. documentation. As mentiored earlier, it is

probable that these casefiles documented in a less then desirable
fashion may be those cases for which collected data contain more

error. This is because cases with low documentation scores may

have required greater subjective interpretation on the part of
data collectors instrument (e.g., categorizing contacts). This
problem can, of course be dealt with by using broad categores of
contacts“(e.g.,all face to face contacts vs. office contacts and
hoﬁe viéi%s). However, poor documentation may also be associated
not only with greater unreliability but also with data of more
guestionable validity. For example, an explicit criterion in

assessing P.0O. documentation is whether the dates of probationer
activites indicated dates of attendance by the probationer. If
no (e.g.r.dates indicate P.0O. collateral contacts with agency),
then the resulting information is more problematic in terms of

validity then information clearly indicating actual probationer

activities. Although it is impossible to determine the validity

of even properly documented information without some sort of re-
verse record check, the P.0. documentation scale provides a tool
by which to examine whether relationships found in the total
sample maintain when the sample is partitioned into cases with
If

high documentation scores versus low documentation scores.

relationships do not hold across these sub-samples, a possible

"
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explanation yould h? that the sample with poorly documented case-
files contain more error and thus a less valid testing of rela-
tionships than the other sample. 1In such instances, more faith
in the results should be pPlaced on the sample with better docu-
mented cases. This type of approacﬁ will be taken but its utility
is limited because time constraints allowed for DOC scores to be
obtained on only 102 cases of the total sample. Nevertheless, the
DOC scale does allo& for some control over the validity problems

in the data. e e e
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% E Instructions
to a standard coding scheme and continous decision . making between ; % 7 Scale of P.O. Documentation
the two resolved any problems in interpretation and coding as they | % 'E 1, NEEDS ASSESSMENT (DP-71)
arose. This process was encouraged by the method of reliability z % ’T A. Was Needs Assessment completed? No/Ye;
checks chosen. Every tenth case had a reliability check conducted g ! ;j 1.Ifw2§é :;grgrgglg$ aigage:éored? o1
on it with discovered discrepancies being corrected to each co- | | j% g: ?;e"§2§g§igée§vziggé§2§ éﬁgciég.%oiagiid? 0-1
der's mutual satisfaction. Coder error appeared to be random, ,E | g ?;ggiimszgggg gcgieg sigi 3:esources 0-1
errors usually .consisting of computational mistakes. Overall reli- é A available" checked/total # scored 2 or 3)
ability was generally very good, the few number of discrepancies E'g NEEDS TOTAL 0-3
being of a minor non-systematic nature and thus amendable to facile | 11, INITIAL SUPERVISION PLAN (DP-72) )
corrections. Once the data was keypunched, errors such as wild A. Goals And Objectives
codes and other inconsistent information was "cleaned" via computer : l.. 2;2 gggéztiggeggje?;izgi :iiti:g ggi
analysis. L - probationer/Total Written = Score) 0-1
N The research staff collected and manipulated the data :‘ -~ B.. g??eggivgg'ectives derived from "Identified
in such a &ay as to minimize the unreliability and invalidity : ﬁiggiiigz ggjgiﬁgsegsgzii:ggt;roéngzi
of the data set in its fihal form. The ztaff's awareness of relia- ! é tified Problems/Total number of - ’
‘ Objectives. = Score) 0-1
bility concerns was illustrated by the piecautions taken at every | C. ‘Specificity of Objectives. Do the objecti§es
step of the process to ensure that the collected informa*ion in i : a?swer thg questions: . e ,
its final form approximated the information present in the proba- & %f %. gg%g?;ie§?§e§§°?:ttﬁge;rggggigﬁertzodgo z:i
tion casefiles. The data will be invalid to the degree that the }5 H 3. g%;gg exactly will the probationer do 0.1
original sources of information contained erromeous information. f% gg '
This, of course,relates to probation officer documentation. L . Goal and Objectives Total 0-5
Researchers utilizing probation casefiles should be wary of the g S% I1I. MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORTS (DP-73)
i
data gathered in future research efforts. They should narrow | g§ A. g?htiizséz;tngiggazigzﬁfs totally devosd. of
the scope of their inquiry to issues which .can be examined in a ‘ ‘ " contac:s Yith ths probaticngr? (If NO,
scientifically sound manner given the nature of the information gr gf iggiﬁs/ti;aifnzggértgi ggﬁiig :fsg%%%¥ 0-1
found in probation casefiles. Efforts at improving probation i -}
officer documentation behavior seems a logical first step in % |
qu%anteeing meaningful research in the area of probation. % gg %é
¢ ol
A



- e i A A

Iv. RISK REASSESSMENT (DP-70A)

2. Are any of the contacts unspecified?
(If NO, Score = 1; If YES, the number
of months with unspecified contacts/
total number of months = SCORE) - 0-1

A. Were Reassessments done on time and at the
correct intervals? NOTE: ISP Guidelines call
for Risk Reassessment at 6 months and every 3
months thereafter until the person is no longer
in ISP. 1In order to be on time, the lst Reas- '
sessment should be dated no later than 14 days
after the beginning date of the 7th month (see
dates on contacts section of monthlys), and
every Reassessment thereafter should be com-
pleted * 3 months (within 14 days) follow-
ing the previous Reassessment. (Total number
of correctly timed Reassessments/Total number
of required Reassessments X 2 = SCORE) 0-2

poene] ()

3. Are the dates of the Monthlys unambigu-
ous? NOTE: a) The dates on each monthly .
should cover only one month time period. :
b) There should be no time periods left.
c) A contact entered should have occurred i
in the specified time period. (Number of i
unambiguously dated monthlys/total number
of monthlys = SCORE) 0-1

i

.
1

g

IR N
S

Collateral Contacts
l. Are any of the collateral contacts unspeci-
fied? (If NO, SCORE = 1; If YES, the number
of months with unspecified contacts/total '
"number of months = SCORE) 0-1 : ! - 3
. . ‘ C . -TOTAL SCALE SCORE 0-17

Reassessment Score 0-2

¢ mest g

CONTACTS TOTAL 0-4
Probationers Activities Verified

l. Are all three boxes (Agency, need, addressed,.
dates) filled in for each month? NOTE: If

probationer did not utilize any community- « i ~ .
-- based agency, N/A or none is acceptable. : ! o

"*. A BLANK is not. NOTE: An appropriate ‘ ;
- community-based agency as defined by ISP : i
guidelines, is a community agency offering ; E
services which are part of the supervision
plan. -This does not include criminal justice ;
agencies such as jails or courts, or a
person's regular place of employment. (If
YES, SCORE = 1; If NO, total number of :
months with completed boxes including ! i1
months with N/A or NONE/total number of ; é
months with some agency mentioned = SCORE). 0-1

2. Are all of the agencies appropriate Commu-
nity based agencies? NOTE: See above defi-
nition. (If YES, Score = 1; If NO, total : .
number of months with appropriate community .
based agencies only/total number of months ‘
with some agency mentioned = SCORE). 0-1

Sy s

3. Do the dates indicate dates of attendance [
by the probationer? (Total number of
months correctly listing probationer's , B
dates of attendance/total number of months {
with some dates entered = SCORE). 0-1 |

b

Activities Total 0-3 i
i

4
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P.0. Documentation Scale ; ‘ fi C. Probationer Activities Verified
1.
I). Needs Assessment (DP-71) - Score ; I —
. —_— | 1 2.. -
AI 1. _' o i ,
t sy, 3.
2. . e e { | : —_
3. . B Activities Total . /3
— T il IV). Risk Reassessment - T
Needs Total __ . __ /3. = __ __ o (DP-70A)
’ A,
II). Initial Supervision Plan (DP-72) f 5?
: f' § 1‘
A. Goals and Objectives ; .
1. : e % ¥ Reassessment Sure __ . /2
B. Objectives f .
1. . _
C. Specificity of Objectives ;s
- L
2.4, . [ - -
—— — — E i ey It
3. ) e \
Goal and Objective Total . e /5 = __ éf
III). Monthly Activity Reports (DP-73) )
§
A. Contacts with Probationer
lu N —._- —_—
2. R
3- —._— —— ?
B. Collateral Contacts
1.. " H_'______ —
Contacts Total _ . _ /4 = __ ___ 3
i
1 ,
| |
: P
i |
i ]
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ATTACHMENT 7
"Communication" Sample
Interviews
Interview Codebook
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INTRODUCTION
My name is & _from the New York

State Division of Probation Research and Evaluation Unit. We
are doing some research on probation supervision and we have
been interviewing people after they have seen their probation
officers. We would like to discuss some of the topics you've
discussed with your probationers. Any thing you say to us will
remain confidential and will not be passed on to the probationer

or anyone in the probation department.
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1) Concgrning this probationer, what area or problem do you
feel is the major obstacle to his/her beinb a success on
probation?* (If P.0. savs there is no specifig problem,
probe with: "What is it about him/her thgé yaﬁ would think
is an obstacle to being a success on probation?")

PICK OMNE AREA ONLY

*A success is someone who while on probation, does not meet the
following criteria: a) New conviction for misdemeanor or felony
b) Unsatisfactory discharge from probation c) Probation is revoked
and gets jail time d) Absconds.

2) Has your probationer indicated to you by his/her actions or
conversations that (s)he also feels this problem area is the
major obstacle to his/her success?

(1) Yes
(2) No

(7) Other

Explain

1

C =T =Q¢
1)
(O~ 12)

/
3) (4)  (5)

LR,
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3) How would you characterize your general approcach in trying to

]
overcome this major obstacle?

3)
. (6)  (7)  (8)
o
4) a. What message have you tried to convey or "get across to

this probationer, so far, concerning this obstacle?

4a) /

(9)  (10) (11) (12)
b. IF NO MESSAGE, ASK: How have your previous meetings with
this probationer helped him/her overcome this obstacle?
4b
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Do you think the probationer understood this message as you
intended it?
(1) Yes

(2) No

(7) Other

EXPLAI!:

6)

Since you originally assessed this rroblem/area, have you ever
required or expected any specific tasks or actions from this
probationer from which you could evaluate his/her progress on
probation?

(1) Yes
__ (2) No (skip to 8)
____(7) other

WHAT HAVE YOU REQUIRED?

5)

/
(177 {18) 119)

6)

/ /
(20) (21) 122y (23) (29)

(25) 126)

T
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73 Did your probationer agree to do the tasks or actions you've

required? '
(1) Yes

_____(2) Wo p

(7) Other

8) Are you satisfied, so far, with the probationer's progress in
meeting your expectations in this problem area?
(1) Yes
__ (2} wo

(7) Other

[ At VRt A
7)

Tz7) 1287
8)

129Y 1307
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9) Was anyone besides your probationer involved in talking about

this problem/area/obstacle?

(1) Yes

(2) No.

List All Others:

10) which of the following four statements best describes your

philosophy in interacting with the probationer whom you just

saw? -

1. My 1lst concern is to insure that the the probationer does not cause

the community any more inconvenience, money or harm. I try
to encourage the right habits and be firm but fair.

My lst concern is to provide an understanding and supportive
atmosphere so the probationer can develop insight into his
attitudes. Correct habits can only be learned after attitudes
have. changed.

My lst concern is that the rules and regulations of the
department are carried out efficiently. I don't try actively
to change the probationer because people change only if they
want to.

My lst concern is to try to intervene in both the community

as well as in the life of the probationer. I try to en-
courage the probationer tc stabilize ties with family and
appropriate community agencies by demonstrating how some
behaviors may be ineffective in reaching mutually planned goals.

3

Philosophy with this probationer :

9)

10)

ol R = B0
/
(31) T32) (33)
/
(33) (35) (36) (37)
13%8)
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11) Ask the Probation Officer if any of the following topics were

discussed today? Check all topics discussed.

TOPICS - o

l)__ _ Employment / Job training

2) _ School (other than vocational)

3)______ Financial Problems - (39) (40)/(41) (42)

| 4) Drinking / /
- @3y T44) T45) (46)

5)____ Drugs

6) ____ Family Problems | a7y T48)y

7)_____Police Problems

8) ___ Emotional Problems

9)_____ Any other Probation Problems (specify all)

10) __ Any other Personal Problems (specify all)

11) ___ Any topics not already mentioned (specify all)

¢
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12) How much time did you spend with your p;obationer today?

13)

14)

15)

16)
17)

(Indicate the correct time in the appropriate category)

(1) Less than 15 minutes
_____(25 15 to 30 minutes
__(3) 31 to 45 minutes
(4) 46 to 60 minutes

(5) More than 60 minutes

DATE: / /

NAME CODE:

I.D. CODE:

. Interviewer

RACE

SEX

o T S e R F e B

> m— .

12)

14]

1

16)

17)

(49)

(58)

(59)

} 150y 151) (527

[ﬂ

R .

L5

5) ‘
153; 1545 (555 156) 157)

2

.

4
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INTRODUCTION
My name is L _from the New York State

T

Division of Probation Research and Eéaluation Unit. We are doing socome
research on probation supervision and we have been imterviewing people
after they have seen their probation officer. We would like to ask you
a few questions about some of the different topics you may have discussed
with your probation officer. Your participation is voluntary and you

are under no obligation to help us. Anything that you say to us will
remain confidential and will no: be passed on tc the probation officer

or to anyone else in the probation department. The interview should only

take about 5 to 10 minutes. Do you have any questions?

T S T rerrs B v 0
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1) what do you think is the major obstacle or area you need to
improve in most; in order to complete yéur probation sentence
successfully? 47
2) What does your Probation Officer think is the major obstacle
or area you need to improve in most, in order to complete your
probation sentence successfully?
3) Have you and your Probation Officer ever discussed (area
identified by P.0.)?
(1) Yes
(2) No
(7) Other
4) Do you feel that (topic) is a major obstacle to successfully

completing your probation sentence?
(1) Yes
(2) Yo

(7) other

e Y TR 3 ST T T

e g P et e T

1)

2)

3)

4)

T 2y

3y (ay
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5) what message or idea has your Probation Officer tried to get

across to you so far concerning this topic? IF NO MESSAGE:

Ask, "Why have you discussed this topig?"

6) How much time do you and your Probation Officer spend talking

about this topic? Would you say you spend:

: (1
(2)
(3)

(7)

More time than other subjects
About the same amount of time as other subjects
Less time than other subjects

Other

7) Did your Probation Officer ever ask/tell you to do scmething

about this topic? (Probe: What does (s)he expect/has expected

you to do?)

(1) Yes

(2) No (skip to 11)

(7) Other

5)
(7) (8) (9)

6)
(10)

7)
(10

Y
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8) What did (s)he tell you to do? (Include all future expecta-
i

tions)

9) Did you agree to do what (s)he told you to do?
(1) Yes
(2) No

(7) Other

i

10) Is your Probation Officer satisfied, so far, with your progreés
in doing what (s)he asked?
(1) Yes
___(2) No

" (7) Other

8)

9)

10)

/ _/
(12) (13) (14) (15
(T6) (17N
[18)
(19)

o5

4

~
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1]) Was anyone besides your Probation Officeg ever involved in
talking about this topic?
(1) Yes
_____(2) No -

LIST ALL OTHERS:

 aunm-glt

!

11) / /
T20) 121y 122

Ti'BTTﬂT/TZ?T)"(Z_eS)'

12) How important is this matter to you personally? Would you
say it is:
(1) vVery important
(2) About the same importance as other matters

(3) Not very important

13) How much time did you spend with your Probation Officer
today? (Indicate the correct time in the abpropriate
category)

(1) Less than 15 minutes

@
(3
)
I ¢-))

T R TE cs  mera!

15 to 30 minutes
31 to 45 minutes
46 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes

12)
(27)

13)
(28)

e

ra

A
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14) I'm going to read four short statements to you. I would like

you to listen to them all and then tell me which of the four
statements describes your Probation Officer best. (Repeat as

necessary) S
-

l. His/Her lst concern is to make sure that I don't cause
the community any more inconvenience, money or harm.
(S)He tries to encourage the right habits and is firm
but fair. :

2. His/Her lst concern is to provide an understanding and
supportive atmosphere so I can develop insight intoc my
attitudes. He feels that correct habits can only be
learned after attitudes have changed.

3. His/Her 1lst concern is that the rules and regulations
* of the probation department are carried out efriciently.
(S)He doesn't try to change me because (s)he feels I
will only change if I want to.

4. His/Her lst concern is to intervene in my life as well
as in the community. {€)He encourages me to stabilize
the ties with my family and with appropriate community
agencies, by demonstrating how some of my behaviors may
prevent me from reaching mutually planned goals.

a) Most characteristic

14 a)

L1

3

i

rl

(29)

U

F33

b,
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15) Ask the probationer if any of the following topics were
!

discussed today? Check all topics discussed.

TOPICS

1) Employment / Job training ."
2) School (other than vocational)

3) Financial Problems

4) Drinking

5) Drugs

6)__ Family Problems

7) Police Problems
8) Emotional Problems
%) Any other Probation Problems (specify all)

10) Any other Personal Problems (specify all)

11) ° Any topics not already mentioned (specify all)

15)

e LT . cim Ty ey
E " hY) T ‘Q&J

/ /
(31) (32) (33) (34)

/ /
135y [36) (377 (38)
139y 140y

]
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16) DATE: / / '

. ) B 17)
17) NAMF CODE: ? : (41) (42) (43)

18) XI.D. CODE:

18) -
_ « (44) (45) (46) (47) (48)

Interviewer
19) RACE 19)
20) SEX

e
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i‘ @ Column Variable Name
L 1,2 PROB

Probationer I.D. Number

i Column Variable Name
3,4 AREA2

What do you think is the major obstacle or area you need to improve
in most, in order to complete your probation sentence successfully?

el e

T VT 3 R T R R P T A T P S s B et oy a e e e e % o

! y * 00 None 08 Attitude
01 Alcohol . 09 Maturity/Responsibility
‘E 02 Drugs 10 Undefined Psych. Issues
- . 03 Emplcyment 11 Negative Associations
ﬁ ) 04 Job Training 12 General Expectations “f P.O.
. T 05 Education 13 Other
. . 06 Restitution 14 Getting Off Probation
g 07 Financial Problems/Management 99 No Response/Missing
. -
* - NEW YORK STATE DIVISION 05A§§22§g§°N i .
{. INTENSIVE SUPERVISION E 3 Column Variable Name
i oL
{~ ol 5,6 g AREA3
} T What does your Probation Officer think is the major obstacle or
_ . N | i area you need to improve in most, in order to complete your pro-
‘ . P bation sentence successfully?
ODEBOOK -
N.I.C. INTERVIEW C ; § 00 None 08 Attitude
' i 01 Alcohol 09 Maturity/Responsibility
l. 02 Drugs 10 Undefined Psych. Issues
; s 03 Employment 11 Negative Associations
. | ¥ ] 04 Job Training 12 General Expectations of P.O.
1 | i 05 Education 13 oOther
06 Restitution 14 Getting Off Probation
1 07 Financial Problems/Management 99 No Response/Missing
l Column Variable Name
1 7 ' TALK? \
‘ - Have you and your Probation Officer ever discussed (area identified %
. by P.0.)?
l, ' ' 1l Yes
; 2 No
] 7 Other
" 9 Missing
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Variable Néme

Column

8 AGREE
is a major obstacle

Do you feel that (area identified by P.O.)
to successfully completing vour probation sentence?

1l Yes

2 No

7 Other

9 Missing

Column Variable Name

9 CONVERG

This variable is a measure of the convergence between the message
given by the probation officer and the message received by the
probationer. See Appendix A for the exact interview questions and

the scoring procedure.

0 No Convergence
1 Some Convergence
2 High Convergence
9 Unscorable/Missing

Variable Name

Column
10 TIME

How much time do you and your probation officer spend talking about
this topic (area identified by P.0.)? Would you say you spend:

1 More time than other subjects
2 About the same amount of time as other subjects

3 Less time than other subjects

7 Other

9 Missing

Column Variable Name
11 EXPECT2

Did your probation officer ever ask/tell you to do something about
this topic? (Probe: What does (s)he expect/has expected you to

do?)

1l Yes

2 No

7 Other

9 Missing
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Column Variable Name
12 EXPECT

This variable is a measure
: _ of the agreement between the i
officer's expectat%ons concerning the major okstacle andpiﬁgagigf

Procedure.

0 No Agreement -

1 Some Agreement

2 High Agreement

9 Unscorable/Missing

Column Variable Name
13 TASK2

Did you agree to do what (s)he told you to do? -

1l Yes

.2 No

7 Other
9 Missing/Nn Expectations

Column Variable Name
14 SATIS2

Is your probation officer satisfi .
in doing what (s)he asked? tisfied, so far, with your progress

1l Yes

2 No

7 Other

9 Missing/No Expectations

-
———

Column Variable Name
15 : ' OTHERS1
le . OTHERS?2
17 ) OTHERS3

Was anyone besides your probati i . ) )
about this topic? Yy P ation officer ever involved in talking

0 None ' imi 1

1l Progessional g g;;?;;:i Justice Agent
2 Family Members/Relatives 7 Other

3 Friends 9 Missing

4 Spouse/Paramour
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Column Variable Name

18 IMPORT

How important is this matter to you personally? Would you sqg it

is:

1 Very Important
2 About the same importance as other matters

3 Not Very Important

9 Missing
Column Variable Name
19 TIME2

How much time did you spend with your probation officer today?

1l Less than 15 minutes
2 15 to 30 minutes
3 31 to 45 minutes
4 46 to 60 minutes
5 more than 60 minutes

9 Missing
" "
Column Variable Name
20 ROLE2

I'm going to read four short statements to you. I would like you
to listen to them all and then tell me which of the four statements
describes your probation officer best. (Repeat as necessary)

1l His/Her l1lst concern is to make sure that I don't cause the
community any more inconvenience, money or harm. (S)he tries
° 0 encourage the right habits and is firm but fair. :

2 His/Her 1lst concern is to provide an understanding and supportive
atmosphere so I can develop insight into my attitudes. He feels
that correct habits can only be learned after attitudes have

changed.

3 His/Her 1lst ccncern is that the rules and regulations of the pro-
bation department are carried out efficiently. (S)He doesn't
" try to change me because (s)he feels I will only change if I want

to.

4 His/Her 1lst concern is to intervene in my life as well as in the
community. (S)He encourages me to stabilize the ties with my
family and with appropriate community agencies, by demonstrating
how some of my behaviors may prevent me from reaching mutual.y

planned goals.
9 Missing

1.
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Column

Variable Name

21,22

COUNTY

County Code * (values match ISP County Codes)

0l Albany

02 Broome

03 Chaytauqua
04 Chemung
05 Dutchess
06 Erie

07 Jefferson
08 Kings

09 Monroe

10 Nassau

11 Oneida

12 Onondaga

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
99

Ontario
Orange
Oswego
Rensselaer
Rockland
Schenectady
Steuben
Suffolk
Ulster
Westchester
Missing

Column

Variable Name

23 SEX2
Sex of probationer
¢ Female

1 Male T
9 Missing

Column

Variable Name

24 RACE2

Race of probationer

0 White

1 Black

2 Hispanic
3 Other

9 Missing

Column

Variable Name

25,26

Probationer's Risk Score

TOTAL
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Colamn Variabile Name
Column Variable Name % 35 ACTIV T
Column @ . . .
PO @ Does "'Probatloner's Activities Verifiegh saction of the Monthly
28,29 @ctiv1py Report, completed for the time period including this
Probation officer I.D. Number interview, include a direct reference to (area identified by P.0.)?
ro
i AS 0 No
- i 1 Yes
c i- Variable Name h 9 Missing
O.lumn » : i
30 OBNEED E :
ds ' |
) eed from the ISP Nee | , .
Does (area identified by P.0.) match a n f ; ‘E ‘ Column Variable Name
H
Assessment? | 36 SPECPRB
i ‘ . . .
g igegaﬁggches #1 ranked NEED ; \I Does~"§g§c1al Problgms" Section of the Mon?hly Activity Report,
Matches #2 ranked NEED ! completed fgr the time perloq 1nc}u§1ng this interview, include
§ irz: Matches a NEED ranked 3-10 ; a direct rererence to (area identified by P.0.)?
r T
9 Missing Needs Assessment 3 jI 0 Mo
I 1 Yes
= 9 Missing
Variable Name j .
Colunn i
a1 ‘ OBGOAL — o
. i Co o 1
. ls written to _(area identified by P.0.) on the i gy R =f-umn - Variable Name
Number of goals w }
Initial Supervision Plan. T 37 PROGRESS '
'. . 1 N
’ b Doeg "Progress Towards Quarterly Objectivesg" section of the Monthly
‘ j : Activity Report, completed for the time period including thig
col Variable Name if il interview, include a direct reference to (area identifieq by P.0.)?
O Lumn bl
— ook
32 GOALS g’ g No
A igi Plan. - Yes
. Initial Supervision ; ;F o
Total number of goals written on the L o missing
i
Column Variable Name : ~f i Column Variable Name
o f
33 OBOBJ ch f i 38 CONTENT
. . ified by P.0.) on the b .
f objectives written to (area identified by 5 s This variable i1s an index to measure the extent to which the case
Number OS ervision Plan. - record includes information derived from or directed to the (area
Initial Sup : s% identifieqg by P.oO. The index includes variables ACTI1V, SPECPRE,
k“ U PROGRESS N
Variable Name 1{5 Tﬁ 0 No Case Record Content
Column H {5 1l Low Case Record Content @
LN " OBJECTS % 2 Medium Case Record Content
L. ervision Plan. o 3 High Case Record Content
Total number of goals written on the Initial Sup *f gg 9 Missing )
F -
i fi |
ib&mwwmm,‘ S o . _ e R )
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Column Variable Name
39 MONTH

7

Number of months on probation when outcome information was gathered.,

Failed before Interview

Outcome in 7th month
Outcome in 8th month
Outcome in 9th month
Outcome in 10th month
Outcome in 1llth month
Outcome in 12th month
No Outcome Information

WO WNEHO

Outcome after Interview and before end of 6th month

Column Variable Name

40 OUTCOME
Outcome of supervision.

D Success

1l Sentence Revocation

2 Unsatisfactory Discharge
3-New Conviction

4 Abscondex

9 Missing
Column Variable Name
41,42,43,44 FCHG

Failure charge code. See Appendix C for complete list.

Column Variable Name
45,46 FSENT

[=]
Sentence type and length. See Appendix 8 for complete list.
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Column

47

Variable Name

TRANSFER

Category of transfer or early discharge information, if any.

Still in ISP in Outcome month or failed in ISP

Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Transferred
Success and

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

regular
regular
regular
regular
regular
regular
regular
regqular

supervision
supervision
supervision
supervision
supervision
supervision
supervision
supervision

early discharge before

before
during
during
during
during
during
during
during

6 months

6th month
7th month
8th month
9th month
10th month
1ll1th month
12Zth month

12th month.
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Column Variable Name
49, 50 - . AREAL

Concerning this probationer, what area or problem do you feel is the
major obstacle to his/her being a success on probation? (If P.O.
says there is no specific problem, probe with: "What is it about
him/her that you would think is an obstacle to being a success on

probation?")

00 None 08 Attitude

01 Alcohol 09 Maturity/Responsibility
02 Drugs 10 Undefined Psych. Issues
03 Employment 1l Negative Associations

04 Job Training 12 General Expectations of P.O.

05 Education 13 Other
06 Restitution 14 Getting Off Probation

07 Financial Problems/Management 99 No Response/Missing
Column .. Variable Name
51 -~ .- PRAGMT

i
Has your probationer indicated to you by his/her actions or
conversation that (s)he also feels this problem area is the

major obstacle to his/her success?

1l Yes

2 No

7 Other

9 Missing

Column variable Name

52 STYLE

Category of Probation Officer's general approach or style in
supervising this probationer. See Appendix E for a complete
explanation of the derivation of these categories.

1 Refers to Outside Resource

2 Non-Directive Probation Officer

3 Positive Directive Probation Officer
4 Negative Directive Probation Officer

9 Missing

e
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Column

CI Variable Name
53

]5‘ GOTMESS

g Do you think the probation unders

tood this messa .
. : gé as you intend
- variable CONVERG, column 9.) lcers message used to assess ed

i l Yes

N 2 No

% 7 Other

d 9 Missing

Column
54

Variable Name

g
Ty

=

g Did your probatione
E required? * 89ree to do the tasks or actions you've

Ty

1l Yes

2 No

7 Other

S Missing

3

tm

I

.

¥

Column

55

Variable Name

SATIS1

Are you satisfied, so far,

your expectations in this pWlth whe brobationer!

s : .
roblem area? Progress in meeting

1 Yes

2 No

7 Other

9 Missing

Column
———— Variable Name

56
57 OTHERSA

58 . OTHERSB
OTHERSC

Was anyone besides your

problem/area/obstacle? probationer involved in talking about this

0 None .

% §r°?§SSi0nal 2 gri?inal Justice Agent
amily Members i Mp_oyer

3 Friends /Relatives 7 Other

4 Spou;e/Paramour 9 Missing
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Column variable Name . f ° i Column Variable Name
59 ROLE1 62 RACE1
Which of the following four statements best describes your i } i Race of Probation Officer
philosophy in interacting with the probationer whom you just | ‘
saw? 0 White
. . . i i[ 1 Black
1 My 1lst concern is to insure that the probationer does not | 2 Hispanic
cause the community any more inconvenience, money or harm. g — 3 Other
I try to encourage the right habits and be firm but fair. : i .
]
2 My lst concern is to provide an understanding and supportive
atmosphere so the probationer can develop insight into his ¥ Column Variable Name
attitudes. Correct habits can only be learned after attitudes jk LT
have changed. " 63, 64 REINT
. . 71 63, 66 REHAB
3 My st concern is that the rules and regulations of the department ! 67, 68 REFORM
are carried out efficiently. I don't try actively to change ; - 69, 70 RESTRT
the probationer because people change only if they want to. ;
k! Total score for each Probation Officer for each area in th
4 My lst concern is to try to intervene in both the community i O0'Reary Correctional Poli in the
as well as in the life of the probationer. I try to encourage ‘ Y olicy Inventory.
the probationer to stabilize ties with family and appropriate ‘ q
community agencies by demonstrating how some behaviors may be Cod
ineffective in reaching mutually planned goals. i 1 '
9 Missing - T ) .
“ - 4 : & .
Column Variable Name j ? ﬂ
60 TIMEl ﬂ
How much time did you spend with your probationer today? Lo
1 Less than 15 minutes 1 } 5%
2 15 to 30 minutes P
3 31 to 45 minutes |
4 46 to 60 minutes ol
5 More than 60 minutes ; Lo
9 Missing i
Lo
Col ‘ variable Name g; -
61 SEX1 . §;
| T

Sex of Probation Officer

L

0 Female
1l Male

=
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Column Variable Name

CONVERG

APPENDIX A

CONVERG ; P The two questions listed below were the basis of scoring

i the level of convergence between the message said to be given

o by the Probation Office to a particular probationer about a

‘1 specific problem area, and the probationer's stated perception
of what that specific message was.

] el NS VS
©

no Probation Officer

a. What message have you tried to convey or get across to
% this probationer, so far, concerning this obstacle?

b. If NO MESSAGE: How have your previous meetings with
this probationer helped him/her overcome this obstacle?

g s |

foel

Probaticner

"a. What message or idea has your Probation Officer tried to
get  across to you so far concerning this topic?

 ——— |

- R ’% . b. If NQ*MESSAGE: Why have you discussed this topic?

foZnm )

-

Copies of the recorded answers by both the Probation Officer
and the probationer were distributed to six members of the
Division of Probation's Research and Evaluation Staff. Three
members were actively working on the N.I.C. Evaluation Grant,
two members were assigned to other projects at the time they
completed the scoring, and the sixth member was the Chief of
Research and Evaluation.

N

s

o .

| ——

3
v

&

Besides the recorded answers, each member was given the
following instructions for assessing the level of convergence
between the answers:

b

i 3

Compare the answers on the probationer's interview to the
answers on the Probation Officer's interview. Assess the level
of convergence between the two messages.

bmemed

0 No Convergence

1 Some Convergence

fooed

3

& , 2 Excellent Convergence
|
!
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Each of the case scores were then examined to determine
inter-scorer agreement. If the scores of at least four
scores were identical, the variable CONVERG was assigned that
value for that particular case. If at least four of the
scores agreed there was either some convergence or excellent
convergence (i.e. at least some convergence) the case was

given a value of 1, the lowest score indicating some convergence.

Four cases had to be scored as 9 (unscorable/missing). One of

these probationer interviews was terminated prior to the
The other three were scored as having no convergence

question.
and at least some convergence by three raters.

by three raters,
The following is the distribution of the level of agreement
among Scorers:

6 AGREED 5 of 6 AGREED 4 of 6 AGREED " OQTHER
n=21 n=23 n=17 n=13
n=74
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Variable Name

9 EXPECT

The two questions listed below were the basis of scoring
the level of convergence between specific expectations or
requirements said to be given by the Probation .Officer to a
particular probationer about a specific problem area, and the
probationer's stated perception of what those specific expectations

were.

Probation Officer

Since you originally assessed this problem/area, have you

ever required or expected any specific tasks or actions from
this probationer from which you could evaluate his/her progress

or probation?
WHAT HAVE YOU REQUIRED?
Probationer

Did your Prgbation Officer ever ask/tell you to do something
about (area identified by P.0.)?

What did (s)he tell you to do? (Include all future
expectations).
The same procedure was followed with this scoring as in

Appendix A. Copies of the answers were distributed to four
scorers. Along with the recorded answers, each member was given

the following instructions.

Compare the answers on the probationer's interview with
the answers on the Probation Officer's interview. Assess the
level of agreement between what the Probation Officer expected
of the probationer and what the probationer said was expected

of him/her.

Scoring
0 No Agreement
1 Some Agreement
2 High Agreement (includes those cases where both

say nothing was required)
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The process for assignin imi
) . E scores was similar to the
;geﬁgpenglx A, If Fhe scores of at least three scorers weg:ocess
then ;giticsgzrvarlablengpECT was assigned that value for
case, at least three of th
there was either some a i ont. the cacseeo
: greement or high agreement, the cas
%ﬁ¥22 2a;:;uﬁagftg’b;he 1ow§st score indicating séme agree;ezzs
: : Scored as 9 (unscorable/missi .
these interviews were termin ra Ierervice of
ated early. The third int i
was scored as having no agreement by t 1 some "
WO T
agreement by the other two raters. 4 avers, and some

The following is i ; :
among scorers- g the distribution of the level of agreement

4 AGREED 3 of 4 AGREED OTHER
n=48 n=24 n=1

@A
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Column Variable Name
45, 46 FSENT

The following is the code for the sentence for a failure
charge:

Column_45

Prison

Jail

Probation
Jail/Probation
Conditional Discharge
Unconditional Discharge
Fine

Restitution

Other

Unknown Sentence

VNV WM ~O

Column 46

Prison - max term = 0 thru 8 (years), 9 (9 or more years)
Jail - max term = 0 thru 8 (months), 9 (9 or more months)
Probation - max term = ) thru 5 (years), 9 (Lifetime)
Jail/Probation - total max term = 0 thru 5§ (years)
Conditional Discharge = 0 thru 9 (months)

Fine/Restitution = 0 ($100 or 1less), 1 ($101 or more)
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> j Column Variable Name
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- z ' 52 | STYLE
APPENDIX E 2
T The following question from the Probation Officer interview
g‘ STYLE was the basis for determining the general approach, or '"style"
of the Probation Officer in responding to (area identified by

P.0.) for a particular probationer.

Now would you characterize your general approach in trying
to overcome this major obstacle? '

The main problem in utilizing the answers from this type
of question was in establishing meaningful categories of the
content of open ended answers. The following narrative details
the steps taken to reduce 75 open ended answers into meaningful
categories of the approach utilized by the Probation Officers
in the sample. Both full time N.I.C. Evaluation staff members
reached joint decisions at each step.

Step 1

Each of the 75 responses were summarized into wne word or a
short group of words.

For EXample, one answer read; "Encouragement - No real
forcing needed as probationer has been cooperative up to this
point." We characterized the Probation Officer's general
approach in this case as "Encouragement."

ey
§ ¥
1
'
)
=4 —

] ! I; Step 2
i
= i
T i Each of the summary characterizations were then combined
I into groups based on similarity. This yielded 15 major groups.
: In the example used in STEP 1, "encouragement'" was combined with

¢

the following responses:

Encouragement

Encourage persistance

Encourage and reinforce

Positive reinforcement - directive
Reinforce progress

Strong encouragement/prodding
Encouragement

Supportive and encouraging

A

Step 3
In STEP 3, we examined the 15 major groups with the idea of

=
Ry

ﬁ) , trying to further collapse categories by establishing a series
i ? of dichotomies beginning with the most general and working towards
) ! i
g, E
g- »:E‘:n &\J T R T e ey

R T e i s s < it e S 2
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the most specific. We noticed that all but four groups indicated

an approach reflecting the Probation Officer as the resource for {
the problem. The remaining four groups stated a preference to
refer the probationer to a resource other than the Probation

Officer as the general approach.

i
!
|
J{ .
-2- I

s 4
|
|
|
|

f

We then examined those groups in which the Probation
Officer served as the resource and further dichotomized this L
This dichotomy

category into directive/non-directive approaches.
could not be utilized in the cases where a resource other than

the Probation Officer was indicated for two reasons:

ATTACHMENT 8

1) We didn't interview these "outside'" resources to determine f j
é

their approach.

Since there was only 4 groups, with 19 cases, falling in
ory, we felt the analysis would be weakened by

this cate%
further diding this limited number of cases.

T '
O'LEARY CORRECTIONAL POLICY INVENTORY

2)

This dichotomy also yielded a distribution containing all
but four groups classified on '“"non-directive' contained 27

oy
[t

[

cases,
The final effort made in STEP 3 was to further dichotomize

the "directive'" groups into those which placed the major
*“encouraging positive behavior," and those placing
In this

iy
oy
’

b

emphasis on
the major emphasis on '"preventing negative behavior.”

manner, only one case had to be excluded from the analysis be-
cause it was unable to be placed in one of the four styles.

STYLE 1- STYLE 2-P.O. STYLE 3- ”
DEFER TO AS RESOURCE- POSITIVE 3:
DIRECTIVE P.O. i
OUTSIDE ON-DIRECTIVE J
RESOURCE §
75 INTERVIEW j ﬁ{
ES | #i .
RESPORS P.0 AS DIRECTIVE 3>§§é§§13§ f
APPROACH }
MIXED RESOURCE DIRECTIVE P.O. |
RESOURCE- é
EXCLUDED g .
= N
' STYLE
i n = 19 |
1. P.O. defers to outside referrgl Z 5 )
9. P.O. as resource - Non-directive approach n = 27
3. Positive Directive P.O. g ; 1o ! 0
4. Negative Directive P.O. f Jz
{4
| g0l
| 11
’.‘f [ ﬁ[g
5 |
| I
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A survey of correctional philosophy and
characteristic methods of dealing with offenders

by
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1. The chicf obstacle for correctional systems to overcome in assisting most offenders to avoid farther
criminal behavior is:
a. The existence of poor attitudes and values on their part which must be replaced by more posi-
tive ones.
b. The availability of practical alternatives which the community is willing to provide and the of-
fender's perception of those allernatives.
The maintenance of the correctional system’s program from which the offender can benefit if he
desires.
d. The presence of emotional problems within offenders which usually can be traced back to early
defective relationships with parents.

Completely Characteristic : : : : : : : : 1 : Completely Uncharocteristic
10 [} 87 6 s 4 3 2 1

2. | feel that the best way to cause change in the behavior of an offender is to:

a. Plan with him several alternative courses of action, let him choose the one that seems most sen-
' sible to him and help him test it.
--b, Assist him through a closz personal relationship to mature sc he can better cope with his
problems.
¢, Stress the need for change as well as the rewards or penalties which will be imposed on him
depending on his compliance.
d. Stress the shortcomings in the offender’s current behavior and depend on hls own ability to deal
with these problems.

t : e 1 1 : : Completely Uncharacieristic

Completely Characteristic : : :
10 ¢ 8 7 é 3 4 3 2 )

3. | believe a correctional inslitution should operate under the foliowing philosophy:
. a. The institution should be a place which operates in an orderly fashion and processes offenders
through established programs without disruption.
b. The institution should be a place in which inmates are required to acquire acceptable behavior
habits which will carry over on the outside once their sentences are completed.
- ¢. The iostitution should be a kind of hospital in which inmates can recover from their “sickness”
through the development of insight into their personal problems.

d. The institution should be a place in which there is a high degree of collaboration belween inmates,
staff and the community in running the institution and shaping its programs.

Completely Characteristic 3 : 1 : 1 ' : 3 1 1 1+ Completely Uncharacteristic
10 ’ 8 4 é E ) 4 3 8 |}

®
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E - 4. Pre-release programs in correctional institutions are operated best under the principle lha;. . § o
.- e e - . T . An inmate needs to be en- !
' a. Pre-release activities are the most important in institutional programs ; ‘
couraged to develop alternatives. Opportunities to test his practical plans for return should be F s’ : ’ ! . 7 Aot
, . L { : f - Among the skill id robati
| given high priority. . $ an ideal probation staff sh ul i .
g b. Pre-release programs should aim to reduce personal stress on .the inmate as 'he rgturns to (!we g 2. The skil quld have the most important js:
community. They provide a chance to explore an inmate’s feelings about life in the community | ﬂ . il to develop self-understandmg and acceptance by probati
and to develop a relationship with parole staff. . o b f b. The skill 10 establish and enforce probation repulat “ oners
: . i i s con- i ion
j . Pre-release programs should be used as a reduction in custody to rewgrd t e'mf:;lalt«:i 'c:;‘ :'e o ¢ The skill 1o modily community iror .8 s effectively,
duct. Other inmates will be encouraged thereby to cooperate and observe institutio & @ for probationers Y institutions — like school industry welfare — to create alternat
d . ; . rnatives
tions. i .
T i h hich have taken place within the in- * d. The skill to relate to the ¢ .
: d. Pre-release programs should be usi:d to reinforce changes whic o o ? ommunity and maintain its s
g mate by givi'r)\g I%im special privileges. Community representalives should meet with inmates to in ‘ g Completely Choractoric Upport of the probation system
struct them on ways of succeeding after release. ] . ¢ ’_‘o P s . Completel
g Completely Characteristic : : : : : : 1 ' : Completely Uncharacteristic i [ A S R ompietely Uncharacterisic
= w 9 & 7 & 85 4 3 2 i -E
g 5. 1 bclicve that the best way for a parole board to function is: . | . 8. A correctional officer IS often confronted
. linical review team in a hospital. ! institutional rules, Th b onted by inmates who want (¢ di .
a. The ideal parole board should be modeled closely on‘lhat ofac t _ ! e best course 10 fo scuss the worth or fajr
‘ There shogld be professionals on the board who can judge the degree to which an inmate has | i The off bl low in such a situation is: . ness of
A . : . i . Icer shou 1] : . .
: developed insight into his problems. ] str. gencrally refrain from ¢ v ity
N - , ess that ; ) GIseussing instipy; ith i
g“ b.-The board shouid monitor primarily the decisions of other persons througl} tht_e apphc?hon ﬁf | l" they have been fixed by official authorities and he Zg:,tc;ur'fs with Inmales. He should
/-\ jointly developed and widely known policies. The stress should be on getting inmates into the N b. The officer shoulq make clear his agreement with the p oy violation.
i - - communily as soon as possible. . X ; /-\ concerned as being seen as firm but fair in the en;cfrcg:)naev;;?r ;e(ﬁu"c‘d of inmates. He should be
: c. Thd board task is to administer a fair program of clemency. It shouldlre.legsilnm?t‘?\-‘;:ﬂ‘:gn }:asz ] B . <. The officer should encourage the inmate | of the rules
have done enough time to pay for their offense and have shown by their behavio Y | - gbout institutiona rules. The officer si\oulg rsgfe}aq C({)unselor With whom he can express feelings
[ reformed. . h ific reasons L tiently and give inmates 5 chance to express hosti;?(y rom defending the rules byt may listen pa-
d. The board should protect its discretion and resist effqhs to reqm;}e it to state 'nfssgt?lc;v\‘/cencf.orce- ’{7{ d. The officer should openly discuss th .
The board should protect it discretic community (}esnres and to the requireme B officer should indicate hiy aac! A € reasons for the rules with inmates. After discussi h
I ment, institutional and parole supervision agencies. | ) feel needs (o be modified.. gness to attempt to change any rule which he and thes;zr;;;alz e
. \ . . : : Completely Uncharacteristic | v ) ' es
h feristic ¢ : : 3 : : : . ‘ ] )
Completely Characteristic = - - 5 : 3 i Y 21 ; _1} g C°mP'e!ely Choracteristic . : . . . ‘ ]
l» : . ff L N e oan 2 : : : Completely Uncharacieristic
6. There are disputes over what legal rights a parolee should have; | believe that: | ';f ﬂ :
. a. The introduction of procedures such as the right to an attorney injects tension in what s:wul‘gi be f i
’ a harmonious relationship between staff and parolees. Such procedures are unnecessary legalisms i 9. Citizen voluntee
which interfere with staff efforts to help offenders. - 5 fi ‘ 7 IS can be used best jn Correctional institutiona) Program by:
ar: i are basic to correctional change. Due oo a. Having th - :
b. Openness and a willingness to share power with offenders are orre ! N Y18 1hem provide extra servi . .
? ' przcess concerns support those types of efforts and promote a sense of justice and fairness. p ; assist officials to run a smooe“'lvgl%sgé::iprograms which wilf reduce inmate frustrations and thereby
- . . e i a {i- i . *
c. Once convicted an offender loses his rights. No parole system can operate with necessary e | f b Asking them 10 help shape institutional pofici
ciency if it must constantly face challenges 1o its decisions. ! off ist reform. Th 3 L " community 1o creale opporunities for 5.‘;"“:“ 2nd to organize groups and individyals in the
: - . . ; in their continua! efforts to resist reform. They j . ates.
d. Granling offenders rights such as counsel _wﬂ( resultint ! : ' ] c. Using them , o
E will expend their energy challenging requirements of parole rather than changing their behavior. } 7i “to hfﬁp teacl y ‘“’Pf@atmmwes of the law-abiding community to :
_ Completely Unchoracierisic Cl | i them proper attitudes and values Y 10 serve as models for inmates and
Completely Characteristic : 1 : s t t : : 3 : Somplelely { i1 d. Having them hel ‘ o .
: w0 ’ s 7 . s 4 3 2 [ [ port the effort l; Cimalo :md- maintain an almosphere of concern for '
N o s of the therapists in the institutioh. Of inmates and thereby sup-
- * i o .
’ . Completel isti
| . ] L‘ﬁ'!. ﬁ Pletely Characteristic ot s . . . . ‘ ’ '
IZ ) 0 v 4 5 . 5 y 5 ; t Completely Uncharacterisiic
| .
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10. To what extent should parolees be used in correctional programs to change the behavior of other

parolees? o
Offenders have a great potential for the developing of law-abiding behavior among other offend-

* ers. They should be used and given as many opportunities as possible. .
i i ional training. Offenders can help at times
i t offenders requires considerable professuong trair ‘ :

b in!:;zg;:%i:: t:)sro?:ess is donequndef the guidance and participation of professional st‘af-f X
c. Most offenders need to learn new attitudes. These are best taught by law-abiding citizens who
already possess those attitudes. X

i . They should be used only after they
mployees pose some risk to a p_arole system )
¢ }(\)afégncdoer:wsp?:t:d garz;le ar?d fully met the requirements for employment in the agency.
isti : ! 1 3 3 : : 1 1 : Completely Uncharacteristic
Completely Characteristic - : - - - . . - 5 - '
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MODEL CORRECTIONAL POLICIES

In recent years, the effectiveness of correctional programs
has been subject to increasing question. Arguments are
waged over which correctional program is most effective.

" Rarely, however, do individuals spell out exactly what correc-

tional program they are pursuing. The need to be clear about
our policies is obvious — we can’t tell how much better one
system works than another if we are not clear about its goal.
We must first have some, way of classifying our policies to
find out: 1) which policy we are following as compared to
others and 2) how consistently we follow it. The Correctional
Policy Inventory is designed to provide that needed method
of classifying philosophy and practice. It is based on an adapta-
tion of some concepts developed by Herbert Kelman.! When
these ideas are applied to correction, it appears there are at
least three major ideas about changing offenders.

Correctional Compliance

The correctional advocates of this kind of influence argue
that their task is to induce law-abiding behavior by requiring
the observance of community standards. Imposing rewards
and punishment on behavior are the most effective ways of
getting that observance. Offender attitudes as such are irrele-
vant, if an offender follows a behavior long enough he will
develop the appropriate attitudes. The central problems under
this influence style arc: 1) the maintenance of surveillance
over the offender; and 2) developing legally and socially ac-
ceptable reward and punishment techniques which will en-
compass a substantial portion of the offender’s behavior.

Typically from this influence strategy, control is authori-
tarian. The agents and the organization as a whole impinge
actively and directly on the action of the inmate. Concom-
itantly, the organization makes rather severe behavioral de-
mands on staff. Agents and their superiors have demanding
schedules to keep and a great deal of surveillance work to do.

'Herbert Kalman, “Compliance, Identification and Internalization:
Thiee Processes of Attitude Change,” Journal ol Conllict Resolution,
Vol. 2 (1958) 51-60,

Punishment is active. Various rules have been set to govern
a wide range of behavior and are to be followed rigidly. When
a man does not conform he is punished; when he does, he is
rewarded. Surveillance is active and like punishment occurs
rather frequently. People are punished by the taking away of
privileges and the exercise of more stringent control. Freedom
is reduced to a degree suggested by the seriousness of the
break in conformity. Punishment occurs not only for an uhti-
mate failure in change — such as the commission of a new
crime — but also for breaking regulations during the change
process.

Correctional ldentification

This type of influence strategy is manifested by programs
which minimize the direct presentation of demands to observe
community standards. The stress is on helping the offender
to mature and to understand himself more fully, the assump-
tion being that such changes within the individual will result
in widespread and favorable changes in his behavior. Often
there is great concern with early life experiences of the of-
fender, the effects of which must be dealt with if core attitudes
are to be influenced,

The primary instrument of change is the relationship of staff
to the offender. In an extreme form, staff may attempt to
avoid any reference 10 standards external to the relationship
and depend on the goals of the offender to give exclusive
direction to the relationship. This tactic has very limited use-
fulness in correctional settings although its techniques may be
widely emulated. Most typically desired community values
are transmitted through carefully nurtured relationship with
staff or offender groups which they foster. The chicf problems
with this strategy are: 1) the extent of choice which is actually
permitted the cffender; and 2) the dependency on the rela-
tionship as the basis of maintaining desired behavior.

Under this style punishment is also active. However, it is
masked by differences in presentation and time of use. Punish-
ment will not necessarily follow a break in regulations; it is
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" mediated by an assessment of the changee’s attitude. Typically,
an agent may talk over a behavioral mistake with the changeg;
if his explanation is satisfactory and the offender appears still
committed, he will probahly receive another chance. Punish-
ment will likely follow when the offender shows he does not
care that he has deviated from the program. Above all, punish-
ment is presented as part of the treatment or change program.
During a counseling session, the agent may explain why re-
striction is necessary — that it is for the good of the offender.
Punishments often may be very temporary and lack the finality

they have in the compliance style.

Correctional Internalization

Agencles which stress this type of influence attempt to place
emphasis on coping simultaneously with community standards
and offender attitudes. A central concern is finding practical
-alternative pathways within the community by which the
means to live successfully with its standards can be obtained.
The offender makes choices among various options based on
his prior experiences and new experiences provided to allow

him a chance to test out the alternatives. The motivation for
change arises from the offender’s perception of new and viable
behaviors open to him. Activities directed toward the com-
munity include not only creating better access to its social
institutions, but developing within it a greater tolerance for
the life styles represented by various groups of offenders. The
chief dilemmas inherent in this strategy are: 1) the degree to
which community change and tolerance can be reasonably
expected; and 2) the readiness of offenders to engage in

various degrees of alternative testing. :

Under this approach, control is largely democratic. It is the
belief that people will conform best to programs they are
committed to. And commitment increases as everyone af-
fected by the program or plan has a stake in its formulation.
Contro! is shared and joint decisions are made. Control is not
exercised from above, or sub rosa, but neither is it abdicated.
Rather people, boih offenders and staff, are controlled directly

by the activity they ate engaged in.

Although used infrequently, punishment does occur. Rules
are few but explicit and are specifically linked to clear and
important security measures and the observance of legal be-
havior. Typically, staff and offenders have clear opportunities
to influence their shape and methods of enforcement. The
fact that the offender is punished is used as part of the reality
testing exercise. The problem is approached not as a following
of rules or an acceptance of a particular set of socictal values.
Rather, staff and offenders decide what kinds of behavior
would avoid the inconvenience and inefficiency of the present
punishment. Additional punishment cannot be overlooked.
But the whole organization from this position operates to
clarify situations and alternative actions so that punishment

is no longer inevitable.

Models of Correctional Policies

Having linked processes aimed at influencing individuals
to more generalized correctional concerns, it becomes pos-
sible to develop a system of classifying correctional organiza-
tions which might permit us to make explicit some of the
assumptions under which various correctional systems seem
to be operating. 1t should also help us forecast the staff and
offender behaviors likely to be found in such organizations

and their probable consequences. .

A recently completed study of detention practices with re-
spect to juvenile offenders concludes that the extent to which
youths were detained reflected either a concern for commu-

nity protection ora concern tor e prowece. e youuilg
ster.? The balance between these concerns has been posed as 2
central dilemma for correction many times. It is the relative
stress which iz placed on these concerns which forms the
basis upon wiiich our classification of organizations is devel-
oped.

The classification system, called Models of Correctional
Policies, is built by placing against each other the two dimen-
sions: 1) emphasis on the community and 2} emphasis on the
offender. By assuming a high and low on each dimension we
derive four basic models®:

MODELS OF CORRECTIONAL POLICIES

LOW ey High

Emphasis on the Community

E

S REHABILITATION | REINTEGRATION
© High | Identification 1 Internalization
v focus ! {ocus_____
= T RESTRAINT | REFORM

§ Low Organizational " Compliance

2 focus  focus

a

£

c

E
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When we develop this kind of typology we are no longer
considering individuals, but organizations. We are charic-
terizing whole systems regardless of differences among in-
dividual workers. And obviously we oversimplify if we fail
to recognize the myriad combinations of styles which can and

actually do exist.

The Reform Model. This model, in the lower right corner,
is characterized by maximal stress on community standards
and low stress on the individual offender. The basic influence
style is correctional compliance. it is the organizational duty
to insure that the offender does not cause the community any
more inconvenience, money or injury. More than that, the
offender’s conduct is expected to be more generally conform-
ing; he should not only become more law-abiding, but a bet-

ter husband, employee and citizen.

The Reform Model is based on behavior change cr, perhaps
more accurately, behavioral molding. Minimizing the stigma
attached to a conviction is not a concern, but instead it may
be used to control offenders. The prison situation is aimed
at instilling right habits. Typically inmates are expected to
‘ollow a rigid and conforming routine on their own. In the
same view, parole officer activity tends to be of the police-
regulalory-investigatory type. An important goal in prison
is the acquiring of a vocational skill which may require pre-
scribed educational experiences. Recreation or counseling
are secondary and are used to relieve the drudgery that work

routine can become.

The staff, in this model, try to be “firm but fair,” Staff are
not required to be highly educated, except for needed special-
ists such as teachers, nor do they need to be specially skilled
in behavioral or psychological disciplines. They must be good

'Dun Gottiredson, Mcasuring Altitudes voward Juvenile Detention,
New York: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1968,

'Glaser and Schrag used several of these terms in their descriptions of
correctional eras. Daniel Glaser, “'The Prospect {or Corrections,” paper
prepared for the Arden House Conference on Manpower Needs in Cor-
reclions, mimeographed, 1964: Clarence Schrag, Contemporary Correc-
tions: An Analytical Model, paper prepared for the President's Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, mimeographed,

1966.
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E administrators — to plan their work and inmates’ schedules.
Under this model it is highly desirable that staff are dedicated
to the ideals and values of the larger society.

J . Offenders have few rights in this system. They have privi-
leges granted by the state in accordance with the success of
their conforming behavior. These privileges are granted and
taken away, however, in a unilateral and standardized fashion.

T The decision process by which some offenders take up one

_ job and others another, or by which some are paroled and
~ some are not, is a “low visibility” process. The staff has com-
plete discretion and is not to be questioned or debated. Staff

“T from this viewpoint oppose lega! interference or the granting

;. of rights to inmates. The adversary legal system dissipates the

~" authority necessary for proper control and inmates may choose
to fight legal battles rather than learn new habits.

Parole board members under this type are ideally repre-
- sentatives of the dominant values and attitudes in the com-
munity. They should be community leaders who can recognize
-7 correct behavior by inmates that is likely to result in perma-
:; nent and steady employment. Above all, such men in reflect-.
ing the communities’ perception of criminals can adequately
assure that only those inmates who may be productive for
= society are returned prior to sentence expiration date.

Pre-release, work release, and other such programs are
minimal in this kind of organization. Classes may be con-
. ducted in proper behavior for community fiving. But, in gen-
'j eral, programs that reduce custody prior to release are
! | discouraged because these programs reduce the control neces-

sary for habit-changing. These programs and parole itself may
- . be used as a clemency-granting device for inmates who have
|+ already demonstrated their ability to conform.

s Rehabilitation Model. This correctional model, in the upper
left corner, is characterized by a high stress on the individual
offender and low stress on the community. Correctional iden-
tification is the basic influence style. With supportive control
and punishment presented as therapy, the atmosphere sought
under this mode! approaches that of a hospital. The “sick”
: label is substituted for the stigma of the criminal one. The
!anguage—of diagnosis and prognosis —and the entire
image of criminality as a personal disability tend to be bor-
rowed from the medical profession. Classification commit-
tees, for example, work on attitudes and only secondarily on
_habils or skills. An understanding and supportive atmosphere
is designed to develop insight by inmates into their attitudes
and foster relationships with staff. There is an emphasis on
i progn;ams of self-expression or creativity on the part of the
inmates.

Unless the need for trained persons drive them to locate
near the sources of such staff, as in the Reform Model, prisons
are remote, independent units although considerable effort
is expended to give them a more benign cast. There, free from
th contamination of societal pressures, skilled practitioners
7. work with inmates in individualized programs. Parole officers
are also, ideally, skilled counselors who meet with parolees
at periodic interviews to discuss and solve their personal
problems, °

In this model, the therapist is the ideal staff figure. This
model more than any other splits treatment and custodial
slal!, in the belief that therapy is the sphere of trained pro-
fe.ssa_ona!s. Custodial personnel are charged merely with main-
taining a peaceful atmosphere and marshaling inmates
l?elwgen the active phases of programs. The parole officer,
likewise, follows the idealogy of psychotherapy and attempts
to foster self-understanding and self-acceptance on the part
of parolees. ’
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As there is in the Reform Model, there is objection in the
Rehabilitation Model to legal interventions. This model takes
the view that the motivations of staff are beneficient and they
should not be hampered in their rehabilitative work by the
sophistry and the legal jargon of lawyers. The harmonious
atmosphere necessary for therapeutic change is not compati-
ble with the procedural rights given normal and healthy citi-
zens. Itis absurd, argues the therapist in this model, to contest
in adversary fashion what is best for inmates. The legal argu-
ment for disclosure of records and decision rationale is partic-
ularly dangerous, since the therapist’s knowledge should be
privileged and his work unhampered by the pace and open-
ness of legal communication.

The parole board in staffing and operations differs consid-
erably from the Reform Mode!. In the rehabilitative system,
parole board members ideally are professionals of the be-
ha\:ioral and medical disciplines who can accurately review
an inmate’s record and make decisions based on his progress
on the treatment prescribed for him. Under this type of boa:d,
rules tend to be de-emphasized. In its ideal form, parole is
prescribed for inmates healthy enough to return. Similarly,
revocation will not follow immediately upon rule infraction,
but when it is ordered it is often based on the inmate’s need
for further treatment.

Work release and pre-release take a different task under this
model. Classes may be conducted in which the inmate is
encouraged to explore his feelings about returning home or
returning to the job routine. There is an emphasis on creating
a hea‘llhy and helpful relativnship between parole officer and
inmate,

The Restraint Model. This correctional model, in the lower
left hand corner, is characterized by minimal concern for the
community and the individual. Because people change only
if they want to, no member of the staff is actlively trying to
change anyone. This model merely accepts the people the
court sends and tries to make the stay as comfortable as pos-
siblg both for inmates and staff. Punishments are not given
out in an attempt to change people, but only to control them
or calm them down. The appearance of efficiency is important
so that the organization will survive, not to change inmates
but simply to survive and perhaps prosper.*

It is likely that this model also includes large and remote
prisons, but it is possible that this model might also emerge
in a community-oriented department. In either case, it is
likely that this model is the result of the failure of another
model or the product of a two model clash that ends in stale-
mate. It is the philosophy of this model that the only possible
achievement is “keeping the lid on,” and a “good front.”
Both staff and inmates are “serving their own time.”

The staff in this mode! observe and contro! inmates. Any
punishment that must take place, or any changes in routine
that must occur, may be presented with the explanation that
“someone above ordered it,” “the Department wants it,” or
“those are the rules.” A high degree of education for staff i
not required unless it is in technical skills necessary for high
production. Individual staff members are expected to do their
own jobs and neither depend on nor demand too much from
others, except 2s such demands may be related to institutional
output or appearance. The parole officer, like the prison

. The m_oc_iel can be best seen against the background of a third dirnen-
sion—aclivity. Some restraint organizations, low in activity, are thought
to be elhgiem if they provide secure custody with minimum cost. Others
may be high in activity and measure themselves against such criteria as
their industrial production or farming output. In neither case is the stress
:‘n ulob: tommunity or the offender except as they may affect the organi-
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worker, is an observer with regard to change. He recommends
revocation only when necessary or to keep “heat off the

agency.”

Due process and other legal considerations are again dis-
couraged, because the characteristics of the adversary process
do not lend themselves to a smooth, orderly routine. Further-
more, the larger the number of challenged decisions or lawyer-
included hearings, the greater the book work and demand for
explanations.

The parole board in this mode! responds greatly to public
opinion. No inmate should be paroled whom the public dis-
favors and no parolee should escape revocation who is making
his presence felt in the community. The board is highly con-
cerned with the maintenance of the system, but most of all
in “protecting” its members against criticism.,

Pre-release programs may be used to keep the inmates
quiet, but work release is too disruptive to be valuable. In this
mode] effectiveness of administration is equated with smooth-
ness of operation.

The Reintegration Model. This correctional model, in the
upper right corner, is characterized by high stress on both the
offender and the community. Correctional internalization is
the influence style. Unlike the Reform Mode!, the inmate isn’t
told what to do, but he works with a range of alternatives.
Unlike the Rehabilitation Model, the inmate's feelings in rela-
tionship to staff is not the central concern, but feelings are
examined rationally for their effect on situations and for situa-
tional effects on them. Short term use may be made of com-
pliant or relationship influence processes to enable offenders
to deal better with reality, but the major stress is on molding
the community and on an internalization process in which
mistakes in the programs are corrected by a demonstration of
their ineffectiveness in reaching mutually planned goals.!

There is, within this model, major concern with reducing
the stigma attacheq to criminality because that stigma is a
block to entrance to the community. Stress on the community
does not mean simply a stress on maintaining it and its values
but on promoting changes as well within its institutional struc-

ture to provide opportunities for offenders and reduce sys-

tematic discrimination because of economic or cultural
variarces.

Confinement is specific and used as little as possible. The
preferred treatment is community supervision. Those institu-
tions in use are, ideally, close to the commuiity of return,
Parole officers are located in the neighborhoods where paro-
lees live and work. They try to intervene in the community
as well as in the life of the parolee. All agents are involved
with the various community institutions, businesses, churches

*Under any of the models, similar differential responses toward indi-
vidual offendcrs can be described. For example, Reform Model behaviors
can range from an intimate, paternalistic style to the detached martinet,
The Rehabilitation Model can include many typologies which require
different behavior on the part of treaters but which finally always center
on a defect within the offender.

and schools. The parole officer is the parolee’s advocate as
well as his counselor and mediator.

There is no “ideal” staff member in this model. All staff
members are valued for change skills they can bring to the
team effort. There is emphasis on teamwork. Custodial staff
is expected to participate as actively in the task of change as
professional staff. Moreover, the distinctions between “pro-
fessional” and “custodial” are blurred, while volunteer and
community workers are sought.

Due process notions do not seem to be as incompaiible
with the task of correctional change. Inmates and staff develop
programs conjointly and openness and confrontation are en-
couraged. There is no immediate apparent reason why legal
power should not also be shared, or why programs should not
be contested in an adversary format.

The parole board members in this model have no ideal
background. They act as reviewers of programs involvirig many
other persons and as an appellate body studying the decisions
of institution and community-based staff. Revocation is used
as a last resort. Policies are clearly spelled out and regulations
are clear and few in number. Parole rules are worked out
among the parole officer, the institution, the board, and the
inmates.

Pre-release and work release programs are near the core of
the reintegration program. The attempt is made to minimize
ai! breaks with the community and to keep lines of communi-
calion open. The community itself is the center of treatment
and the institution, when used, is located in the community
of release.

Summary

While four kinds of correctional policies have been de-
scribed as being independent of each other, in the world of
correction many systems have all four policies operating to a
greater or lesser degree, at the same time. And probably it is
just as well that correctional practitioners are able to employ
each of the policies at different times and under various cir-
cumstances. Some restraint concern is likely necessary for the
operation of a correctional system. Some offenders may re-
spond best for a time to a reformist stance and others may
require a rehabilitative response. Ultimately, however, all
offenders must face the task of living in the community and
reintegration is the policy which most directly faces this issue.

In order to provide normative data with which to compare
the emphasis the individuals who complete the inventory
place on each of the correctional philosophies in particular
situations, hundreds of correctional managers from all parts
of the United States representing all phases of correctional
activity — probation, prisons, juvenile training schools, parole
— were asked to complete the Correctional Policy Inventory.
On the next pages you may summarize your score on the
Correctional Policy Inventory and compare your score against
the actual scores of the national sample of correctional
managers.
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