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EREFACE 

The sentence of community service has two unique features which distinguish it c ~. 
from aU other crimif]!al sanctions in New Zealand. 

;-It is the only sentence in which a part of the responsibility for the supervision of an 
offender serving a sentence is given to people within the community. Known as '. 
community service sponsors, these groups or individuals provide unpaid work or 
service assignments and supervise their completion by offenders. There is some 

II flexibility in the administration,oftl)e sentence to allow sponsor and offender to 
settle how this will be done. Secon~lly, it is the only sentence .for which the consent' 
of the offender is obtained before the sentence is imposed. '. 

The research reported here gives a vef'j detailed description of the ope "ration of the 
sentence of community service and constitutes an invaluable reference resource for 
any discussio~ of this sentence. Q 

The research is in three parts. First is an account of the characteristics of those 
sentenced to community service. In the second part the researchers report the 
views of District Court Judg~~, officers of the probation service responsible for the 
a~ministration of the se~five, and offenders sentenced tQ,J community service.' 
They also report the views of community service sponsors and thus document for the 
firs:t ti'!l«7 ,the experienGeinn,t:Je~ Zealand of people in th~ fjommu!1ity who accept 
responsIbIlIty for the super~~,:3lOn of offenders. In the thIrd and fmal part of the 

" report the principal authox:i'Dr Julie Leibrich discusses the valislity of the .. use-uf 
recidivism measures as ind1t.~~s of the effectiveness of criminal sanctions. . '.,,\ '-

~ The report is the w~rk of three authors. Dr Lefbrich is a resea~ch officer of the 
Planning and Development Division of the Department of Justice. Professor Burt 
Galaway was a National Research Advisory Council Senior Research Fellow with 
I{;he Department of Justice During 1982/83 and during that tiri1e assisted with the 
evaluation of community service as one of' a numq,er' of assignni'ents he was involved 
in. He has now resumed his position at the School of Social Development at the 
University of Minnesota~ Yvonne Underhill, as an advisory officer in the Planning 
and Development Divisibh until August 1983, was the third member of the research 
team.o She is now studying')on a scholarship at the East-West Centre in Hawaii. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

~ 
The e.im of this study was to provide some background information about 
people s, entenced to co~munity service i"n l':'~w Zea,land; their offence, s, ,the 
length of sentence given,~and the use of addItlOnal sentences. '-r ; . a // 
The community service septence was introduced on .1 Febru~ry 1981 Dy the 
Criminal Justice Amendnilent Act 1980. Commumty servIce of not less 

't.han eight and not ,more than. 200 hours ':1ay .be imposed on. anr pers~n 
convicted of an oIfence pumshable by 1m pnson rr,ent , provIded certam 
conditions are met. The s~:1tence. must be appropdate given the offender's 
character, personal history Y and any other:. relevant circumstances. The 
offender must understand the -, purpose and effect of the sentence and (, 
consent to its imposition; and suitable service must be available. The 
sentence is administered by the Probation Division of the Department of 
Justice. In 1981, 1,772 community service sentences were imposed; and 

. 1,991 1n 1982. r/ 

___________ "--_______ ..-:. _____ """'/-1/"\,,, ---r 
.. '-::.1 

For the interested reader, not concerned w.1.t,l) detailed re~ults, a 
summary of the m"ain findings is given in Chapter 4, and dlagrafs 
to highlight these are prFded throughout the text. " \.. 
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CHAPTER 2 METHOD 
I~' 

G 

Sample 
(C 

The population studied consisted of any perso~! who received a community 
service sentence during the fkgt 21 months of its use - from 1 February 
"1981 to 31 October, 1982. A one in two random sample (N=1534) was drawn 
from this population. 

, \\ 
There are 35 probation districts, in New Zealand, each administering the 
community service sentence in its own area~ Offenders in the sample came 
from all parts of tne country and t/:1e number sentenced to -::commuflity 
service 1n each probatiqn distri<;t" .lsshown in Figure 1. Auckland, 
Wellington, Christchurch, Rotorua, Hamilton and Dunedin each had at least 
lOO'offenders in the sample. The number of people in the sample sentenced 
in each of the 21 months in the" sample period is shown in Figure 2, for 
women and men separately. 

Procedure 

Information ,about court appearances resulting in convictions was obtained 
from the Wanganui computer database. The information was the date of, 
birth, sex and ethnic background of the person; the sentence date; name qt 
court; prosecuting agency; plea; counsel used; charges; length of 
sentence; additional sentences (probation, disqualification from d'riving, 
fine); and special ordersa:ttached to the sentence. Ethnic group 
information is only recorded in arrest cases (and not summons). The 
accuracy of ethnic group information was checked during the offender 
interviews reported in Study II where on'~ out of 54 people described 
themselves differently from the Wanganui classification. 

"" 
This information wase extracted for any court appearance at which a person 
received a community service sentence during the samp!e period. Wh~re a 
person had more than one such court appearance during,:Jthat period (4% of 
the total sample) on1'y their first court appearance was used in the 
analysis. The pr;obation district in which ea'ch person was sentenced was 
iq,entified from the court name. 

o 
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Rgure 1 
THE NUMBEIl OF OFFE~~DERS 
IN THE SAt\~PLE FROM EACH 
PROBATION DISTRICT (N= 1534' 
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Analysis 

~, 
IJ 

A descriptive analysis was made of the information about the offender, 
offence and sentence recorded at the court appearan~e resulting in 0 each 
person's first community service sentence. 

Deciding how to group people according to thek ethnic background is an 
important but difficult. question. The most commonly used groupings in 
New Zealand,; are Maori/Non-Maori (N.Z. Justice Statistics, 1980); 
European/Non':Eurppean (Reinken, Salmond & de Lacey, 1983); or 
Non-Maori New Zealander/Maori/Pacific Islander/Other (Study Series No. 
5, 1979). All these divisions and terms can lack sensitivity and be 
offensive. One group may appear to be singled out above all' others, a 
term may not be acceptable to many people to whom it is applied, or a 
group may be artifically created - such as Pacific Islander where many 
supposed members may not accept such a grouping and may not identify 
with it or with other 'members'. Where to draw boundaries in groupings is 
also a problem. 'Pacific Islander' has been included both with 'Maori' (Study 
Series No.4, 1979), and with 'Non-Maori' (N.Z. Justice Statistics, 1980). 

The problem is further complicat~d since the boundaries drawn between 
ethnic groups usually reflect economic and power differences between those 
groups - the underlying factors which are likely to be most directly related 
to any differences in outcome between the groups. Therefore inappropriate 
gr'oupings may mask actual differences. 

While being aware of these concerns, it was also important in the present 
study to be able to compare the specific community service"sample with the 
official Justice Statistics available in New Zealand. Therefore a grouping, 

l::::~ of Maori/Non-Maori was finally adopted, where all groups except those 
defined as Maori on the Wanganui database were included in the latter 
category. ' 

A person may face a number of charges at a court appearance resulting in 
one sentence of community service. They may have several charges 
brought, against them for one distinct offence and they may have committed" 
several different offences during one criminal event. They may also be 
charged with offences related to more than one event. FJfty nine percen:t 
of the sample had only one charge, 34% had between two and five charges; 
7% had more than five charges with 64 as the maximum. Thirty-one 
percent of the sample had been convicted of more than one distinct offenc~" 
(20% convicted of two offences, 7% of three and 4 % of up to?o distinct 
offences). Where a person was convicted of more than one distinct 
offence, one offence was identified as being their main offence for use in 
the analysis. 
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Of~enc~s ar~. des.cribed . on ~he Wanganui database either' according to a 
pollce classIfIca~IOn whIch mcludes Police Department prosecutions (79 % 
for the present sample) and prosecution by bodies such as the Justice 
Depa.r~me~t and .Social Welfare De~-Crtm~nt (3%) or., C}ccol'-'ding to a 
classifIcatIOn prOVIded by the Ministry of Transport (MOT) which is used' for 
their own prosecutions (18 %). 

For. police classified of.fences, a seriousness rating scale was used which was 
denve? from a small pIlot study of relative offence seriousness for urgency 
of pollee clearance conducted by the Police Department. The complete 
senousness scale used is given in Appendix A and further information about 
the pilot study is available. on request. This scale was used both to choose 
the main offence when there was more than one' and also to attach a 
seriousness rating to each person's main offence when it was a 
police-classified offence, so that some rough estimate ~f the seriousness of 
offences might be given. Although the urgency with which the Police 
Department clear a particular" offence is only one estimate of the 
senousness of an offence, their s~al(~ was judged to be the best available 
m~asure sinc~ .it h~<:Iiia detailed direCt. correspondence with the majority of 
offence claSSIfIcatIOns on the WanganUl database. 

F~r MOT classifie~ offences ad-h9f seriousness ratings were drawn up for 
thI~ study by a semor member of tl1e MOT for the purpose of choosing"the 
mam offence where a person had more than one. However this scale was 
not used to describe offence seriousness in the analysls. R~ther than use 
two separate seriousness scales within the study or combine them MOT 
prosecutions were excluded from analyses involving the seriousn~ss of 
offences.,' , 

For analysis of the seriousness scale, the non-parametric equivalent of the 
t-test (t) to compare two mean&1 the Mann-Whitney U test (MWU) was 
always used. In other cases V{,here the assumptions underlying the t-test 
were not met by the. data, the results were checked by the Mann-Whitney U, 
but where conclusIOns were the same" the more common t-test was 
reported. The chi-square te~t (X2) was used to comp~~e the difference 
b~!ween proportions; analysis of variance (F) or the I<~uskall-Wallis test 
(K':'W) t~ compare s~veral means; and either Pearson (d or Spearman (rho) 
to examme correlatIOn. The accepted level of Significance was set at p <. 
.05 throughout;., all non-significant findings are 'also reported. 

.0 

I.!J{;, 

i.'. 

~ , , 

,: 

,. 

i. 
I 
I 
!: 
r 



-~~~-~ ---- - - --
,,~~' " ' ., .~" ~ ----~~~------------~.--~------~--------------------------------~;~,----------

3.1 

)\ 

.!) 

CHAPTER 3 OFFENDERS, OFFENCES ANtlSENTENCE" 

The Group i,\1 

1:he group studied was 1,534 people who received a community service 
. ~rentence between 1 February 1981 and 31 October 1982 •. 

!'" 3.2 ~, Sex, Age and Ethnic Group 

A "proportiq,nately greater number of women (31 %) were sentenced to 
communi,y.) service than would be eXP:7cted given that only 14% of all 
offenders 1 . are women, as may be' seen from Figure 3. The sex 
distribution of offenders given each of the main sentences used in ~ ew 
Zealand is shown in Table 1. It may be seen that only probation ha~a 
higher proportion of women than community servtce (32%) and that women 
are rarely given custodial sentences. .. 

FIGURE 3 : SEX OF COMMUNITY SERVICE SAMPLE AND ALL 
OFFENDERS 

CS Sample 
(N = 1534) 

Women 
(31%) 

Note 0)": 

Men 
(·6.9%) 

IT 

All Offenders(l) 

Men 
(86% ) 

() 

Figures for all offenders were taken from N.Z. Justice 
Statisti6s 1980. District Court figures only were always 
used, ~,nd only arrest cases for information about age and 
etnniff"group. 
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TABLE 1 : SEX DISTRIBUTION .BY TYPE OF SENTENCE 0,-980) 

c 

o 

SENTENCE 

Detention Centre(l) 
\\\ Peri~dic d, etention(2) 
,\\Im prlsonm ent 

Borstal training 
Fine 
Convicted and discharged 
Order made 
COltlvicted and order to 

l 'II 
conl~rUp for sentence 
Probation 

Women 

% 

0 
4-
7 

14-
14-
16 
26 

28 
32 

Note (1) : 
Note (2) : 

Not available for women 
Limited availability for women .. ' 

Men 

% 

100 
96 
93 
86 
86 
84-
74-

72 
,68 

Over half (57%) of the people sentenced to community service were under 
25 years old. People sentenced to community service were similar in age 

, to all offenders, but proportionately more of them '\vere in the 20-29 age 
range than the general population{2), as may be seen in Figure 4-. The mean. 
age was 25.9 years (S.D. = 9.5 years); the youngest person was 15 and th~ 
oldestpwas 70. . , 

Information about ethnic group WaS available for 1211 people in the 
sample. Forty-one percent of the people sentenced to community service 
were Maori which,as may be seen from Figure 5, is higher than, the 
proportion of Maorioffenders in general (33%), and considerably higher than 
the general New Zealand popul~tion (9%). 0 

The informati'on on age, sex and ethnic group was studied for the presence 
of any association bet wen these factors. A higher prol?ortion of women 
were Maori (50%) than men (37%), (X2 = 18.57, degrees of freedom (df) = 
1, p < .OOO~). l.m!5 difference is similar to that found for all offenders, 
where 4-5% of women are Maori compared to 32% of men. There was no 
difference in mean age either between women and men (t < 1) or between 

" Maori and Non-Maori offenders (t < O. 

Note (2) : New Zealand Census, 1981 
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FIGURE 4: " AGE I N COMMU~ITY SERVICE SAMPLE. ALL OFFENDERS, 
AND NEW ZEALAND POPULATION 

All Offenders 

Under 20 
(29 %) 

20-24 .. 
(33% ) 

CS Sample 
(N = 1534) 

Under 20 
( 28%) 

::; 

20-24 
(30% ) 

New Zealand Population 

50+ 
(23%) 

Under 20 
(37% ) 

/.: 

!: 

Ii 
,'I 

v 

.~ 
, , 

t 
r~ 

,) 

f 
I 

.,. 

! 
t 
~, 
II 
II 

i: , 
;' 



I)') 

\1 

FIGURE .5: 

----., ~--- ---- --

13. 

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF COMMUNI.TY SERVICE SAMPLE, 
ALL OFFENDERS,AND NEW ZEALAND POPULATION 

1 ",," CS Sample • 

" Maori 
(41%) 

(N = 1211) 

Non-Maori 
(59%) 

= 

All Offenders New Zealand Population 

z,1aori 
( 33%) 

Non-Maori 
(67%) 

Note 1 {Arrest'cases only 

',' 

Non-'Maori 
(91%) 
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Plea and Representation in Court , ',r. 

~ '\~l' 'I 

Ii -'l \, til;>, 
,-;"',r- " \\'.l\n.11 ':;',' " Most \1 people . (~J %) plea?ed. guilty to aU or some of the charge,~;~for -wh~~h 

o they ,i.were fInally conVIcted of an offence; 9% pleaded n<;>t gUll1;V, aSJS 
shpw,r\ in Figure 6. Most people (78 %) were represented in court; ,,;22%w,ere 
not re,presented. 0 'y. " 

o o 

FIGI!RE 6: 
PLEA: AND REPRESENTATION EOR COMMUNITY:SERVICE SAMPI...IE.1 

r 
I.' \ no 

)?lea 
I(N = 1484) 

Guil,ty 
(91% ) 

o 

, 0 

R,~presentation > 

, fN = 1482) 

Represented 
(78%') 

'~'~.i.:\ 
J'y : 

., ' '-----
o 

II 

Not~!}·r (Data unavailable for pleas (50) and for representation (52) 
, (,/ ' .. '. . ' IlL 

.' 'J ,:)) _ ~ '_ -- ~ 
W~men pleaded gUilty sligh~ly, though significantly, more often than men; 
93% compared to 89%,(X2- ::: 6.70., df = 1, p< .01). People who pleaded 
gUilty were slightly, but significantly, younger than those who pleaded not 
gUilty (t = 3.88, df = 1482, p<.Obl): a mean agee\ of 25.7, (S.D. ;:' 9.2) 
compared to 28.9, (S.D. = 9.6). There was no significant difference 
b~tweenth~ proportion of Maoris and Non-Maoris who pleaded gUilty (X2 = 
2.61)~ 

Wornen and men were equally likely to De represented in court (X2 = 1.34). 
However' those repres~nted were slightly, but s~gnificantly, old.~r than those 

°who were not represented (t = 2.30, df = 1480, P < .05) : a mean age of 26.2 
(S.D. = 9.3) compared, 19 24.9 (S.D. = 8.9). Maoris were sigl1ificantly less 
likely to be represented';'in court (74%) than Non-Maoris (82%), (X2 = 10.32, 
df = 1, p<.OI). " " 

Wfieth~r or not a person pleaded guilty Was not related to whether'" or not 
they were represented (X2 < 1). D, " 
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Type of Offence 

Offences may be classified into four general groups: Against the Person, 
A,.gainst Pr&perty, Against Justice, and Traffic offences. The largest 
number of main offences were against property (55%), with traffic offences 
(27%) the second most common group (followed by offences against the 
person (16 %) and offences against justice (2 %). Figure _-Z=shbWS the 
proportion of people convicted of each group of offences,-~or the to.tal 
community services sample and for wO,men and men separately. 

, • p , 

There was a significant association between the type of offence and sex of 
the offender (X2 = 43.22, df = 3, P < .0001). This was I( that women wer:.e 
convicted of propprtionately fewer traffic offences ana,,~offences against 
the person than men; (these were the only sigificant asso\fiations). There 
was a signVicant association between the type of offence (flnd ethnic group 
of the offender (x.2 = 25.46, df = 3, p<.OOO1). This was fhat Maoris were 
convicted of proportionately fewer offences against the persC?n than 
Non-Maoris; (this was th¢ only significant association). _ Property 
offenders were the youngest of the four groups (mean age = 24.7' years, S.D. 
= 8.4) and traffic offender~" were the oldest (mean age = 29.0 years, S.D. = 
11.0); (F = 21.92, P < .OOQI)~ Table 2 gives an age breakdown of each 
offence group. ,:' 

TABLE 2: AGE GROUP BY TYPE OF OFFENCE 

AGE Person 

% No. 
c 

,/ 
Under 20 23 57 

20 - 24 36 91 

Property 

% No. 

35 300 

27 232 

iJ 

Justice 

% i' No. 

10 3 

48 11 

Traffic 

% No. 

16 66 

29 Its 

'25- 29 17 43 15 130 22 5 17 69 
- t l , 

1,-

30 - 39 ',' 19 47 15 130 14 3 24 97 

40 -49 4 11 5 39 a 8 34 
~ 

50 and over 1 2 2 17 4- 1 7 28 

TOTALS 100 251 100 848 100 23 100 412 

I, 
'I 

II 

Q 

,;' 

1"""1 
I'f 
i I ) " 

f~, 

IJ f 
.,) 

, I 
~~ ", 

I· 
I» 

I f 
'bJ - c~ 

! 
I 

l 
f 
I 

t 

I 
~ 
I! 

'\, 

... ~ 

ij 
f' 
J 
I 

i I 

'I b 

! 

-. 

H 

III " I 
P d 1 j 

1'''','11 
~ , 
~ r 
1 1 
l'l } ,) 
, 1 

" 

,,' 

c~ 

i,!'! 

(I 

16. 

FIGURE.7: OFFENCES OF COMMUNITY SERVICE SAMPLE, AND WOMEN 
AND MEN SEPARATELY 

'"0'.' 
"0.', 

" 

Total Sample 
(N = 1534) I, 

Traffic 
(27%) 

AgainstL_--:::::::====-
Justice 
(2%) 

Women 
(N = ,478) 

AgaiJ;1st Property 
(67% ) 

Against Property 
(55%) 

\1 

Men 
(N = 1056) 

.Traffic 
(31%) 

Against Property 
( 50%) 
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TABLE 3: OFFENCES 

I 
COMMITTEOhy PEOPLE SENTENCED TO 

I a 
COMMUNITY SERVICE 

'/ I 
I /0 I OFFEJ~DERS 

OFFENCE <f~nvicted of th1s Whose convictions 
p las a main offel'\ce included this 

I ' offence 

111, __ ~_ % N~ o~ N~ 

-0 -------""11, 
0) 
1 

AGAINST THE PERSPN 
Violence ,I 

'0 Kidnapping I 
Robbery" / 
Grievous Assadlts 
Serious Assaults 
Minor Assaults 
Intimidation and Threats 
Group Assemblies 
Sexual 
Sexual attacks 
Sexual affronts 
Immoral Behaviour ? 

Drugs and Anti-s,ocial 
Drugs - not cannabis 
Drugs - only cannab~s 
Gaming 
Disorder 
Family Offences 

AGAINST PROPERTY 
Dishonesty " 
Burglary etc 
Car Conversion etc 
Theft 
Receiving 
Fraud 
Property Damage 
Property Destruction 
Endangering ~ .. 
Property Abuse 
Trespass .:: ' 
Littering 
Animals ,~ 

Firearms 

AGAINST JUSTICE 
Administration of Justice 
MisceUaneous 

TRAFFIC' 
Driver Condition 
Driving Manner 
Driver Licence Offences 
Miscellaneous 

TOTALS 

,,' 

0.4 

9.0 

55.3 
49.9 

1.9 

100 

C" 

251 
(107) 

1 
"5 
4 

41 
42 
11 
3 

(6) 
j 
j-

.4 
(13&) 

12 
102 

1 ' 

~2 
1 

84& 
(766) 
154 
68 

253 
61 

229 
(53) 
48 

J 
(29) 

1.8 
3 
1 
7 

23 
21 

2 

412 
292 
55 
54 
11 

1534 

17.3 
6.9 

0.3 

10.1 

56.5 
51.3 

" 2.8 

2.4 

100 

o 

, ...... """ -

374 
(149) 

1 
5 
6 

44 
66 
23 

4 
(6) 
1 
i 
4 

(219) 
11 

147 
In 

59 . 
1 

1222 
<TITf) 

218 
109 
316 
105 
363 
(60) 
55 

5 
(51) 
24 

3 
1 

23 

35 
32 
J 

533 
359 

69 
84 
21 

o 
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A,. '~more ,detailed description' of the offences dor" which people were 
sentenced to community service is given in Table 3: The number of people 
convlct~d of each offence when' all their offences" (not "just "the main 
offence) were included in the analysis ts also, showno Since the more 
complete analysis added little information only the, main offence was used 
in subsequent analyses. \IOffences related to dishonesty (theft, fraud, 

" burglary, car conversion and receiving) were"the largest single sub-group of 
main offences with half of the offenders,,: beingo convicted a of crimes of 
dishonesty. However driving while under the influence of alcohol or drugs 
(driver condition) was the single most common offence. 0 

(.> 

Seriousness of Offence 

A seriousness rating was attached to every police-classified offence (as 
described in Chapter 2 page 9). A complete list of police-classified 
offenc;es and their respective seriousness ratings is given in Appendix A. 
It may be seen that in the scale used, the minimum possible seriousness 
rating was 13; the maximum possible was 98. Over all offences, the 
ratings given, tended to be more often in the higher range of numbers. 
-(Ihe scale._waspositivelyskewed~witha~TfIeaw'of~ 65, -a" med1an of ~68,and 
standard deviation of 22). 

iF' 

FIGU~~~: __ ~S=E~R=I~O~U~S~N=E=S=S~RA~T=I~N=G:S~O~F~O~F~FE~N~CE==S-=IN=-C=O=MM==UN==I=T~Y=. 
SERVICE SAMPLE COMPARED WITH ALL OFFENCES 

'\ ~. 

lCS Sample.! 
(N = 1247) 

70-79 
(56%) 

All Offences 

70-79 
(21%) 

less than 
(40%) 

Note 1: M.Q.T. prosecutions (287) excluded 

,; 
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The seriousness ratings of the dpmmunity service group offences are shown 
alongside the seriousness ratil?gs) of all offences, in Figure 8. The 
community service group were ct~nvicted of more serious offences; although 

FIGURE 9: HOURS OF- COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE.FOR TOTAL 

~less than half (47%) of all offen,,:es had a seriousness rating of 70 or more, 
over three-quarters (77%) of thE.\ comr:rnlnity service group offences were 
rated 70 or more." , \\!.I 

II 

Men were convicted of slightly bulF significantly more serious offences than 
. Women (MWU, Z = 2.60, P < .001).\\ The medial) rating for;' men was 73.20, 
compared to 72.95 for women. ~~imilarly, non-Maoris were" convicted of 
slightly but significantly more seri0lus offences (median = 73.31) than Maoris 
(median = 72.92), (MWU, Z = 5.82, :p c{ .000,1). 0 These differences, although 
statistically significant were dearl}: minimal in a scale which ranges fr()m.o 
13-98. The seriousness of an oftend,~( was not related. to a person's age (rho 
= .02). v .:) 

Length of Sentence 

\ 
~ \' 

A person may be sentenced to "betwee:n eight and 200 hours of community 
service. Just over half,.of the offenders (54%) were sentenced to between 
51 and 100 hours of corrimunity service,\. as can be seen' from Figure 9 which 
shows sentence length for the total sample and for women and men 
separately. The mean sentence lengtb was 89 hours (S.D. = 40). The 
shortest sentence was 10 hours and the )ohgest was' 200 hours. 

() • '(I 

Women received significantly shorter I',sentences than men; 81 hours 
compared to 92 hours (t = " 5.13, df ::::;1532,. p < .0001). There was no 
relationship between sentence length and~thnic group ,<t ~ 1) no't between 
sentence length and age (r == .06). . 'I " 

t) ,\ 

0" 

There was no significant difference in the a~erage sentence length given for 
each of the four general offence types. i::.,rhe mean length for offences 
against the person was 84; against property was 89; against justice was 98; 
and for traffic offences, the mean was 90, n:;- = 1..75, n.s.). However Table 
4 shows the variation in the mean sentence length given f~F more specific 
offence types. There was no association bet,reen sentence length and the 
seriousness rating of an offence (rho = .08). I 
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SAMPLE AND WOMEN AND MEN SEPARATELY 

Women 
(N = 478) 

.. ---.. -......., 

51-100 
( 49%) 

101-150 
(19%) 

'" " 

" 

51-100 
(54% ) 

8-50 
'\ 

\ 
(31% ) 

\ 

\ 
j 

) 

8-50 
( 22%) 

{'J 

Men 
o· (N = 1056) 

8-50 
101-150 (18%) 

(20%) 

51-100 
(57% ) .. )) 
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TABLE 4: AVERAGE SENTENCE LENGTH FOR EACH TYPE OF 

OFFENCE 

OFFENCE 
\\ " 1/ 

AVERAGE SENTENCE LENGTH 

Mean Stand8rd deviation 

AGAINST THE BERSON 84 41 
Violence "(81)' ., 

39 
Kidnapping 50 
Robbery 104 7J " 
Grievous Assaults 112 57 
SerIous Assaults 80 32 
Minor Assaults 70 .' 40 
IntimIdation and Threats 101 27 
Group AssembJies 93 12 
Sexual . <.t 13) 53 
Sexual attacks 100 
Sexual affronts 50 
Immoral Behaviour 132 54 
Drugs and Anti-social (85) 42 
Drugs - not cannabis 108 ,46 

89 41 Drugs -. only ·cannabis 
72 

"". 
Gaming 
Disorder 59 33 
Family Offences 40 

J ,::; 

AGAINST PROPERTY 89 41 
DishonJisty (89) 40 
Burglary etc 92 39 
Car Conversion etc 88 39 
Theft 86 40 
Receiving 93 38 
Fraud 90 42 
Property Damage (91) 42 
Property Destruction 91 40 
Endangering 96 61 
Property Abuse (91) 51 
Trespass 87 45 
Littering 62 ·0 28 
Animals 30 
Firearms'" 123 6~. 

AGAINST JUSTICE 98. 45 
Administration of Justice 93 41 
Miscellaneous 150 71 

TRAFFIC 90 37 
Driver Condition 99 37 
Driving Manner 100 39 
Driver Licence Offences 100 0 44 =-ji 

Miscel1aneous 72 \-;,:,~ 39 
,=-==-..:;,=:; 
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Additional Sentences 

Just over half of the offenders (52%) r~ceived an additional sentence with a 
few receiving more than one, as maY}5e seen from Table 5. 

;( 

TABLE 5: TOTAL SENTENCE / 
f 

I 

\ 
I I 

ij 

p/ 
; 

/ 

l 

No. \ SENfENCE ;1 
I ________ ~ _____ ~~k ____________________________ --__ ~ 

/? ':\ 

\ ( 
~ ! 
~?nly community service 
FVus probation /,/ 
P~us disqualification 
Pl\us fine 
Pl~s probation & disqualification 
Plu'\~ probation and fine 
Plu~\\ disqualification & fine 

"- A1ithree~ ~".'"' 
~\ 

() 

48 
21 
24-

2 
4 
1 
1 

"'1 

736 
318 
371 

23 
59 

5 
20 

2 
~ j 
~---7----------~~----------____________ ~ __________ _ 

TOTA\~S ;/ , ., I 100 1534 

:~--------------------------------------------------~--\' . a 

Just ~ve\ ~) quarter of the offenders (27%) were sentenced to probation as 
well jaS ti1e community service sentence. Seventy-five percent of them 
werl sentl~nced to 12 months or less, 18 % to over 12 months and up to 18 
months an6\ 7 % over 18 months and up to 24 months. 

l/~men rec~ved an additional·sentence of probation proportionately more 
toften (32%)\than men (22%), (X2 = 15.41, df = 1, P < .0001). Similarly 
Maoris receiv,ed additional probation proportionately more often (33%) than 
Non-Maoris d~5%), (X2 ::: 8.68, df = 1, P < .01). 0 There was also an 
associati6n b~\tween length of probation sentence and the sex of the 
offend~r (X2 = \t 1.21, df =,2, p< .01). Proportionately more of the 24 month 
probatIon sent,"'nces were given to women; (there were no other 
associations). ~imilarlY there was an association between length of 
probation senten~e and 'the ethnic group of the offender (X2 = 7.48, df = 2, 
p<.05). Proporti~nate1y mOre of the 24 month probation sentences were 
given to Non-Maoris; (there were no other associations). (An unexpectec? 
pair of findings, given that more women than men were Maori,as shown 
above). People who got additional probation Were slightly but significantly 
younger than' those who did not: a mean age of 24.3 years (S.D. ::: 8.1) 
compared to 26.5 years (S.D. = 9.5); (t::: 4.07, df:::d 15';32, p~ .0001). 
However age was not significantly related to length of probation sentence 
(F <' 1). . 
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Table 6 shows the use o'f probation for different offence groups. There was 
a significant association between the type of offence and whether or no) a 
person received additional probation (X2 = 68.61, ?f = 3,. P <. .0001 • 
Proportionately mote property offenders. we~e gIven probatIon than 
expected overall and proportionately fewer traffIc of~en~7rs and off~nd~rs 
against the person and justice. There was no ~IgnIflcant ~ssoclatIOn 
between getting additional probation and the serlousne~s ratmg of . an 
offence (MWU, Z = 1.40), nor between the leng~h of probatIOn sentence (12 
months or less, over 12 mpnths and up to 18 months, over 18 months) and 
the seriousness rating of an offence (K-W, H<l). 

c 

TABLE 6 : TYPE OF OFFENCE AND USE OF ADDITIONAL 

PROBATION 

OFFENCE GROUP 

" 
AGAINST PERSON 
Violence 
Sex 
Drugs and anti~social 

AGAINST PROPERTY 
Dishonesty 
Property Damage 
Property Abuse 

AGAINST JUSTJCE 

TRAFFIC 

TOTALS 

22 
22 
33 
21 

33 
33 
38 
10 

9 

Given Probation Not Given 

Probation 

% No. % No. 

~r.:: 

54 78 197 
23 79 84 
2 67 4 

29 79 109 

278 67 570 
/' 255 67 511 ,I 

62 33 # 20" 
3 90 26 

2 91 21 
~' 

12 50 88 362 

384 1150 

Totals 

% No. 

100 251 

100 848 

100 23 

100 412 

1534 

Just over aC""'quarter of the offEmders (29%) were disqualified fr~m driving as 
well as receiving a sentence of community service. Th~ medIan length of 
disqualification was J 2 months, with the shortest pe~IOd. 3 m~~th~, the 0 

longest over 5 years. Sixteen percent of those who were dIsqualIfIed were ' 
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already disqualified at the time of the sentence and their sentences were 
cumulative with the previous disqualification. As would be expected, the 
relationship between disqualification from driving and other variables 
directly reflected the relationship between traffic offences and other 
variables, and is therefore not reported. 

Very few offenders (3%) wer~' fined. The median fine was $300 with the 
smallest being $20 and the lal"gest $2,500. Women were significantly less 
likely to be fined than men, 1 ~~'c?mpared to 4%, (X~ = 9.79, df = 1, P <. .01). 
~owever there was no assocla~tIOn between ethnIC background and being 
fmed (X

2 = 0), nor any relatio~~ship between age and being fined (t = 1). 
There was a significant associat\ion between type of offence and whether or 
not a person was fined (X2 = ~17.52, df = 1, P < .001). A higher than 
expected propo:tion of people wro were convicted of offences against the 
person were fmed; (there wer~\ no other significant associations). The 
offence seriousness ratings of pe0p,le who were fined were higher than those 
who were not fined (MWU, Z = 2.8~4, P < .05). 

I 
People who got probation had slightly but significantly longer community 
service sentences than those who did not, a mean of 92 hours (S.D. = 40) 
compared to 88 hours (S.D. = 40), (t = 1.96, df = 1532, P (.05). However 
there was no significant difference in the length of community service 
between those who 'got fined and those who did not (t ::: 1.31), or between 
those who were disqualified or those who were not (t = 1~71). 

" 
Special orders were attached to the sentence i~ 11 % o'f cases and these are 
shown in Table 7 where it may be seen that return of IproFierty was the most 
gammon order. (Information about r~stitution was not avaj~ab,te). 

TA LE 7 T I" §' 
B : ORDERS MADE BY TnE" JUDGE IN CONJUNCTION 

WITH THE COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE 

I . l ------------------------------------~1~--~'l '------~, 
II t 

ORDER 

Return of property 
Supression of name of defendant 
Order for destruction of property 
Forfeiture of property 
Part of fine to complainant 
Others 

if 

% 

58 
21 
8 
5 
2 

5 ,ttl 

II 

/: No. 

97 
35 
14 

9 
3 
8 

----------------___ --it ____________ / II 

Ii 
I 

TOTALS 100 166 
------------------_--iii-I _________ / 
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CHAPTER 4 SUMMARY 

Almost one in three of the people sentenced to community service were 
women although only one in seven offenders are women. More Maoris 
(41 %) were sentenced to community service than would be expected givE;!n 
that 33% of all offenders are Maori. People given this sentence were 
mainly young, with over half of them (58%) under 2} and less than ~O% over 
40, which is quite similar to the general offender population. 

Most people (91 %) had pleaded guilty at the court appearance in which they 
received community service, with women tending to plead not guilty less 
often than men. Over three-quarters of the group (78%) had been 
represented in court. However Maoris were less likely to be represented 
than Non-Maoris. 

Over half the offences (55%) for which people were sentenced to community 
service were property offences, with traffic offences (27%) the second most 
common group; followed by offences against the person (I6%) and against 
justice (2%). Women were convicted of proportionately fewer traffic 
offences and fewer offences against the person than men. Maori's were 
convicted of fewer offences against the person than Non-Maoris. Property 
offenders were the youngest offence group and traffic offenders the oldest. 

The community service group had been convicted of the more serious 
offences amongst the police-classified offence list. Men were convicted of 
slightly more serious offences than women, and Non-Maoris were convicted 
of slightly more serious offences than Maoris. 

The average sentence length was 89 hours, with approximately a'quarter of 
the group (24%) being given over 100 hours of community service. Women 
received shorter sentences than men. There was no difference in the 
average' sentence length given for each of the four main offence groups, 
nor was sentence length related to the seriousness ratings attached to 
specific offence types. 

An additional sentence of probation, disqualification or fine was given to 
just over half (52%) of the group. Probation was given to approximately a 
quarter of them (27%), and most of these had super,vision for a year or 
less. Women were given additional probation proportionately more often 
than men, and more of them were given longer periods of supervision. 
Maoris received probation proportionately more often than Non-Maoris, but 
fewer of them were given the 10ngerCiperiods of probation!;) People who 
were sentenced to probation were younger than those who were not and had 
slightly longer community service sentences. Proportionately more 
property offenders were given probation than expected and proportionately 
fewer person, state and traffic offenders. Additiomil probation sentences 
Were not associated with more serious offences. 
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Over a quarter of the people sentenced to community service (29 %) were 
also ciisqualified from driving, with the average period of disqua1ifica~ion 
being' one year. One out of every six people disqualified was already 
disqualified at the time ofosentencing. Very few people (3%) were also 
fined and the average fine was $300. Women were less likely to be fined 
than men" and fines were most commonly used in the case of offences 'I 

I;) "against the person. ' 
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INTRODUCTION 

A survey of the ?xperiences and opini~)Ils of peopl~ dired!yconnected with 
the com)l1unity servlce sentence was conducted dUring Apnl and May 1983. 
The purpose of this survey was t? gain a gene:al pic~ur(': of how the 
community service scheme is operat1l1g from the pOlll~ of view of thos~ who 
administer receive, and make the operation of tlus sentence possIble. 
Interviews' were conducted in seven probation districts with a sample of 
probation officers, oifenders,col'nmunity sponsors, ?ffen~ers and judge~ who 
were connected with each at'ea. The structured Interviews were deSigned 
to gather inforrnation about the day-to-day experiences <8f :he schen;e, and 
to draw out opinions about the aims of such a sentence, ItS benefIts and 
possible" improvements. ,;: 

SURVEY DESIGN 

(:.1 
There were several p'ossible sampling frames for such a survey - for example 
a random sample at a particular point in time of all judges, probation staff, 
offenders and sponsors; q random sample of aU community. service sentences 
during a certain time span with interviews conducted with all the people 
concerned. 

Intuitively it seemed useful to talk to 'sets' of pe~ple w~o experienced the 
sentence within the same geographic area - probation offIcers, sponsors and 

. offenders and judges within a particular prob~tion dist~ict. H~wever unless 
sufficient numbers of interviews w\ere car ned out 111 a natIOnal random 
sample, district-to-district variation could cause apparent gr?up-to-group 
differences. Time and staff resources precluded a large natIOnal sample 
since this would have involved too much traveJlin-8' 

.. 
Therefore it was decided to make a probation district the iflterview unit and 
to interview a random sample of each?respondent group within the district •. 
Random sampling of probation districts th@mselves w,:s not u~ed because It 
was unlikely that any representativeness' could be acluevefft gIven the small 
population of 35 district~. Therefore districts were seleC!~d. 

A list of the 35 probation distrlcts was drawn up with information about the 
approximate size of the population served, the geographic area c?vered, ~he 
number of probation office staff, the number of community servIce 

, sentences administered in a two-month sample (Lee, 19~2), and ~.!;le. type of 
district - mainly urban, mainly rural or mixed. The chQIce of dIstncts was 
a compromise between keeping within the s:aff. and' time li!nits set for the 
study and choosing a s9ificient number of dlstncts to provide. a reasonably 
representative sample <;If them all. The fi!1al study group c~nslsted. of seven 
probation districts - Au;~kland, Dunedin, GJsborne, Invercargtll, Lev1l1, Lower 
Hutt and Nelson. Ar'f'tl:.!ghth dis;trlct - Rotorua - had to be dropped frorp the 
survey because of trav~ldiHico1ties due to a storm. The selection of the 
eight districts was an attempt to form a group which, se~n ?S a whole, ~ould 
share a sufficient frequency and range of characteristics to provide a 
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genera! ~ictur~ of com'!1unity service. Equally important ·was ~the attempt 
to get direct lIlformatlOn from as many participants of thIs sentence as 
possible. .,The fact that Rotorua, a district with a large Maori population, 
ha~ to be dropp.edfrom the survey unfortunately altered the group picture. 
ThIS resulted III the percentage of Maoris in the sample of offender 
respondents (24%) being lower than the expected percentage (41 %) based on 
the !igures in Study I oJ this report. 

d:) 

SAMPLE AND RESPONSE RATES 

Probation Officers 

,. The probation officer population was all probation officers in the seven 
probat!on districts. Every district probation officer and community service 
supe.rvlsor or. probati0!1 officer with the major responsibility for community 
serVice was mcluded m the sample. A one in two random sample of the 
remainder of probation officers was also included. '. 

~ . 
Th~ probation officer response rate was extremely high with 42 out of the 
43 111 th.e sample (98%) completing interviews. One person was on holiday 
at the tJme of the survey. 

Sponsors 

.:.;':~he sponsor population was defined as all those sponsors who had been' used 
c~ih the past year by each district probation office for any offender sentenced. 
tn one of the courts served by that district probation office. A one in .four 
random sample of sponsprs was taken froln this population • 

Inter~iew~ .were held with 65 o! the 80 sponsors j~ the sample (81 %). Five 
orgamsatlOns could not be contacted; in five cases the 'link' person wbo had 
had experience wi th the scheme had since left the organisation. It was 
jmpossibl~ t.o set a suitable interview time in three cases and two sponsors 
were unwllImg to take part (unfortunately, we did not manage to find out 
why). 

Offenders 

The offender population was defined as any person who had been sentenced 
to a community service sentence in a court attended by one of the selected 
district probation .offices during an eight-mohth period and who .served their 
hours in that pr6bation district. The sample period ended a month before 
j nt~rviews took place and the sample included people who were still serving 
theIr hours and Who had completed them." A one in two random sample was 
taken from ,this population. 
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Sixty-eight offenders out of the sample of 146 (47%) took part in the 
survey. Forty-four could not be contacted, 16 were not willing to be 
interviewed, nine did not turn up for an arranged interview, and in nine 
cases it was impossible to set a suitable time for an interview. 'I, 

Good response rates are extremely difficult to obtain in surveys of offenders 
given community service. Other surveys of people given this sentence 
achieKed similar response rates to the present study; 48% (Flegg, 1976); 
37% (Pease et aI, 1975). Hermann was forced to abandon the planned 
sample of a one-year follow-up survey because she was able to contad~ only 
one in every 10 potential subjects: "tracing a large proportion of the 
subjects proved to be difficult due to the transient nature and youthfu~ness 
of the sample" (1981, pag;e 2). \ 

However, the low response rate for the offender group presents a problem, in 
terms of the representativeness of the data collected. We cannot assurlJe 
that the non-respondents possess the same characteristics as the 
respondents. The absence of -data on those offenders who were in the 
designated sample may well have,:1esulted in a bias in the survey. Perhaps 
offenders who were unwilling to take part or who could (lot be contacted had 
a greater number of negative experiences with the sentence leading to an 
under-reporting of such events. Perhaps they were younger members of the 
sample, or had language difficulties. 

Although it is impossible to minimise any non-response bias which may be 
present, we were at least in a position to compare the respondent and 
non-respondent groups on a number of measures for which information was 
available.: age; sex; ethnic group; length of community serviceseritence; 
additional sentences for the offence (fine, disqualification, prbbation); the 
offence for which the person got community service; sentence. status at the 
time of the survey (current c;>r terminated); if current, the number of hours 
left; if terminated, the type of termination - hours completed or another 
reason; how long since )the person was sentenced; and the number of 
placements arranged. Tables 8, 9 and 10 present this informaton. 

Each of the measures summarir.ed in the tables was tested for the presence 
of a statistically significant" difference between the respondent and 
non.,.respondent groups, ~ was set at .05 throughout). Respondents were 
older than non-respondents (t = 2.42, df = 144, P (.05) the mean age of 
respondents was 27.7 years and of non-respondents was 24.2 years.· J More 
respondents than non-respondents were currently serving the sentence 
(Chi-square test = 7.72, df ;:: 1, p < .01) and had been sentenced more 
recently to community service than ,the non-respondents (Mann - Whitney U 
test, Z ;:: 2.22, p < .05). Of those who had terminated the sentence, aU of 
the respondents had completed the hours, whereas almost a quarter of the 
non.,.respondents terminated for another reason, (Chi-square test = 4.19, df = 
1, P < ~05). In all but ;one case the termination was the result of 
reconviction for further .offences. There' was. no statistically significant 
difference ,between the groups on any of the other measures recorded. The 
fact that non-respondents were younger, had been sentenced .less recently, 
and had not always successfully completed the sentence should be borne in 
mind when reading the results of the offender's interviews. 
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TABLE 8: AGE, SEX, ETHNIC GROUP, SENTENCE LENGTH AND 

ADDITIONAL SENTENCES FOR RESPONDENTS VS' 

NON-RESPONDENTS 

INFORMATION Respondents Non-Respondents 

(N;::68) (N=78) 

AGE(I) 25 (17,..63) 21 (17-48) 

SEX 
Female 26% 18 32% 25 
Male 74% 50 68% 53 

ETHNIC GROUP (2) 
Maori 24% D 27% 17 
Non-Maori 76% 41 73% 45 

HOURS OF SENTENCE(l) 99 (2~-200) 81 (10-200) 

ADDITIONAL SENTENCES 
Fine 3% 2 8% 6 
Disquallfication 28% 19 31 % 24 
Probation 19% 13 17% 13 

" Note (1) : Median (and range) given 
Note (2) : Ethnic group in arrest cases only : Respondents (N=511o), 

Non-respondents (N=62). Respondents were asked about 
their ethnic background. In only one case was there any 
discrepancy between the respondent's description and the 
information on the Wanganui database. 
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TABLE 9 : WEEKS SINCE SENTENCED; AND NUMBER OF 

PLACEMENTS, SENTENCE STATUS, HOURS LEFT, TYPE OF 

TERMINATION, FOR RESPONDENTS VS NON-RESPONDENTS 

,~,,-::-. 

" 
r,~ 

MEASURE ' Respondents Non-Respondents 

(N=68) (N=78) 

WEEKS SINCE SENTENCED(l) 23 (2 - 47) 25 (2 - 47) 
AT TIME OF SURVEY 

NUMBER OF PLACEMENTSO) ,::.' 

ARRANGED 1 (0 - 3) 1 (0 - 3) 

SENTENCE STA.TUS 'i 
Current N=51 (75%) N=40 (51 %) 

>t-"j;'-', 

Hours left(l) 57 (5-185) 70 (0-185) 

Terminated N=17 (25%) N=38 (49%) 

Persons with hours completed 17 (100%) 30 (79%) 

Persons with hours not 
completed o (-) 8 (21 %) 

Note (1) : Median" {and range} given 
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TABLE 10 u. 

NON-RESPONDENTS 

OFF£NCE 

AGAINST PERSONS 
Violence 
Sexual , 
Drugs and Anti-soC~al 

MAIN 

AGAINST PROPERTY 
Dishonesty , 

,Property Damage 
l?roperty Abuse 

AGAINST JUSTICE: 

TRANSPOR T: /; 
,/ 
i' 
i/ 

fi 

'TotALS 

37. 

OFFENCE 

, Respondents 

% No. 

16 

47 

2 

35, 

laO 

11 
5 

j 

5 

32 
30 

2 
o 

1 

24 

68 

OF' RESPONDENTS VS 

Non-respondents 

% No. 

15 

3 

24 

100 

12 
8 
a 
4 

45 
40 

3 
2 

2 

19 

78 

1.3.4 Judges 

1.4 

The population of judges was defined as those judges who had chambers in a 
court attended by each probation district or, in the case of a court where no 
judge had his,chambers, the two most recently visiting jUdgeS. A one in two 
random sample.9£ this pop,ulationwastaken. Eleven out of 14 judges (79%) 
took part in the survey. Tn three cases it was impossible to set a suitable 
Intervh~w time.;(" " ,," 

INTERVIEW PROCEDURE 

. '", Q 
"f, Each district was visited during Aprll and May 1983 by a team of three 

interviewers. Responsibility for the different groups of respondents" was 
shared so that one person had primary responsibility for developing the 
structured schedule ,.and conducting the interviews of probation staff and 
judges, one person had this responsibility for offenders, and one for 
sponsors. A backup person from the team was assigned for each group of 
respo,")dents mainly to, cover interview overload periods. 
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The interviews with probation officers, offenders and ,sponst,:s w~re 
arranged through the district probation officer" usually, by ~he probatlOn 
officer with primary responsibi!lty for community serv!ce, In the area. 
Judge's interviews were arranged with the help of the 11st Judge for each 
district. 

The probation officers in the sample were drawn from staff lists at, head 
office. In the case of offenders, the names of all, those se,ntenced In the 
identified courts were drawn from data held on the Wanganul computer and 
th.::n modified by information from the probation district concerned about 
whether or not the hours were performed in the same district. In the case 
of sponsors, a list was requested from each district office of all sponsors 
used in the past year. 

The three sample lists were sent to each district. An interview was 
requested with each probation officer in the ,sample: In "the case of 
sponsors, a standard introductory letter requestIng an InterVIew was sent 
through the local probation officer who followed this up two or three days 
later to set ,a time, if possible, for an interview. In the case of offenders, a 
similar letter was accompanied by a stamped addressed reply card to be 
returned to the local probation ofiicestating whet~er or not they were 
wiUing to be interviewed. No further approach was made if the, offender 
was not wiUing. However where a card ~as no~ returned, att~mpts to set 
up an interview were made by the probatIon offIcer and then fInaUy by the 
interview team at the time of the visit. ' 

Each interview took approximately one hour and was usuaUy held during ~he 
day-time. Judges were interviewed in th~ir, chamber~ and, probatlOn 
officers and the majority of offenders at the dIstrict probatIon offIce. Some 
offenders were interviewed at home and in two cases. offenders (, were, 
interviewed in prison. Nearly all sponsors were visited at work or hoine to 
ctYt1duct the interview. In two cases an interpreter was used to conduct 
offender interviews.In one case the interview with a probation officer was 
conducted by phone. 

DATA ANAL YSIS 

Each set ot' interviews was analysed separately by each author except for 
the questions on the aims of community service. In order that la,ter 
comparison across groups of respondents could be, li1~d:" al! the alms 
mentioned by aU four interview groups were pooled a~ fIrst In order to 
develop general categories of aims. (These w:re ben~fIt to t,he offender, 
benefit to the community, community-offender IntegratIOn, punIshment, and 
the provision of an alternative sentence). Each author then cla~sified each 
aim in their particular interview set into each of these categories and one 
author adjusted the classifications ·for consistency across the sets. 
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An attempt was made to reduce any ,bias which might corne from the 
differen~ experi~nce of respondents in a.nswering questions about the aims of 
communIty serVIce. Respondents less used to talking about the aims of a 
sentence, or less articulate about them (sponsors and offenders) might need 
more statements about the sarneunderJying concept than other, better 
versed, respondents (judges and probation officers). It also seemed possible 
that some concepts may involve more elaborate expression than others _ e.g. 
aims which fall into a 'punishment' category might be stated more 
economically than aims which relate to 'benefiting the offender'. The more 
nebulous idea might be expre~5ed in two or three separate but related aims 
by.a. r:espon?ent - resultin~ in that particular idea category having an 
artIfICIally Inflated total.' Therefore an additional analysis of aims 
presented the number of ~,11 respondents who mentioned at least one aim in 
each general category (i.e. only one aim per category was counted). 

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 

A qu.estionnaire ,was designed for each group of respondents. Some 
questIons were 9bmmon to each group. Others dealt with each individual 
g~oup~s specifi~;, area of experience. The questionnaire gradually evolved 
WIth Input fro~n many sources. A pool of questions was collected from 
some existing} questionnaires in the same research area (Bradshaw 
unpublished ; Harris, 1979; Oxley, in press; Polonoski 1980) 'and fro~ 
s~g~~stions invited from c;:oileagues in the Planning' and DeveJ,opment 
DivislOn and Probation Division of the Department of Justice. Earlier 
open-ended interviews with sponsors and probation offic.ers also provided 
questions. a,s did generai' discussion amongst the interview team. '-/Uter 
many :evIsH:~ns ,and a. small t~st of the questionnaires in the WeHington 
ProbatIon DIstnct, fmal verSlOns were produced and are presented in 
Appendix B, page 215. ' 

Originally as well as the questionnaires there was a set of Identical 
questions f~:>r every respondent concerning the place of community service 
Oil the tanff, the criteria for the appropriateness of offenders for this 
?entence, and the relative importance of each aim of penal policy expressed 
In the Report of the Penal Policy Review Committee (1981). ,f'S1~ce we 
dime to have s~riou~ doubts a?out the validity of these quesiHo,n,ls, (for 
example the variOUS interpretatIons of the term 'rehabilitation') the data 
were not finally reported. However the questions and relevant notes are 
a vailable on request. 
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2.1 DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS 

2.1.1 Type of Probation Officers 

Interviews were completed with 42 probation officers. They included 24 
probation officers (PO),five senior probation officers (SPO>-, seven district 
probation officers (DPO), one community service supervisor (CSS), and five 
probation officers assigned responliibility for community service (POCS) in 
districts where a community service supervisor was not assigned •. 

For purposes of data presentation the senior probation officers and district 
probation officers have been combined into a single group (SPOs &:' DPOs) 
because they perform predominantly administrative or supervisory 
functions; the community service supervisor and the probation officers 
carrying community service responsibilities have also been collapsed into a 
single category (PO/CSS). They perform similar duties although community 
service supervisors work fuU-time on the administration of the community 
service senter1ce and are found in larger districts whereas probation 
officers with communi,:ty service responsibilities perform community service 
on. a part-time basis, "perform other' types of probation functions, and are 
usually found in the smaller ,districts. For 'one district the district 
probation officer performed the community service functions; this person 
has been included with the district and senior probation officers. Probation 
officers were treated as a distinct group. 

Table 11 below presen~s the distribution of probation officers by the 
collapsed groups and" shows the mean years of experience in probation work 
for each group; as a total group the probation officers had a mean of over 
seven and a half years experience in probation work. 

2.1.2 Involvement with the Community Service Sentence (Q : i,2) 

The probation officers varied .considerably regarding the extent of their 
involvement with the community service sentence. They were asked if a 
series of activities related to the community service sentence was part of 
their present work as a probation officer. When the re,sponse Was yes, they 
were' asked for' their best estimate of how many times in the last three 
months'they performed the activity. The information from th~s question is 
-summarised as Table 12. ' 
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TABLE 11: TYPE OF PROBATION OFFICER AND MEAN YEARse 

EXPERIENCE IN PROBATION WORK 

TYPE 

Basic and Merit Grade 
Probation Officers (PO) 

Senior and ,District 
Probation Officers 
(SPO and DPO) 

Community Service 
Supervisor (CSS) 
and Probation Officers 
doing Community Service 
(PO/CS) 

TOTALS 

IL, 

57 

29 

14 

100 

,'-

No. Mean Yr's Experience 

24 4.4 

12 15.0 

6 ,,6.3 

\~ I 

42 7.7 ',I 

(J 

Most of POs and a majority of the DPO/SPOs reported referring offender~ 
for community service assessments and making recommendations about 
community service in probation reports as part of their present work. 
Comparatively few, 'however, reported that the other community service 
activi ties are part ()f their present work; these few were located in 
probat"on districts which did not have a CSS and for which the community 
service functions wer,e spread among the probation officers. c{;) 

I} :;':'J 

All CSSIPOCSs reported that their present work includes the activities of 
recruiting community service sponsors, 'arranging for placements, c;ledding 
if offendefs have ,completed, community service, resolving ,proBlems which 

'may, occur between offenders and community service sponsors, and 
initiating breach proteediQgs. 
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TABLE 12: COMMUNITY SER:VICE SENTENCE ACTIVITIES WHICH, ARE PART OF 

PRESENT WORK AND NUMBER OF TIMES PERFORMED IN LAST THREE MONTHS 

ACTIVITY 

Refer offenders for 
community service 
assessments 

< .... _1 

Conduct community 
service assessments(!) 

<D 

Make recommendations about 
community service 
.in probat~onreports 

Recruit comfT1unity serVice 
sponsors 

<Arrange placement between 
offenders and sponsors 

(';. \~ 

Decide if an offender has 
compl~ted community service 

Resolve problems which may 
occur between offender and 
the community serVice 
sponsor 

Initiate breach i>roceedings 
\~when an offender does not 
complete community service 

':- (~ 

\) 

PO 

% No. Mean &: 
., 

(Range) 

88 21 4 (0-13) 

(2-2) 

o 

83 20 3 (0-13) 

13 ((: (1-2) ""0 
;/ 

29 7 1 (0-.3) 

8 2 1 q,~.l) 

'.I 

33 8 , 1 (0-2) 

8 " 2 a 
- 0 

SPO &: DPO 

% No. Mean &: 

(Range) 

1 (0-4) 

25 3 2 ,(0-4) 

" 

67 8 1 c (0-4) 

17 2 2 c (0-3) 

50 6 4 (0-8) 

017 2 3 (3 .. 3) 

17 2 2" (1-2) 

17 2 1 (0-1) 

CSS &: poes 

% No. Mean &: 

(Range) 
(, 

_0 0 

(~I,-

83 5 55,,(5-100) 

", 

,.67 J 4 3 (1-6) 

100 6 6 (1-19) 

100, 6 30 (3-75) 

\'i 

100 6 30 (3-105) 

100 6 5 0-15) 

100 ,6 4 (0-12) 

Note (1) : Community service assessments, assuclj), ,are not done in one district. 
____ ..,.:,;~ . consideration" of commlll1ityserv1ce' included in probation reports onl~ • 
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ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE-OFFENDERS 

Placing an offender with a sponsoring org,:nisation in,volves three sets, of 
activities: determining if the offender is appropnate, for co~mumty 
service, determining if the offender consents to commumty servIce~ and 
placing the offender with a suitable sponsor. 

Determining Offender Appropriateness 

Two patterns emerged, from among the seven probation districts ~isi~ed, 
regarding how the decision on appropriateness w,:s made. , In some ~u~tncts 
this decision was made by POs, subje~t to supervlsory reVH~W of theI~ w~rk, 
as part of the process of preparing reports for ~the court. ,In thes~ dIstncts 
the PO may have given specific attention .'. to cornmumt~ servlc::e when 
requested to do so by the court or <::onsideration of commumty serVIce may 
emerge irom the social assessment of the offender. 

The second pattern was for the decisioh regarding "apprbpdateness to be 
made by CSSs or POCSs. The CSSs may receive a request to conduct '1 
community service assessment either directly from the court ot' from the 
PO responsible for the probation report. The six CSSsand POCSs 
estimated that about 40 % of their referrals for asse~~rnent~;~,:m~, from 
courts and about 60% from POSe If the request comes 'from tlle', ..... ourt, the 
CSS prepares a brief report of the assessment which ,i~ provided to the 
court. If the request comes from the PO, the CSS notifIes the PO ,!f the 
offender's appropriateness for community servic~ and this informatlOn is 
transmi tted back to the court as part of therprobatlOn report. 

'-.-1 

All levels of probation officers were involved in decisions re~p.rding ~he 
offender's appropriateness for community service. Some, probat~on 
officers meet this question directly .in conq!lcting commumty SerVIce 
assessments. Others must make an initial decision in regard to a refer~al 
for an assessment, and administrative or supervisory staff face thi.s questlOn ,-:/ 
in their~y to day supervision of POSe 

Criteria for Appropriateness (Q: 6, 6.1, 6.2) 

. Inquiries were mad~ .as to what was taken into aCGount in deciding if. an 
offender is appropriate for community service. 

;::J 

Several patterns emerged from the re?ponses to, this open-ended, questio~. 
In some cases an offender was deemedappropnate for GOffimt..mIty serVIce 
because of inappropriateness or lack of avai1abi1i~Y of. other penaltIes ---!ack 
of periodic detention for women, the offender worked on Saturday or hv~d 
too far away from a periodic detention centre, the offender woul~ not be I~ 
a position to Day a heavy fine (single parents were frequeQUy gIven as an 
example of this)', or the offender was one for whom association with other, 
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more hardened, offenders working on pel'iodic detention might be 
detrimental. Second, because of the unstructured nature' .of ccmmunity 
service, .!P9ications that the offender would be reliable in completing this 
sentence'were Sb_ught. A variety .of indicators were offered including stable 
employment history, stable 'accomm9dation, community ties, respcnsibly 
c?mpletin,g other community ,sentenc~s, and showin~~p ~or appointments ,on 
time ,dUring ., the. remand period. ThIrd, an offender without an extenSive 

. cr~mlnal ·hist?ry but who had comfnitt~d a fairly serious offence (excluding 
Crimes of violence) was generally vIewed as appropriate for community 
service, especially if the offence was sufficiently serious that the .offender 
would probably be sentenced to either periodic detention or prison. 

Some of these patterns emerged more clearly When the probation .officers 
were asked to identify th-fee things that they thought would make an 
offender rea11y appropriate for community service and, conversely, three 
things that they thought would make the offender really inappropriate for 
community service." Information regarding the three things which would 
make an offender really appropriate is given in Table 13 and which would 
make an offender really inapprcpriate is given in Table 14. 

Forty percent of the responses in the really appropriate group related to 
indicators of personal or social stability such as good employment history, 

o stable domestic situation, reliability, community ties, successfully 
completed previcus community sentenc:e, age or personal maturity, .or 
ability to fit into a voluntary organisation. 

o 
Indicators of personal and social stability were most frequently cited by the 
CSS/POCSs, secondly by the P.O.s, and least frequently by the SPO/DPOs. 
Willingness and motivation constituted 20% of the really appropriate 
responses, items related to the criminal histcry or the criminal offence 18 %, 
skills and interests or abilities to offer the community 9%, feelings of 
contrition or indications that the offender will benefit from the sentence 9% 
and other fac:tors that would make a person really appr¢priate constituted 
4 % of the really appropriate responses. 

Thirty-seven p,ercent of the responlies regarding really inappropriate factors 
related to an absence of indicators of personal or sodal stability and an 
additional 19% identified an alcohol problem, a drug problem, or a 
personality problem. Fifteen percent of the responses anSwering what 
would make an offender really inappropriate for community service related 
to unwillingness or lack of motivation, 15% to the nature of the offence .or 
cri~i~al historr (.allserious 'Offence or history), 5% to the offence not bei~g 
·sufficiently serious, 4% to the offender seeing the sentence as a soft option, 
and 5% to la£:k of avaiJable placement or a lack of skills that the offender 
might n,eed in ~. placement. 

II 

A person most" appropriate for community service was seen as one who had 
some indication of personal or social stability, was motivated to do, the 
sentence, had interest or abilities to. offer the community, who had 
committed a moderately serious offence (neither too serious nor too minor), 
and who did nct have an extensive criminal history. " . 
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TABLE 13: WHAT PROBATION OFFICERS THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER 

REALLY APPROPRIAt'E FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE 

'{ I 
ITEMS, PO SPO &: OPO CSS &: ppCS Total 

%1) No. \'.% 

INDicATORS OF PERSONAL 
AND SOCIAL STABILITY 41 29 31 

Good employment history c' 

Stable domestic situation 
Dependable, reliable 
Good report from previous .;:; 
community sentenc;es 
Community ties 
Age and personal ma:turi ty 
Able to fit into a 
voluntary organization 

(~WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVATION 24 

OFFENCE AND CRIMINAL 
HISTORY 

Moderately serious offence 
Short cri minal history 
Facing real threat of prison 

" 
SKILLS, INTERESTS OR ABILITIES 

J7 
o 

TO OFFER THE COMMYNITY 7 

FEELINGS OF CONTRITION, WILL 
BENEFIT FROM SENTENCE 7 

F eels regret 
Likely to benefit from sentence 

OTHER 

Not appropriate for other 
community sentences 
Placement available 

4 

6 
2 
7 

2 
"3 
4 

" 5 

17 

12 

5 
2 
5 

5 

5 

1 
4 

14 

17 

11 

3j~~ 

~ .. ~ 

No. % 

11 

o 
3 
5 

o '~\ 

1 \\ 

o 
o 

.2 

5 

4 
2 
2 

6 

4 

3 
1 

56 

17 

11 

G.-

11 

1 6 

1 0 -

o 

No. 

10 

2 
2 
5 

o 
1 
o 

o 

3 

2 

1 
o 
I 

o 

2 

o 
2 

I 

o 
1 

No. 

40 50 

8 
7 

17 

3 
4 
4 

7 

20 25 

18 22 ' 

10 
4 
8 

.) n 

9 11 

9 

0
0 
r-

. Ii 
:!11 

.il-
/! 4 
1/ 7 

If 5 
!I -

:1 

II 3 
Ii 2 
I: 

_ _ :--______ -:-____ -;--________ .:.-_____ I-_;....jI,1 r--
100 0.// 124 TOTALS 100(1) 71 100(1) 35 100 

Note (1) : One respondent identified only two items 
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TABLE 14: WHAT PROBATION OFFICERS THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER 

REALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE 

ITEMS Po SPO &: DPO CSS &: POCS Total 

No. '% No.·% No. % No. 
{ . 

I' . 

SOCIAL INSTABILITY; 
NOT DEJ;>ENqABLE 

Poor employment record 
Lack of stable accornmodatiCln or 
domestic situation": if 
Not reliable 
Difficulty with previous 
community sentence 
Young, immature 
Will not fit in with 
voluntary organisation 
Other 

ADDICTION OR PERSONALITY 
PROBLEM 'Ii " 

Drug or alcohol problem 
Personality problem 

UNWILLING OR LACK OF 

21 

23 

5 

4 
4 

3 
\ 
.~ 

, "\ 
3 
1 

15 

8 
7 

40 

17 

t00TIVATION 17 12 11 
" 0 (:. - -

SERIOUS OFFENCE OR CRIMINAL 
HISTORY 0 '14.10 17 

OFFENCE NOT SERIOl)S lJ: . 3 6 

OFFEN DER,: SEES ASSOFT opno N 7 5 

PJ,.ACEMENT NOTAvAILABLE: 
LACKSS~LLS ' 3 6 

OTHER o 3 

TOTALSIOO(l). 71 1000) 

~ 

Note (1) : One respondent identified only two items 

14 

o 

2 
5 

4 
o 

J 
2 

6 

2 
4 

,4 

6 

2 

o 

2 

1 

35 

50 

11 

11 

Ii 
II 
i' 

,/1 

51 
I 
rl ' 

J 
,:i 

9 

I 

I 
1 

2 
1 

o 
3 

2. 

1 
1 

2 

1 

o 

1 

1 

37 

19 

15 

15 

5 

4 

".5 

2 

100 

6 

7 
10 

9 
4 

4 
6 

23 

11 
12 

18 

18 

6 

5 

6 

2 

124 
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Consent (Q : 5) 

The statute requires that an offender's consent be secured before .a 
sentence of community serviCe is imposed. AU of the probation officers 
wi th direct involvement in the cemmunity sentence reported that they 
securedcensent.O The process was on~ of explaining to the offender "what 
the community ?ervice sentence was,'what it involved, that consent was 
required, and then asking the offender straight away if he or she 
consented. When a PO referredao,offender to a CSS for an assessment, 
consent was secured twice. The PO would secure consent before making 
the referral and the CSS would also secure the consent of the offender. 
The fact that the offender had consent~d was noted in reports which went 
back t.o the court either in the form of a community service assessment 
report or as part of a probation report. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE-SPONSORS 

Two patterns emerged in arranging placements. .In some districts the 
offender was expected to take most of the responsibilityforrinding' a 
suitable sponser. In those districts the CSS or POCS responsible worked 
with the offender to identify possible sponsers, directed theofferider to 
make initial contact with these organisatiens, and then followed-up. An 
alternatIve pattern was to assume that the probation office had the 
responsibility for finding sponsors in which case time was spent in recruiting 
and screening sponsors who were then matched with. offenders for 
community service. " 

.' ::f 
Determining Sponsor Suitability (Q: 9, 9.1) 

POs are not generally Involved in determining whether a sponsor is suitable; 
this responsibility is assigned to the CSS/POCS. Only four of the POs were 
involved in the process sufficiently te express a view .of who they considered 
to be a suitable sponsor. Information regarding what is sought from 
sponsors was secured primarily from the CSS/POCSs and SPO/DPOs. A 
total of 46 suggestions were received from four 'POs, 12 SPO/DPOs, and 
five .of the six CSS/POCSs. One of the CSS/POCS indicated that the 
sponsors were always selected by the offender and in only one situation had 
the CSS/POCS been unhappy with the offender's selection. The CSS/POCS 
suspected possible criminal activity by the sponsor but this was checked out 
with the police Who had no such information and the placement was allowed 
te go ahead. 

Table 15. presents the things taken into .account when deciding if a sponsor is 
suitable iQr community service. The ability to provide adequate 
supervision and the type and quantity of work available are the major 
considerations. Organisations are sought which can provide the .offender 

)j 

i 
f 
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with genuine work of sufficient quantit to' .' 
community service sentence and who h >: pe.rmlt completlOn of the 
supervision for the offender. Ot~C ~ll1sprevlde c:dequate! supportive 
potential for the s onsor to .' er actors. ~onsidered mclude the 
offender, the attitude towards ~;f:~~: a benefIcIal. experience for the 
service sentence, and expectations of ;f~~n~~~~rstandmg of the community 

TABLE 1: : THINGS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN DECIDING IF A 

SPONSOR IS SUITABLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE 

ITEMS 

Able to provide supervision 
and communi.cate with offenders 

Type and quantity of work 
available 
Type of organisation 
Work that meets a genuine 
need 
Enough work to last through 
placement 
Location and facilities 

Will service and contact with 
sponsor help the offender? 

A ttitude and expectatien toward 
offenders (i, 

Understanding purpose of the 
community service sentence 

(j 

TOTALS 

Note (1) : 

Total 

ResponsesO) 

(N=46) 

% 

24 

28 

13 

22 

13 

1'00 

No. 

11 

13 
"3 

5 

3 
2 

6 

10 

6 

46 

Probation 

Officers(2) 

(N=2I) 

% No. 

c52 

52 11 

\\ 

24 5 

29 6 

24 5 

Nete (2) : 
,/\ total of 46 respenses made by 21 officers. 
The number of officers who made at least onetesponse in a 
category. . ." 
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SecuringcSuitable Sponsors (Q: 7, 9,.1) 

The process of securing suitable sponsors is 'largely one of recruiting 
suitable organisations rather than screening ,i'organisations interested in 
serving as sponsors. Of the 19 probation officers indicating that they were 
involved ill finding suJtable sponsors, 14 said they had never turned down a 
person or 'brganisation as a sponsor. Five of the six CSSjPOCSs and the 
P.O.s with primary responsibility for the recruitment of sponsors, said they 
had. The reasons cited for tUW!f1g.do\vn sponsors, in the few cases where 
this had occurred, were that the 'sponsor WOUld exploit the offender, would 
be unable to provide adequate supervision, the offence occurred while the 
offender was a representative of the organisation that wished to sponsor the 
community service (this organisation itself '~~ would have been quite 
acceptable for another offender), the sponsor was a collective farm in which 
the service provided by the offender would have accrued to the personal 
benefit of the owners, and a potential sponsor who perceived their role as 
providing a punitive experience for the ·offender. 

ARRANGING THE PLACEMENT 

Eighty-one percent of the POs, 75% of the SPOjDPO and all of the 
CSSjPOCS indicated that they knew a specific placement had been arranged 
at the time of sentencing rather than having a general idea that a suitable 
placement was available. A few of the respondents qualified their answers 
with phrases such as "usually" or "most of the time" but, even with these 
quaiifications,indicated that the aim was to have a specific placement 
a vailable when the offender went back to court •. 

Making the Match (Q : &) 

i.;) 

Twenty-five of the probation officers interviewed had some involvement in 
matching an offender to a sponsor. Fifty-two percent (13) of these 
reported that they always involved the offender in the process of deciding if 
a sponsor is suitable for the offender, 24 % (6) reported that they usually did 
and another 24 % (6) reported that they sometimes involved the offender in 
this decision. None indicated that they never involved the offender in this 
decision. The CSSjPOCSs were equally divided with half saying they always 
involved the offender and half saying they usually involved the offender. 

Involving the offender in the process of determining if a sponsor is suitable 
was accomplished in different ways. For the POs this was pdmarily a 
matter of discussing with the offender various possible sponsors as well as 
the offender's interest and skills in preparation for a referral to the 
CSSjPOCS. Two of the 11 POs who fOlJnd this question applicable to their 
service, however, indicated that they ~sked offenders to check out their 
possible interest with potential community servJce sponsors. Four of the 
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six CSSjPOCSis involved the offe d b" d'. . -. . 
the offender and securing the off~;r ,y lScuss10g potentla~ sponsors with 
suitable; in some cases interview~ : s agre~ment that a ~ponsor would be 
part .of the expectation of the sp ere reiuested, espeCially if this was 
response: ., onsor.. wo examples of this type of 

"Ask offender if they feel they can k' h . 
placement depending on their'! int:r~st. WIt a partlcu!ar ~ponsor; suggest 
interview." . ' , Some organiSatIOns require an 

"I have a list of organisations· I h' 
offender. Let the offender l' go ~ver ~ e lIst and discuss with the 
then discuss with him or he~e ect o.ne 10 WhICh he or she is interested. I 
offender meets the sponsor afte~;e:t~~~n:~~ we reach a consensus. The 

Two of the six CSSjPOCSs reported th t h . 
process of indentifying and finding the' a t ey 1Ovolv~d the ~ffender in a 
An example of this is: lr own commumty serVIce sponsor. 

Five of the eight DPOjSPOs involved d' l' 
sentence also reported that h lreet y 10 the community service 
offenders find their own Place

t
m7nt preberre~, whenever possible, to have 

the offender to find their sponsor. ~heyn~ak~r thexa!l1ptl.e'l noted that "I get 
they have ltd 'e mIla contact and once 
three DPOj~~~se ta7k!~0~~~t t~e:al~~k the sponsor to. calI me." The other 
information and involving them in 1O~.the o~fender 10 t~e sense of sharing 
sponsor for them. a ISCUSSlon concernmg an appropriate 

ADMINISTRATION (Q: 12) 

Implementing the comm·t· . 
of tasks or activities by ~~~ ~u~egr:lcp~o~~~:encef;~vOlves the a~complishment 
offender Th b t' . ' Ion Q lcer, community sponsor, or 
they th~ught e th~~ ~~~n t~~~~e~~:u~~e ~eadd a series of 14 tasks and asked if 
sponsor, or off~nder. If the probatlonO:fic~rn~a~ci the jUdthge, CSSjPOCS, 
they were encouraged t h . more. an one person, 
finally responsible for °t~a~o~:s~ne tr :Sk;ng w~o th<:y thought should be 
provide a distinction between the· tasks

n t~~~~~~Urd 1h1S q~festion did not 
and CSSjPOCSs. The information .' . '. e pel ormed by POs. 
pr<?bation officer could not answer fo

1
: o~~e~~n!~~ t~~k~atbhle 16. Where a 

adjusted. . e percent~ges are 
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TABLE 16: PROBATION OFFICERS' VIEWS OF WHO SHOULD BE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE ACTIVITIES 

TASK 

'0 

Decide if an offender should 
be considered for CS (N=37) 

Decide if an offender is 
appropriate for CS (N=40) 

Find a suitable placement 
(N=40) 

Explain to the offender the 
purpose of CO=38) 

Explain to the offender how 
CS works (N=38) 

Find out if the offender consents 
to the sentence (N =40) , 

Organise the hours (N=40) 

Give tasks to the offender 
(N=40) 

Decide if the quality of the 
offender's service is OK 
(N=39) 

Keep a reco'rd of the hours 
(N=40) 

Discuss with offender any problems 
with doing CS (N=39) 

Attempt to resolve disagreements 
between offender and sponsor 
(N=40) 

Start breach proceedings if 
necessary (N=40) 

Give evidence at breach 
proceedings if necessary 
(N=40) 

Judge Probation S.E,onsor Offender 

Officer 

% % 

49 

10 

5 

17 

49 

90 

83 

95 

100 

83 

38 

5 

18 

33 

79 

100 

100 

90 

2 

17 

57 5 

95 - I.: 

82 

67 

21 
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Among the probation;officers there, was reasonable consensus that the 
probation officer should be ,responsible for deciding whether an offender 
was appropriate for community s~rvice (90%), finding a suitable placement 
(83%), explaining to: the offender"\the purpose of community s€rvice (95%), 
for explaining to the offender how community service works (I 00 %), finding 
out if the offender consented to the sentenc~ (83 %), discussing wi th the 
offenderarlY problems witn doing community service (79 %), attempting to 
resolve disagreements betweenoft~.nder and sponsor (100%), starting breach 
proceedings'if riecessary (100%) a~1dgiy,ingevldence at breach,. proceedings 
if necessary (90%). Seventeen percent of the probation offiCers thought 
the offender should be responsible for finding a suitable placement and 17 % 
thought the judge ,should be responsible for finding out if the ()ffender 
consented to the sentence. There was also general agreement that the 
sponsor should be responsible for giving tasks to the offender (95%), for 
deciding if the quality of the offender's service is OK (82%), and for keeping 
a record of the hours completed (67%). Eighteen percent of the probation 
officers thought the probation officer should be responsible for deciding if 
the quality of the offender's service was acceptable and 33 % thought the 
probation officer should keep a record of the hours completed. . 

There were only two areas in which the probation officrs, as a group, were 
divided in their views. NeatilJy half 'thought tff~ judge should decide if an 
offender should be considered for, ,community service and nearly half 
thought that this task should be performed by the probation officer. There 
was also a difference of view regarding who should organise the times the 
offender would perform the servic~7 Thirty-eight percent of the probation 
officers thought this should be the responsibility of the probation officer 
and 57% indicated that this :should be the responsibility of the sponsor. :' 

ENFORCEMENT (Q: 10, 11) 

WitHIn the probation districts, responsibility for initiating breach 
proceedings fell p!i1marily to the CSS/POCS. Only one of the POs and one 
of the SPO/DPOs reported ,having initiated breach proceedings in the last 
year. In contrast, four of the six CSS/POCS reported that they had 
initiated breach proceedings in the last year. W.hen.a resp0f,ldent indicated 
that they had initiated a breach proceeding they were asked to recall the 
two most recent "proceedings a'nd .. queried r~garding the outcome of these 
proceedings. This exercise resulted in, recall of 10 ind.ividuals who had been 
returned to court because ofUlilure to complete the community service, 
although ',a distlnction was not made between individual~eturned on breach 
and individu51ls returned with a request for a substitute ,$~':»tence.' Three of 
the offenders requested crcwere granted a remand, during which they 
completed their community service hours. All three of these probation 
officers were satisfied with this respo[lse because it. resulted in a, 
completion of the sentence although one expressed dissatIsfaction that it . 
was necessary to go to this extreme to secure compliance with the 
sentence. Two offenders absconded and have not appeared for their breach 
hearings, one pleadec,l, n()t gUilty to the breach and the issue has not yet been 
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TABLE 16: PROBATION OFFICERS' VIEWS OF WHO SHOULD BE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE ACTIVITIES 

TASK 

Decide if an offender should 
be considered for CS (N=3?) 

Decide if an offender is 
appropriate for CS (N=40) 

Find a suitable placement· 
(N=40) 

Explain to the offender the 
purpose of CS (N=38) 

Explain to the offender hO'fN 
CS works (N=38) 

Find out if the offender consents 
to the sentence (N=40) , 

Organise the hours (N=40) 

Give tasks to the offender 
(N=40) 

Decide if the quality of the .. 
offender's service is OK 
(N=39) 

Keep a record of the hours 
(N=40) 0; 

Discuss"whh offender any problems 
with doing CS (N=39) 

Attempt to resolve disagreements 
between offender and sponsor 
(N=40) 

Start breach proceedings if 
necessary (N=40) 

Give evidence at breach 
proceedings if necessary 
(N=40) 

" Ii 

1\ 
II 

Judge Probation Sponsor Offender 

Officer 

% % 

49 49 2. 

10. 90 

83 17 

5 95 

100 
o , 

17 83 
)1 
L· 

38 57 5 

5 95 

18 82 

33 67 

79 21 

100 

100 

90 10. 
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Among the probation officers there was reasonable consensus tilat the 
probation officer should be responsible for deciding whether an offender 
was appropriate for community service (90%), finding a suitable placement 
(83%), explaining to the offender the "purpose of community service (95%), 
for explaining to the .offender how community service works (100%), finding 
out if the offender c&r~sented to. the sentence (83%), discussing with the 
offender any problems with doing community service (79%), attempting to 
resolve disagreements between offender and spo~sor (100%), starting breach 
proceedings'if necessary (100%) and giving evidence at breach proceedings 
if necessary (90%). Seventeen percent of the probation officers thought 
the offef,lder should be responsible for finding a suitable placement and 17% 
thought the judge should be responsible for finding out if the offender 
consented to the sentehce. There was also general agreement that the 
sponsor should be responsible for giving tasks to the offender (95%), for 
deciding if the quality of the offender's serviceds OK (82 %), and for keeping 
a record of the hours completed (67%). Eighteen percent of the probation 
officers thought the probiltion officer should be responsible for deciding if 
the quality of the offender's service was acceptable and 33 % thought the 
probgtion officer should keep a record of the hours completed. 

D 

There were only two areas in wbich the probation officrs, as a group, were 
divided in their views. Nearly half thought the judge should decide if an 
offender should be considered'lor community service and nearly half 
thought that this task should be performed by the probation officer. There 
was 'also a difference of view regarding who should organise the times the 
offender Would perform the service. Thirty-eight percent of the probation 
officers thought this should be the responsibility of the probation officer 
and 57% indicated that this should be the responsibility of the sponsor. 

ENFORCEMENT (9: 10;11) 

\.( () 

Within the probation districts, responsibility for initiating breach 
proceedings fell primarily to the CSS/POCS. Only one of the ~Os and one 
of the SPO/DPOs reported hav;lng i.nitiated breach proceecUng{in the last 
year." In contrast, four of the SIX CSS/POCS reported ~,hat they had 
initiated breach proceedings inr the last year. When a respo~dent indicated 
that they had initiated a breciich proceeding they were asked to recall the 
two most, recent proceedingsI' and :queri~d regarding the outcome of these 
proceedings.

o 
This exercise reiSulted in recall of 10 individuals who had been 

returned to court because 01! failure to complete the community service, 
although a distinction was no:t made between individuals returned on breach 
and individuals returned with: a request for a substi tute sentence. Three of 
the offenders requested or' were granted, a remand, during which they 
completed their commUl~ity;. service hours. AU three of these probation 
officers were satisfied wlth this response because it resulted in a 
completion of the sentenc€1 although one expressed dissatisfaction that it 
was necessary to go to ;/this extreme to secure compliance with the 
sentence. Two offenders e'lbscondedand have not appeared for their breach 
h~arings, one pleaded not gUilty to the breach and the issue has not yet been 
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TABLE 17: AIMS MENTIONED BY PROB)v'lTION OFFICERS 

ti 

resolved, and one was to be resentenced on the origina,1 charge but 
resentencing had not occurred at the time of the interview. For the 
re(Tlaining three, in which there was a final disposition, the matter was 
withdrawn for one case, one offender was fined $130.00, and one was 
re-sentenced to serve one month in prison. The probation officer for the 
offender in which the breach charge was withdrawn was dissatisfied with 
this outcome; the two for whom other penalties were imposed-reported 
they were satisfied with the outcome because they ~thought the penalty was 
appropriate given the breach and the nature of the original charge. ~ 

AIM PO CSS/POGS SPO/DPO Total 

2.7 AIMS (Q : 3, 3.1, 3.2) 

Each probation officer was asked, "What are the aims of community 
service?", each was asked to select the most important aim, and whether 
they thought each aim was being accomplished. The 110 aims mentioned 
were classified and are presented in Table 17. Thirty-four percent (37) of 
the aims related to providing the courts with an alternative sentence, 21 % 
(23) related to community service as an alternative to a custodial sentence 
and 13% (14) as an alternative to some other non-custodial sentence. 
Nineteen percent (21) of the aims related to benefiting the offender, 17% 
(j 9) to benefiting the community, '. 21 % (23) to community offender 
integration, 5% (5) to punishing the offender, and 5% (5) to miscellaneous. 

Table 18 summarises the thoughts of probation officers on whether the 
community service sentence is accomplishing the aims they have 
identified. Generally the probation officers are optimistic that the aims 
are being accomplished although frequently with qualification - the "yes, 
but" response. Highest optimism is expressed regarding achieving benefits 
for the community. Use as an alternative sentence was thought to be 
accomplished in approximately half the cases, although more so in relation 
to non-custodial than custodial sentences. 

Tables 19 and 20 show the distribution of main aims and degree of 
accomplishment by type ()f probation officer. The distribution~ closely 
parallel that of aU aims. 

The same pattern emerges in Table 21 which shows the proportion of 
probation officers who reported at least one aim in each of the major 
~categories. Two-thirds of the probation. officers reported an alternative 
sentence aim and over 40% reported, aims in each of the categories of 
·b~nefit to the community, benefit t~ the offender, and community:-offe~lder 
integration. There.is little differ(:).!!lce among groups of probation officers 
regarding the aims of the comm!,Jnityiservice sentence. 
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0 

% No. % 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 15 9 18 

Paying back 8 
Doing work (no reference to 
reparation) 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 22 13 24 

Discipline/routine a 
~eveloping new work skills/ 
Interests 2 
Mixing with different 
people 1 
Personal growth 
Minimise disruption in 

9 

life 1 = 
COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRA nON 20 12 18 

PUNISH THE OFFENDER 7 4 

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 32 19 35 

Specifically custodial 12 
Other 7 

MISCELLANEOUS 3 2 6 

TOTALS 100 59 100 

No. % No. % No. 
\:~ 

3 21 7 17 19 

1 3 12 

2 4 7 

4 12 4 19 21 

2 a 2 

1 1 4 

a a 1 
1 2 12 

0 1 2 

/1 
II 

3 24 8 
,1 

21 2Jp 
~r 

a 3 - 1 5 5 

6 35 12 34 37 

4 7 23 
2, 5 111 

6 2 5 5 
0 

17 100 34 100 110 
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TABLE 18: WHETHER AIMS MENTIONED BY PROBATION OFFICERS WERE, 

THOUGHT TO BE. ACCOMPLISHED 

a 

AIM ACCOMPLISHED? 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 

Paying back 

Doing work (no reference to 
reparation) 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 

Discipline/routi?e 
Developing new work skills/ 
interests 
Mixing with different people 
Personal growth 
Minimise disruption in life 

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRATION 

PUNISH THE OFFENDER 

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 
\. 

Specifically custodial 
Other 

MISCELLANEOUS 
\. !' 

TOTALS 

Yes 

% c. No. 

63 12 

33 

5 

7 

7 

Yes, But 

% No. 

32 

38 

6 

6 

o 

8 

1 \Jo' 

1 

1 

1 
o 
6 
o 

35 

80 

1 
2 
2 

8 

4 

51 19 

60 

7 
12 

3 

48 53 

39 9 

20 1 

27 10 

20 

9 
1 

1 

32 35 

No pon't know 

% No. % No. 

5 

14 

9 

22 

1 

1 

o 

:3 

o " 
1 
1 
1 Q 

o 

2 

o 

8 

7 
1 

o 

o 

·0 

o 

'b c, 

14' 3 

(l 

17 

20 

7 

o 

1 
o 
2 
o 

D'\! 

4 

o 

b 

o 
o 

C\ 

1 

8 

Total 

% No. 

100 . 1,9 

12 

7 

100 21 

100 

100 

100 

('il 
\~..r 

100 

2 

~ 
2 

11 
2 

23 

100 0 110 
CJ 
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TABLE 19 : MAIN AIMS OF PROBATION OFFICERS 

AIM PO 

No. 

CSS/POCS SPO/DPO 

BENEFIT TOo THE COMMUNITY 
\1 • 

Paying back 
Doing work (no rejerence to 
reparation ' 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 

Discipline/routine 
Developing new work skills/ 
interests 
MiXIng with different people 
Personal growth 

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRATION 

PUNISH THE OFFENDER 

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 
(j ", 

Specifically custodial 
Other' 

TOTALS 

% 

24 

24 

19 

33 

5 

4 

1 

5 

o 

1 
1 
3 

4 

o 

7 

5 
2 

100 21 

% 

40 

40 

100 

No. % No. 

o 

o 

o 

2 

1 

o 
o 
1 

o 

1 

o 
1 

11 1 

o 

1 

22 2 

o 

o 1 
o 
1 

11 1 
{':.~ 

44 ,~) 4 

2 
2 

5 ',100 9 

N~te, (i) : Seven probation offi~ers were unable to select a main aim. 
. .. . ( 

I) 

Total 

% 

17 

26 

20 

3 

34 

100 

No. 

6 

4 

2 

9 

1 

2 
1 
5 

7 

). 

12 

j , 



\ 
\ 59. I: 

1 
ii 

G; f II 
I I' 

I --;,) II 

~ II 

TABLE 20 : WHETHER MAIN AIMS OR PROBATION OFFICERS WERE II THoudfHT , 

" II 
TO BE ACCOMPLISHED u Ii 

Ii 
-, I 

0 

AIM ACCOMPI .. ISHED? 

Yes Yes, But N,o Don't know Total 

% No. % No. % No. % No. I! % No. 0 

JI 

:! \) 

II 
BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 33 2 66 4 0 0 

Ii 
100 6 

v , 1\ 

'" i/ 4 
Paying back 0 4 0 0 II 

II 
Doing work (no reference to I 2 0 0 0 ' ,;2 
reparatlon) 1 

I 
1 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 22 2 33 3 22 2 22 2 II 100 9 
/i 

Discipline/toutine 0 0 0 1 I 

Developing new work skills/ 
0 '1 0 1 2 , . 

interests II 
0 0 0 1 C) 

Mixing with different people 1 
Personal growth 1 2 ;;:2 0 5 

" 

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
71 5 14 1 . !4' 1 100 7 

INTEGRA TION .... "Q 
rj;~ , 

0 0 100 1 
PUNISH THE OFFENDER 100. ',,1 0 ~ 

AL TERNA TIVE SENTENCE 66 8 17 2, 17 2 0 100 12 

\, 2 2 gil 
7 

Specifically custodial 3 
')1 0 0 5 

/ Other 

II 

, ' 

TOTALS 37 13 40 14 14 5 9 311 

II 
100 ' 35(1) 

I 
Note (1) : Seven probation officers were unable to select a main aim. 
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TABLE 21 PROBATION OFFICERS' AIMS IN GENERAL CATEGORIES 

D 

" 

"AIM PO CSS/POCS SPO/DPO Total(l) 

(N=24) (N=6) (N=12) (N=42) 

% % % % No. 

Benefit to the Community 38 50 50 43 18 

Beilefit to the Offender 46 33 

33 

33 41 17 

Community - O~fender Integration 

Punish the Offender 

46 

17 

67 

4 

50, 

8 

45 19 

12 5 

Alternative Sentence 67 

17 

67 67 28 
:~.:, 

(!': 

Miscellaneous , 17 10 4 

If 
(:, 

f; 

Note (1) : Percentof probation officers who gave at least one 
aim in this category. See Chapter 2, page 39 for 
details of this analysis • 

2.8 AN ALTERNATIVl::SENTENCE (Q: 4) 

One way to assess whether the community service sentence is serving as an 
alternative to some other penalty, is to examine the reasons probation 
officers recommend community service as a penalty compared to other 
penalties. Eighty-six percent (36) of the probation officers interviewed 
indicated that they made sentencing recommendations in reports to courts, 
7% (3) did not make sentencing recommendations, and for another 7% (3) 
the question WaS not applicable becal,!se these. probation officers did not 
prepare reports for the courts. When sent~ndng recommendations were 
made, the respondents were asked to recall the two most recent offenders 
for whom they recommended community service. The 36 probation 
tinkers whorepor:-ted that they made sentencing recommendations to the 
court were .,able to recall 60 offenders for whom community service was 
recommended. The cOllrts accepted the recommendation for 88 % (53) of 
the offenders, did not 'accept the recommendation for 10% (6) .and for 
another 2 % (l) the probation officer did not know the outcome of the 
case. Of the six offenders for whom the court did not accept the probation 
officer's recommendation for community service, two were sentenced to 
prison, three to periodic detention, and one was fined $400.00. 
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Another effort was made to get at the place of community service in the 
tariff and how it relates to other penalties. This was achieved .. ' by asking 
the probation officers to recall the two most recent offenders far whom 
they had recommended community service and for whom the court had 
ordered community service ahd then securing views as to what the penalty 
would have been had community service not been available. The probation 
.officers were able to recall 62 cases - frequently they referred to their 

. notes'to ensure they were thinking of the most recent two cases. The 
judgement of these staff were that 37% (23) of the offenders would have 
gone to prison, 40 % (25) would have gone to periodic detention, 19 % (12) 
would have been fined, and 3 % (2) would have been placed on probation had 
the community service sentence not been availa,,ple. 

2.8.1 Community Service and Probation (Q : 13.1) 

2.8.2 

() 

Probation officers were not likely to combine community service and 
probation in their recommendations.' For 77% (60) of the offe.!,1der;,s 
recommended for community service, the" probation officers did:'W6t 
recommend probation; probation was recommended for 23% (14') of thelse 
offenders. This may, however, be somewhat of an underestimate of the 
combining of sentences because some of the offenders were on probation at 
the time that the community service sentence was imposed and, for at least 
two persons the probation officer volunteered that, although probation had 
not been recommended, the court chose to combine probation with 
communi ty service. For eight of the j 4 cases for whom the probation 
officp,rs recommended probation in addition to community service, the 
probation officers thought probation was necessary to. provide help to the 
offenders with problems they were experiencing in their lives. For the 
other six cases the probation officers thought some supervision was 
required. For 9 two offenders supervision was necessary to collect 
restitution which had been ordered in addition to community service, in one 
case the probation officer reported the need to convince the ju~ge that the 
offender would be supervised in order to forestall a likely sentence of 
imprisonment, and,. for the other three, offender supervision was to increase 
the likelihood that the offender would complete the community service 
sentence or to make breach easier should the sentence not be completed. 

Community Service versus Periodic Detention(Q : 13.2} 

Pro~bation officers were asked what makes them decide to ;~ecommend 
community service rather than periodic detenticn. Thi~i que;1:ion produced 
72 responses from 37 probation officers. A wide range of reaSons were 
suggested including inability .of the offender tc dc periodic detention on 
Saturday mornings, ability of the offender tc work without supervision, 
concern that some types of offenders may be negatively influenced by' 
association with other offenders doing periodic detention, lack of 
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availability of periodic detention in the area where the offehde~ live's skills 
the offender has to offer the community, indications 'that the offender has 
learned a lesson and will. benefit from the community service, past history 
of su~~essfully ~ompletmg community-based seni.-ences, and .. ' medical 
conditlOns that mIght preclude periodic detention. 

, 

The .issues of the serio~sness of the offence and the. criminal history were 
partIcu~arly 'p:o~lema~Ic. Twelve percent of the responses indicated a 
non-seriOUS crImmal hIstory and 10% of the respcnses indicated that the 
current offen~e ~hould not be serious; conversely canother ten percent of 
t~e responses l~dIcated they wculd see a serious offence, serious criminal 
hIstory or havmg previously- ,done periodic< detenticn dS indicators for 
:ecorn~endi~g community service instead .of periodic, detention. These 
mconslste~cIes refl:ct differing vi~ws on w:hether community ser\'ice should 
be placed I!1 the tanff as a less S~rlOUS penalty than pericdic detention or as 
a more serIOUS penalty than periodic detention but less. severe then prison. 

Community Service Versus a Fine, (Q: 13.3) 

Th~re is greater cons.istencyon t~e part .cf probation officers regarding the 
basls for recommen~Ing commumty ser~Ice ,.rather then .a,l'fine.Q "'fifty-four 
responses wer~ r~ceived from. 36 p.roba.tlcn officers. " Fifty,. p€;,rfent (27) of 
the responses mdicated that fmgl1Clal CIrcumstances oL the offender formed 
the b~sis of this dec!~ion0and~26% (l4) of the responses"related to views that 
the flOe would not be a sufficient penalty for the offender given the nature 
of the offence. Twenty four p,ercent (13) cculd not be classified. 

An Alternativeoto ImprisonmentJQ: 19) 

c; 

~rcb?tion officers. ;ere asked, "do you see ~;:dudi1g ihenumber of pers:n~ 
In prIson as an aIm for community service?". Fnrty, bfficer.s repl1ed. 
Seventy per;::ent ~28) of the probation officers reported redl,,1cing the number 
of persons 111 prISon as ~n "a~m. Ihis,pview is somewhat' more freqt1el)t~y 
r~port~d b~ the PO~ (75~) and CS?/POCSs (75~) "than by the SPO/DPOs 
,~5~8%}.;~ While reportll1g thIS a,~,an aIm for thecommtlo!ty- s.er~ice sentence, 
~ey'era •. of t~e respondents. ~ho answere.d 'yes' offeredquahfYll1g ccmments 
lI1dlCa!lpg VIews that the alIT;! was not,l?eing accomplished. ~" ~, 
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THE BENEFITS 

Probation officers were asked an, open-ended question on what they 
perceived to be the benefits' of community service for the offender and for 
the community. 

2.9.1 Benefits for the Offender (Q: 16) 
, 

Thirty-nine probation o+f1c~rs provided ~4 responses to this question. Two 
groups of benefits related ~to receiving a less intrusive or less destructive 
s,entence: sixty one percent of the probation officers perceived a benefit to 
the offender as staying out of prison qr avoiding the more destructive 
elements of other sentences such as periodic detention. Other groups of 
benefits related more to the offender's sense of personal fulfilment. 
Thirty-three percent of the probation' officers noted benefits to the 
offender of a sense of satisfaction or self-worth from making a contribution 
to the community, 21 % thought the offender would benefit from a sense of 
having paid back the community, and 33% thought the offender would 
benefit from doing something enjoyable Ok" developing new interests. 
Thirty-six percent of the probation officers thought the offender would 
benefit from meeting new people or from association with non-offenders 
and 8% thought he/she would benefit from having an experience with a 
handicapped or disadvantaged person. Twenty-three percent commented 
that the flexibility of the sentence was a benefit to, the offender in as much 
as the sentence could be completed without interfering with work or family 
commitments. One respondent commented that the sentence was flexible 
in the sense of not placing a strain on the offender's financial commitments 
as would a fine. 

.2.9.2 I Benefits for the Community (Q ,: 16) 

'Forty of the probatio'h staff offered 60 responses inrlegards to the question 
of the benefits of community service to the community.\ The provision of 
unpaid service resulting in needed work being done was perceived as a 
ber,efit by 70% of the probation officers. Forty-five percent thought that 
tne community would benefit from receiving more accurate information 
about offenders and" from the opportunity to relate to ~rd understand 

,'" offenders, 20% perceived a" benefit from the comm~nity taking 
responsibility and being involved in'" the rehabilitation of off.~nders, 20% 
thought the credibility of the justice system wouJ@ be incre~1sed or the 

'community would, see persons as ~aking amends, and 15% Prrceived a 
benefit to the' community in re/clueing costs. Several of the \probation 
officers, qualified their II comrrnents" regarding, community beli,~fits by 
indi'S,~ting that the benefits went to the spec;;i9c sponspr rather 'then the 
communi ty at large. 
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2.10" GENERAL IMPRESSIONS 

2.10.1 Satisfaction (Q : 14, 14.2, 14.3, 15.0) 

Each probation officer was queried regarding their satisfaction with the 
type of offenders being referred to community service, the type of 
community service opportunities available, and the way in which the 
community service sentence was enforced in their district. The 
information 15 presented in Table 22 and indicates overall satisfaction with 
these aspects of the community service sentence implementation. 
Eighty-three percent of the respondents were satisfied with the type of 
offenders being referred to community service, 83 % with the type of 
community service opportunities available, and 85% with the way in which 
the sentence was being enforced. The seven persons who were dissatisfied 
with the type of offender being referred to community service t~ought the 
sentence was being applied too selectively and should be available to a 
broader range of offenders. One indicated that it was not being "applied 
adventuresornely enough" and another indicated that it "tends to be more 
articulate and soeially organised offenders who are not a serious risk of 
total 1055 of liberty" who were receiving community service. Four of the 
seven specificaUy mentioned that they did not think community service was 
being used for persons who would otherwise go to prison. 

The seven probation officers/who were dissatisfied with the type of 
community service opportunities available all indicated that more sponsors 
were' needed and five made specific suggestions. One thought sponsors 

'were needed from which the offender would gain more benefits and 
suggested specifically Outward Bound and skill-development types of 
opportunities, one thought sponsors were needed for a more hardened and 
difficult offender, one wanted more sites for the young Maori offender, nand 
two probation officers thought more sponsors were needed for male 
offenders. 

Four o~ the six persons dissatisfied with the way the sentence was being 
enforced in the district indicated 'that the breach proceedings should be 
instituted more quickly and two expressed dissatisfaction that the penalty 

. avaifable for breach is not sufficient. 

,2.10.2 What is Liked Most (Q : 17) 

() 

An open-ended question, "what do you like most about the co,rnrnunity' 
service sentence?" produced a wide array of respon;;;es. ,probation offiCers 
thought that community service provided a flexible sentendng option which 
could be personalised to the needs of individuals and which might, enable 
some offenders to remain in the community rather than going to prison. It 
was liked because it was seen as a humane and sensible penalty which 
required the offender to take some responsibility for engaging in 
constructive acts and provided the·offender with the opportun~ty" Iltq 
experience satisfaction from doing 50. The penalty further involved 
opportunities for bringing the offender and the community together • 
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22 SATISC'ACTION WITH IMPLEMENTATION TABLE : l~ 
>,' 

COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE 

PO SPO/OPO CSS/POCS 

% No. % No. % No., 

With type offenders being sentenced to CS 

Satisfied' 79 19 100 12 67 4 

Dissatisfied 21 '5 0 ~,;3 2 
,r 

TOTALS 100 24 100 12 100 9 

With type of CS opportunites avai1a~le 

!l'; 

Satisfied 77 17 92 11 83 5 

Dissatisfied 23 5 8 17 

TOTALS 100 22 100 12 100 6 

With way in which completion of sentence is enforced 

Satisfied 

Dissatisfied 

TOTALS 

c;;,,/ 

(\, 87 

13 

rOO 

(j 

20 

3 

23 

100 

100 

12 
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12 

50 
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100 
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2.10.3 Improvements (Q : 18) 

Each probation officer was asked '~In what w.ays could the community 
service sentence be improved?". ThIs question produced 59 suggestions 
from 39 staff. Two staff were satisfied with the sentence and did not see 
any improvements that could be made. ' One person was very dissatisfied 
with the sentence but did not see any possible way that it could be improved. 

The responses were grouped' into -four categories as shown in Table 23: 
changes relating to administrative and staffing issues, changes to keep 
community service from being a soft option, provide more or a greater 
variety of sponsors, educate judges and make commuF.ity service available 
for more serious offender:s. 

Fifty-four percent of the probation officers suggested more staff or changes 
in administration as a way to improve the community service sentence. A 
request for more officers was the most common suggestion to reduce the 
caseloads of the CSSs, permit more time for recruitment and development 
of sponsors, and to permit more time for planning placements. One 
probation officer noted that the administration of the community service 
sentence was thrust on top of already existing caseloads. One PO and one 
SPO/DPO suggested that probation officers might not be needecj for the 
administration of the sentence and suggested recruiting other persons from 

. the community to act as CSSs. Four POs, but none of the SPOs/DPOs or 
CSS/POCS, suggested a greater role for POs in the administration of the 
sentence. One suggested that POs could administer the sentence 
themselves if they had smaller caseloads, one suggested greater 
involvement of the PO in planning placement of offenders with sponsors, 
one suggested that the court should be sure the PO had rnade arrangements 
for placement before sentencing, and one recommended that probation 
should be tied in with the community service sentence in order to provide 
supervision for completion. Three probation officers suggested the need for 
liaison q,nd communication among offenders, sponsors,and, the supervisor. 
Finally, one SPO/DPO and one CSS/POCS recommended rnore 
standardisation in administration to provide consistency. Contrasted with 
this, however, one SPO/DPO and one PO suggested less stand~r9isation to 
permit flexibility at the local level. ,,'" 

, 
Thirty-three percent of the probation officers thought that the community 
service sentence could be improved through more and/or a greater variety 
of sponsors. Most of the comments were of a general nature but some 
specific suggestions were made: ,. "more sponsors for Maori and Polynesian 
offenders especially placements \vhere these offenders could work in 
groups" and "more sponsors who would be able to take offenders during 
even~ngs and weekends." None of the CSS/POCS identified this,as an area 
for improvement although it was identified as such by 44% of the POs and 
30% of the SPO/DPQs. 
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TABLE 23 : WAYS THE 

BE IMPROVED 

SUGGESTION 

Changes in 
ad ministration 

More :staff 

Different type of staff 

Grea ter role of 
probation officer 

M ore liaison and 
-com munica tion 

More standardisation 
of administration 

Less standardisation 
of administration 

More and/or greater 
variety of sponsors 

To change soft option 
perception with 
clearer expectation 
for offenders, simpler 
breach procedures, 
and/or more severe 
penalty for breach. 

Increase judicial 
understanding of aims; 
make sure sentence is 
used more serious 
offenders and for aU 
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\1 
COMM~~NITY SJ:,RVICE SENTENCE r:::OULD 

PO 

(N=23) 

\1 

\\ 
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No. 

52 

44 

22 

t2 
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I 

it 
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1 

10 

5 

c 

30' 7 

SPO/DPO CSS/POCS TotalU) 
(N=IO) (N=6) (N=39) 

% No. 

70 7 

3 

1 

o 

1 " 

1 

30 3 

50 5 

o 
20 2 

% 

33 

No. % 
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21 
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Thirty-three percent of thes~aff, including half of the SPO/DPOs and half i) 

of the CSS/POCS, thought the community service sentence could be 
,improved through steps to remove its, image as ,a soft option. The most 
frequent suggestion had to do with breach: simplify the procedures 
(especially permitting Qreach before the expiration of 12 months) and 
increase the breach penalty.' Those who used the breach penalty made 
more severe and consistent remarks that it should be the same penalty as 
the breach of periodic detention - up to three months' imprisonment. Other 
suggestions included morestruct\.jre in the placement plan, requirements 
thht the person sentenced to community service do service as recommended 
in the plan, and the authority 1;0 provide probation reports 1n s;onjunction 
with breach proceedings. Thirty-one percent of the probation officers 
were of the view that the aims of the community service sentence were not 
clearly understood by the judges. There were two aspects of this. Some of 
the probation officers commented on the need to be sure the sentence was 
being used for more serious offenders who might otherwise go to prison. 
Some thought judges did not perceive the sentence as appropriate for 
persons of Jower socio-economic backgrounds and/or from minority 
backgrounds. 

Overall the respondents believed the ~entence could be improved if more 
sponsors were available, breach proceedings and penalties were tightened, 
additional staff resources were made available to ensure more thorough 
planning and liaison in the admlnistrati.on of the sentence, and steps we~e 
taken to use the sentenc;e for more serIOUS offenders and to ensure that it 

. was available to persons of .lower social economic and minority backgrounds. 
. G 

ISSUES 

The 42 probation officers interviewed held a wide rarlge of views regarding 
the aims of the community service sentence, offenders who would be 
appropriate for the sentence, &,nd the way in which the sentence should be 
administered. The research suggests a series of)ssues !or consideration. 

0,,7 

t. Should the community service sentence be perceived ,as a penalty to be 
used primarily as an alternative to some other penalty which may not 
be appropriate in a given case, or should it havewider application to a 
specified class of off~nces or offenders? This fs a key issue. There 
appeared to b~~ a pat~~rn of pesceiving the community service. sente~ce 
as a penalty which is used when other more preferred penalties (qUite 
frequently periodic detention) are not available or not thought to be 
appropriate because of circillnstances of the indlvidyal offend~r. 

2. What is the proper place of community service in the tariff? The more 
specific issue is, should the community service senter)ce be seen as 
falling between periodic detention and prison or should it be seen as 
faUing between the fine and periodic detention? If community service.;, 
is seen as a less serious sentence on the tariff, it is unlikely to be used 
as a specific alternative to imprisonment. o i 



~----.--~- .~ -.-~ -~ -- .. ~- ~---

69. 

3. What are the characteristics of the offender or of the offence which 
would make an offender appropriate for community sen;ke~1 A wide 
range of views have been expressed on this topic which requires 
attention if greater consistency is to be achieved in'. the 
recommendations of probation officers regarding the community 
service sentence. . Is the sentence being recommended too selectively 
and, conversely, might it be useful for a broader range of offenders? 

4. Should the administration of the community service sentence be 
changed? Over half the 'probation officers $uggested a need for 
changes in administration as a way to improve the sentence. A request 
for more- officers to reduce the caseload of comhiuni ty service 
supervisors and probation officers with responsibility for community 
service was the most common suggestion. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Should the practice of encouraging offenders to take an active role in 
finding their own community service sponsor be encouraged? This 
practice places more responsibility on the offender and should result in 
greater commitment on the part of the offender to complete the 
community service. A great deal might be gained by review of the 
districts where these procedures are used to determine the extent to 
which offenders are able to locate sponsors, the nature of any problems 
or difficulties that have emerged, and how the·sehave been dealt with 
as a basis for further decisions regarding eJ1couraging further use of 
these. 

What should be looked for in a community service sponsor? The need 
for more sponsors and a greater' variety of sponsors was expressed by 
probation officers. A balance needs to be found between providing a 
helpful experience for the oftender, necessary and useful work that the 
offender can do, and to foster closer links between community groups 
and the justice system. 

Should the way the sentence is viewed and used be changed? Several 
probation officers felt it was seen asa soft option and that offender 
expectations could be made clearer and breach proceedings simpler, 
and that community service could be used for more serious offenders. 
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3.1 DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS 

3.1.1 Type and Size of Organisations (Q: 18) 

Sixty-five sponsors were inte5viewed. Organisations which accepted 
offenders on community service varied greatly in type and size. 
Thirty-two percent (2 I) were day and residential centres for people needing 
special care or facilities - hospital s, rehabilitation hostels, centres for the 
disabled, emergency accommodation homes. In many cases the community 
work of tht:;,~e groups extended to private homes. Nineteen percent (12) of 
the sponsors were special interest groups, including conservationist 
organisations, political concern groups, and Maori cultural organisations. 
Seventeen percent (l1) were sporting and recreational groups, 15% (10) were 
schools and pre-school centres, 9 % (6) were service groups, and 8 % (5) were 
churches. 

Both paid staff and voluntary help were used by 54% (35) of the 
organisations. ,Twenty-one percent (14) used only paid staff whereas 25% 
(J 6) depended entirely on volunteers. Of those who had paid staff (75%), 
the median number of full or part-time staff was five.. F:9urteen sponsors 
had only one paid staff member; five had over 50L Volunteer help varied 
between those organisations who had a small (under 10) but regular core of 
volunteers (25 sponsors), those who had larger more varIable groups ()f 
helpers (11 sponsors),., and those who used very large (over 100) networks of 
people on an irregular basis 0,5 sponsors). 

1\ 
3.1.2 Recruitment to;the Community Service Se~~nce (Q : 4,5) 

'\ 

Sponsors were asked how they had first become aware of the scheme. An 
approach by the probation service or the offender was the first contaqt wi th 

J/the community service scheme fOr:", 22% (14) of the .,prganisations. Ho.,wever 
'the majority had already been generally awar~f the scheme befon~' their 
involvement. Forty-six percent (30) had read about it in newspap~\r5 or 
leaflets or had seen something about it on posters or T.V. "N ineteen percent 
(12) first knew about it through work-related 1ink~ with the JU!itice 
Department or because they had used people on periodic ,detentio,n or 
probation with community work. Fourteen percent (9) of the organisa1fions " 
had hear-a about the scheme through other community groups. " 

Sponsors v(ere also asked hO('~:~hey had become involved \~.itl~' th~ sChe~\t;. 
Sixty-six percent (43) of th1:":'; organisations had been asked by "the 1~1cal 
probation officer in charge of community service if they' would be willing to 
take part in the scheme. 'Ho::,vever, in 23% (15) of the case~ the f1irst 
approach to the sponsor was made by an offender seeking a placeITt~nt, d'r a

C 

dose friend or relative of an o~nder. 0 Only II % (7) of the sponsors
Q 
Q)ade 

the first approach to probation; and of these four ha(h some '\)rofessional 
links wi t!1 the Justice Department. 
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3.1.3 Experience with the Community Service Sentence(Q: 1,2,3,'6}1 
- II 

" 

The sponsor's degree of experience with the sentence varie~: a great deal. 
The community service scheme had been in oper~tion for 2~i months at the 
time of the survey. Sponsors had been involved for a mean/!of 16 months. 
The newest sponsors had been recruited only one month"bef~~re; there were 
several "old-timers" - who had been involved for over two ye~frs. 

I 
, . II 

The 65 sponsors were served by a total of 202 offenders. Fo!rty-two percent 
(27) of the sponsors had had experience with only o~e persolh on 'cbm~uni~y 
service, 22% (14) with two, 23% (15) with three to fIve, and :114 % (9) with SIX 

:/ or more. II 

II 
Sponsors were asked to recall their most reccent offendersl~ a maximum of 
three each. Twenty-nine percent (36) of the 124 peopl,;e recalle~ were 
known or known of by their subsequent sponsor - 1 j! were, dIrectly 
associated with the sponsor organiscltiori, four were pers/cnal friends, 21 
were known of through family, friends or the community. '/1 

,. il 
An attempt was made to assess the general level of icon tact betwe:n 
sponsors and the local probation office. Respondents ~~ere asked what 
contact they had had with the probation office during the I~re~ious month. 
Sixty-eight petcent (44) of sponsors had had some contact. II ThIS was ~ostly 
by phone, al~hou~h in 21 cases .there w,as also. pers~nalfcontact wIth a 
probation offIcer In the last month. There was very lltt{e correspondel~ce 
apart from the standard introductory forms and monthly sheets WhICh 
sponsors fill in to record the hours of service gLven. 

3.1.4 Reasons for Involvement with the Sentence (Q: 14) 

r,: 

v s, r';,. c 

Sponsors were"'asked why they had become involved \vith .the scheme. 
Twenty-five percent '(16) of themsald they became sponsors because, they 
had jobs which n~eded to be done. Twenty::·two perc~nt (14) felt they were 

'involved becaui:ie they could 'help offenders' by bemg sponsors. Eleven 
.f peraent (7) gave mutUal benefit as the reason"fo: agre~lng' to become a 
"'c\5ponsor. Twenty-eight percent (l 8) ofsponsors,saJd t~a~ they ~ad ~ecor.n~ 

. involved with the scheme because·of the strength of theIr relatIOnship wltn 
the probation service. Some~had built uP' links as a result of using~ periodic 
detainees. Others ~rnentioned professional or friendship links. with !he 
probation service. cSeveral of these sponsors mentio~ed a deSIre to gIve 
speCific support to the cornmunity"serviceschetne. FIfteen percent (0) of 

. thespof}sors accounted for their jrlYolyemen] in the sc~eme in terms of 
, the,ir general commitrnent to being involved 1n the ci)rnmumty. 
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3.2 ARRANGING THE PLACEMENT 

3.2.1 EHgible Offenders (Q : 7, 1 J) 

3.2.? 
, Ii 

\\ 

Some questions in the interview explored the sponsor's requirements or 
reservations about what kind of people they would accept to do community 
service. Seventy-one percent (46) of respondents did not believe that 
"anyone at all" would be suitable and sixteen of these said they had told the 
probation officer the type of :person they wanted. However 29% (19) said 
they would try anyone at aJl on the scheme. 

Sponsors expressed a variety of reservations - 13 sponsors specifically did 
not want violent or sex offenders; eight mentioned dishonesty as being an 
undesirable characteristic; four sponsors did not want anyone with 
psychological or addiction problems. One sponsor felt tattoos were not 
acceptable. 

Over half the comments related to positive requirements. Thirteen 
sponsors looked for general, positive personality characteristics - 'nice', 
'responsible', 'motivated', 'friendlyi. Eight sponsors sought specific job 
skills; 11 wanted people who wen~ particularly appropriate for or interested 
in their organisation -e.g. singh~ parent, Maori, accepting of handicapped 
people. I 

1 

YV'hen asked directly if they/had ever rejected anybody, 15% (10) of the 
sponsors reported that theifhad. In. seven cases this was because of the 
lack of appropriate work l?r supervision. In only three cases was the 
offender thought to have sOline unacceptable personal characteristics. 

il 

"Prior Knowledge of the Offi~nder (Q : 8,9,10) 

! 
' 

Mos~ spo;sors had met th~ offender before the placement w~s finalised. 
However ,the de?ree JO w'hitCh they were informed ,about the person priorcto 
the meetmg vaned~reatlY'1 <7 • 

. " II :, 
Eighty-two percent <,53) ojl the sponsors had met 'the most recent offender' 
before the plac~ment wa,~ finalised. Certain questions were limited to 
informSltion about 'the rno'st recent offender' to avoid any bias which might 
resuit':irom a responde6t's recalling the most !nemorable offender. 
~uesticns referring to 'th!~ ~rnost recent offender' are identified w)thin the 
text. )i 

i, t} 

The sole 'source of inform1ltion about the offender was the prObation officer 
in· 82% (53) of the case~,.o In eight cases the person was knQwn 1n the 
general community or infJ)rmation about them came through their family or 
friends. In the four re!lnaining cases the sponsor had ,already met the 
offender beJore the connection with community servi~e. 
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An attempt was made to find <;illt how much the 61 spon~rors, who did not 
already know the offender personally, knew about them before they met. 
They were asked if they had information abo!Jt the offender's personal 
circumstances, their offence, any previous convictions i),ndl their 
psychological> stat~. Thirty-three percent (20) of these sponsors reported 
that they knew nothing or virtually nothing about the offender before they 
rn~t them~ Most, however; had liOme information. Fifty-two percent (32) 
had been given some details of the offenders; 'personal circllmstanc;es, 57% 
(35) had been told the offence, 23% (IlJ.) had some idea if tIle offender had 
previous offences, and 28 % (17) kneo/, something about the i person's, 
psychological state. 

All 65 sponsors were asked what they felt they needed to kno\v about a 
person on community service. There was considerable varig.tion"about what 
and how much sponsors felt they needed to know. Eighteen percent (12) 
said they did not want tOI know anything at all: 'I,take them on face value', 
'I accept them as I find them'. The majority, however, did feel they needed 
some information. Twenty percent (13) needed only particularly 'relevant 
information, such as the assurance that they would be alerted to any special 
difficulties -o'if it's relevant to the organisation'; 'if I can't trust them' near 
drugs'; 'if there is a medical problem'. Twenty-three percent (15) wanted 
to know one specific piece of informatioh - either.Jhe offence or work skills 
or home circumstances. Thirty-nine percent (25) of the sponsors wanted a 
more complete picture, including the offence and personal circumstances 
and background - 'anything is heJpful'; '1 want to know as much as possible'. ' 

THE SENTENCE IN QPERATION 

c 

Hours Served (Q): B} 

G' 
o G< ~ 

Various arrangements were m~de for when people would setve their ho~~s. 
Set times were arranged for the 'most r~cent offender' in 68% (lJ.4) of 
placements. In 19 of these the hours were set by the sponsor, in eight by 

c the ofiender,and in 17 cases J:Jy negotiation between both - often wi th'~ the 
Involv~m"ent I>f the probation service.. -; Out of, the 44 placements where 
times were set, 27 . .were during )he day between Monday to Friday and 13 

'were weekend or evenlng hours. In four cases offenders had agreed to do 
their hours over an intensive residential period (three at t;amps, and one at a 
site some distance from his home town). II 

No regular hours,had been set- .for the offender in 32% (2l)of. pla,cements, 
although sometimes there was an agreement to do a certain ,minimum 
number of hours per month. Several sponsors trusted the person with keys' 
if they heeded to come to a building at odd hours. In two cases the pepple 
were able to work from their own homes. ,,' -
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3.3.2 {)Service Performed (Q: 17) 

There was a considerable variety of service given to the community by the 
'most recent offenders', as may be seen in Table 24. Forty-two percent 
(27) of them did cleaning or maintenance work. In several cases however 
the more specific skills of an offender were used to the benefit of th~ 
spon~or -, for example sports training, mechanical repairs, knitting, 
carVIng. When asked about the exact task that the mest recent offender 
did, many sponsors volunteered additional comments about the high standard 
?f the, service given. (One offender had not begun the work at the time of 
lIlterVJew, but the task had been arranged). 

TABLE 24: TYPE OF SERVICE PERFORMED 

MAIN TASK 

Mainly cleaning, housework, gardening 
M,!intenance, painting, concreting, carpentry etc 
PL:iy~~ntre help - playing with children, making tea' 
repamng toys etc 
Sports club work"" ground preparation for teams 
skiff maintenance, bar duties;; , ~.' , 
MotQrrnechanic repairs 
CI.eaning Lip bellches 
Clerita'i' work 

! KnJttfng,garments for ·childreh 
Joy repairs, .~ 
Nurse aid tasks - bathing and fe~ding patie~ts, 
cleanin,g ward~:, ,,0 , co" ,iii'!" • 

Sportsclnst\,uc~:9r C!t dlSabled\;1::!1tldren's camp 
Carving POYS for marae buildi0S, 
Preparing a booklet on racism' (\':, 
Working with intellectually handicapped 
Cooking at a cj1ildren's canip '\, 
Sound manager on parks recreati6na.l programme 
Fron t of house and stage manager t;luties 
Attending an alcohol treatment prcier?mrne 
Supervising craft work wi th disabled':'P~ople 
Running a drop-in centre '":,, 
Youth work and attendance at residenli~d church camp 
Con~ucting a survey for a community cl.~ntre 

,\ 

TOTALS 

!; 

Women Men 

I 
I 

I 
1 
I 

23 42 
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Contact with Other People (Q : 19,20,21) 

Jh~ majorit'3r of 'the most recent offenders' spent a "good deal of their time 
lt1 the company of other people while they were doing community servite. 

" Seventy-seven percent (49) of the 64 who, had begun the job at the time of 
the survey spent at least half of their timewith other people - 34 of these 
were' with others all the time. Twenty-three percent (15) spent less than 
half of their time with other people; nine of these offenders worked 
completely alone except for receiving instructions from' their sponsor 
supervisor. . 

(J ,; -r) 

Thirty riine percent (25) of the 64 offenders met only members of the group 
for which they worked. Most, however, also carne into contact with people 
outside the organisation, since in many cases services of the sponsor 
organisations were extended to the general public". In four instances the 
person worked in private homes. 

" .-\ 
:; /I.;, (1) 

Eighty-six percent (56) of the 65 sponsors had no experience of offenders on 
commun~ty service working alongside each other. Where this had 

o ~ 

happened, however, only one sponsor reported any problem - in this case the 
two people concerned had disliked each other. 

3.3~4 ~placements Ending Early (Q : 12) 

Sponsors we{'e asked how many placements had ended without all the hours 
being completed. Sometimes they knew what had happened - for example 
the" offender was being breached, or the sponsor or offender wanted the 
placement to end. In these cases the fact that it was an early ending could 
clearly be established. However it was a less well defIned event where an 
offender had not turned ,up for a while but t'1e sponsor did not know for 
certain that the placement had ended. In these cases, if the sponsor 
belie;ved that the person would not be coming again, it was recorded as an 
eady ending. 

o Using this definition, 23% (46) of the '202 placements experiepced (DY the 
sponsors interviewed ended early - affecting 46% {30) of the sponsors. In 
34 of the 46 cases·"recorded, sponsors" knew that the placement had ended 
and knew the reason. In the other 12 cases, sponsors thought the person 
would not return but did not know what had happened. 

Thirteen offenders had wilnted the placement' to end - three found the hours 
unsuitable, two hao dif~t~bulties getting Child-care, one lived too far away,-
one moved to another citY' and one found that they did not like the work. . 
One person felt shy in the placement 'and finished their hours elsewhere; 
one was too ill to continue comrnunity service; another found .another ", 
placement which would lead to a permanent job. In two cases the sponsor 
did not know exactly why the person had wanted the placement to end. 
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Eight placementsll were terminated, by ,sponsors - }n three cas;s! because of 
frustration with the person not turning up and in three cases because of the 
offender's unacceptable appearance. In one of these casesJhe sponsor had 
also become worried about the person's trustworthiness and possible use of 
drugs while doing their community service. In, ahothercase the sponsor 
asked for the placement to end because'the offender was being hassled by 
acquaintances who used the centre where the hours were being given. In 
the remaining case an awkward situation between a sponsor~ client and an 
offender resulted in ne~ther the sponsor nor the offender wanting the 
placement to continue. I) 

\\" 

In SIX cases the sponsor reported that the person conc,t?rned haC! been· 
breached or that a breach was in progress. In the r'emaining~. eight case:; 
where there was a known early placement, five people had reoffended (four 
getting jail and one non-residential periodic detention) a~d two had 
'disappeared'. . " .;:. 

Twelve spon'sors believed that the offender would not return although the " 
hours hat:! not been completedobu,,t they did not know for sure. In two cases 
they reported that th~ probatIon ~ffiCer w,:=ts look.ing into"it. Howeve~, 10 
sponsors did not know what was bemg dc;me about It and several cpmplamed 
about a lack of feed-back from the probation service. iJ" Ii: 

II 

PROBLEMS 

D 

\) 

Sponsors were asked" if they had e~~\erienced any problems as a r~sult of ,,0 

being involved in tne" schem~. A list(fof 17 possi,ble prob17tns was read out, 
and they were alsoaske:rl If theFe ,\fere any others WhICh had not been 
mentioned. . They were asked to say JW~~ther the problem' 'had occurred at 
an~ _ that is, even with one out of slveral placements. Eighty percent (52) 
bI" aU sponsors reported at least Oli~ problem" r~lating'to an offen~er'. This 
included both problems which w~rX~ caused dlr~ctly by the offender and 
problems caused by other""Reople,;)Jway' ot relatm,g to the presence ,. of an 
offender. Fifty-one percent (33) of all sponsors' d~ported at lea~t one 
problem relating to the 'probation service. Fifteen cpercent (10). of the " 
spqnsors said they had experienced no problem at all. Table 25 shows the 
number of sponsors who reported each particular problem. 

• u ::'). ':" C~::-. 

Problems Related to the Offender ('0 : 22) 

Poor attendance was by far the most common prqblem, with nearly two 
thirds of the sponsors having had some di~ficu1ty in this area. Sponsors 
varied considerably both 1n their definition of an "attendance problem and in 
their n,erception of its effect o~ t~em. A few .. reported quite minor 
attend~nce problems - 'once or tWice sent a note saymg she couldn't come'; ,) 

" ' " , 
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'didn't inconvenience and always covered by a note'. Even whe~ the 
p:o~lem ,was more severe, many sponsors made allowances' fo'r offenders' 
dlfficultlesGand were accepting of poor attendance - , had t f" d - ·b 
P
lacet r h h d ' 0 10 a JO, a o Ive - e a spontaneous needs'; 'I chose work where it didn't 

m;;ttter'; 'not my obligatio~, it's the!rs'. Many0 sponsors, J10wever, were 
upset by poor at~endance - It put straIns on the relationship since they felt 
fr;,ustrated and dId not know how to handle the situation - 'what can' r d ?, I 
need to kno~ that a jObj"ilI be done~ 'they let ~e down~ 'it's wearing :hi~: 

-~/ 
TABLE 25: PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED BY SPONSORS(l) 

PROBLEM 

D II 

Problems relating" to the Offender 

Poor attend~nce 
Difficulty organising time 
Not trusted by others" . 
Poor adjustment to having an offender around 
Lack o~ punctuali ty . c 

Work fioor or needing too much supervision' 
Unacceptable· appearan!;e ~ 
Pe;opLe treating the off~nder badly 
Not accepting superVision 
Unacceptable behaviour 
Turning up n6t in a cl':)I)dition for work \Ill" 
Taking worKa\V'~y from ether people ~~, 
Miscellaneous 0 u I) 

" ," j 
Problems rel<;lting to the probation service 

, ,.\. ' 
f. 

Not given enough information 
Unclear about responsibilities 
L

" . () 
ack of general support 

Poor choice of offender;,. 
oD~fficulty getting hold of probation officer 
MIscellaneous . 
o 

No problems at aU 

" " 

o 

01) Q 

" 

63 
23 
22 
20 
20 
20 
14 
08 

11 
3 
5 
3 

22 

31 
26 
12 
8 
6 
3 

15 

" 

" 

0 

,., 

No. 

(N=65) 

0"41 
15 
111-

13 
13 
13 
-9 
50 
7 
2 
3 
2 

14 

20 
17 
8 
5 
4 
2 

10 

'" 

<.il') • 

Note olV: '" .. Percentage and number of sponsors who reported ea~h pr~~lem.' 
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Different patterns of poor attendance emerged. Some offenders s,:tarted 
well and tailed off, with the last hours being very hard to get throug.h. 
Others were unreliable and disorganised at first but became better as tI~e 
went on. Some lost interest in the middle. There was no commo~ solut~on 
to the attendance problem. Some sponsors felt the an5w~r lay In makmg 
the work more challenging and interesting. Some thought It was best ~o b~c 
fixed and strict about times. Others Jelt the person should beflrmly 

, disciplined - preferably by th7 p:obat~on, servi'ce. Sev~ral fo~nd the best 
way was to aim for some fleXIbillty withm a clearly defmed framework, so 
that the person knew what was wanted but had some freedom about how to 
get it done. 

The related problem of poor punctuality was experienced by 20% (13) of all 
sponsors~ Twenty-three percent (15) were also, affec!ed by problems 
related to organisation of time. A few of ~,hese arose because of poor 
attendance. Hqwever, the commonest time pro~len:t was that although t~e 
sponsor had agreed to supervise at weekend or evenI[lg hours they felt tlus 
cut,into their time. 

People not trusting the offender was reported as i't probl~m by 22% (I4) 01 
sponsors. Most 'trust problems' were a general apprehen~Iv~nesS' and unease 
_ 'just an underlying feeling'. ',0 There w~re only two, mc~dents when an 
offender was specifically suspected of dIshonesty - (me dIscovered to be 
unfounded' the other not checked out. Several sponsors decided to ,,'protect 
th~ offender from "temptation' by limiting their environment, for example 
'by asking staff to lock up belongings. One sponsor ex,pressed concern that 
the offender had not trusted them. . 

Difficulty"in people's adjustment to ha~ing an offender groulild was reported' 
by 20% (13) of the sponsors. This was.,sQrnetimes':,related to trust but was 
seen as less of a problem. An example of" this was one sponsor:'s ardu~os 
fight with her committee to accept a drug addict on the comm.unl~y serv~ce 
scheme.' Another example was the members of "an organiSatIon bemg 
unwilling to pick up offenders in a car (a plaFement where such tr~nsport 
arrangementsowere necessary). Sometil11es staff members we~e dIrectly 
resentful - 'why do we hav~ to have them 'Oere?'. In most cases It appeared 
that the adjustment problerhs were gradually resolved as the people 
concerned came to feel more comfortable with a part!c~lar offender. 

~)' (I 

Poor quality of work or the need for too much supervision was reported to " 
have" been a problem with at least one offendenby 20% (13) of the 
sponsors. Less than half of the complaints concerned a low $tandard of 
work,; most were about" the large amount of supervisio{t needed by ,the ;) 
offender. " ~o" 

Sponsors commentea that an ~ffender's apRearan(;~ had been poor in 14% (9) 
of the cases. The problem was se.en as scruffmess by the sponsor ~ndo 
usually was. overcome by finding .a uniform 0 for the person, or, s<;rlectmg 
different work. In one case, however, children at one" organIsatIOn found 
two 'punk' style offenders frightening. 
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A less commonly reported problem was treatment of the offender by people 
at the sponsor organJsatiorh Except for the case mentioned earlier, where 
people deliberately hassled-an offender, this was seen as the result of trust 
or adjustment problems: 'People at the house knew she had done these 
things. They were mistru.sting.' They should have refused. But they didn't 
and so they watched her. It wasn't fair. But it finally got sorted out.' 

Problems ariSing from the offender's unwillingness to accept ;upervision 
their behaviour, the condition in which they turned up for work or thei; 
being thought to take work away from other people, were each ~ep,,,rted in 
less than 10% of cases. The supervision problems were seen to" stem from 
,Ibegru,dging' or 'negative' attitudes on the part of the offenders ~oncerned. 
There had been two complaints about behaviour - one offender offering 
cannabis to other volunteers, another taking ,alcohol to a Famp. Two 
people were thought to have turned up having been drinking and one having 
taken drugs. There" had been only two instances where a concern was 
expresse8about an offender doing someone else's work. 

" 
Apart froll6 th~ H,st o~ problems in the questionnaire, 14 spon.sors ment,\oned 
some other diffIculties. Seven o~ these involved some inconvenience 
caused by the offender's needs for transport. Two respondents were 
r~nh~ppy about the, attachment offenders had made to the organisation, 
'-1eelmg they had 'latched on and were a drain'. In two other cases the 
relationship between offender and respondent was described as awkward - in .' 
one case the sponsor felt they were viewed as authoritarian, in another the 
offender had believed the sponsor knew many personal details. One 
respondent was embarrassed by the' qffender talking so much about his 
family problems. Another criticised the amount of material wasted. The 
most unusual problem mentioned was that an aquaintance of "one offender 
asked t~e sponsor i~1he could 'payoff' the personis hours! D 
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Problems Related to the Probation Service (Q : 2/t) 
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In eight cases, lack of specific feedback led to a more pervasive fe~in.g that 
there was a lack of general support from the probation service. Those 
sponsors felt 'cut-off', 'without back-up'; 'you're too much _ on your own'~ 
Four sponsors reported difficulty in reaching the probadon service. Five 
sponsors criticised the probation service's choice of offender for community 
service - whereothey had had poor experiences with the person. One 
sponsor criticised the method for recording hours, and one disliked having 
been approached by an offender before a probation officer. 

ADMINISTRATION (0: 25) 
~';";';"~~------'-":"':"~ ,._-

A list of tasks which have to be done .in the administration of community,. 
service was read out to sponsors. They were asked which of four people -
the jUdge, the probation officer in charge of community service, the 
sponsor, or the offender should finally be responsible for each task. Only 
57 sponsors answered thIs question, six felt they were' not sufficiently 
informed and two were not asked this question because of time pressures at 
the interview. -' Table 26 presents the results. Occasionally a sponsor 
could not answer for one of the tasks and the percentages are adjusted 
accordingly. 

Respondents were mostly ,iR agr\~ement that they, the sponsors, were the 
people finally responsibl(f for organising the hours, giving tasks to the 
offender, deciding if the l quality of the offenders' service was OK, and 
keeping a record of the hours. Several, however, thought the prob9-tion 
officer should organise the hours. -

Most thought the probation offic~r was finally responsible for deciding if an 
offender is appropriate for '-community service, finding a suitable 
placement, explaining to the offender the purpose of cOlomunity service, 
explaining to an offender how community servj~ works, attempting to 
resolve disagreements between the offender and sponsor and starNng breach 
proceedings. Several sponsors, "however, decided that the judge should 
decide if an offender is appropriate for community serVice and' explain the 
purpose of community service to the offender., Although many thought the 
probation officer should find out if the offender consent~_ to the community 
service, half as many'assigned responsibility for this task to the judge. -,,, 

c:-
As a group;, sponSOrs were clearly divided on three of the tasks. About half 
thought the judge and half thought the probation officer should decide if an 
offender should be considered for comm!Jnity~;-service. They a'ssigned the 
tasks of discllssing with the offender ,fny problems with doing community 
service and giving ev~denc;:e at breach proceedings about equ'll1y between 
themselves and the"probat16n officer. ' 
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TABLE 26 : SPONSORS' VIEWS OF' WHO SHOULD BE R.ESPONSIBLE 

FOR COMMUNITY SERVfcE ACTIVITIES 

ACTIVITY Judge Probation SEonsor Offender 

Officer 
(\ 

% % % % 

Decide if an offender should 
be considered for CS (N=56) 49 47' 

.. ,-
4 

Decide if an offender is 
appropriate for CS (N=57) 21 72 -'5 2 

~ . .) ,> ':1 

Find a suitable placem:nt 1:1 

(N=57) ".-.'0 ';2 80 4 14 

Explain to the offender the ~, ," 

I) purpose of CS (N=57) 23 77 

Explain to an offender how CS 
works (N=55) -, 5 91 4 

Find outi! the offender consents 
to the sentence (N=57) 32 64 4 

(N:.57) 
~~~~:..,." 

Organise the hours 19 79 2 

Give tasks to the offender 
(N=5?) }'; - 5 95 

c;::~ 

Decide if the ql.lality of the 
offender's service is O.K. 
(N=51) , 

5" 95 
" 

Keep a record of the hours 
(N=57) 4 88 8 

Discuss with offender any () 

problems with doing CS (N=57) 56 44 
Q 

A !tempt to resolve disagreements 
between offender and sponsor 
(N=57) -0 98 2 

,:Start breach proceedings if 
necessary (N=5?) 4' 80 ,? 16 ~ 

Give evidence at breach 
proceedings if necessary (N=56) 2 53 45 
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AIMS (Q : 15) ., 
" 

Sponsors were asked to list the aims of a community .service .sentence and 
were encouraged to give as many as possible. They were also asked if they 
thought each aim was being accomplished and if not, why that was so. 

Each aim mentioned by,' a spons~r was assigned to one of five major 
categories, three of which were subdivided into more specific sub-groups. 
Table 27 presents the 132 aims mentioned by the 59 sponsors who responded 
to this question. Six sponsors were not able to describe the aims of the 
sentence. . " 

The most common major category was 'Benefit to the Offender' with 39% of 
all aims falling into this group. Aims which voiced or implied beneficial 
changes to the offender were placed in this group. General notions of 
personal growth in the offender was the commonest sub-group which tended 
to be a catch-all for ideas of 'rehabilitation', 'increased self-esteem', 
'learning one's value' etc. Some sponsor,s focused. more specifically on 
behavioural benefits to the offender - learning work routines and discipline, 
new skills and interests, meeting new people. Others felt minimizing 
disruption in the offender's life was an aim of '1his sentence. 

Benefit to the community was expressed in 23% of all aims - most d~rectly 
. incorporating a notion of paying back something owed. . A few, saw the 

bene!it simply in terms of work done. 

Ideas of community offender integration two-way involvement, 
acceptance, and help were expressed in 17% of ail claims. Punishment of 
the offender and the provision of an alternative sentence were ideas each 
expressed in 10% of all aims. Some sponsors related the alternative 
sentence aim specifically to prison. 

Table 27 also shows the extent to ,which it was thought that the aims were 
accomplished. Seventy-two percent of all aims mentioned were believed to 
be accomplished ('Yes'). In 22% of cases, sponsors had doubts about this 
('Yes, But'). In 6 % they felt the aim was notf'rJeing .accomplished (, No'). 

The aim of punishment was thought to be accomplished in 92 % of cases. 
Providing benefit to the offendei· was believed to be accomplished in 73% of 
cases. Providing benefit to the community, achieving community-offender 
integration, and providing an alternative sentence were thought to be 
successful aims each in appproximately two-thirds of cas~,s. 
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TABLE 2.7: AIMS MENTIONED BY SPONSORS AND WHETHER THEY WERE 
THOUGHT TO BE ACCOMPLISHED 

AIM ACCOMPLISHED? 

Yes Yes, But 

% No. % No. 

BENEFIT TO THE 
COMMUNITY 68 21 29 9 

Paying back 
Doing work (no 
reference to reparation) , 

16 

5 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 73 37 

Discipline/routine 
Developing new work 
sl<111s/ interests 
Mixing with different 
people 
Personal growth 
Minimise disruption 
in life 

CPMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRA nON 64 

PUf\tJSH THE OFFENDER 92 

ALTERNATIVE SENTEN<::E 69 

Specifically Custodial 
Other 

MISCELLANEOUS 

TOTALS 

100 

72 

<,,' 

7 

5 

6 
13 

6 

14 

12 

9 

5 
4 

2 

20 

32 

23 

6 

3 

10 

1 

1 

o 
8 

o 

7 

o 

3 

3 
o 

o 

29 

No Total Percent of 

% No. No. Overall total 

3 

8 

5 

8 

8 

6 

1 

1 

o 

4 

31 

23 

8 

51 

9 

7 

o 6 
2 23 

1 

1 

1 
o 

o 

8 

22 

13 

13 

9 
l~ 

2 

132 

23% 

39% 

17% 

10% 

10% 

2% 

100% 

I 

! 
~ , 
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Where sponsors doubted that the community was ben~fiting this was usually 
because of some negative experience in a partIcular placement. A 
placement had\fproken down and the ,sponsor ~elt t~1e sentence h~d not. be~n 
completed. Tile sporadic nature of the serVIce gIven reduced Its ultImate 
value. An offender had needed a, lot of super~ision, or had not been 
thorough. 

Doubts about any, benefit to the offender being accomplished by the 
sentence tended to be related to the sponsors' underlying beliefs about the 
process of change in individuals. Air,ns. r~lated to in~an.gi~le petsonality 
changes were seen to fail because of mdividual characLenstlcs. It ,":orks 
provided the person' wants to be helped'. 'You can't alter personalitIes -
some are just selfish'. 'Some people just have weak moral fib~e'. 'They're 
easily led'. The learning of discipline and new interests or SkIlls was seen 
by some sponsors to break down because the sentence did not have enough 
routine or was too short to effect change. 

Community-offender integration was thought to break down when the 
offender 'didn't want to fit in' or when 'small insular groups in the 
community won't see outwards'. If the involvement was not enjoyable or 
social problems were too great then integration was too unlikely to work. 

Failure of the aim of averting people from prison was attributed to 
restricted use of the sentence. 

The main aim identified by each sponsor is represented in Table 28 
according to category and degree of accomplishment as in the earlier tablc:s 
of all aims. The proportion of aims falling into each category IS 
approximately the same as in the more complete table - with 'Benefit to 
the Offender' clearly emerging as the main aim most frequently expressed 
by sponsors. Similarly, sponsors' perception of the success of the main aim 
differs little from the complete table. 

Table 29 shows the proportion of sponsors who selected at least one aim in 
each general category. 

It may be seen that 58% (34) of the sponsors saw benefit to the offender as 
an aim and 49% (29) benefit to the community as an aim of community 
service. "Community-offender integration was the third \) most common 
concept, with 31 % (18) of the sponsors expres~ing this ailJl. . ~unishment 
was mentioned by 24% (14) of the respondents. The provIsIon of an 
alternative sentence was the least frequently mentioned idea. 
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TABLE 28: MAIN AIMS OF SPONSORS AND WHETHER THEY WERE 

THOUGHT TO BE ACCOMPLISHED 

AIM ACCOMPLISHED? 

Yes Yes, But No Total Percent of 

% No. % No. % No. No. overall total 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 69 

Paying back 
Doing work (no reference 
to reparation 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 68 

Discipline/routine 
Developing new work 
skills/interests 
Mixing wi th different people 
Per sonal gro wth 
Minimise disr,uption in life 

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRA TION 

PUNISH THE OFFENDER 

ALTERNATIVE. SENTENCE 

Specifically Custodial 
Other 

67 

100 

50 

9 31 

5 

4 

J7 20 

3 

2 
1 
9 
2 

6 33 

4 

4 38 

2 
2 

TOTALS 68 40 25 

4 

3 

5 

o 

1 
o 
4 
o 

3 

o 

3 

3 
o 

15 

J2 

13 

7 

o 

o 

o 

3 

o 
o 
2 
o 

o 

o 

1 
o 

4 

13 

8 

5 

25 

3 
1 

15 
2 

9 

4 

8 

6 
2 

59 

22% 

42% 

15% 

7% 

14% 

100% 

i 
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TABLE 29: SPONSORS! AIMS IN GENERAL' CATEGORIES(l) 

AIM 

Benefit to the community 

Benefit to the offender 

Community - Offender Integration 

Punish the Offender 

Alternative Sentence 

Miscellaneous 

% 

49 

58 

31 

24 

19 

2 

- No. 

34 

18 

14 

11 

.-

I 

Note (1) : Percent and number of sponsors who gave at .least one aim in 
a category (N = 59). See Chapter 2, page 39. fOlr details of 
this analysis.:' 

AN ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE (0 : 34) 

Sponsors were asked two specific questions relating to the.useof .community 
service as an alternative to imprisonment. When asl<ed directly If they saw 
'reducing the number of people in prison' as an aim of community service, 
79% (51) said 'Yes', 12% (8) .said 'No'jand 9% (6) did not know. Some 
sponsors were also questioned indirectly on this subject and their answers 
suggested that about half of them thought that this aim was being 
accomplished. 

The offence for which the most recent person had been sentenced to 
community service was eventually known by 72% (47) of the sponsors •.. If a 
sponsor k,pew the offence, .they were ~nv1ted t.o gu~~s what the perso~ would 
have been sentenced' to If comm\Jntty serVIce nad not been available. 
There was a fairly equal division between sponsors who thought the" person 
woLlkl have gone to jail and., those who thought they would have got a 
different non-custodial sentence. Fifty-one percent (24) of 47 sponsors 
thought the person would have been given a non-custodial sente~ce - ~ fine' 
(12),< or nOQ:-residential periodic detention (seven) or probatIOn (fIve). 
Fort:Y:-1'~V;[~;"\l~ercent (22) of 47 sponsors thought a' jail sentence may w~ll 
hav:~ bl~~_!l~~tJ:~~J.,,, One sponsor could not make a guess • . :t~~;' 't,: 
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THE BENEFITS 

" 
Bene~~ts for the Sponsor Organisation (Q : 26; 27; 28; 29; 30) 

.'--'\ 
\ ,'--!" <~ 

Benefit to the organisation from the person or people on community service 
was reported by 88% (57) of the sponsors. Twelve percent (8) considered 
that they had not benefited. ' 

1;' 

Of the 57 sponsors who felt there had been some positive 'benefit to the 
organisation, 65% (37) talked mainly about the help they had received from 
the offenders; 23% (J 3) not only mentioned the value of the act'ual service 
but also described some extra benefits; 12 % (7) saw the benefit mainly in 
terms of personal growth for people in the organisation • 

Comments abo\Jt the helpfulness of the offenders on community service 
were enthusiastic and positiVe - 'the tasks she did have reaHy helped the 
schoo!'; 'he did a job th,at wouldn't ,nave got clone otherwise'; 'it's a poor area 
;;, now the local people can let their kids 'on the beach safely'; 'i t!s meant the 
people can have a community centre'; 'we've had an extra pair of hands and 
technical skills' at no cost'; 'everyday tasks' are getting done around here'. 

{J 

Some sponsors mentioned not only the jobs done but also some extra 
positive outcome for the organisation - 'I've really enjoyed the contact with 

, them', 'they've created a good vxample for the trainees'; 'we gained a keen 
volunteer who did extra hours and eventually became a valuable employee'; 
'he went beyond hi's hours - made and maintained a contact as friends with 
the kids'; Iwe learnt that given the chanced}ertain people can come up with 
the goods'. 

A few saw the benefit to the organisa.tion in terms of increased awareness 
~fother people's difficulties ·and, .. personal growth from the involvement -

,"ihrade me aware they ar_e like us~; 'i,t !=reated a good, feeling at the home -
)::people can see someone improving themselves and helping themselves. I've 

enjoyedo it'; 'it's, given us insight, .. '- more community involvement, more 
understanding of people and their problems'. 

c".: ... -:: >:.7~ ~ 

Where a respondent reported no (?ene'fH to 'the organisation, it was either 
because the organisation was too) big and/ the help not really noticeable (2 
cases) or because the communitY,:"rather tfmn the organisation was seen to 
benefit (2) or because the help wa::s"'seen neutrally or negatively (4 cases) :
'i t hasn't harmed us'; 'the quality of the service left a bit to be desired'. ) 

',7; 

'" ,A cr.ude profit equation was calcuJated for each sponsor (where possible) as 
follows: the net time worked was calculated as the number of hours served in the last applicable month minus any time the organisati'bn had put into 
administering the order; this figure was then multiplied by the local hourly 
pay rate for the kind of service given by the most recent offender. 
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It was possible to make this kind of estimate in only 57 cas,es; elsewhere it 
was inappropriate or impossible to set a wag,e. There was great variation 
between sponsors when money was used as a measure of benefit. The mean 
benefit per month to a sponsor was $149 (range $0 - $819). 

3.8.2 Benefits for the Offender (Q : 27) 

Every sponsor thought at least some of the pedple they had had on 
community service had benefited from contact with the organisation. Only 
9% (6) of the sponsors expressed doubts about some of the offenders ; 91 % 
(59) answered positively for all cases. Sponsors accounted in various ways 
for their belief 'that offenders had benefited. 

The most tangible examples of benefits_ to the offender came from the 22% 
(I4) of the sponsors who reported connections between the offender and 
organisation continuing after the hours had be~n com pleted. A t ~ 2 
organisations at least one person had stayed on afterwards as a volunteer; 1ft 
two of these cases,the person had later been employed at the organisation. " 
One sponsor described the continued involvement of an offender's family 
with the organisation after completion of the hours. In the remaining case 
an offender had later joined a craft co-operative attached to the 
organisation. 

" 

An experience of being trusted and accepted was thought to be the most 
positive benefit to the offender by 17 % (11) of the sponsors - 'he knew he 
was accepted here'; 'she could find olJt that not everybody puts them down -
they can stilJ make it'; 'we gave her the keys- she could see she was 
trusted'. 

Enjoyment and satisfaction in the work or gaining confidence through it 
were seen as benefits to the offender by 17% (II) of the sponsors - 'he 
seemed happy ,and enjoyed the children'; 'she got satisfaction from the- job 
she did'; 'there was satisfaction in doing well'; 'It helped her gain 
confidence'; 'she was quiet when she carne - now she's come out of her shell'. 

The benefits 'of meeting new people were emphasised by 15% (10) of the 
respondents - 'they saw another facet, of life'; 'made new friends'; 'an 
opportunity to meet a whole cross-section ot the community that might not 
have been met'. 

The development of new skills and intE!'rests was commented on by 14% (9) 
of the sponsors as the main benefit to offenders - she learnt skills about 
mothering'; 'learnt what goes on in the district'; 'an opportunity to see the 
law from the other side'; 'learnt about disabled people';; 'took part in a work 
relationship~. 
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Only a minimal benefit to the offender, or one which cam~ naturally from 
the type of sentence, was seen by 15% (10) of the spon~ors - 'it's better than 
PO'; 'better than any other sentence he would have got'; 'a protected place 
to do. the hours'; 'she could bring her 11 ttle boy down'. 

Where the respondent thought an offender had not benefited, this was 
thought to be because 'theydidnit want to be here or have the hours in the 
first place'; 'it was boring or they weren't interested'; 'they got depressed 
here (old people's hospital) - it's a tough place'. 

GENERALIMPRES~ONS ~ 

3.9.1 What Was Most Liked (Q : 31) 

Sixty-one sponsors described what they liked most about the community 
service sentence. (Four felt they didn't like the sentence). Thirty-six 
percent (22) most liked the fact that the community service sentence 
provided a flexible sentence - one which could be used to keep people out 
of prison, or save them from getting into further trouble by being unable to 
pay fines. They also saw it as a sentence which was more positive than 
pther alternatives: 'it doesn't divorce a person from society'; 'it doesn't 
ilabel someone so much'; 'more constructive than a fine'. 

The feeling that they were helping an offender was most liked by 25% (16) 
of the sponsors. This was a sentence which gave 'the opportunity to help 
someone who wants to be helped'; that gave 'the ordinary person a chance 
to be available and know that somewhere there's not just a 
left-out-in-the-cold feeling'. 

The fact that a needed service was being given to the community was 
identified by 17 % (11) ot the sponsors - jobs were getting done; skills were 
being used; and, in some cases, 'reparation' was being made. 

Several descriptions of what was most liked emphasised that the community 
service sentence had given the opportunity for personal growth - and 
occasionally for 'something special' to happen. (iNineteen percent (12) of 
the sponsors most liked this quality of the sentence and several gave 
illustrations of the growth of relationships and of the mutual benefit tha,t 
could be shared by the offender and sponsor.$ome organisations arranged 
fol' the offender to help individuals, and in these cases particularly, the 
extra care was evident. One sponsor recalled the day a woman took ill 
suddenly and had to go to the doctor. The offender who was gardening for 
her at the time sprang into action and took "the frail, gentle old lady" down 
the main street in his van - resplendent with its psychedelic swaztikas. The 
friendship was sealed. A friendship evolved between another offender and 
the family he was helping, and later, although the person reoffended, the 
family continued to be supportive and caring. Another offender 
persevered with the hours despite extremely difficult personal 
circumstances, and eventually became accepted in a small, initi.slly 
refecting community. 
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3.9.2 Improvements (Q : 32) 

Sponsors' suggestions for -improvements to the cOlnmunity sent~nce are 
shown in Table 30. Sixty-eight percent (44) of the sponsors contributed to 
this list; 32% \ (21) could not think of any improvements. Most of t;/le .. 
s~~gestions reflected a need. f?~ closer ties bet",,:e~~ .the ~poi1sor. and !he' 
'probation office!", clearer defInltIOn of the responslbllItles of those myolved, 
and some solution to the attendance problem. \c; 

TABLE 30: SPONSORS' SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPRoVEMENTS TO THE 
·i 

COMMUNITY SERtVICE SENTENCE 

SUGGESTION Number of. sponsJrs 

ho • (1) II t IS suggestlOn, I' 
(. " 1/ 

1/ 
\~, 4 

Greater in.,volvement from probation officer with' J 
routine calls 
Hours more fixed 
Reimbursement for sponsor expenses 
More discipline to finish hours 
Publicity to get more varied placements 
Clearer instructions for sponsors 
Init'ial meeting of sponsor, offender & probation officer 
'Clearer job goals for offenders 
Offender to record hours 
Choose offenders who are motivated 
Vet the sponsors, 
More information about the offender 
More total care for the offender (housing etc) 
Initial meeting of sponsor, probation officer and judge 
List of information avaiJable about'offender '.' 
so sponsor can select & offender ·know what is known 

. to sponsor '" 
Terminating interview between sponsor and probation officer 
Sentence people wIth alcohol or drug dependency 
to community service more often 
Use community service for offenders with learning 
d isabiHties. 
Don't .use community service for repeated offenders 
Match placel'J,ent to offence 
Place offenders wher.e they are known 
Give longer hours if unemployed 
Give .communi:ty Sf5-r.:vice to unemployed 

~ 

Note (1) : 44 Sponsors made a total of 69 suggestil~ns. 

I) 

who made!;' 

13 
7 
7 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
.2 
2 
I 
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3.9.3 Continued Involvement (Q: 33) 

3.10 

Asked if they would take more offenders on community service, 74% (48) of 
tI1e sponsors said that they would. Another 19 % (12) would take people if 
certain conditions were met - if there were jobs to be done (3); if the 
person was suitable (4); as long as there were only one at a time (4) or two 
at a time (1). Eight percent (5) of the sponsors said they would not take on 
more people. Two did not have enough work to be done; one had become 
worried that their organisation was 'putting. their good name on the line'; 
two felt it was too much trouble. 

SUMMARY AND ISSUES 

The 6;5 sponsors interviewed represented day and residential centres, special 
interest groups, sporting and recreational groups, schools and pre-school 
centres, service organisations and churches. Approximately half of them 
had both" paid staff and voluntary help, a quarter only paid staff and the 
remainder depended entirely on volunteers. 

Experience of being a sponsor varied a great deal. Recruitment ranged 
between one month and 28 months prior to the survey, with an average of 
16 cmonths. Most had been aware of the scheme before they were 
recruited. Two-thirds had been asked to take part by a probation officer, a 
quarter by the offender, a friend or family, and the remaining few made the 
approach themselves.'''' 

Just over half of the sponsors had experience with more than one offender; 
the total number of placements for this group being 202. About a quarter 
of recently remembered offenders were known or known of by their sponsor 
prior to the placement. 

Most sponsors (71 %) made some qualification about the kind of person they 
would take on community service, although very few had ever refused a 
placement because of the offender's personal characteristics. 

The most usual source of information about the offender Was the probation 
officer. In the majority of Cases (82%) sponsors met the offender before 

., the placement was finalised. A third of the sponsors h~ibw virtually nothing 

. about the offender before they met them. Just over a half had been told 
the offence, and some details about the' offender's personal 
circumstances. Asked what they felt they needed to be told, just over a 
third said they wanted to know nothing or very little; the same number 
wanted quite a complete picture, and the rest mentioned some specific, 
limited information. c. 

RegUlar hours were usually ad-anged, although in nearly a tlYird of the'lZ:ases 
a much more flexible arrangement was made. 

" A variety of tasks were performed by offenders.- Half of these were 
cleaning and maintenance jobs. Occasionally, however, more creative 
tasks were given to offenders. Three-quarters of the offenders spent at 
least half their time in the company of others, although only very ra,,rely did 
offenders work alongside each other. 

-
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About a quarter of all placements were thought to have ended without the 
hours being completed. In the majority of cases sponsors knew the reason 
for the early ending, but in a significant number of cases they were 
uninformed.. Offenders had sought an ending to the placement slightly 
more often than sponsors. Other main reasons for. early ending were 
breaches and reoffending. . 

The majority of sponsors had experienced some problem as a result of being 
a sponsor.. Eighty percent reported at least one problem relating to an 
offender - the problems originating either in the offender or reactions to 
the offender and 51 % reported at least one problem relating to the 
probation service. 

By far the most common problem in the first group was poor attendance. 
Other fairly frequently mentioned problems were difficulties organising 
time; staff and volunteers not trusting the offender; difficulties in 
adjustment to having an offender around; the offender's punctu'ality or 
quality of work. 

The most common problems relating to the probation service were 
inadequate information - both about the scheme and lack of feedback about 
the progress of the placement, and sponsors feeling unclear about their 
responsibilities. .. 

When asked to decide who was finally responsible for certain administrative 
tasks (sponsor, probation officer, judge, offender), most sponsors saw 
themselves organising the hours, giving tasks to the offender, deciding if 
the quality of work was acceptable and keeping a record of the hours. Most 
thought the probation officer was finally responsible for deciding if an 
offender is appropriate for the sentence,explaining its purpose and how it 
works, attempting to resolve disagreement between offender and sponsor 
and starting breach proceedings. On several tasks sponsors were undecided 
as a group about where responsibility.finally lay. 

Sponsors were asked to give the aims of the community service sentence, 
and say whether or not they thought they were being accomplished. The 
most common aim expressed was the provision of benefit to the offender 
and those aims were thought to be accomplished about two-thirds of. the 
.time. A similar level of accomplishment was expressed for the aims of 
providing benefit to the community and promoting community-offender 
integration. The provision of an alternative sentence and punishment were 
the least commonly mentioned aims. The provision of an alt~n~tive 
sent't:!nce was thought to be achieved by only haH the sponsors who chose 
this as a main aim. The aim of punishment was seen to be nearly always 
achieved. 

Most sponsors (79%) saw reducing the number of people in prison as an aim 
of the community service sentence, although of those who were able to 
guess what sentence their most recent offender would have received if 
community service had not been available, just under half thought it might 
have been custodial. 

---~--~ ---------~--____________ - ____ i ... '---------"·~ ____ --------------.--~~ ______ ~ _ 
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Th~ rn.ajority of sponsors (88%) said their organisation ha.d benefited from 
bemg It)volved. As weJl as describing the jobs which had been done several 
mentioned enjoying being a sponsor and an increase in social awaren~ss. 

All ~he sponsors fe~t at least some of the people they had had on community 
serVIce had benefIt,ed from the placement. Being accepted and trusted 
were seen as benefIts for the of'fender; as were job satisfaction, meeting 
new people, and developing skHls and interests. Twenty-two percent of 
sponsors described the continued involvement of an offender with the 
organisation after the hours had been completed. 

Spons~rs most liked the fact that.:the community service sentence provided 
a fleXible, constructive sentencing option. They liked the feeling that they 
were hel~l;~g offenders and getting jobs done. Several people most liked the 
opportumty that such a sentence could provide fC'/r the growth of 
relationships and mutual benefit. 

~ variety of improvements to the schem£ were suggested - including greater 
Involvement from the probation officer with routine calls hours more fixed 
f?r, the offender, reirn.b~rsement for sponsor exp8nses, b~tter discipline to 
fInISh· the hours, pU,bl1clty ~imed at getting more vat:\ed placements for 
offenders, clearer InstructIons for the sponsor, and an initial meeting 
between the sponsor, offender and probation officer. 

Alth~ugh sponsoros generally enjoyed their involvement with the community 
serVIce scheme and were enthusiastIc both about its present operation and 
potential growth, at the same time they ackno\v'ledged difficulties in several 
areas. 

The interviews with the sponsors identified several issues for consideration: 

Should the roJes ahd responsibil ities of the sponsor, offender and 
probation officer be more clearly defined? Many sponsors felt unclear 
about what was expected of then'). In particular, they could be clearer 
about the division ofresponsibilties between themselves and the 
probation officer if difficulties arise within the placement. 

Could the communication between the sponsor, offender and probation 
officer be better? Almost a third of the sponsors reported that they 
·,had not been given enough information, and several complained about 
the lack of feedback when a placement broke down. Routine 
c~mmunication between all three people might make it e,(j;sier to deal 
WIth problems early on. Ongoing feedback might also enable sponsors 
to have a stronger sense of being supported and to feel confident about 
things going well. 

3. Can, the "attendance problem" be reduced? AJthol,'gh community 
~ervlce placement: may be expected to suffer from any problem which 
I~ n?rrnally found 111 the, workplace, poor attendance is clearly a major 
dIffIculty for the sponsor. Offenders' not turning up was the main 
problem reported by sponsors, (with nearly two-thirds of them having 
experienced some difficulty in #his area. \~il 
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CHAPTER 4 INTERVIEWS WITH THE OFFENDERS 
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jI 
DESCRIPTION OF RESP0NDENTS 

" ,'~ Demographic Features", ",. 

S,ixty-ejg~t oifender~ were interviewed. G', Seventy-two percent (49) were 
°male. 01 the 54 wnere ethnic group was recorded, 24% (13) were Maori 
and 76% (41) were,DNon-Maori. The youngest respondent was 17, the oldest 
(?3, and the medjan age was 24' years. Table 31 shows that 51 % (J,5) of the 
resp~nden~s were .. sin~1e, 43% b29) were eith~r married or in a de facto 
r,~latlon5hlp, the remall1der were separated or divorced •. 

A high proportion, 44%, of respondents reported being unemployed when 
they were sentenced to community service as Table 32 shows. However, 
this proportion dropped to 28 % while respondents were performing' 
community service. 

i/ 
{.\ 

~TABLE 31 : MARITAL STATUS OF OFFENDERS 

STATUS 

Married/Defacto 
Separate9/D i vorced 
Single -

TOTALS 

a , 

Women 

28 

No. 

8 
2 
9 

19 

Men 

% 

43 
4 

53 

72 

No. 

21 
2 

26 

49 

Total 

% 

43 
6 

51 

100 

No. 

68 
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TABLE 32: EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF OFFENDERS 

STATUS 

When Sentenced 

Employed 
Unemployed 

, Housewife 
Single parent on benefit 
Student 
Other 

TOTALS 

While Doing Community 
Service 

Employed 
Unemployed 
Housewife 
Single Parent on Benefit 
Student ,:; 
Other 

c TOti\L~, 

Offences Committed and 'Hours 

Women 

% No. 

4 3 
12 8 
7 5 
3 2 
1 1 
0 0 

28 19 

10 7 
6 4 
7 5 
3 2 
2 1 
2 ;1 

\. 1 

29 20 

Men 

% No. 

37 25 
32 22 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
3 2 

72 49 
" 

'~r, 

44 30 
22 15 
a 0 
a a 
2 1 
3 2 

71 48 

Total 

%0 No. 

j" 

41 28 
1~4 30 

7 5 
3 2 
.l I 
3 2 

I '100 68 

54 37 
28 19 

7 5 
3 2 
3 2 
4 3 

100 68 

Q 

The largest proportion of offenders, 45%/ committed crimes against 
property, 37% were involved in traffic offenc~s, and 16% committed cdmes 
against the person and 2% committed crimes ~lgainst justice. Table 33 lists 
the offences committed by general descriptiod and shows that theft was the 
most commonly committed offence followed 'i:closely ··by driving unoer tpe 
influence of alcohol. Respondents were given' a .. mean of 101 hours ranging 
from 25 to 200. " 1\ i'l '. 
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TABLE 33: OFFE NCES FOR WHICH COMMU NITY SERVJCE 

\. SENTENCE WAS RECEIVED 

OFFENCE 

" 

Theft 
Driving under the influence 
Fraud 
Driver condi tion;; 
Driving withou~ licence 
Serious assault 
Burglary" 
Drugs - cannabis 
Receiving 
Property destruction 
Robbery 
Grievous asault 
Sexual affronts 
Drugs - not cannabis 
Gaming 
Against justice 
Driving manner 
Failure to obey 

o 

TOTALS 

Previous Sentences (Q: 1,2,3) 

No. 

22 15 
18 12 
13 9 
9 6 • 
6 l~ 

4 3 
4 3 
4 3 
4 3 
3 2 
2 1 
2. 1 
2 1 '" 
7:\ 1 
2 1 
2 1 
2 1 
2 1 

100 '68 

II 

Most of the respondents,.? 1 % (48), had experienced another court s~ntence 
prior to theircurr~nt sentence of community s~rvice. Of these, 27% (18) 
had only one prevlOus sentence, 21% (14) hade'two previous sentences and 

,,21 % (J 4) had three or more sentences. Two respondents did not answer this 
question;, . ./,,' 

A fine was the most common type of previous sentence with 56% (37) of the 
respondents having had at least one fine prior to their current sentence. A 
previou~ probation sentence was also common, 44% (29).. Twenty-six 
percent (I7) had had periodic detention, 17 % (I 1) had been in _custody" and 
3% (2) had been on community service before. 

c 
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Additional Penalties (Q : 12) 

Twenty-four respondents received community service as their only 
penalty. One additional penalty w~s given to 33 respondents and II 
respondents receive'd two other penalties. 

The most common additional sanction was disqualifi~ation from driving (19 
cases) followed by probation (I3 cases). In 11 casoes probation, and in 
another 11, disqualification, was the only'(ldditi?~al seJ'itenc~. Re,~~itution 
was imposed 10 times, in 6 cases as the only add1tlOnal penalty. A fme was 
imposed twice. 

THE SENTENCING PROCESS 

Before exammmg the actual experience of offenders onc~ they fiad be~n' 
sentenced to communlty service, enquiries were made ,abput their 
experience leading up to their convic,tio~. In parti:ular we we.re interested 
in the sentences offenders were expecting to rece1ve and the1r subsequent 
reaction to receiving a community,-' service sentence. Additional 
information was also gathered on the unique provision whereby an offender 
must consent to do community service. This provision naturally led to 
enquiries about the offender's knowledge of the community service sentence 
prior to being sentenced to it. 

Expected Sentences (Q : 5, 6) 

Respondents were first asked what t,hey thought their sentence would be and 
then what" sentences had been suggested to them and by whom., The 
difference between the'sentence that was suggested to the offender and the 
sentence they were expecting to get gives an idea of the personal ~iew 
offenders take of their situation. Most offenders, 84 % (57), ,had some idea 
of their probable sentence. Only 16% (I 1) had no idea of what pe~alty 
they would receive. Sixty-six percent (45) .had someone suggest what 
penalty they were likely to get if they were convicted. The,other 34% (23) 
of respondents had not received any suggestions. 

, ' ., 'j) 

In 22 cases the off~ndeJ;'s lawyer told them what sentence ,they were likely 
to get. In 14 cases the probationofiicer mentioned a sentence. In the 
remaining nine cases a minister of religion, staff at a boarding hostel, a 

, policeman or frierias suggested sentences. " 

Thirty-five percent (24) -of the, offenders who were ,expecting a single 
sentence were exp,ecting a custodial sentence but a custodial sentence was 
only suggested for 6%(4) of them .. ;'A fine;.was expected by 24% (16) of ~he 
offenders but was only suggested in 7% (5) of the cases. "COt:r;lJi1Un1~y 
service was expected by only 4% (3) of th~ offenders yet was ,sugge$ted H1 

25% (17) of the cases. Periodic detention was expected "by 4 % (3) of the 
Ii' offenders yet was not suggested once as a sentence. I? ,0 D •• 
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In addition to offenders wh6~, were expecting only, one penalty in their 
sentence, another 16% (l n mentionei3 more than one expected penalty. 

,) Imprisonment, a fine, periodic detendon.1 probation and community service 
were mentioned in a variety of combinations and alternatives. In a similar 
way 25 % (17) of offenders had a combination of penalties suggested to them. 

Knowledge of the Sentence (Q: 4, 8) 

When asked if they had seen the booklet "Givin Service - a uide to those 
sentenced to Community Service" (Justice Dept., 198·! , only 37% 25 of 
respondents said they had seen this booklet. Of the 43 who had not seen it, 
25 respondents expressed enough interest to want to take a copy at the time 
of the interview. 

Only 22 % (15) offenders had met a community servi:;:e sponsor atJhe time 
they were sentenced and had therefore had a chance to discuss what they 
would be doing for their community service. 

Consent (Q : 11) 

. Eighty-seven percent (59) of the offenders said they were asked if they 
would cpnsent to do community service and 13% (9) said they were not 
asked. Thirty-four of those offenders who could recall being asked, were 
asked by the probation officer or community service supervisor when they 
were being interviewed for a probation report or a community service 
assessment. 

Sometimes this was after a detailed explanation of evmmunity service and 
other times it followed an outline of the other alternatlvesor options 
available' to the judge', The other eight offenders who were asked by a 
probation officer or cOn'imunity service Supervisor, were asked either in 
court or after they were sentenced. 

Eleven were askced by the judge in court, and the remaining six were asked 
by their lawyers., , 

Of the nine offenders who replied that they were not asked if they agreed 
to community service, three of them had suggested it themselves, and 
therefore there was no need to ask them if they consented. Three felt they 
had had no choice - if they had not consented to community service they 
would have received a custodial sentence and because they did not want a 
custodial sentence they consented. In two cases the respondent was sure 
that they had never been asked to consent. The other case was where a 
substitute sentence of community service was suggested by the offender. 

J/ 
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In respq,nse to a later question where respondents were asked who they 
thought should be responsible for fin~ing out if they consent to 0 do 
community service, 59% '~fd:he respondents" said it should be the probation 
officer. Thirty-five percent thought it should be the judge and 6% (4) 
thollght it should be the sponsor. 

The reasons for agreeing to do community work were varied. Over half of 
the offenders felt that it was the best alternative. Some said they could 
not afford to pay a fine, some said they did not want to go to jail - "I was 
willing to say yes to anything" - and others thought it would be better than 
perjodic detention. A few respondents agreed to do community service 
because they "agreed with the benefi ts" ot liked the idea of "being of 
benefit to other people". 

Others mentioned that they had ag'reed to do community service because 
they were "unemployed and (it) would give me something to do" or because 
they liked the idea of doing it in their own time or ,simply because they 
wanted to "get !.J~-,v-er and done with".' 

/- ~ . 
Other reason(~"-tc:r-,,:,~g~i~g-~o the se~tence wer7: "I thought it was ~~,9!1~ 
sentence for a fIrst COhY-le:t19Jl", "My sponsor saId she was prepared to take 
me on - surprisingly", "It was tl1eCO: only way to hang onto my kids", "I wash't 
really thinking about the sentence, just that my father was ill", "It was just 
the natural thing to say" and "It was the only sentence really suitable for 
ll'1e because I lived in the country and had no drlver's licence". 

The Right Sentenc~? (Q : 7) 

Perhaps it is not surprising that most offenders felt community service was 
the right sentence for them because it allowed them to serve their 
sentence with the least possible disruption in their lives. Eighty-eight 
percent felt it was the right sentence, 6% felt it was Dot the right sentence 
and another 6% initially felt it was right but changed their mind once they 
started doing community service. 

The reasons for thinking cornmllnity service wa,s the right sentenc~ varied. 
Although a few people said they thought community service was right for 
them because it seemed a light punishment or an easy way out or "better 
than jai1'~, most of the respondents had more spedfjc personal reasons for 
thinking it was the right sentence for them. 

These personal reasons included havihg a particular physical condition (two 
offenders were pregnant), a family situation which required the offender's 
presence, or a job with particular commitments. Community service meant 
they could organise their hours or type of work around thes~ health, family 
or em ployment considerations. 0 

Other personal reasons included not being able to pay 'a fine, having plenty 
of spare time or avoiding the trouble they saw themselves getting into if 
they were in prison or doing periodic detention. In these cases doing 
community service suited the financial or social situation of the offender. . s 
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l 
(, OnlY"eight offenders felt communityc service was not the right sentence for 

them. The reasons they gave were that they could afford,· to pay a fine or 
that community service did not actualIy suit the seriousness or type of 
offence corn'mitted. 

Fifty-nine percent (40)' of the respo~a~nt.s felt" that the number of hours 
they were given were about right - "because I've got plenty of time", "it's 
what'I deserve", "especially since you're given a year to do it". Nineteen 
percent (13), felt the number of hours they were given were too few. This 
was mainly beca4se they had had other offences - some had II or 12 other 
offences. Twenty-two percent (15) of respondents7 felt the number of 
hours th~y were given was too many. 

Expectations of the Sente"nce (Q: 9) 

Thirty-three percent of the respondents had no idea 6r no expectations of 
what community service was actually going to be like - "I was just happy to 
have my freedom". The others commented on the type of work they were 
expecting to do or their expectations of the ease or interest of community 
work. Some offenders (8) were expecting community service to be similar 
to perioqic detention; others (5) thought it would be just like work. Ten 
people were expecting to do manual outside work for those who could not 
afford to pay for it. 

Although 15 respondents had already met a community service sponsor only 
five re~pondents felt that they knew what to expect when they' we-re 
sentenced to community serviqe. 

ARRANGING THE PLACEMENT 

Finding a Community Sponsor (Q ! 17) 

Forty-six percent (31) of the offenders were asked jf they knew of a place 
where they would like to do their community service hours. Eighteen of 
them knew of a place and eventually did their community service there, two 
did not know of a place so accepted the one chosen for them, and the other 
two did not get their choice of placement because the sponsors were not 
suitable. Nine of those who were asked did not know of a place so sought 
out a suitable one for themselves. 

The nine offenders who had to seek out a sponsor were questioned further 
about this experience. In imost of these cases approaching a community 
group and explaIning community service to them was considered to be part 
of the community service assessment - that is if they could find a suitable 
sponsor they would be recommended for a community se1rvice sentence. 
Someorespondents felt this was a difficult thing to do espedially since it was 
not a certainty that they would get community service. Others commented 
that they appreciated the chance to find their own 'community group, but 
found it difficult to approach some groups. b 
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Forty-nine percent (33) of the offenders were not asked if. they knew of a 
place that they would like to do their community service. Twenty of these 
were given a choice of places. In some case.s the off.end~r was, able to 
choose from a large list of possible community organISatlOns. In other 
cases a few possible community organisations we~e discussed. However i.n· 
13 cases the respondents were not given a chOIce of places to do theIr 
community service. The remaining 6% (4) of the offenders CQuld not recall 
being asked. 

Of the 57 cases where a record was taken, 88 % (50) of, the offenders had 
only one placement, 5% (3) had two, 2% (1) had three. In)% (3) of the 
cases the placement had not been fixed at the time of interview. " 

4.3.2 Types of Sponsoring Organisations (Q : 16) ~ 

II 

Type, of sponsoring organisation was r~corded .in . 60 cas~s. Twenty-nine 
percent (20) of th~ offenders did th~Ir comm~nIty serVIce a.t a. day or 
residential centre" for people needmg speCial care. ThIS mclu~ed 
rehabilitation hostels, centres for the disabled, emergency accommodatIOn 
homes and homes for the elderly. It also l~lncluded t.wo cases where 
respondents did orderly work at a general hospital. 

Special interest groups w~re serve~ by. 21 % (l~) .of the respondents~ Thes~ 
groups were conservatiomst organISatlOns, political concern gr04ps, MaOrI 
cultural groups, theatres and the SPCA. Sporting and recreational groups 
took 18 % (12); ~chools and pre-schools took 9 % (6) as did service groups and 
individuals; churche~. took 6% (4). One offender described hi~ sponsor as a 
"caretaker at an airport". Six percent (4) of respondents did not have a 
sponsoring organisation. at the time o~ the i~terview eit~er becau~e t~ey had 
only recently been sentenced or theIr prevIous spons~nng orgamsatlon had 
not been suitable and they had.not yet been matched WIth another sponsor. 

4.4 THE SENTENCE IN OPERATION 

4.4.1' The Hours Served (Q : '23) 

Most.of the offenders serving hours at the time of their interview ?~% (42), 
did their community service at set times. Three of them had specifIC hours 
to attend and the other 39 had the days specified. Of these, 12 offenders 
did their community serviCe during the weekends and 27 did their hours on 
specific days during the, week. Fifteen?f those who did their~ours. on 
specific days did some hours every day; S.1X of them worked full-tIme (I.e. 
five days and seven to eight hours a day) and the other nine worked an 
average of four hours a day. 0 t? 
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There were five offenders who worked only one day a week for an average 
of four and a half hours a day and seven others who did their community 
service hours over two or three days a week. In these cases the respondent 
put in between two and four hours per day. 

No set times were laid down for 34% (22) of the offenders. Thirteen of 
them ~ang ~he sponsor when they had time av~ilable and arranged a 
convement tIme to do some "work". Four others dId their hours when they 
wanted to, one beginning with eight hours a day but dropping off as the 
work ran out. In five cases, even more flexible arrangments were made. 
This included having a "free rein", where offenders could do whatever they 
wanted, whenever they wanted, to do it. 

Four offenders were not doing any community service at the time of the 
interview: (i.e. still within the 12 months and not terminated because of 
other offences).Tw.o doubted whether they would complete their hours and 
two others had not begun doing any hours. II 

Service Performed (Q : 20) 

c, Offenders were asked specifically'l what they did for community service. 
There was a total of 145 separate tasks from the 64 offenders who answered 
this question. The primary task of each person was identified and is 
summarised in Table 34. 

TABLE 34: TYPE OF SERVICE PERFORMED 

MAIN TASK % No. 
.;:.1 

Garden 31 20 
Maintenance 17 11 
Caring for people 11 7 
Painting 9 6 
Off.ice 6 4 
Kitchen 5 3 
Animal Care 5 I, 3 
Theatre Q 3 2 
Education related 3 2 
Sport and Recreation 3 2 
Miscellaneous 6 4 

TOTALS 100 64 
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Not only were garden-related tasks the most frequently mEintioned but for 
nearly a third of respondents (20),i,t was their· pr.imary task. Tasks 
included clearing overgrown gardens, c~tting hedges, - digging and weeding 
gardens, stacking wood, building a, terd~ce, burning scrub, repotting plants 
and mowing lawns. 

Maintenance work which was a primary task for 17% (11) of offenders, 
involved. plumbing, renovation, carpentry, and cleaning windoWs." Although 
painting jllp.S a primary task for only 9% (6) of offenders, it was a task 
frequently)\jentioned. ,(:", 

u 

For 11 % (7) of the respondents, caring :.for people was their prime task. 
These tasks included making tea, reading and organising games for old 
people; doing housework for disabled people; feeding, cleaning, and reading 
to IHC children; assisting IHC trainees in their workshops; and orderly 
work at a general hospital. Five perceritt (3) of offenders did cooking and 
kitchen related tasks and three were in~iiolved in looking after and feeding 
animals. Two offenders were each invblved in the.._ theatre - setting up 
shows; education - filing books, helping children in libraries; and sports and 
recreation - refereeing basketball and coa.thing rugby. 

Six percent (4) of offenders did office-related 'work. For two this entailed 
cleaning offices. The other two,howeve:r, were involved in more creative 
tasks such as designing a file system, :;writingarticles, designing office 
space, staffing phones, organising activ;ities and attending courses and 

o I, 
meetIngs. !! .• : 

Six percent (4) of offenders spent thei.1" community service doing other 
tasks. These included mechanical work Ibn a bus, demolishing a church and 
setting up rooms and equipment for groupilmeetings. 

II Ii 
Almost all of those wJw were doing clbmmunity service at the time of 
interview thought that their work was cllearIy described to them. Only two 
people had found their tasks were not m/ide clear. 

Contact with Other People (Q : 19) 

Seventy-six percent (48) of offenders carne fn contact with other people 
while they were doing their community service hours, 19 % (12) worked 
alone and 5% (3) worked with only one other person. (Five offenders did 
not respond to this question). 

Respondents were also asked a series of qu~stions about the type of 
relationship formed with people they rnet while they were doing community 
s~rvice. Table 35 summarizes this information. While 85% (41) of 
offenders felt comfortable with ~Re. people they met, only 4,0% (9) of them 
spent or would like to spend time 'tvith them outside community service hours. 
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TABLE 35: TYPE OF RELATIONSHIP WITH PEOPLE 

MET WHILE DOING COMMUNITY SERVICE (N _ 48lD 
OFFENDERS 

RELA TIONSHIP Yes No Yes, But 
% No. % No. % No. 

Felt comfortable with them 85 41 8 4 6 3 
Enjoyed seeing them 77 37 4 2 19 9 
Made friends with some 
of them 50 24 27 13 23 11 
Spent, or would like to 
spend time with them 
outside community service 
hours 40 19 38 18 23 11 
Note (1) : Twenty o~fenders either worked alone, worked 

other or dId not respond to this question. 
with only one 

PROBLEMS (Q: 18) 

A Jist of 13 problems was read t t h 
to indicate' if any of these pro~l~mso: ~ r:spondents ~nd they were asked 
their community service hours ~ a occurred whIle they were doing 
further details were obtained a~d ~~; r:~y 0 PJoblem tha~ t~ey mentioned, 
any other problems which dOd t h P n ents were InvIted to mention 

I no s ow up on the list. 

.. Sixty~three people completed this u . . 
experIenced no problems at aU . F~r~st~~n anf~ 29% (18) said they had 
total of 106 problems. Fort ~e 0 y- Ive 0 enders ~ad experienced a 
problems and 24% (1.5) mentron!~h\hDercent (30) mentIOned oncr or two 
presents the distribution of types of pro;lee or mo~e problems. Table 36 

" ems expenenced by offenders. 
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TABLE 36: PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED BYOFFENDE~S" 

--------------~------r_---~--

PROBLEM 

Hard to put the hours in 
Showing up late ,-

II Transport problems 
1\ Not liking the work, ' 
\\Getting put down 
"[v'oney problems 
;'~t'getting on with 
1;ponsor 
lrasks not clear 
II 
l:>roblems at home 
l?roblems with other 
~~orkers ' 
~r~hildcare problems 
~ ork was too hard 
G thers . 

\1 L~ 
Ii 

TOTALS 

Number of offenders who 

mentioned this problem 

and h<;id: 

I or 2 
II 

problems 

(N = 30) 

14 
7 
5 
2 
1 
3 

2 
,.1 
1 

0 
2 
0 
3 

, 41 

3 or more 

problems 

(N = 15) 

10 
7 
7 
8 
6 
4 

4, 
4 (,J 

4 

3 
1 
3 
4 

65 

Total number 

of offenders 

who mentioned 

this problem, 

(N = 45) 

24 
°14 

12 
10 
7 
7 

6 
5 
5"\ 

3 
3 

'3 
7 

The most commonly mentioned problem was th~t the r~spondents found it 
hard to fit in their hours. Offenders who men.tlOned thIS ~s '=' prob~em fell 
into~two different groups. One group found," ~t hard, to flt In theIr hou~s 
beciuse they were either busy with other commitments or had changed theIr 
livin situation. For these people community service 'to~k ~way ~ 'lot of 
tl .,(g "free time". The' other group found it hard to fIt in theIr hours 

1eI " d" . tl " because they found their work "boring an POIn ess. 
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Fourteen offenders agreed that showing up late was a problem, although 
some felt it was not really a problem for them as long as they got their 
hours done. For others it was the result of transport or childcare 
difficulties. 

All but one of the respondents who mentioned money problems wer,e 
refej'ring to having to do community service at times when they could be 
earnfng more money e.g. perk jobs or Saturday work. The other talked 
about having to pay extra bus fares. The home problems mentioned 
involved not having time with their family. Tasks not being clear was a 
probl.~m for five Qffenderso who said that although duties were set, they 
were either too "vague or there was not enough work to do. 

Six offenders said they did not get on with their sp0rJso'rs. Three said they 
only met their sponsor once; another said his hours were not properly 
recorded; anoth(~r felt that the sponsor did not trust hjm and another felt 
that he was ignored. The problems with other workers related to thek",!:ot 
accepting the ,offender eit~er by excluding them or by giving thC:Hll ~y;a 
tasks to do without extra support. Not liking the work was a problem 
experienced by 10 offenders. A number of them found their work "petty" 0-

"it drove met nuts". Others did not like their task and others found it hard'" 
spreading t!ieir given tasks out to fill in the hours they worked. 

Table 36' also shows that when a respondent was unhappy doing the work 
requinecf for community service, other problems were also present. Of the 
10 offenders who did not like their work, eight of ,them had three or 'more 
problems. The three people who had problems with other workers, ~lso had 
three or more problems. Four of the six respondents who did not get on 
with their sponsor had a number of other problems as did the four of the 
five who found their tasks were not clear. It is also interesting to note that 
six of the seven respondents who felt they were getting "put down" ,had 
three or more problems. -

JI 

ADMINISTRA TION (Q: 15) 

A:Hst of administrative tasks was read out and offenders·~ were asked to IV 
decide who they thought °should be finally responsible for the task. Two 
respondents "were unable to complete this question and a few haddiffkulty 
with some items; the percentages are adjusted accordingly. Table 37 
presents the respon?es. 

o 

Ihere ~r~ some tasks where there was general agre'e,rnent'O among, 
responde~'i$Y and some tasks where a more mixed impression can be ~een. 

\\7; 
;;/ /~ 

The probation officer was seen by th~ majori ty to be responsible for the 
following tasks: explaining the purpose of community service to the 
Offender; explaining how it will work .1n the offender's particular case; " 
discussing any problems doing community service with the offender; 
~ttempting to resolve any disagreements between the offender and the 
sponsor. 

(I 
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TABLE 37: OFFENDERS' VIEWS OF' WH0 SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE 

FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE ACTIVITIES ."". 

TASK 
)J 
GO, 

a 

Decide if you should be 
considered for CS (N"= 64) 

Decide if you are 
appropriate for CS (N =65) 

Find a suitable 
placement (N =65) 

Explain to you the 
'purpose"of CS (N = 65) 

, Explain to you how 

Judge Probation 

Officer , 

% % 
J) 

. \(j 

Sponsor 

% 

3 

12 5, 

-t: 
11 35 

3 

}I 

CS works (N =64)~~~lQ~~~ ___ ~_~.~~_=-.. ~=-----=-
"'~ __ .0=-_'-"-- ,;,~:.."'_.- -o--~----'.-;;:;-·~-~~~- ~~-,,---~;-=--=- ~- =---=-

Find out if you consent 
to the sentence (N = 63) °35 59 " ') 

co 

Organise the hours that 
you w.ill work (N = 65) 3 15 

,Give tasks to you~(N = 66) 3 & 

,))ecide if the quality of 
,',YP:Qr:::se~')!i,c;~,~is OK"(,N~66)'"'"'=="'=--2 =,=,='"'-"-- '10 

·-·<·~:.:c__ <' 

Keep a record of the 
- hours (N =65) 

Discuss with you any 
probler.ps withdo,ing, CS 

(j ({N = 65) , 

Attempt to resolve 
disagreements between' you' 
"~nd the sponsor (N = 62) , 

Start breach proceedings 
if necessary (No= 62) 

Give evidence at, brecfch,' 
proceedings if necessary 
(N = 61) 

10 

Q 

2 

'92 

61 

25 

6 

o 
(f3 39 G 

G 

°81, 9 

23 

;b 
24 2 

70 5 
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T~: community service sponsor was generally seen to b~ responsible for 
,glvmg the offender the tasks to do, and deciding if their qU<;l;!jty of service 
w,as OK. 

Although there was no task for which the majority of respondents felt the 
judge was finally responsible, there were three tasks for which some 
offenders felt the judge should have some" responsib1ility. Thirty-one 
percent of respondents thought that deciding if an offender shOUld =be 
'co~sidered fo~ community service was the final responsibility of the judge,' 
whde 61 % thought it Should be the probation office. Twenty-one percent 
f~1t'.it should be the judge's, 62% felt it should be the probation officer's and 
12 % thought it should be the sponsor's task to decide whether an ,offender is 
appropriate for community service. 

Finding out if the offender consents to do community service was thought 
to be the final responsibility of the judge by 35% of offenders and the 
probation officer by 59%. ' 

There were two tasks which some offenders felt' should be their 
responsibility. Thirty-five percent felt the offender should 'be responsibfe 
for findin? ~ suitable placement. Thirty-eight percent of offenders thought 
that decIdmg the hours that they would work shOUld be their own 
responsibility. '0 

o 

AIMS <g: 14) 

Off~nde[s were asked what they thought were the aims of community 
serVIce. They were encouraged\ to give as many aims as they could. They,. 
were thert,asked if th~y thought these aims had been accomplished in their 
case. Finally they were ask,ed to indicate which aim they felt was the main 
aimaf community service. 

"" Each aim was pla~ed into one of five generalcategories,.. benefit to the 
community, benefit' to the\:offe.oder~) community-offender integration, 
punishing the offender, and providing an alternative sentence. 

~ , 
I! 

It may be seen from Table 38 that ttl % of the aims mentioned providing 
benefit to the ofJender.. Most of these aims expressed personal growth (for 
example developing self,..respect, responsibility and ~ trustworthiness) and 
gai!1ing discipline or a routine (for example getting out of bed and being 
punctual) as the way community service benefited offenders. Table 38 also 
shows that in 84 % of cases offenders felt this aim was being accomplished. 

Twenty-six percent of the aims expressed the idea of benefit to the 
community. In 22 cases th~s was expressed as doing work for the 
community and in 18 cases waS seen in terms of paying something back to 
the community. Only 6% (2) people did not think community service 
accomplished this particular aim. 
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The provi~ion ofanotherse~t~nci~g,option was s;en as an ai~ .of C~I1l;;~it~ 
'. . -15% of cases. fhIS aIm was seen to ~e accomplished 10 ,0 

serVIce 10, '. d" I t re' the least cases. Community - offender integratloh an PUOlS 1men ,!,e.!J . 
commonly mentioned aims. Table 3& shows that the maJonty of alms, 

,88 %, were thought to be being ~ccomplished. 
" (I 

The main aims of commu~i,ty servJce were, identified and are. presente? in 
Table 39. The main aim,~ cho$en and degree of accomplishment have 
simiiar patterns to those of all aims ,mentioned. 0 

Fi'nally an examination of Tahle 4-0 shOWS" that 70% of .all offenders gave at 
least o~e aim Cif community service ~s ben~fit to th~ offender and 58 % of 
offenders mentioned benefit to the CO!llmun~ty as an acim. 

TABLE 40: OFFENDERS· AIMS<1.N GENBRALCATEGORIES(1) 

AIM % No. 

(r 

Benefit to the community 58 
Q 

37 

Benefit to the offender 70 4-5 

Community - offender integration 11 6 

'-l 16 " , 10 
Punish the offender cO 

~ 
28 18 

Alternative sentence 

Miscellaneous i8 5 
I! 

Note (1) : Percent and number of offenders who gave at least one a~m in 
this category (N = 6it). See Chapter 2, page 39 for details of 
this anal ysi s. 

THE BENEFITS 
~.i , 

. Respondents were asked if they thought 'they benefited fr~m doing 
community service and also if they thought their sponsor be.neflted !rom 
their community service. Sixty-two offenders answrred thIS questIOn. 
Ninety-two percent (57) of the respondents fe~t theIr sppnsor got some 
benefit; 71 %,(itl~) felt that they themselves benefIted. 
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Benefits for the Sponsor Organisation (Q : 27) 1;-

= 
Of the 57 offenders who thought their sponsor benefited,it7 commented 
that they helped get work done, six felt the benefit was in a particular skill 
they had, one felt it showed the sponsor that "not all crims are bad", and 
the other three were not specific. 

Of the it7 offenders who measured the benefit to the sponsor in terms of 
helping them "get work done", 18 of them were not specific about how they 
"helped out" or "got the work done" •. ' However the other 29 provided more 
information. 0 -2" 

Seven people felt they were helping out by saving the sponsor money that 
they would otherwise have had to spend on general maintenance work. Six 
offenders "mentioned improving or tidying-up a place :0" painting fences, 
doing gardens and providilig general maintenance work. Rive others felt 
that by doing more routine jobs the sponsor could spend more time with the 
people the organisation was helping. Another way that five offenders felt 
they helped the sponsor was to do work that the sponsor or the community 
could not .do themselves. This was for reasons of age, money or health. 

Finally, six offenders thoughf they helped by providing an extra pair of 
h_ands to do a task already being undertaken by the sponsoring organisation, 
such as orderly work in a hospital, setting up classrooms, general kitchen 
work, and assisting in a library.' 

Benefits for the Offender (Q : 26f 

Seventy-one percent (it4-)o£ the offenders felt they had benefited from doing 
community service. There was a wide variety of reasons as to how they 
felt they benefitedapd what they thought they gained with some 
respondents mentioning more than one benefit. ,;" 

Eleven offenders mentioned a postive experience from nieeting, different 
people. Some of these people were the,actual sponsors who seemed to 
appreciate and take an interest in the them. Some were the clients of the 
community group who clearly needed assistance and who also expressed 
their gratitude to the offenders (e.g. elderly people). Two respondents 
commented specificaUy on their feeling that the people they met did not 
treat them like criminals and were willing to give them a chance. 

Eight offenders mentioned personal gains - self-respect, a sense of 
responsiblitiy and trustworthiness,. "an open mind", re-establishing 
comrnuni~ation wlt~ other people, and "feeling be~ter" about themselves • 
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Seven people felt community. service had giv~n thefl! <;in insight ~nto 
community groups. Seven others felt communl.ty service. had benefi~ed 
them by giving them work experie~ce or get~mg the.m I~to a workmg 
discipline, and anoth~r seven felt domg community serVIce Just gave them 
something to do, filled ~n their time or gave them a break from other tasks 
they were involved in. 

Six offenders said they benefited by learning something new such as 
lear;ning about local history, gardening and other tasks related to their 
community service work. 

Four people felt community service kept them out of jail, three felt ~hey 
benefited by being able to stay with their families ~nd one said he beneflted 
by the process of being sentenced rather than by domg the sentence. 

Twenty-four percent (15) of offenders felt they did not benefit fror~ doing 
community service, (the remainder were unable to say). Three saId t!1ey 
had not learnt anything and community service was just time-:consUiTIlng; 
two respondents felt it was a penalty that ,they had to do; one saId he could 
not have benefited since he ended up in jail; another said he only learnt,to 
play better tennis and another said it was not going to stop 'pot-smoker~". 
One respondent said he had already decided to change .b~fore domg 
community service and the other six respondents were not specifIc. 

Other Benefits (Q: 28) 

Offenders were also asked if they thought there were any other benefits of 
community service not q!ready mentioned. Forty-seven~~rcent. (32) 
thought there were other benefits. Eleven of these peopl: me~tlOned 
benefits to their family situation - seven felt there was less disruptIon for 
their family. In all these cases, imprisonment was clearly thought to have 
been avoided. Two respondents made specific r~ference to saving them 
money, and one felt' society had benefited because he was no. lo~ger an 
"active crim". The remaining offenders mentioned pleasing the clients of 
the community organisation and benefiting the community 1n general. 

GENERAL IMPRESSIONS 

Will Community Service Make Up For What You Did? (Q: 29) 

The majority of offenders, 65% (41) felt that doin!? community service did 
make up for the effencethey committed.. Thirty-two percent (20) felt that 
community service did not make .up . for it, and 3% (2) could not see 
anything wrong with what they did. (Fi've offenders did not respond to this 
question). c: 

I 
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Of the 410ffenders who felt they had made up for what they had done, 14 
commented on how they had "worked hard II, "suffered" or "got punished". 
The general attitude of this group of respondents was that "I got into 
trouble and I paid for it." Nine offenders felt they made up for their crime 
by putting something back into the community. Some of them expressed a 
sense of relief at having the chance to pay back the community for 
something they knew they had done wrong. ' 

Two other offenders mentioned how community service had made them stop 
drinking - another two felt doing community service had given them time to 
think about what they had done wrong. One offender said community 
service would not deter him and another said it would not help the 
victims. The remaining offenders made no further comment. 

" 

The offenders who felt that doing community service would not make up 
for what they did had a variety of comments to make. Most of them fel t 
that community service did not relate to the offence committed, especially 
when victims were invel vea, and was not a penalty because they were 
helping people. Others felt that the additional penalties they got, 
restitution or a fine, made up for the offence more than doing community 
service did. 

Was Community Se(vice Any Different From What You Expected? (Q: 30) 
-- \, 

~~'~~.::::-.=::~ 

Fifty-seven percent (33) of offenders felt doing community service differed 
from their expectation, 43% (25) felt it was no different and ten people did 

. not answer this question. 

Most of the offenders whose experience was different from their 
expectations felt the difference was positive. Thirteen of these people felt 
it 'was a lot "easier, friendlier" and they felt more appreciated. They 
commented that "the people were good"; "they got involved"; "it was not 
demoralising;" "it was relaxed" and lithe community itself did not ignore 
you because you were an offender." Six others had expected the work to be 
a 10Charder, and seVen were expecting to have someone "standing over 
you". This lack of supervisio,n was a pleasant surprise. Two people 
commented it was just like working. (One was doing orderly work at a 
general h~sPital and the other work~ at a theatre). 

Does Community Service Help Keep ~bople Out Of Trouble? (Q: 31) 

Offenders were asked if they thought doing community service helped keep 
them out of trouble. If they gave a positive answer, they were then asked 
how, whereas if they replied no, they were asked what they thought would 
have. Sixty four offenders answered this question although five of them 
felt this question mistakenly implied they were always 'in trouble'. Two 
people, felt it was up to the individual and two had not been doing 
community service for long enough. 
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Sixty-one pe\'cent (39) of the offenders felt that community service had 
kept them oU'~ of trouble. Thirty-two of these made some comment about 
how commul1~ty service had done this. Eleven people felt community 
service kept 1;hem out of trouble because "it kept me busy and occ~~d", Qr 
"I didn't have time for anything else". SeVen offenders specifically 
mentioned thlit community service kept them away from pubs and drinking 
too much. 

Two offenders tried hard to do their community service well and stay out of 
trouble, because they were pleased to have a non-custodial sentence. Two 
others felt 'useful' and that community service gave them "a lot more to 
look forward to". Another othree commented that community service 
reminded them of what they did wrong. The remaining seven gave more 
particular reasons why community service kept them out of trouble; "it 
made me stay at home"; III didn't think about my problems"; "community 
service took me to the Reverend and he is teaching me."; "I don't want to do 
it again - I think I'd rather go to prison"; "it taught me a lesson"; "it's 

,qaken me off the streets and given me full ... time work"; ''I'm not mixing with 
the wrong people". ' 

Twenty-four percent (16) of offenders said community service did not help 
keep them out of trouble. Two commented this was because they had 
grown out of committing crimes, another four felt community service had 
made them "think tv/ice", but they ocould not say whether it would stop them 
reoffending, fOt]r felt nothing would help keep them out of trouble while two 
respondents clearly felt a cu~todial sentence would. One offender felt a 
job would keep them out of trouble; another felt it was possible they would 
offend again because they did not think the offence should be a crime; and 
finally one respondent said it was the process leading up to the sentence not 
the sent~nce itself, that would keep him out of trouble. 

4.9.4 Whatc'Was Most Liked? (Q: 32) 

Offenders were asked what they liked most about the community service 
sentence: 79% (54) commented favourably and 13~~ (9) had unfavourable 
comments. Seven percent (5) did not comment on this question. 

Being able to do community service at times that suited was what 15% of 
the respondents liked most about the sentence. This flexibility of hours 
was even mentioned by some respondents who said they' did not like 
community service. 

Not having some-one standing over you and telling you whf,l.t to do was also 
liked. Eight respondents mentioned this. Another eight ,offenders liked 
community service because it meant not going to jail, or getting periodic 
detention or a fine; four specifically menticmed prison. To three .who saw 
their alternative sentence as being a custbdial one and therefore taking 
them away from thfeir homes, it meant they were able to stay with their 
families~ 

ci , 

I 

I 

r') 

'\1 

~ I 
\~ 

" ,I 

I 

4.9.5 

,-

120. 

Seven respondents liked the community service sentence because of. the 
people they .met - they were described as being tlfriendly'" and "really good 
to get o~ WIth.", Another s~ven liked "helping people out" and six liked 
commumty serVIce becaus~ It gave them "something to do." The :first 
group of hkeable characteristics seem to be related to the structure of the 
sentence. The se~ond ?roup relate more to the specific experience 
respondents had whIle domg a community service sentence. There were 
al~o 13% (9) of the. oifender~ who did not like community service. Four 
saId there was nothmg they lIked about it and three said "it was just a, job 
and ,had to be done." The other two offenders did not like community 
ser.vlc.e because. tl~ey had not enjoyed the actual work they did. One was 

, stnppIng and pamtmg a fence, the other was cleaning windows. 

Improvements (Q : 33) 

As a fin~l quest!on, respondents were asked if there were any ways that the 
commumty serVice sentence could be improved. Fifty-two percent (35) 

TABLE 41: OFFENDERS' SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS TO 

JHE COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE 

SUGGESTION Number of offendel"s who made 
this suggestion (1) 

More variety of jobs are needed especially 
skilled, meaningful and educational work 
Hours should be more strictly controlled 
Sponsors should be better prepared 
Should be used for lesser charges 
Offenders' need for information 
Should be more widely advertised 
Should provide eqUipment or hireage 
Needed a better system for recording the hours 
Should start as soon as sentenced 
Should reduce hours if you have kids 
Should be used for unemployed people 
Should be used for 'crims' 
Offend.ers sho,uld be asked what work they want 
ProbatIOn offIcers should take more interest 
ShouJd be able to do it in own time 
Should be a Jist of possible organisations 

Note (J): 33 Offenders made a total of 36 suggestions. 
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of the offende~s could not think of any ways or did not comment. There 
were, however, some very useful comments maq,e by other offenders as can 
be seen .in Table 41. Most of the suggestions made by the offenders 
reflected a dissatisfaction with the work they were doing, the poor 
kn,owl~dge and preparedness of sponsors and a desire to s~e the sentence 
used more often. " 

4.10 SUMMARY AND ISSUES _ 

Offenders were mainly male,'Non-maoti and single. Forty-four percent 
were unemployed when they were sentenced, although some moved into 
employment while they were performing the sentence. Offences were 
mainly property and traffic offences and 35% had community ser'vice as 
their only penalty. Seventy-one percent of respondents were not first 
offenders. 

Most offenders formed some opinion of the penalty they were'likely to get 
and this was often, different from what had been suggested to them. A 
community service sentence was expected by only 4 % of offenders yet had 
been suggested by others in 25% of the cases. There was generally a poor 
knowledge 6f the community service sentence prier to receiving it altheugh 
87% were asked and cOflsented to the sentence. Given that there was such 
a peor knowledge of the sentence it is not surprising, that the reasons 

'offenders had for agreeing to do community service varied sa much. Few 
.offenders cansented because they wanted ta da cemmunity wark. 

Almast half of the ofienders were invalved in arranging a placement but the 
experience .of this process varied a lot. The procedure whereby offenders 
sought out their own sponsors had merit but only suited offenders who were 
confident, articulate and presentable. 

'\ 
Most offenders worked out a system for doiri"g their hours that suited both 
parties but in some cases too much rigidity or, flexibility caused 

"difficulties. The tasks done were mainly gardening and maintenance work 
and although most offenders got on well with their sponsors,contact after 
their hours were completed, was rpre. Many offenders recorded no 
problems but those that did often had a number of inter-related problems. 

The main aim of community service expressed by most o#enders was to 
benefit the offender in a personal way and most felt this aim was being 
accomplished. A notable number of offenders felt they did not benefit at 
all. Almost all of them felt their sponsor benefited. 

Generally offenders had completed their hours with a good impression of 
__ the community service sentence. Sixty-five percent felt doing it made up 

U for their offence, 61 % felt it had kept them out of trouble and 79% 
mentioned things they liked about the sentence. It was clea.r that the 
flexibility of arranging hours and the lesser supervisi~n were popular 
features. The improvements mentioned by offender's reflected a 
dissatisfaction with the work they were having te do, the poor knowledge 
and preparedness of sponsors and a desire to see the sentence used more 
often. 
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The interviews with offenders identified some issues for consideration: 

1. How ':11L1ch information should" be iven t ff 
consent may be better informed? O~e d Ok 0 ~n~ers so that their 
of the time of consent was li;nited n ,ers , now e ge of the ~entence 
having seen the relevant booklet ab t' WJtl: JU,st und~r two-tlurds not 

2. 

3. 

ou comlnumty service. 

~~ffU~df ~j1~e:~~~~:eersin:~;~e~S~~dfii~d~~~ t~eir own placement? About 
some cases sought the placement thel~se7:~ of a placement, and i,n 
create? difficUlties for the offenders (but in oth~rs t~n ~omel cases thJS 
appreciated. ':> le lI1VO vement was 

0' 

Should the type of work 'I bl b ,0' 

ff d avaJ a e ,e more vaned and creative? S' 
o en ers expressed a desire for ' ' ome 
educational work and better preparatio~:~r~po~~~;~~~r ~~a~l~~!~en~~d 
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CHAPTER 5 INTERVIEWS WITH DISTRICT COURT JUDGES 
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5.1 'DESCRIPTlON OF RESPONDENTS 
I) 

I' 

5.1.1 Experience as Judges 0 o 

Interviews were conducted with 11 District Court' Judges to secure their 
views of the aims and operation of the community service sentence. The 
experience of the judges as magistrates '0r District Court Judges ranges 
from two to 14 years wi th a mean of 7.8 years experience; the judges had 
attended an average of three sentencing conferences (the range was fq)m 
zero to five conferences). 

o v 

.5.1.2 Use of the Cqlnmunity' Service Sentence (Q: 1, 2) 

Judges were "asked to estimate the number of offeriders{i'Jhey had sentenced 
for impl;isonabte offences in the last month and to estimate the number of 
offenders they had sentenced to community service in the last month. The 

'judges haddiffiCulty:,with the first question and (Jonsistently indicated that 
because of the \ high volume of cases they could not give a reliable 
e,stimate. For the second question, three of the 11 declined cto offer an 
est,imated figure. "With one exception, however, they alli::1hd1cated that they 
ir}frequent1y used the community service sentence. 

, "Seven of tLie eight judges, fo; Whom ~lata were available, estimated that 
about 3 % of their sentences are community service. "Two of them reported 
that they haanot sentenced any offenders to community serVice io the last 
monthc and-;,one of them estimated haVing sentenced between "10 and 15. 
The eighth 'judge estimated tbat ohe-~hird of the 'total of 90 offenders 
sentenced from the court in the las~, mooth were sentenced to community 
service., This judg~ follows the. 8iracti~e of inv~ting offenders to ,do 
£d'mmumty serVIce lnstead o~, paymg a fme \vhen It appears thaJa flOe 
might create a hardship fot' the ojfend~r or the offender's family. The fine 
1'5 converted to c'orn'munLty service at the rate of $5.00 per hQur. ' 

DECIDING TO IMPOSE, 'rHSl SENTENCE 
"'.:, 

5.2.1 
i Suggesting the Sentence (Q: 3) 

Q 

" 

A sugge!?tioon that community service be consideredofor a particular pffender 
is initiated in one of three ways - by the. judge requesting a co,inmunity 
service assessment, a probatiO'n officer initiating the suggestJon in a 
prqbation report, or from the offender ei ther directly or through counsel. 

6 ~ () . . 

Nine of the judges reported that' they sometimes requested community 
service ass'7f~sments, seven indicated that sometimes the suggestion Is 
forthcomjng'in proba"tion r~por:ts, and six indicated that the suggestion f~r 
communi ty $el'vice is sorgetimes initiated by the client, usually through 
counsel. 
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Four of the judges said that they usuaUy initiated consideration -. of 
community service by requesting an assessment and four indJcated that 
consideration was usuaUy initiated in their courfs through'~a suggesfion in a 
probation report. Two indicated that in about half the cases they, and in 
about half the probation officer, initiated consideration of community 
service. One judge was unable to give a proportior(~: 

Information Required ',',Q'. 5 6 9) 0, , 

c-

The nine judges who requested community serv'ice assessments were asked 
what information they would like to have included in the assessments. 
Seven judges offered 13 suggestions relating to the appropriateness of the 
offender. Two of th'e judges wanted a straightforward state~ent .frorn the 
probation officer that/the \:I.Hendee is appropriate. However most wanted 
more specific inform~;hon.;\~, 

'~, 

This included indications that the"qffender was reliable enough to carry out 
the sentence; i~formation as to ho\:I,tthe offender has responded to previous 
community based sentences; how the offender was likely to respond to the 
community service sentence, whether the offender has demonstrated 
self-discipi'ine and the ability to comply with other sentences, the possible; 
worthwhile contribution of the offender to a community service scheme, 
and any physical disabilities of the offender. The judge who used 
community service as an alternative to the fine was also interested in 
knowing something of the family circumstances of the offender because a 
fh1e might harm the family by reducing ,available resources. 

Five of the nine judges wanted information in the community service 
assessment report regarding offender c~Qsent. 'One of the five was looking 
for whether lithe person has expressed aG&.lluine de,sire to unJlertake it." 

Eight of the nine judges offered 12 responses relating to the availability and 
type of service to be performed by the offender. Two ,were satisfied wi~h 
simple statements«(th'ar" community service was availabJe but the others 
indicated that the~ would like information regarding the nature or,~ype of 
work that had been arranged. One judge wanted information regarding the 
schedule of hours to be worked,and who the supervisor would be. 

All 11 judges received information regarding community service sentence 
proposals eith~r from communitr service assess:ne.nts or ~rom. p~obat~on 
reports. The Judges were asked If they were satisfied or dissatisfied With 
the information being made available to them. Six judges were satisfied 
and five were dissatisfied. 
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All of the 'judges who were')dissatisfied wanted more inJorrnation about the 
nature of service being proposed and where the offender would do the 
community service. They were partictHarly concerned that the service 
would not be a continuation of an activity in which the offender is already 
engaged. Examples were given such as a keen rugby league player being 
proposed for community service which was a continuation of his rugby 
activities and a Maori offender who was active in a marae being proposed 
for community service which was a continuatiRr of the work he was already 
doing on the marae. One judge, who gain~d information on community 
service through probation reports only, indicated that in some cases too 
much information, especially social history material, was being provided. 

One judge who was satisfied with the information being received, 
volunteered dissatisfaction with the process. This judge would like to stand 
down the case with an assessment done immediately to permit a sentencing 
decision made 'on the same day. Another judge, who was also satisfied with 
the information being'received at the time o( sentencing, indicated that 
follow-up inforrnation regarding the outcome of the sentence was need~d. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE 

Determining Offender Appropriateness (Q: 15) 

The judges were asked what they took info account in deciding whether an 
offender is appropriate for community service. This produced a variety of 
responses ~rorn 10 of the I I judges which are summarised £01' each judge: 

I. Must be convinced that the offender was not a professional criminal, 
leans against using community service for persons convicted for 
dishonesty and looks for no bad history of previoLls offending. This 
jUdge looks at the extent to which the offender has kept up with 
previous obligations such as .fines although if the person was employed 
and earning good money the judge would sooner impose a fine rather 
than a sentence tha.t might interfere with the job. A young, 
unemployed person, without an extensive criminal history who does not 
appear to be earning a Jiving from crime would be a very suitable 
person for community service. 

2. Uses community service where there are no other suitable alternative 
sentences and, as a general rule, sees sentencing for purposes of 
punishment. Community service falls between a fine and periodic 
detention and is a residual penalty which is available when neither a 
fine nor periodic detention wO,uld be appropriate. 

3. Looks for a minor or no prior history of offending, a non-violent 
offence, reasonably stable family situation and an offender who will 
make an effort to assist in his or her own rehabilitation. 
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4. Looks primarily for a sufficient degreerof responsibility on the part of 
the offender to carry out the sentence, given that the sentence has no 
teeth in case of breach. 

5. Uses the sentence primarily when financial circumstances create an 
inability to pay a fine, and no periodic detention facilities are 
available. It is particularly appropriate for a solo p9.rent with young 
~hildren. 

6. Looks for a non-serious offence, no extensive criminal history, and an 
offender who is willing to participate in the sentence. 

7. Looks for an offender whose history or offence deserves something 
more serious than a fine, and given the circumstances of the oifel1ce 

,= and offender, v.::hether community service appears to be a reasonabie 
alternative for imprisonment, and whether the offender appears to be 
reliable enough to complete the sentence without wasting people's time. 

.', 
" " \\ 

8. Looks at the circumstances and nature of the offending and the 
background of the person and iinds community service especially 
suitable for women who should go to periodic detention but cannot 
because periodic detention is not available. This judge sees community 
service as carrying a good deal less sting than other sentences, ranking 
below the fine in the tariff, and being roost appropriate for 'offenders 
wi th minor histories and a non-serious offence. 

9. Looks for a comparatively minor offence and on the positive side, an 
offender with stable eiTIployrnent, who would probably not require much 
supervision, and who has expertise or special abilities to 9f£er the 
community. 

10. Looks at the background of the offender to seek indicators of a degree 
of responsibility such that the community service will be completed. 
Cited as a negative example was a 17 or 18 year old with a history of 
truancy and wandering the streets who would not be likely to respond 
to community serVke. 

5.3.2 Criteria for Appropriateness (Q: 15; 15.1) 

The judges were further asked to indicate three things tl)at they thought 
would make a person appropriate for community service and three things 
that they thought would make a person really inappropriate .for community 
service. Nine judges were able to identify a total of 2.5 items. which .they . 
thought would make a person appropriate for COmmllf)lty serVice. 1 hese 
are summarised In Table 42. Two judges did not respond and two others 

11$ 
could not identify a"third item. 
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TABLE 42 : WHAT JUDGES THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER 

REALLY APPROPRIATE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE. 

ITEMS % No. 

INDICATORS OF PERSONAL AND SOCIAL 
STABILITY 24 6 
Good employment history 0 
Stable domestic situation 1 
Dependable, reliable 3 
Responded to previous community sentence 1 
Community ties 0 
Age and personal maturity 1 
Ability to fit Into a voluntary organization 0 

WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVA TION 4 

OFFENCE AND CRIMINAL HISTOR Y 44 II 
Moderately serious offence 5 
Short criminal history 4 
Facing real threat of prison 2 

SKILLS, INTERESTS OR ABILITfES TO OFFER THE 
COMMUNITY 

/' 
8 2 

FEELINGS OF CONTRITION: WILL I:,ENEFIT FROM 
SENTENCE 8 2 
Feels regret T 
Likely to benefit from sentence 1 

OTHER 12 3 
Not Appropriate for Other Community Sentences 

TOTALS 100 25 

Forty-four percent of,;the responses related to the offence or criminal 
history and 24% related to indicators of personal or social stability. The 
judges who mentioned criminal history were looking for s~ort or no criminal 
histories and offered comments such as I'no serious history of dishonesty," 
"virtually no previous cdminal record with other than minor offences," 
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"first, offender," and "no substantial prior record". <.crimes of violence 
would generally exclude an offender fro\r consideration for community 
service but beyond that the judges tended to look for a moderately serious 
offence for which a restriction of liberty would be appropriate, but where 
other forms of restrictions (periodic detention or prison) did not fit the 
needs or circumstances of the particular offender. The judges perceived 
the community service, in tariff terms", as falling between a fine and 
periodic detention; one judge, however, was quite articulate in stating that 
the_ s'entence was less severe than a fine. -

5.3.3 Criteria for Inappropriateness (Q: 15.2) 

The judges had more difficulty identifying three things that would make a 
person reaUy inappropriate for community service. Four of the 11 judges' 
could not respond to the question; 19 responses were received from the 
remaining seven judges. Thirty-seven percent of the responses made 
references to personality problems, 26% to the seriousness of the pffence or 
criminal history, and 21 % to indicators of social instability or lack of 
dependability. Information regarding these responses is displayed as Table 
l~3. Four judges did not respond and two other judges could not identify a 
third item. 

TABLE 43: WHAT JUDGES THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER 

REALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE 

ITEMS % . No. 

Social Instability; Not Dependable 21 4 

Personality Problem 37 ] 

Unwilling or Lack of Motivation 0 

Serious Offence or History 26 5 

Offence Not Serious 0 

Offender Sees as Soft Option 11 2 

Lacks Ski-H~~ ,Placement not Available 5 

Other 0 

TOTALS 100 19 
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5.4 IMPOSING THE SENTENCE 

5.4.1 Consent (Q: 13, 14) 

5.4.2 

Ten of the 11 judges determined whether the offender consetlted to the 
se~tence. The judge who answered this question "no" commented; "I r~fuse 
pOint-blank to ask a person in the dock if he consents to do a sentence· that 
is the proper fUnction of a probation officer." One of the judge; who 
secure? consent al~o .expressed a similar view, "it generaHyJappears in their 
probatlOn report~ If It doesn't counsel may indicate; I refuse to descend to 
?ski,ng.a defend?~t d!,rectly if he cons~ntsbecause this puts the judge in-~' 
UlJPosslble POSition. Two other Judges had reservatioris about this., 
Pro vi si.on; 0r:e called it galling and the other noted, "I hope that the 
probatIon offIcer has covered and recorded it in the report but I wUlstill 
put the question to the defendant directly in court; I think that provision 
must go: l don't want to place myself in the position of asking a defendant 
and haVing to back-off from the sentence." The other judges indicated that 
they secureq consent in open court either through the offender's counsel or 
if no counsel is prl~ent, they ask the offender directly. These judges stili 
secured consent even though consent may have been recorded in the 
probation report,or the community s~rvice assessment. 

;-

Only tW? of th~ j~dges reported having any offenders not consenting to 
corn,rnunlty serVice 10 the last three months; both judges indicated that two 
or three offenders had done so but they could not r~call the specific 
offenders. Both judges said they would probably have sent~nced the 
persons to periodic detention as an alternative penalty. 0, 

H M H (Q •• 16) Ii\\ ow I any ours 

The judges were asked what they consider when deciding how many hours of 
serviCe to impose. All e!even judges referred to tlJe gravity of the offence 
and most spoke of avoidmg the extremes of eight or 200 hours. A small 
number of hours were generally thbught to" be a waste of time and effort 
with a fine preferred; a large number of hours, towards the maximum of () 
200, was though t t.o be o~erwhelmlng and decreased the likelihood of 
completion. Six of the judges made explicit reference to setting. the 
number of hours in relation to periodic detention~~' These courts have 
developed precedents to be follOWed for determining the number of weeks 
of periodic detention, saw community service as an alternative to periodic 
qetention, and tried to match the number of hours with the number that 
would be spent doing periodic detention if so sentenced.·' One of the judges 
considered the length of time required to complete the sellt~nce -. an 
offender who works and could only spend a few hourso a week doing 
community service would probably get fewer hours than ohe" who could 
cl)mplete the sentence rnore quickly because of more available time. Three 
judges tried to' get a rough equivalent between the hours of community 
service and a fine. One, who explicitly uses community service as an 
alternative to a fine, converted the fine to community service at the rate 
of $5.00 per hour. 
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There appeared to be a prevailing pattern of using community service as an 
alternative to fines or periodic detention where circumstances in the life of 
the offender make the!§e penalties inappropriate. The number of hours 
required is related to a fine or periodic detention but with attempts to 
avoid extremes. 

5.4-.3 Service Performed {Q: 12) 

Nine of the 11 judges indicated that they had no preference as to the type 
of community service performed by offenders, although four qualified this 
statement with comments such as "must be something differ,ent than what 
he is presently doing in his hobby or spare time," "provided 1<'1: can be seen 
that there is some element of punishment," "something he's riot previously 
been doing which is worthwhile to the community and done in association 
wi th others," and "except as a discipline for offenders, would like them to 
work at something that requires a positive application in an area that they 
have not been working in before." Two judges reported a preference as to 
the type of service performed by offenders. One said, "I want it to be 
something tangible so that we can be sure it is done; I do not want it to be 
any easy option". The other judge would like to see offenders" ••• assisting 
in elderly folks homes, homes for backward children, doing light gardening 
and repair work for handicapped or elderly; something which has a 
communal flavour to help convey to offenders that they are contributing 
something to the public". 

5.5 ENFORCING THE SE.NTENClCe(Q: 17, 18, 19) 

Five of the judges recalled that they had presided over breach' proceedings 
within the last year, four indicated that they have not, and two CQuid not 
remember. Only two of the judges who had presided over breach 
proceedings could recall actual cases; for both cases they reported 
imposing a fine on the offender. One judge was satisfied with this outcome 
and the other was not because this judge would have preferred to have 
sentenced the offender to a month's imprisonment for breach. 

The judges were asked if they were satisfied or dissatisfied wi th the options 
a;vaUable when an offender fails to complete the community service 
sentence. One judge indicated satisfaction, seven were dissatisfied, and 
three indicated that they have not had experience or need to consider the 
qpe'Stion. The seven judges who were dissatisfier aU agreed . that the 
penalty for breach must be made more severe. The~[ would like to see the 
breaGh penalty the same as for breach of periodic detention.,. three months' 

\ ,imprisonment. A to/pical comment was "it is ridiculous for community 
service to be expregsed as an alternative to prison and have maximum 
breach of penalty as a fine; I would like .imprisonment as a breach of 
penalty and on a par with,P.D." Threei,iudges commented on the need to 
brj,ng breach proceed.ings immediately ratl1er ):han wait for twelv~ months. 
One, for example, noted a "need to be able to-", breach wben a person fails to 
show up at a placement; must be able to 'bring [her /himJ before- the court 
immediately on failure to do the service". 

1\ 
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AIMS (Q: 10, ! 0.1) 

Ead! judge was as~ed ~hat th,ey perceived to be the aims of the cOI:nmunity 
~erylce sent,ence.' .I'A=I,sLQf aI,ms was noted and then the judge was asked to 
lIldicate Whl,ch was the most Important. One judge was unable to respond 
to the9uestIOn other than talking about the place of community service in 
the tanff as a less severe sanction than periodic detention and three of the 
judges identified aims but indicate~ that th~se were of equal importance 
and could not be ranked. All the auns mentIOned are categorized in Table 
'+4. 

TABLE 4't : ALL AIMS MENTIONED BY JUDGES AND WHETHER 

THEY WERE THOUGHT TO BE ACCOMPLISHED 

AIM 

I' J 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 

Paying back 
Doing wor,k (no reference 
to reparation 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFE.NDER 

Personal growth 

COMMUNITY - OFFENDER 
INTEGRATION 

PUNISH THE OFFENDER 

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 

Specifically Custodia I 
Other 

M [SCELLA NEOUS 

TOTi\LS 

ACCOMPLISHE))? 

Yes Yes,but 

2 

1 

o 

5 

2 
3 

10 

o 

o 

o 

1 
o 

o 

3 

No Don't Total 

Know 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

o 

o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

4 

4 

1 

1 

o 

o 
o 

o 

7 

4 

6 

2 

3 

6 

22 " 
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Six of the 22 aims mentioned were directed towards benefiting t)1e offender 
and six towards use as an alternative sentence. Examples cif the first grotp 
included "primarily designed to try to reform; most imaginative of all th~ 
reformative sentences," "rehabilitation for the offender," and "show people 
are will1ng to listen and help; satisfying to do work which has the reward of 
achievemerlt. 1I Examples'of this latter grouping included statements such 
as "keep offenders as much as possible in community," "one more 
alternative to imprisonment," "another option short of imprisonment," and 

. "another sanction; gives us greater flexibility; fits in the tariff between the 
fine and P.O." 

The judges were asked if they thought the aims they had specified were 
being accomplished by the community service sentence. Responses to this 
question are also' presented in Table {llf. The judges thought 13 of the 22 
aims were being accomplished (three with quaHfications), two were not, and 
for seven of the aims the judges did not i,<now. Two of the judges who 
identified punishing the offender did net think this aim was being 
accomplished. Optimism was expressed in relation to the alternative 
sentence aim. 

TABLE 45: MAIN AIMS OF JUDGES AND WHETHER THEY WERE 

THOUGHT TO BE ACCOl\1PLlSHED 

AL'vl 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 

Paying back 

BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 

Personal Growth 

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 

. Specifically Custodial 
Other 

TOTALS 

ACCOMPLISHED? 

Yes Yes,i3ut No Don't Total 

Know 

o 

o 

o 

2 

I 
I 

2 

I 

I 
o 

3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

1 
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2 

2 

2 

3 
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Of the seven judg:s ~ho were a?l.e to select their most important aim 
(Table 1+5), three mdicated prOVIsIon of an alternative sentence two 
selected benefits to the offender, and two indicated aims of benefit to the 
community. Degree to which they thought these were accomplished is also 
given in Table 1+5. 

Table 1+6 shows the number of judges who selected at least one aim in each 
category. (See Chapter 2, page 39 for details of this analysis) • 

TABLE 1+6: JUDGES' AIMS IN GENERAL CATEGORIES 

AIM 

Benefit to the Community 

Benefit to the Offender 

Community-Offender Integration 

Punish the Offender 

Alternative Sentence 

Miscellaneous 

AON ALTERNA TIVE SENTEN~~E (Q: 11) 
\; 

Number of judges who gave 

at least one aim in this 

category (N=lO) 

,: 4 

5 

2 

3 

5 

I 

To gain an indication for whi~:h penalty the community service sentence 
might serve as an alternative, the judges were a!:iked to recall the two most 
recent offenders they had sent\\'!nced to community service and were then 
queried ~bout sentences they ITlight have used had community service not 
been avaIlable. Most of the jUdges, could not recall the two most recent 
offenders they had sentenced tOI community service. Only eight offenders 
(out of a potential population \Df 22) could be recalled. Four offenders 
would have been sentenced to pleriq,Clic detention (mean of four and a half 
months), two would have been s~mtenced to prison (for three months each' 
both by the same juClge), and t~ro would have been fined (one $750.00 and 
one $'+00.00). i 
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Community Service Versus Periodic Detention (Q: 20) 

What makes a judge decide to sentence a person to community service 
rather than non-residential periodic detention? Responses were available 
from 10 of the 11 judges on this question. Seven of the judges indicated 
that they use community service when periodic detention is not available or 
would create hardship for the uoffender. Three use community service for 
women offenders because of the lack of periodic detention centres. Other 
factors included shiftwork which made periodic detention impractical on 
Saturdays without fnterfering with the offender's employment, being away 
on Saturdays may cause hardship for a family man and geographical 
location which made a periodic detention centre inaccessible to the 
offender. Two judges based their decision to sentence to community 
service rather than non-residential periodic detention on indications that 
the offender would be able to handle the flexibility of the community 
service sentence and had abilities to contribute to the community. One of 
these judges related this decision to the breach sanction - lIexpectation of 
the assessment that he will complete community service; would use 
community service much more if there was a more practical sanction when 
a person broke his obligation; the offender has been let off lightly when he 
gets community service or periodic detention and when fails should be 
handled more severely.1I One judge indicated that since community service 
is a less severe penalty than periodic detention, it would be used when the 
offender or the offence calls for a less severe sanction. 

5.7.2 Community Service Versus a Fine (Q: 21) 

Eight of the 10 judges used community service rather than a fine when a 
fine would either create hardship for the offender or the offender could not 
pay a fine. Examples included solo parents or people with family 
commitments on low incomes. One judge noted that "the two are not 
alternatives, but in these hard times I may use community service where the 
fine would cause hardship.1I Another judge indicated that community 
service was a lesser penalty than a fine and used community service wh.ere 
the fihe would be too harsh a penalty but where some sanction needed to be 
imposed rather than discharging the offender. An alternative view was 
provided by another judge who uses community service when the fine is not 
a sufficient penalty such as for IIpeople earning $300-400.00 a week for 
whom paying a fine is license fee; the fine is not severe enough; better for 
them to give something back to the community by physical means and 
through curtailment of their leisure.1I This judge indicated that the fine 
and community service may frequently be combined. 
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5.7.3 An Alternative to Imprisonment (Q : 25) 

5.8 

5.8. 1 

5~8.2 

The judges were also asked if they saw reducing the number of persons in 
prison as an aim for the community service sentence. Seven said 'no' and 
four 'yes'. Three of the four judges who answered 'yes' qualified their 
responses. Two indicated that while they perceived this as an aim they 
thought it was not a practical or realistic aim and the third indicated that 
all community based options had this aim. 

THE BENEFITS 

The judges were asked to identify what they considered to be the benefits 
of community service for the offender and for the community. Nine judges 
responded to this question. One judge did not have sufficient experience to 
offer a respons<f~: and responses were not secured from another judge because 
of need to shorten the interview. 

Benefi ts for the Offenc:!er (Q: 22.1) 

A range of potential benefits was identified including "acceptance and 
compliance with a court imposed sentence involving loss of liberty other 
than prison," "obtaining pride from working for the commUl'lity," "giving the 
offender something constructive to do," "involvement in a community 
exercise may bring him in touch with ordinary people," "contact with the 
community and the possibility of getting employment," "not mixing with a 
hardened bunch of sinners," and lithe best chance of any sentence to convey 
to the offender the notion that he is putting .something back into the 
community.1I 

Benefits for the Community (Q: 22.2) 

Three judges were unable to identify benefits to the community from 
community service. One of these judges noted that "a person who has 
abilities will probably be using these abilities anyway." The remaining eight 
judges identified 14 benefits for the community. Six of the judges 
identit.ied necessary work being done as a benefit to the community. Half 
of the judges thought the community would benefit by taking more 
responsibi!ty for its offenders. The comments of these four judges were: 
"Encourage the society to take ,a more enlightened view to offending in the 
community"; "If effective have a member who will not offend against the 
cornmunity again"; "Has to live with its inadequate member; forces the 
community to absorb its nuisance offenders; must cope with its own sick 
people"; "Involvement of comrnL\nity organisations wi th offenders". 
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Three judges noted that the sentence was less costly to impose thaQits 
usual alternative (periodic detention or prison) arid one judge thl)ught that 
the community benefited because the sentence "enables the court to impose 
penalties where none other is possible .. " 

GENERAL IMPRESSIONS 

What is Liked Most (Q : 23) 

'..: .::,. 

Ten of the 11 Judges said what they like most about the community service 
sentence. Four judges most liked the flexibility of the sentence in the 
sense that it can be tailored to the interests, needs, and available time of 
the offender. Another four judges liked the sentence because it provided 
an additional sentencing option for the court to considerL One noted, for 
example, that it is "an additional sanction available to the court; the wider 
the range of sanctions, the more appropriately we can sentence." OnC! 
judge liked the sentence because it "relieved the person of the rigour of 
doing a periodic detention sentence where he does ~not require this but 
without community service would have to do. periodic detention.1I Another 
judge responded to the question by saying it Was "a saving on state funds, 
cheapest form of sentence, costs state nothing." 

Improvements (Q: 24) 

How could the community service sentlence be improved? Three judges 
indicated that they did not have sufficient experience,,rwlth the sentence to 
respond to this question. One' judge indicated that no change was necessary·· 
although this judge went on to comment that, "my· duty is to puni;:;h 
offenders to prevent other offences; I use community service very little 
because it does not have punishing value; is a more a reward than 
punishment.1I The other seven judges, however, had some r,~ther specific 
commerts which are summarized in Table 47. -
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,. TA.BLE 47: JUDGES' SUGGESTIONS FOR HOW THE COMMUNITY 

SERVICE 'SENTENCE COIJLD BE IMPROVED 

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

SUGGESTION 

Provide judge with more information 
regarding proposed placement 

More severe penalty for breach 

Number of judges who made 

this suggestion (N ;: 7) 

5 

4 

Bring breach proceeding before year has expired 

More community servfce sponsors 

.1 

2 

Have assessments done more quickly 

Offender to apply to court for discharge 
wher; service is completed 

Increase maximum hours to 400 

Drop requirement for consent 

5.10. SUMMARY AND ISSUES 

:he 11 )udges ,interViewed for this study made infrequent use of the 
commumty ~el'VICe sen~en~e. Most perceived' its place in the tariff as 
betw:en a fl~e and perIOdIC detention although one judge was of the view 
that co~nmumty serVIce was a less severe sanction tllan a fine. It was used 
pr~dom1nant1y as an alternative to periodic detention and to a lesser 
eX,tent, as an alternative to the fine. There appeared to b: a pattern of 
usmg ,community se~vice as a. penalty when other community based 
pena1t~es ~re not a,vallable or CIrcumstances of the offender make othel' 
penalt~es map~r?~rIate. Examples of this included the lack of periodic 

\~\ dete,n~l~n facIlltlrs, for w0r,nen, Saturday employment creating the 
'i)", pos~lblhty tha.t perIOdIC detentIon will interfere with an offender'S job, the 

deslr~ ~o sh~e:d some types of offenders from·' harmful influence of 
aSsoclatmg WJl:,l othe,r offenders on periodic detention work, solo parents 
who cann~t afford a fme and who are required at home to provide childcare, 
~nd low mc~me or unemployed persons for whom the fine would create 
~ndue hardshIp for them or their families. The courts sought indicators of 
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stability and reliability in the offenders beif)g cOnsidered for community 
service, such as stable employment, stable accommodation, or having 
responded positively to other community based sentences. The courts like 
community service because it is a flexible sentence which meets the needs 
of a fairly small number of offenders who are not appropriate for other 
penalties. 

The interviews with the judges idelltlfied two main issues for consideration: 

1. 

2. 

Should the breach regulations be tightened up? All the judges who 
were dissatisfied with ,;the enforcement of the sentence felt that the 
penalty for breach should be changed to up to three month's 
imprisonment. Just under half commented on the need to bring 
breach proceedings as soon as the offender fails to fulfil an assigned 
community service activity. 

,.-, 

Should the judges be given more information about the placement? 
Several judges felt that at the time that community service is being 
con&,idered, they should be provided with a cornmunity service plan 
which specifies the nature of the work to be done, for wh<;?1Tl it is to be 
done, and the time schedule over which it is to be completed. 
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',j 

THE PEOPLE INTERVI.EWED 

A survey of people';connected with the community service sentence was 
carried out between April and May 1983 in seven probation districts 
throughout New Zea,land. Four groups of people were ~interviewed - 42 
probation officers, 65 sponsors, 68 o~renders and 1 1 judges - to get an 
overall picture of the way the sentence is operating and to gather the views 
of people most directly involved. n 

, tJ 

The sentence had been in use for just over two years at the time of the 
survey. Probation ofticers had an aver:Jge of seven and a half years' 

! experience in their work and most of them had experience in making 
community service recommendations, although only those officers with 
more direct responsibility for the sentence were fully experienced in its day 
to day operation. Sponsors had been involved wi ttl the sentence for an 
average of 16 months and over half of them had experienced more than one 
placement. Offenders had been sentenced to an average of 101 hours and 
had served an average of 58 hours at the time of the interviews. Although 
most of them (71 %) t)31d served a previous sentence, only two had previous 
experience of the community service sentence. Judges had an average of 
seven. and a half y~ars' experience on the bench, although most of them used 
the community service sentence only infrequently. 

6.2 SELECTING SUITABLE OFFENDERS 

o 

A community service sentence 1\ usually stems EHl11er from a request by a 
judge for an assessment to be, made of whether' the sentence would be 
suitable for a particular offen;tler or from a suggestion in a probation 
officer's report that a community service sentence be considered. Both the 
judges and the probation officers therefore, were asked what things they 
bear in mind when deciding whether or not an offender is really appropriate 
for this sentence. 

Indications of personal and social :stability were, most commonly looked for 
by the probation officers - such l as a good, employment history, stable 
dbmestic situation, reliabpity, community ties, a successfulJy completed 
previous community-based sentenoe, age or personal maturity, or ability to 
fit into a voluntary organisation. Willingness and motivation were also 
sought by some probation officers Zls were a moderately serious offence or a 
real threat of facing imprisonment. ,'_ 

1\ =--) 
The judges most commonly looke',j to the c.r1j')1inal history, which they 
p:eferreo; if present at all, at least to be sho~t Jind not including crimes of 
VIOlence. They looked for a rnodElrately serJ0l~s offen.ce and also sought 
indications of personal and social sfability. The )offel1ders' skiJIs, interests 
and possible gains from the sentence were secondary considerations for both 
the probation officers and the judges, 
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Instability, addiction or personality problems", lack of willingness or 
motivation, and a serious offence or serious criminal history were the most 
commonly mentioned contra-indications by the probation officers. A 
personality problem, a very serious offence or long criminal history and 
social instabi1i~y were ~he most commonly mentioned things that made a 
person really lnapprqpnate for the sentence as far as the judges were 
concerned. 

Most of the sponsors (71 %) had some qua1ifi~ations about the kind of person 
they were prepared tiD take. Specific job skills, interest in the organisation 
and general positive personality characteristics were actively sought by 
some sponsors. Offences involving violence, sex or dishonesty were 
specifically not acceptable to some sponsors. However, almost a third of 
the sponsors said they were prepared to "take anybody at all", and only 15% 
had ever turned somebody down - usually because of lack of work at the time. 

MAKING THE PLACEMENT 

.;-: 

In some districts the probation officers assurned responsibility for finding 
sponsors and spent tiime in recruiting and screening sponsors who were then 
matched ,with oifenders. In other districts offenders were expected to 
take most of the responsibility for finding a suitable sponsor. 

It was more usual for the offender to be invoJved. Approximately 
three-quarters of the probation officers who arranged placements said they 
always or usually involved the offender in finding a suitable match. About 
half of these preferred the offender to find their own placement: About 
half of the offenders ,interviewed said they had been asked if they knew of a 
place where they WOL\ld like to do their community service; in half of these 
cases they were plac€~d with the sponsor they had suggested. The rest were 
either given a choice. from a list supplied by the probation officer or else 
had a sponsor chosen i:or them. 

Where offenders were expected to be actively involved but did not know of 
a possible sponsor, they were asked to fInd one. Some found thi15 a difficult 
task, but others appre<::iated the chance to find theitown sponsor. Several 
of these offenders thlDught that finding a sponsor meant they would be 
recommended for the si~ntence. ' 

Whereas all levels of pliobation officers were involved in decisiolns about the 
offender's appropd'ateness for the sentence, generally only more senior 
staff or those with direct responsibility for the sentence were involved in 
decisions about a sponsolr's suitability. 
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They looked for sponsors who could give adequate supervision and provide 
sufficient and suitable work. Some considered the sponsor's attitude to 
offenders and expectations of them or their understanding of the sentence. 
Some took into account whether the placement was llkely to benefit the 
offender. Sponsors had rarely been turned down but where· this had 
happened it was because of lack of suitable supervision, inappropriate 
connection with the offender, because an organisation did not meet the legal 
non-profit requirement, or a belief that there might be exploitation of the 
offender or a sponsor's belief that the sentence should be punitive. 

Although most of the sponsors (78%) had been aware of the. scheme before 
they were recruited, very few of them had made the first approach to be 
involved. Two-thirds of them had been asked by probation officers and 
nearly a quarter had been approached by offenders or by a friend on their 
behalf. 

The three most comrnon reasons that sponsors agreed to become involved 
were because they had jobs which needed to be done, because they wanted 
to help offenders, or because they had a good relationship with the probation 
division. Several said they had a general commitment to community 
involvement. Several felt that the community service scheme could foster 
mutual benefit. 

Usually sponsors had not met the offender before the first meeting in 
connect jon with the placement, although in approximately a quarter of the 
cases the person was already known or known of. However, most of them 
(82%) had met the offender before the placement was finalised. 

The information sponsors had about an offender before they met varied 
enormously. Usually they were dependent on the probation officer alone 
for this information. About a third of the sponsors said they knew virtually 
nothing about the offender. ' Over half knew details of their personal 
circumstances and over half had been told the offence. About a quarter 
knew whether the person had a criminal history and about the same number 
said they were informed about the person's psychological state. 

When asked what they felt they needed to kliowabout someone who might 
be placed with them, approximately a Hith did not want any information at 
all, another fifth wanted very little, another fifth wanted details about one 
particular aspect, and two fifths of the sponsor.~ wanted a very complete 
picture. 

DECIDING TO GIVE THE SENTENCE· 

All of the eleven judges interviewed received information about community 
service sentence proposals ei ther through requested assessments or in 
probatIon reportS. Just under half of them were dissatisfied with the 
information. Those who asked for assessments (82%) were asked what 
information they would like to have in them. Most said they wanted quite 
specific 



6.5 

145. 

\\ ., 

in~6rmatiQn to enable them to come to a decision rather them be given a 
g~neral assessment. In particular, most of them wanted details about the 
placement that had been arranged, and over half of them wanted to know 
that the offender consented. Probation officers estimated that 88% of 
their recommendations were accepted. 

Most of the judges sought to avoid :the extremes of eight and 200 hOlr~S of 
c0mmunity ~ervlce. A small number of hours was thought to be a waste of 
time and a very long; sentence was believed to be overwhelming. About 
half of them set the hours for community ~erv~~e in relation to quantities of 
periodic detention. Others tried to equate!lhours with amounts fined. 
Most did not have any strong preference abQut the type of service that 
should be performed. ' 

'.-,) 

GETTING CONSENT 

A legal requirement of a community service order is that an offender must 
consent to the sentence. All of the probation cofficers.· with direct 
responsibility- for the sentence said that they always secured consent. The 
process was one of explaining to the offender what the sentence was, what 
it involved, that consent was required, and then asking them if they did 
consent. If an offender was referred to the officer by another probation 
officer, then cons~i,nt was usually secured twice- by both officers 

"concerned. Most 0~'1 the judges said they secured consent, but one of them 
refused to do this. II About a third of them disliked securing consent, 
although it had been rare for an offender to refuse. 

. Questioning the offe~ders about consent showed that although nearly all of 
them said they had"been asked directly if they consented, a few said they 
felt they had no choice,a few said they had been asked after having been 
sentenced and two said they had not been asked at fiJI. 

-, ' ... ;.,,' 

Many offenders did not seerii"·::J to be in a position to give well-informed 
"consent. Almost two thirds of them had not seen the booklet about 
,community service which had been producede~pressly for offenders. Only 
.one in five had talked with a sponsor at the time of sentencing. And one in 
three .said they had had no idea what the sentence was going to be like. 

Their l~pressions of what was likely to happen if they did not give consent 
were quite varied. About half of the offenders (52%) said either the 
probation officer or their lawyer had suggested a likely sentence to them. 
HO\!Jever, generally offenders' expectations of the sentenG~s they were 
likely to get were worse than those suggested to them. ,\:; ." .. 

Offenders consented for various reasons. Most .felt it was better than any 
likely alternative. Several agreed to the sentence because it fitted in with 
their job or family commitments. Some a.greed because they felt the 
sentence was a good one. And some just agreed. 
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THE ACTUAL PLACEMENT 

Offenders .we~e pi~ced with day ar~d resjdenti~l ce.ntres for people needing 
care, specIal mterest groups, sportIng groups, serVice groups, churches and 
e?UcatlOn centres. . The size of these organisations varied a great deal, as 
dId the extent to whIch they were dependent on volunteer help. 

,) 

It was more usual for a sponsor and offender to set a regular time for doing 
,. the ~ours. About. two thirds of tl:e placements started wi th arranged hours, 

dayt~me hours dunng the week beIng about twice as common as week-end or 
evemng hours. In other placements no set hours were arranged and 
o.ffenders we~e free to put in time as they were able. A few even did their 
tIme over: reSidential spells at camps, etc. The number of hours put in each 
week vaned greatly. 

Cleaning, gardening or maintenance jobs were the tasks for about half the 
p~acements. Other tasks included caring for people at hospitals and 
disabled centres, ,helping .a t educ.ational and sports centres, being involved in 
craft or sports, tns.tructIOn, .doIng office work, and being active in the 
general community In recreatIOn and community centre schemes. 

Mo~t offe~1ders carne into contact with people besides their supervisor 
dUring the~r placement,although about a quarter of them had very limited 

. ~ontact :VIth others. Contact with people outside the organisation was 
J.nvolved In ,about t~o thirds of the placements. Only very rarely did people 
on communrty serVIce work alongside each other. 

Most off~nders (8~%) Ielt comfortable with the people they met and most 
(77%) e.njoyed seeing them. About half felt that they made friends with 
s?me o~ them. Und~r half (40%) said that they spent or would like to spend 
tJme WIth them outSide community service hours. 

Sponsors and offenders were encouraged to talk about the day to day 
problem~ that .they encountered through their involvement with the 
~omn:~nlty serVice sentence. Most sponsors (85%) and offenders (71 %) 
ldentified at least one problem, and often more than one. 

Poor a ttendance was by far the mos"t common problem as far as sponsors 
w?re conce;ned; almost t\~o thirds of them had experienced some difficulty 
",:ltl~ an oLender not turmng up to do the hours. This was a manageable 
dIff~culty for' some; but for others it was the cause of frustration and put 
straInS Qrl the placement. 
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Inadequate information was the second most commoil problem for the 
~ponsors .with almost a third of them saying that they did not have enough 
InformatlOn about the scheme. Problems mentioned by at least a fifth of 
aJl sp?n~ors :vere tha~ .they f~lt ~nclear about their responsibilities, they 
had diffIcultIes organIsmg theIr tune because of their involvement with 
community service scheme, some members of the organisation did not trust 
the offender, some members found it hard to adjust to having an offender 
around, some offenders were not punctual, and some needed a lot of 
supervision. Other problems included a feeling that they lacked general 
support from probation, an offender's appearance was sometimes 
unacceptable, and some members or clients of the organisation did not treat 
the offender weU. 

Finding it hard to put the hours in was the most common problem for the 
offenders, with 38% reporting this as a problem either because of other 
commitments or because they found the work boring or pointless. About a 
fifth of them identified showing up late(,and difficulties getting transport as 
problems. Others mentioned not liking the work, not getting on with the 
sponsor, having money problems, not being clear what they were expected 
to do and losing time with their families. 

About three quarters of aU placements made with the sponsors interviewed 
had either been successfuUy completed or were still in progress at the time 
of the survey. Just under a quarter of all placements were reported as 
having ended /\11,Lt~out the hours being completed, and these cases were 
spread across ~ ,(oximately half the sponsors. 

\,j 

The most common reason for the placement ending early was that the 
offender asked for it to be changed; the next most common reason was that 
the sponsor wanted it ended. Several offenders were being breached, 
several had reoffended, and two had "disappeared". In about a quarter of 
the cases described the sponsor believed that the offender would not be 
coming back but did not know what was happening. Several found this lack 
of feedback a problem. 

ENFORCING THE SENTENCE 

Br~ach proceedings had been initiated in the last year by six of the 42 
offIcers, (four of them being officers with more direct responsibility for the 
community service sentence) while five out of the 11 judges had presided 
over breach proceedings in the last year. 

Most of tl~e pr~bation officer group (85%) were satisfied with the way the 
sentence IS bemg enforced. However, three out of six officers most 
directly connected with the sentence were not satisfied. Reasons for 
dissatisfaction were the slowness in bringing breach proceedings and the 
inadequacy of the breach penalty. 
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Judges were asked whether they were satisfied with the, options available 
when the offender fails to complete the sentence. Seven of the 8 judges 
who felt able to answer this question were dissatisfied. They felt the 
maximum breach penalty of a fine was inappropriate and wanted parity with 
the sanction for a breach of periodic detention - 3 months in prison. Some 
judges thought that breach proceedings should be brought as soon as the 
person failed to do the service. 

SHARING RESPONSIBILITY 

A community service sentence requires the inyiolvement of at least four 
people - the judge, the probation officer, the ~~ponsor, and the offender. 
There are many steps in arranging and operating a placement and we were 
interested to find out where each of the three most closely involved groups 
thought the responsibility should lie for several key administrative tasks. 
Therefore the probation officers, sponsors, and offenders were asked who 
they thought of the four people should be finally responsible 'Eor doing each 
of several tasks. 

Gener,ally, probation, officers were in greater agreement with each other 
than were the other' two groups; the offenders were in least agreement 
aboLlt who should be responsible for what task. It was likely that responses 
were influenced by the extent of knowledge each person had about the 
existing arrangement of responsibl1ity. Therefore, it was to be expected 
that there should be the greatest consensus among the best informed group 
- the group which was also most likely to have discussed such i')sues 
amongst itself. 

The three groups did not always agree with each other about who should 
take what responsibility. Moreover, in general, people were willing to 
assume more responsibility than others thought they should tal<e. 
Probation officers ,assllmed over two-thirds of the total responsibility(3), 
although they were assigned only a half of the total responsibility by the 
other two groups. The sponsors assumed approximately a third of the total 
responsibility for themselves and were assigned the same amount by the 
offenders. HowtWer, probation officers gave sponsors only a quarter of the 
overall responsibUity. The offenders assi.gned about half of the remaining 
proportion of re~ponsibility to themselves (and half to the judge) but the 
other two groups'assigned nearly all of the re'rnaining responsibility to the 
judge. ~ 

Note (3) : Based on the percentage of responsibility assigned to each 
person averaged over all tasks: Ta,bles 16, 26 and 37. 
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None of the three groups were in agreement about who should decide if an 
offender should be considered for conimunity service.· This task was 
assigned to the judge and the probation officer equal1y often by probation 
officers and sponsors, and ?1ore often to the probation officer by the 
offenders. However, most people felt that the probation offic~r should be 
responsible for deciding if an offender is appropriate for community 
service, although several of the sponsors and offend<:!rs thought the judge 
should do this. 

Finding a suitable placement was mainly seen as the probation officer's job; 
however, a significant number of the offenders and several people in the 
other two groups saw it as the offender's own responsibility" Most people 
thought the probation ·officer should explain the purpose of community 
service to the offender, although several sponsors thought the judge;.should 
do this. Most thought the probation officer should explain to the offender. 
how community service works; however, several offenders saw this as the 
sponsor's job. Although most people in each group thought the probation 
officer should find out if the offender consented to the sentence, a 
significant number of the sponsors and offenders and several of the 
probation officers thought the judge should do this. 

The groups were very mixed on the question of who should organise the 
hours tn<it the offender would work. The offenders assi.gned responsibility 
for this task about equally often to themselves and to the sponsorl), and 
occasionally to the probation officer. However, neither the probation 
officers nor the sponsors felt the offender should be responsible for this 
task. The sponsors saw it mainly as their own responsibility. The 
probation 9fficers also saw it mainly as the sponsors' responsibility, 
although a.significant number of them thought it was the probation officer's 

.n 
!i U 

job. 

Giving the offender tasks, recording the bours and deciding if the quality of 
the work was o.k. was seen as the spons()r's .job by most people. However, 
several probation officers thought they should take responsibility for the 
quality of the work and a significant .nullllber felt they should record the 
hours. 

Probation officers were seen as the main people who would discuss any 
problems the offender has with doing community service, by both the 
offenders and probation officers, altho'ugh ~everal of them thought this was 
the sponsor's job. The sponsors however, assigned tbis task to themselves 
almost as often as they did to the probation officers. The probation 
officers were almost always seen as the one~, to resolve any disagreements 
between sponsor and offender. ' 

1'1 
I. 

Initiating breach proceedings was always see~1 as the probation officer'S task 
by that group. However, a significant n~,mber of both offenders and 
sponsors thought this should be done by th~: sponsor. Probation officers 
rarely saw anyone but themselves as giving evidence at breach 
proceedings. However, almost half the sponsors felt this was their own 
responsibility and the majority of offenders thought the sponsors should be 
responsible. 
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WHAT DID PEOPLE SEE AS THE AIMS OF THIS SENTENCE? 

Everybody was asked what they saw as the aims of this sentence, and 
whether they thought those aims were being accomplished. Five general 
groups of ai ms were identified from all the responses: providing benefi t to 
the community (just doing work or 'paying back'); providing benefit to the 
offender (by discipline, the development of new work skills or interests 
mixing with different people, personal growth, or simply by minimisin~ 
disruption in their life while serving a sentence); fostering 
commun.ity-offender integration; punishing the offender; and providing an 
alternative sentence .(generally or specifically as an alternative to 
imprisonment). 

The provision of benefit to the offender was the aim most often mentioned 
with over half of all respondents (58%) giving this as an aim of communit; 
service. Next was providing benefit to the community (50%), followed by 
~hepr~vision of an al.ternative sentence (35%), ':;Qrlll;nl.lnity-o[.fender 
integratIOn (26%), and pUl1lshment of the offender (22%).{4) . 

Sponsors and offenders mentioned the first two aims more often than either 
probation officers or judges. The provision of an alternative sentence was 
the most commonly mentioned aim with probation officers and was 
mentioned by half of the judges, but it was cited much less often by the 
other two groups. Punishment was more commonly mentioned by judges 
than the other groups and mentioned least often by probation officers. 
Community-offender integration was mentioned most often by the probation 
officers and least often by the offenders. 

Most people felt the aims they mentioned were being accomplished by the 
sentence. Probation officers said yes or gave a qualified yes for 80% of all 
the aims they mentioned; sponsors thought 94% and offenders thought 91 % 
were being accomplished. Judges, howev~r, felt that only 59% of the aims 
they mentioned were being accompHshed'(5) 

Benefit to the community was almost always seen as being accomplished, 
although the offenders were more certain of this than the other groups. 
Benefit to the offender and community-offender integration were also often 
seen as successfuL l3.irns, althuugh the probation officers frequently gave 
qualifi7d replies about the accomplishment of this aim, and some judges said 
they dId not know. Most people, except for the judges, were sure that 
pUnishment was being accomplished by the sentence and most (the probation 
officers least of a11) felt that community service successfully provided a 

!;;general alternative sentence. 

Note (4) : 
Note (5) : 

From Tables 21, 29, 40 and 46 combined. 
From Tables 18, 27, 38 and It4. 
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AN ALTERNA 'fIVE SENTENCE? 

Diverting people from prison sentences is one of the objectives of the 
community service sentence. However, there has been some doubt both in 
New Zealand (Fisk, 1982; Pinder, 1981; Stewart, 1982) and in other 
countries with similar sentences and aims (Austin, 1982; l~eha et aI, 1977; 
Harland 1980; McEwan, 1978; Wi11ls, 1977) ab9ut whether such a 
cornmu~ity-based sentence is actually used for people

J 

who would otherwise 
have gone to prison. We tried to find ()ut what some of the people mo~t 
closely connected with the. New Zealand sentence thought about this 

question. 

When asked directly if they saw "reducing the number of peoplle in prison" as 
an aim of the community servic(~ sentence, most of the probation officers 
(70%), most of the sponsors (79%) but only four of the ll~)judges said "Yes". 
However, many of the probation. officers and judges who said "Yes" also 
expressed some doubts about whether it really was an aim~ 

In the general questions about what people saw as the aims of this sentence, 
the provision of an alternfative sp(~cifically to custodial sentences was the 
aim least rbften seen as. being accomplished. Although the judges and 
offenders t;"ho mentioned it as i~n aim tended to think it was being 
accornplisHbd, the sponsors were h~ss certain, and about two thirds of the 
probation officers either said no, or expressed doub~s. '" 

'I 

An attempt was made to find out Iwhat sentence peop~e thought h~d been 
averted by community serv1ce~ in :recent cases of theIr own experIence. 
When a sponsor knew' the offence which had resulted in the most recent 
placement, they were asked to say what sentence they thought the person 
would have been given if communi,:ty service had not existed: about half of 
them (4-7%) thought the person woy/ld have gone to prison. 

Probation officers were asked thlsame quesHon about the two Inost recent 
offenders they had dealt with ,who had got ,community servi~\:e. Prison was 
thought to have been averted In about a third (37%) of the q~ses recalled., 
Unfortunately, judges were unable to recall enough cases to \~ake even t~IS 
rough estimate. Offenders were asked what sentence they ~tere expectmg 
to get; about half of them (54%) had expected to get a sent~fclce involving 

prison. 

Probation officers and judges were asked how they viewed the community 
service in relation to oth'er non-custodial sentences. Questions about. the . \:\') 

distinction between otienders suitable for a fine versus COlllrnu lllty serVice, 
and periodic detention versus community service, sh0'Yed tha,t there w~s 
considerable divergence of opinion about where community service stands 111 

relation to those two sentences. Although most discussed community 
service as falling between a fine and periodic detention, some described 
community service as leS~;)' serious than a fine whilst others maintained it 
was more serious than periodic detention. 
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The a~ility ~o pay a fi~e ,was, t~e IT!Ost common consideration amongst 
probatIOn officers when dlstll1gLIlShll1g between offenders sui table for a fine 
and for community service, although several also said that a fine shOUld be 
used for lesse~ offences. ,Most judges said they used community service 
rather than a fme when a fme would cause hardship or could not be paid. 

Probation off,icers ga~e a wide range of r~asons for recornmending somebody 
for ~ommul1lty service rather than periodic detention including both 
pr~ctlcal reasol~s why periodic detention could not be ser~ed, and positive 
?atn~ from serving a community service sentence. Probation officers were 
111 dlsag~'e~mel~t about the sev~rity of criminal history and offence iRat 
~hould dl~tmgulsh between community service and periodic detention. Most 
Judges ,said they used ,co~munity s~rvice rather than non-residential periodic 
detent~on whe~, perIodiC detentIOn was not available or would cause 
hardsh,~p. PosltlVe . reasons for choosing community service (such as the 
of!~n?er handlin& the flexibility of community service well, or having 
?bllltles to contrIbute to the community) were only rarely voiced by the 
Judges. 

Probation officers had recommended probation as an additional sentence to 
c?rnmunity service in about a quarter of recent cases. It was recommended 
either when ,Il, probation officer believed the person needed help or because 
some superVIsion was reqUired. 

WHAT WERE THE BENEFITS FOR THE OFFENDER? 

Three of thecJour grot.Jps interviewed could only guess whether the offenders 
really ben~fited frolu the comrnunity service sentence. ."probation officers 
fel t benefit would come from the structl.,lre of the seflfence being less 
d~structive. and less intrusive than others; and also from th: chances it 
~TI1ght provide for personal fulfUnnent. Judges were in agreement wi th the 
Idea that contC\lct with the ,c?{nrnunity could have valuable spin-oUs. 

,Sponsors all fel t that at least o-ne offender placed with them had derived 
sOf~e benefit and mentioned aspects of personal fulfilment for oHenders 
which they felt took place. The most tangible evidence of benefit which 
em~r?ed from these three groups was that 22}~ of the sponsors reported that 
pOSItIVe contact between the organisati~~n and an offender had continued 
after the hours were finished. 

" 
The offenders \Ver~ the only ones who could really say wheth~r or not they 
had actually benefIted a.nd JDost of them (71 %) fel t they had. They had had 
a positive experience meetirig different people; they had started to feel 
b~tter about them,selves; they had learnt about a community group or 
pIcked up a new sl~I~I; they had got ;some idea about work dlscipline; it had 
~ept them out of Jad'j or, at least, It had filled in time. (\ " 

I 
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WHAT WERE THE BENEFLTS FOR THE COMMUNITy? 

Prdbation officers and judges felt that the main benefit for the community 
would come from work being done for no payment. About half of the 
people in each group also thought that the contact with. offender,s .w?~ld 
encourage understanding and develop a sei1:e of comrnunbty .r~sponsibillty 
for offenders. Offenders and sponsors were asked more specifIcally about 
benefit for the sponsor. Nearly all of the offenders felt the sponsor had 
'henefited {forp tbem but the reason given was limited to the work they did 
for the spoll"stir. ' Only one offender said that the contact with them a.s a 
person was beneficial - and this was to show the sponsor that IInot all crlms. 
are bad ll • c " . '. ',. 

The sponsors were in the best position':'to say what benefit there had been 
from the association; and most of ' them (88%) agreed that there had been 
some direct benefit for the organisation. The majority benefited from the 
practical help they got from., th~ offenders and theIr comments were o~ten 
enthusiastic and positive. A very rough measure of the amount of practIcal 
help to sponsors ,was that the work done for them on average, ~?uld have 
costE>bout $1 49,.per month. Most interesting, h?wever, was that jus.t over a 
third of the sporsors felt that th~re W<;is benefIt from the assocla~lOn at a 
personal level for people in the organisation. 

.wERE PEOPLE, SATISFIED WITH, THE SEN'fENCE? 'C;' 

l;" \l ·co 

Most of the probation offjcers (83%) ~'were satisfied \vith the ty~e". of 
offenders being refer"rea to community service, most (8;%) were $atIsfl;d 
with the type of commlmity service opportunities availablec,and. most (85~~) 
wHh the way in which the sentence ::was being enforced, although there was 
less satisfaction with the 'last two aspects of the sentence ~y those 

'':' probation ,of~ficers most directly connected wi~h the s"entence. ~ 
" ';:. G ~'() I) ;r 

Some felt the sentence could be;!Jsed with more advt;ntur;e and not just for 
"safe [~1sksi' and" s5me felt ~ito was not being!>","l!§,~~ .. ~or peo~l: who wo~ld 
othJ~rwise h~ve gone to prison. "A ,few felt th'ff., ~lPportUnltles :vere "Coo 
limi te~), .and a fe1.w ~aid that the. brea~h. should ~.~~nlt\r., te~ more qUIckly and q 

tH~t th~cpenalty fore breach wa~~~msufflclent.1 o~' . . ,Q 
. Most of th¢ sponsors (9?%) said' they would take m~\re p~ople,' althoug~· a 

quarter of ther:n said 'their i~volv~ment·· would d~\~end, on w<iJrk .bemg 
available and sUltabl~(;!eople belng chosen. A few said they ~~ould dlot t~ke 
on mote people because of dack of a\1aiIable

c 
work ,or i?ecause It was puttJng 

their,)nam~"on uthe line or JOo much trouble. ' <). " 
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Most of the offenders (88%) said it was the right sentence for them and 
~ost felt they had been given ~he right number of hours, although about a 
quarter felt they ha~: been gIven too .many. About two thirds of the 
offenders felt that damg community service made up for what they did; 
~ome felt ~hey had got into trou~l~ but now ~hey had paid for it _" either by 
Just wO:kmg hard or by POSItIvely puttll1g something back into the 
commul1lty. When offenders, said it did not make up for what they did it 
was b.ec~use they felt it did not relate to what they had done or did not help 
the vlctuns concerned. A few felt it did not make up because they did not 
see." IIhelping ~eople" as a penalty. Most of the offenders (61 %) said the 
sentence had kept them out of trouble'. Half of these were "able to say 
why- for example, it 'kept them occupied' or 'out of the pubs'. ' 

Abo~t half of the judges were ,not s~tisfied with the information they 
r,~c~IVed on placements, and most were not satisfied with breach regulations. 

WHAT DID PEOPLE MOST LIKE? 

As~ing people what they most liked about the sentence produced a rich 
vart~1Y of resp~nse.s. Probation officers most liked the flexibility of this 
sentence! alloWll1g It to be more personalised. They felt it was a humane 
and senSIble penalty? encourag~ng accountability and possibly averting some 
offen~.ers. from a prison experience. They llked the ~portunities it gave 
for ?~l~glng the ofief)der and community together. Judges also liked the 
fle':'lbI1it,Y of the sentence, and liked having a wider choice of sentences 
because It enabled more appropriate sentencing. 

Sp~,nsors lik~d the flei'ibility of the sentence.. ~~ey likedJfeeling they were 
abl~ to help off~n.ders, and also the fact that jobs were getting done. A 
nulnber af them lIked the way "something special" could happen with. the 
sentence - the ~rowth of a friendship; some human~, cQntacf and sharing. 
Some offe~ders ltk~d the structure of·'.the sentence:" tHe way the sentence 
was~organlsed! the hours obeing flexible, supervision being only 1ight~Gor the 
feelIng that It had saved them from sornething Worse. Some liked it c' 

becaus~ of thep~ople they had m~t and the fact th.at it had given them'! 
some.thIng to'do and Jheopportunity to help peQple. The offenders \VhdC~ld 
not h~: the §entence felt they had just been given 'work'. , ,,)/ 

/,? 

WHAT IMPROVEMENTS DID PEOPLE WANT? .// 
o 

Rather than ask ~hat people liked least about the sentence, we hoped to get 
more usefu!. comments .b)' as~ing the~ what. jmprovem~nts they thought 
:0,~1? .b~ m<;tde. ProbatlOn ·officers suggeste~, Impro.vements in the area of 

. adrTIlmstratlon -. more staff wq.~ the most common suggestion to reduce 
caseloads and "allow more time t:o(' )) orecruitmerit of sponsors 
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sponsors a,nd setting up placemerilts. Some officers i1llthou:ght the sentence 
could be jim proved through more ~nd a greater varieW of sponsors. Some 
felt its "aoft option" image needed to be changed -Imainly by ,simpllfying 
b:each proceedir:gs and increasin~l t~e brea'c~1 penalt)'!. Some were of the 
VIew c,that the alms of the commUnity serVIce sent~lnce Were not clearly 
unders1':00d by' the judges; they I,~elt it, should be ~:Ised for more serious 
,offenders and more often for offenders from poOt', ~nd minority group 
backgrounds. \' ,,'1 

! /1 ,.1 ' i 
\1' :; l( , 

.Jud~es most common, lyJiant,ed ,.Fa ,tightening up of tl\\\e breach regulations 
Mth proceedings being qrought /before the year had I[expired and a more 
s~"!vere penalty. They also wal1ted more detailed irilormation about the 
proposed placements. 1\ 

ji 
Sponsors suggested ways to II),prove their involvemel:lt with the schem~, 
including routine calls from the probation officer, cle~\rer instructions, and 
better liaison between the three people concerned in i: a placement. Th~:y 
also suggested ways to solVe the attendance probl(~m, most commonly 
seeking more discipline and routine in placements. Sd\/eral mentioned that 
they should be reim~ursed /or expenses. J11 

Offenders wanted ~~re yariety of jobs, especially s .filled, meaningful and 
educational work. Th<7Y felt sponsors should be be/,tter prepared for the 
Placement, and that the'sentence should be more wideJfy used. , 

/ ',/i 
ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED 1 

l! 

fi ~ 
,; !'j! Ii 

The survey showed that whilst most people we int~rviewed were generally II 
'positive in' their attitude to the community sel}vtce sentence, there are l 
several tjuestions which need to be addressed a~ld several features of the / 
sentence which could be improved: f 1/ If 

,'" /1."'/' : Appropriateness of oHEmders \7 co~ld tl)er~:"be great~r con~ensu~ 'ab~ut 11;/ 

X
"/ = "I; what makes a person approprIate. for the c;ommumty /servlce f ) 

'/' ", Ii sentence? T~ere is unli.kely' to. be co.nsistency }n recomrn~pdations I 
f" " 1 about people for commuruty serVIce ~htlst there)s such a Wide rangel 

./' It of opinions about what offenders are.appropriate for the sent~nce. ;' 
-/ 1" .,' ,.i, ;/ 'I ,,/ 1 0 ,- f , ,/' i 

~.f 2. j Choic~" of sp?nsors - What ~hould 1:'1~ looked f;6r,in spon,pors? B~fh, 
f probatlOl~ offlc~rs and' offend.elo,s ,;saw .a .need;, "for mor,~ spons,ors ~)hd/ 

.. 0 

l' 

.' j1 ~or~ vc'lrted placements, ofiermgmore Skl~~c!oand meanu:gful wor'/!! 

3J ~in~ing a .sponsor -' should the I?racti~e of inv~lv.lng. off~n9~f;~ in "I fmdmg theIr o~n ',s, ponsor be", encou"ra,1Sed?, 1n some, d, ISt,rt, cts" "0, ffet~ders 
are asked to fmd'their own $pOl;lsor:' Whilst some, ot, them .sai(r this 
had/created difficulties, otliers ,<FlPpreciated; .the'" lilVolverhen~. A 
closer rE/View of the pro~edur:~s 'used and t~ 'way d1tfrculti~:is are .. 0 

handled would be helpful: J.f" II " ' ''''' // ,9 II 
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I~forr~ed consent - could offenders be placed in a better position to 
gIve . mformed consent? Several offenders felt they were not 
well-mfortned about the sentence at the time of giving consent. 

Informing. the )udge a~out placements - should the judge be given 
more detaIled mformatlon about placements? Several judges wanted 
quite specific information about this, rather than a general assessment. 

Defining responsibilities - should people's responsibilities be more 
clearly defined? Several sponsors and offenders felt unclear about 
what was expected of them. Moreover, the probation of.ficers as a 
group, the sponsors and the offenders were often not in agreement 
about who should be responsible for what administrative task. 

Communication during the placement - could the communication 
between the probation officer, sponsor and offender be improved? 
Several sponsors wanted more routine communication wi til the 
probation officer and better feedback about how the placement was 
progressing and what happened when it broke down. 

The attendance problem - can the attendance problem be improved? 
Nearly two-thirds of the sponsors had encountered the problem of 
offenders not turning up. 

Breach regulations - ShOUld the breach regulations be tightened up? 
Several judges felt the penalty should be changed to up to three 
months' imprisonment and proceedings should be brought as soon as 
the offender failed to fulfil an assigned community service activity. 
Several probation officers agreed that the regulations need to be 
tightened lip and the proceedings made simpler. 

The place of community service in the tariff - where should 
community service be seen in the tariff? There was a range of 
opinions about where it lay; although many saw it between a fine and 
periodic detention some saw it between periodic detention and 

,prison. Several probation officers felt it was seen as a 'soft option'. 

An alternative sentence - should community service be seen as a 
penalty to be used when others are not appropriate, or should it be 
more widely used in its own right? At present it tends to be viewed 
as an 'alternatIve' when other sentences are not appropriate. 
Moreover, the majority of the judges did not see reducing the number 
of people in prison as an aim of this sentence. 

Administering the sentence - should the administration of the 
sentence be changed? Over half the probation officers suggested a 
need for changes in administration or staffing. A request for more 
staff was the most cornrnon suggestion. 

-
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STUDY III: CRIMINAL HISTORIES AND RECONVICTIONS OF TWO 

SENTENCE GROUPS: COMMUNITY SERVICE AND NON-RESIDENTIAL 

PERIODIC DETENTION 
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,CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION 

One 'of the objectiyes of the community service sentence was to achieve a 
recidivism rate not exceeding 45% during the period of service and not 
exceeding 30% within one year of completion of the sentence. Therefore 
the main aim of this study was to examine the reconviction behaviour of a 

.' group of people who had been sentenced to community servic~. Ii,owever, 
since reported reconviction rates" depend to a large extent _ on their 
defin~tiqonLand the methods used to measure them, .it seemed important to 
'provide some comparable context f.or the information about the community 
service group. Therefore another group of people, who had been given a 

f different sentence, was.also studied in exactly the same way. ., 

A group of people w/;lo had been given a sentence of non-residential periodic 
detention was chosen as the second sentence gr-oup. Non-residential 
periodic detention is"a community-based sentence with several features in 
common with community service. How~ver, it is generally regarded as a 
more serious sentence and one with a greater degree of structure and· 1? 
supervision. Unlike people sentenced to community service, 
.non-residential periodic detainees are normally required to attend a centre 
every Saturday from which they work, usually In groups~ on a project 
supervised' by a Justice Department employee. " . 

o 

For both groups, a reconviction was defined as a court appearance resulting 
in a conviction which occurred during the<year folrlowing the sentence date, 
and which was recorded on the person's criminal history. A description of 
the method is given in Chapter 2. 

A straightforward comparison of the reconviction behaviour of people 
sentenced to community seryke (the CS group) and people sentenc~d to 
non-residential periodic detention (the' PD group) is given in Chapter 3. ' 
Howe\?er, "if the two sentence "groups arecalready different in ways that are" 

"related 1'0 whether 9 person' is reconvicted or not, then the simple 
compaldson m~y well reflect these differences rather than any effect of the 
sentences themselves. " , 

'" a 

T/;lerefore, as a first stage,lithe study madefa::, more detalle'(J analysi~ of the 
two sentence groups. It sought to discover to. wh~t '~x:tent the two 
sentence gro"ups differed il) features related to re~onvidlon. A c;omparison~ " " 
of the available Information about the ofiende'rs, their criminal hi5torit:s 
and offences in each ~entence group is given in", Chapter "4. This toe 

information was then examined to see what features.,appeared to predi~pose 
a person to reconviction. A detailed description of the relation between " 
each feature and reconviction is given In Chapter 5. 

Wi tl1 this information, it wC!s possible tq, sel~ct smaller groups from th\=' 
initi?! CS and uPD groups so that they were similar in relation to tnose & 0 

features which had been shown to be~ related to reconvlction. Then the 
smaller, ~jtni1ar CS and PO subgr~,ups were compared to see if there were 
differences In their reconvlction rates. 
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Ideally, if CS arid PD subgroups were identi.ca~ in their "predisposition 'to 
reconviction then a comparison of the reconvIctIon rates of such subgroups 
would compare the reconviction consequences of the two sen.tence .types 
themselves. Whilst acknowledging that the contro.lled compansons fmally 
made were far from ideal, being limited by the scope and quality of the 
available information and the simplicity of the subgroup selections, this 
study attempted to move closer to this. ki.nd of com'par~son. Th.e choic~ of 
subgroups and their comparable reconvIctIOn rates IS dIscussed m the fmal 

,<' I:chapter .• 

For the interested reader, not concerned with detailed results, 
summaries of the main findings are provided at the beginning of 
each of chapters" 3 to 6, and are highlighted with diagrams 
throughout the text. 
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CHAPTER 2 METHOD 

Design and Analysis 

The criminal histories, details of the court appearance at which the person 
received the sentence of interest ('index sentence') and the subsequent 
reconviction behaviour were recorded for offenders who received a 
community service sentence (the CS group) and for offenders who received 
a non-residential periodic detention sentence (the PD group) during the 
same time period. 

The first question addressed was whether there were differehces in 
reconviction behaviour between people Who got CS and people who got PD. 
Since both the CS and PD groups were T~andom samples of their respective 
populations it may be assU'med that they are reasonably representative of 
people who get CS and people who get PD. 

o 

A further analysis addressed the question of whether any differences 
between the groups in reeonvittion performance was directly related to the 
different sentences imposed. Comparisons were made between the 
criminal histories ahd offences of the two sentence groups; and these 
factors were also examined in relation to reconviction. The CS and PO 
groups were then post-stratified on variables which were likely to confound 
a comparison of sentence typ~s (Feinstein, 1979; Fleiss, 1973; Ibrahim & 
Spit.zer, 1979; Kupper et aI, 1981). The resulting subgroups, similar with 
respect to potential confounders, were then compared on their respective 
reconvittion rates. 

Q 

The specific design used to choose the control variables was derived from a 
model described by Miettinen (1968) in which only' variables believed to be 
related to both the independent variable (i.e., sentence) and to the 
dependent variable (i.e. reconviction behaviour) are defin'ed as-potential 
confounders and therefore used as control variables. Initial1y variables 
whith seemed likely to be reLevaht had been chosen from the available 
data. Variables thought to be related to sentencing Young (1979) and 
variables identified as being related to reconviction (Bartell and Winfree, 
1977; Study Series, No.5, 1979; Lancaster County Study, 1979) were 
cons~'dered. The initial selection was limited to information available on 
the Wanganui database. The final selection of the control variables came 
from a within.-study analysis of the relevant relaticln,ships. VarJables shown 
to be statistically related both to the type of senter'tce (i.e. CS vs PD) and to 
reconviction (i.e. reconvicted vs n9t reconvicte,d) were chosen as t/:le 
control variables on which to post-str1ittify the initia,II CS land PD groups. .. . 
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In many instances the assumptions underlying the t-test (t) to compare two 
means were not met by the data. In such cases the results were checked by 
using the non-parametric alternative, the Mann-Whitney U test (MWU). 
Where conclusions were tbe same for both tests, the more common t-test 
has been reported. However, for the ranked index of offence seriousness 
and other indices of seriousness (e.g. the seriousness of previous sentences) 
non'-parametric tests were always used. Chi-square (X2) was used to 
compare the difference between proportions. Odds - ratios were compared 
by a chi-square test of homogeneity (X2 homog) during the final 
reconviction analysis (Fleisi;, J 973). The accepted level of significance was 
set throughout at p< .05; all non-significant findings are also reported. 

Sample 

The CS group consisted of every person who had received at least one 
.community service sentence between 1 May 1981 and 31 July 1981, (N = 
419). The PD group consisted of one third of all people who had received at 
least one periodic detention sentence during the same perio.9 (N = 459). 
Any person who had received both a CS and PD sentence during that period 
was ~ncluded in the group defined by the first sentence received. The 
number of people in each sample from each month .Is shown in Table 48. 
There was no significant. difference -between the distribution ot the two 
groups across the time period (X2 = 3.00). The number in each group who 
were sentenced in each of the 34 probation districts in New Zealand .is given 
in Figure 10. 

TABLE 48. DISTfHBUTIONOF THE SAMPLES OVER THE SAMPLE' 

" PERIOD 

MONTH 

"' May 1981 
June 1981 
JlJly 1981 

TOTALS 

Community. Service 

% No. 

31 
30 
39 

iOO 

1,29 
127 
163 

419 

u 

~< Ii 

\:). Peti:d:tlic Detention 

% No. 

.35 
31 
33 

100 

o 

161 
144 
154 

459 
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Figure 10 
THE NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 
,IN EACIi SENTENCE GROUP 
'FROM EACH PROBA TrON DISTRICT 
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An attempt was made to choose sufficiently large random samples to allow 
for a reasonable degree of statistical power when later. comparing the 
post-stratified subgroups. Sample size estimations were based on the 
following: The Department of Justice had set objectives for the community 
service sentence which included a desired reconviction rate of no greater 
than 30% within one year of completion of service. A study of people 
sentenced to non-residential periodic detention had found that 
approximately 70% were reconvicted within one year of the termination of 
the sentence (Study Series, No.4, 1979). The present study examined 
reconviction within the year following the imposition rather than the 
completion of a sentence. Therefore a slightly higher estimate of 
reconviction was used for community service since a substantial proportion 
of further offending occurs witHin a few months of the original conviction 
(Study Series, No.5, 1979). For the same reason, it was thought that the 
estimates from the 1979 study of periodic detention could have been too low 
for the measure used in the present study. I-Iowever,since the 1979 study 
included traffic offences in the reconviction rate, whereas the present 
study did nut,,, the periodic detention e$timate was accordingly lowered for 
sample size est)imations. c' 

d 

A difference in proportions between the two groups of .35 for CS and .65 
for PD could be detected at ex: = .05 with 90% certainty (P,= .10) with a 2 , 
tailed test with a minimum sample of N = 69 in each group. Since 
post-stratification of the total groups was planned, the total groups were 
selected to have approximately SIX times the size of an anticipated 
subgroup. Therefore total samples of approximately 400 people were aimed 
for. 

Procedure 

Information about the 'index court appearance' - that is the appearance 
during which the CS/PD sentence was given - was drawn from the Wanganui 
database and recorded for each person in the sample. This consisted of 
sentence date; name of court; prosecuting agency; plea; counsel used; 
charges; length of sentence; additional sentences (probation, 
disqualification from driving, fine); special orders attached to the 
sentence; date of birth; sex; and ethnic group ,Conly recorded in arrest 
cases). This basic information was slightly modified and an offence 
seriousness rating was added as de.:;;cribed in Study I, page 9. 

The criminal history and reconviction behaviour of each individual was 
taken from records stored on tne Wanganui computer database. This 
information, however, was limited. Only appearances at, District 
(Magistrate) and High (Supreme) Courts were recorded in detail. Children 
and Yeung Persons (ChiJdrens) court appearances were not included since 
they had not always been entered on the database. 
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Only criminal history was analysed, although a person may have a criminal 
history and/or a traffic history on the Wanganui computer database.' If a 
conviction follows a Police prosecution, a record is made on a criminal 
history. If a convic~ion results from a Ministry of Transport (MOT) 
prosecution, It is recorded on a traffic history (and also, in the case of 
som~ more serious offences, on a criminal history.) However, traffic 
convictions are not necessarily made by the MOT. In cases where the 
prosecution is made, by a local body traffic department, a conviction is 
recorded on the Wanganui Computer only where the offence is of \p serious 
nature. And so the number of court appearances resulting from traffic 
convictions recorded on the Wanganui Computer varjes according to the 
type of traffic enforcement within a district. Therefore traffic histories 
were excluded from the detailed analysis. 

\) 

Each person in the sample was initially traced on the Wanganui database for 
the presence of a traffic and a criminal history so that general estimates 
cOl,lld be made about the number of traffic and criminal histories in each 
group. In the Cs. group, 92% (386) had crimInal histories, with 200 of these 
people also having traffic histories. Eight percent (33) had traffic histories 
only (their 'index sentence' being the result of an MOT prosecution, and 
there being no criminal conviction). In the PD group, 95% (437) had 
criminal histories,;; with 289 of these people also having traffic histories. 
Five percent (22)1)ctd only traffic histories. 

In the CS group, the 'index c()urt appearance' involved a Police Department 
prosecution in 79% (332) of cases; 19% (78) were traffic prosecutions; 2% 
(9) were prosecutions by the Justice Department. In the PD group7 a 
Police Department prosecution occurred in 77% (354) of cases; 16% (73) 
were traffic prosecutions and 7% (32) were prosecutions by the Justice 
Department. 

\( 
\\ 

A criminal history summary was constructed for each indlv.idual which 
recorded their age;, at first conviction in a District or High Court~ the 
number of court appearances resulting in a conviction prior to the 'index 
court appearance'; the most serious sentence served prior to the 'index 
sehtence', and the e~act sentence and sentence dat~ immediately preceding 
the index appearance. Reconviction behaviour showed the number of court 
appearances resulting in conviction within a year of the 'index sentence', 
the most serious sentence received in that., time; and th2 exact sentence and 
sentence date immediately following the Index appearance. 
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CHAPTER 3 RECONVICTION0° BEHAVIOUR IN EACH GROUP 

,;T 

Summary of Chapter ~ 

A group of 1~19 people sentenced to community service had an 
average" (Mean) sentence length of 92 hours; a quarter of them 
received an additional probation sentence. A group of 459 people 
senteHced to non-residenticilperiodic detention' had an average 
sentence length of five months; just over~ a third pf thefT! had an 
additional pr;,obation sentence. 

The reconviction behaviour of the people in these two sentence 
"' , ~ 

groups was compared to see if the groups differed in terms of fhe 
occurrence of a reconviction, and if so, in the number and type of 

, ~ubsequent sentences and the time fae'tors involved. The analysis 
in this chapter directly compared the kind" of offenders who 
receiv'ed a community service sentence with the kind of offenders 
who received a periodic detention sentence. If did not directly 
compare the two types ~f sentence. 

,:, T'1e reconviction rate~for .people sentenced to community,'service 
was found to be rea~pnably close" to the figures set by the 

'~ Department of Justice in th~ Qb~'{ti.ves for .,this sen!ence; ~8~ of 
> people sentenced to commumty se~~lce were reconvlcted °Wlthm a 
Yi~ar: A ~r,eater pr.opohlon of the P~ gr?up (59%) was reconvicted 
withIn a x~arof bemg sentenceq,. Th\ flrst sentence and the most 
serious sel1tence r,eceived by, tbe PD group in the follow-up year 
were ,more" serious than those received by the CS group, and they 
occurred !?ignificantly sooner. Of those reconvicted, the groups did 
not differ InJhe numb~r °gf court ap~a~pnces resulting in a 
conviction during the follow-up'y~9r. ~ 

r 

II 

The Sentence Groups 

o 

o 

The" grgups studied were 4f9 people who receivec;{ a community service 
sentence (the CSgroup) and

l
459 who ,received a non-residential periodic 

dete~t~ofl sentence'(tne .?D"~p) during May, June .and July ~1981. 
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'\, f h ' ~ f ' \"0 h" Twenty-one percent o' t e community serVIce sentences were~cY 0 rs or 
'\: ~ ~ Ii 0 less; 57% were bet\veeJl 51 and 100 hours; ,11% were be'!iween l~V anc\15 ; 

7% were. over 150 hours.' Twenty-four percent of the ,periodic\det(:'ntJon 
sentences were three mOHths' or less; 36 %7 were four or five months ;-\~33 % I! 
were six or seven mon'ths; 7% w~re betw~~n eight and ten months.' " f 

The total sentence" gi~en 'in each' se:n~i~ce grd'u; is sh9wn tn Ta~\le 'If.9~ ~l 
simHar proportion ifl,' each group rece~;~ed additional sentE(tnces: 52% of~~e 
C$ grou~and 59 % of. tbefD ,group/ha,d ,a.t~e~st ?ne additi~!:,~ sentenc ~~ 
The mostVcommon were pr;,d~atlOn a?,d ,?I~qu,ahflca,tlOn from dpvlng. / ~~ 
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A s,im,ilar p,r~portion of the .. C:S' group' (31%) and ,the PD group (33%) were 
a~so dl~q~al.l~led from' dnvmg (X2 ,< l). ' The" media(i' length of 
d!squaI!f!cat~on ,for both groups was 12' month~. ilThe shortest 
dlsqua!ifl~CltlOn tor the CS gr~up was three monthsal19' the #ongest was 60 
montrys;, f?r,thc: ~pgroUPth~~ was 2 andY8 months respe<;:Hvely. Of the 
;128 dls9uallfledlO ~the CS group, 16% were already disqualified at the time .. 

, " o~t,he,l~dex sentence, and 26% of ,the J53 In the PDgroup were already 
,1\ ,di!~qu~l1fled.,., ..' ' ," ',,' " ..', " 

.I' ' , ' ,', , 

. /"(.1, 'Fer<offend(br~' i1.ei.tper,theCS group (3%) or the PDgroup (2%) Were fined 
,~X, ~J).. T~e~~d1an: fmetor l.:)Qth,groups was $200.00. The :smalJest fine 
m the C,S gro~p, w':ls$l,OO"the largest 'was $1,,000; for the PD group this was 
$50 and

c
o'ver$lQ,OOO •. ' "( , ' . ' , , ' 

0, 

Reconviction Rates 

A , "f' . ~ 
, , SIgn! Icantly sm,alIer pr?p~rtton of the CS g:oup (38~) than the PD group 
. (59%) was reconvIcted wlthmJ a year of gettmg the mdex sentence (X2 = 
38.16, df = 1, p< .0001), as is ~h~wn in Figure 11. (Each group contained a 

.furtper 7% who had ,MOT con,v~ctlQf)S. For reasons given in Chapter.; 2, page 
169, these were not mc1~ded In the analyses). 

FIGURE 11 
,~ 

RECONVICTIONS IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP " 
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Fiirst Sentence During the P'c9q.ow-up Year 

.. The typei!'of s~tenc"e given for the first,reconviction ~neachOgroup(;ls shown 
" \ ip. Table 50 indec~easing. order ?f scerlo~sness. (ThIS, was the C?rder usee;! 

during data collectlOn to choose "the malO senten~e o/here more than one 
had b~en give~ at one court appearance.),f The PD group, r~ceiyedQ 
significantly. more serious s{"J1.reTlf.es Q tha~ the_ fS group for their ~ll:st Q 

sentence durmg the foHow-up year (MWtJ, Z - 3.16, p<.Ol). Custocilaj 
sentences were mOte common for the J?Q group (25%) than th~ CS group 
~,!8%). The PD group wer~ alSo sc:ntenced to.~D mor~ often (24%) than the 
d~ group (8 %). Community serVice, probatIon or fmes w~re much more 
c8rnmon for the CS group (61 %) than the PD group (39%) •. , ~ 00 

. ~ 

TABLE 50: FIRST SENTENCE DURING THE' FOLLOW-UP ,"'YEAR 

(j 

.' SENTENCE 

Prison 
() 

Detention Centre 
Cprrective Trainlpg 
Residential Periodic 
Detentlorl '" a 

'. Non-Residential Periodic 
Q Detention 0 0 ~c 

" Comrfl~nbty Service" 
Probation () 

cFine.,) . (I "" 

DJsqualification from 
driving . '0 ,(, 

Sentence to Corne Up , 
Convicted and Discharged 
Other 

.<> 
TOTALS' 

'r:J 

'::.: 

(; .. 
\., 

Community Service 

% No. 

11 
7 
1 

"'",l)8 

8 
6' 

0:;' 41 

I: 
6 
4 
I 

100 

co 

Q 

f) " 

17 
!l 
" I 

0 

13 
12 
9 

76 

2 
10 
7 
2 
If 

160 

c> 

" 

0 

,\ 0 

.... 

., 

" 
o PerlocHc Detention 0 

% C No. 0 

I 

0 24 
, 1 

2 
37 

6 
3 
1 

100 

il ,. 

2 

6c5 
2 
4 

99 
Q 

1 
16 
8 
3 

~p :' 

266 
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The most serious sentence received during the follow-up year is shown in 
detail in Table 51 and summarized in Figure 12. The PD group received 
significantly more serious sentences than the CS group (MWU, Z = 3.36, p<. 
.00 1). Borty-one percent of those reconvicted in the PD group were given 
a custodial sentence during the follow-up year compared to 27% of those 
reconvicted in the CS group. Periodic detention was the fnost serious 
sentence in 23% ofepD reconvict ions and in 12% of CS reconvictions. Over 
half of the C:S rec"pvictions (53%) .. resulted in sentences of community 
service, probation or< fige, compared to just under a third (32%) Jor the PD 
reconvictions. 0 " (/ 

FIGURE 12 ~ '- II u 

MOST SERIOUS SENTENCE DURING THE FOLLOW-UP YEAR IN 
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'\ TABLE 51 : f)MOSTo SERIOUS SENTENCE DURING THE ,FOLLOW':"UP 
,,\ \~':' 
YE''AR 

SENTENCE 
" 

o 0 

Pri~on - 1 year or rnot;,e 
>Pri~;on - 3 months and 
up ;to 1 year 
Prison -uup' to 3 months 
CCirrective- Training or 
Detention Centre'~ -~ 
Residential Periodic IJ 

Detention 
N dn-residentia1 Periodic 
Detention 
.Community Semice 
Probation 
Fine 

" Disqualification from 
driving 

~ Sentence to Come Up 
Convicted and Discharged' 
Other 

" °TOTALS 

Time to Reconviction 

00 

Community Service 
" 9 

% No. 

13 
3 

6 
(I 

12 c 

8 
8 

37 

1 
4 
1 
2 

100 

o 

19 
13 
13 
60 

1 
6 
2 
3 

160 

o 

Periodic Detention 

5 

21 
9 

6 

22 
2 
2 

28 

3 
2 

o 100 

o 

CI 
o (J 

No. 

13 

57 
25 

17 

n 1 

61 
4 
6 

75 

1 
9 
6 
1 
(j) 

266 

A general hend for reconvictions to be more common in the 04irst few 
months of thc;,follpw-up year for both groups"may been sel3fi In Figure 13. 
Howey,en, Figtfre 14 shows that this effect was more accentuated for the PD 
group" of which" 51 % were reconvicted within the first three months 
compared to 41 % of the CS group. The first reconviction~ in the, PD group 
occurred slightly but significantly sooner than in the CS group (t =. 2.32, df = 

o 426, p<.05); a mean of 4.1 months (S.D.: 3.e» compared to 4.3 months (S.D. 
~ 3.3). There was also a signifi~ant difference between the groups iii the 
time taken to their most serious sentence in the foUow-up~-year: a mean of 
6.0 months (S.D. : 3.3) for the CS group and 5.4 months (S~D. ;: 3.4) for the 
PD group (t ::: 1.97), df =422, p< .05). 
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FIGURE 14 'NUMBER OF MONTHS 
~ .:< 

TO FIRST RECONVICTION IN EACH 

3.7 

SENTENCE GROUP 

CS 
(N = 160) 

PO 
(N'~ 266) 

1-3 
(51 %~' 

a' 

Numbe~ of Appearances During the follow-up Year 0 J 
There was ne signifi~ant difference between "the CS and PD ~reuups in the 
number ,Of ceurt appear.ances resulting in cenvictiens in the fellow-up year" 
(MWU, Z = 1.58). As may be seen frem Figure 15, 7,6% ,Of the CS greup and 
76% ,Of the PO greup whe were recenvicted had ne mere than twe 

, , 

() j, 

\) 

o appearances" during the fellew-up year. 'c1-{ewevet, the number ,Of 
o appearances in the fellew-l!p y«7~r weuld be c affected by the ameunt ,Of tjme Il 

each greup spenti'1JCusF}fdurIryg that time. Q 

c ~ 

As was described in 3.4, page "a greater prepertion ,Of the PO recenvictiens " 
resulted in cust,Odial sel)tences.,,, Th~, PO group, as a whele, had an average 0 

of U~O nen-cqstedial months during the follow-up year; whereas the CS "' 
greup'Das,a whele, had an average of 11.5 months in which 'offenders had 
eppertunity, te reeffend. Therefere th~ similarity"'between the twe greups 
I}n the'onumber ,Of subsequent appearance~ may reflect the fact that the PO 
greuphad less eppertunityo te reeffend during the f~)lew-up" year. 
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NUMBER OF' COURT ~PPEARANCES DURING FOLLOW-UP 
YEAR IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP "" 

<is 
(N = 160) 

PO 
(N = 266) 
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Cl:iAPTER 4 OFFENDERS, THEIR CRIMINAL HISTOb~IES AND 

Of"FENCES 'IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 
\ ~ 

'\ 
\ 

Summary of Chapter 4 

Some descriptive features of each group and details of i their 
criminal histories and the offence for which they received 
community service or periodic detentioh were compared to identify 
ways in which the groups were different." 

" 

The CS group had a higher proportion of women than the PO group~ 
The CS group had first been, convicted at a later age than the PD 
group; fewer of them had a previous history; and their bistories 
contained a \~maller nllmber of court appearances. Their most 
recent and most serious previous sentences were Jess serious than 
those experienced by the PD group. The CS group had been 
convicted of fewer offences against justice'. The offences for 
which the CS group were convicted were slightly more serious than 
those for which the PD group were convicted., 

The two groups were similar in age and ethnic composition. The 
only similarity recorded in their criminal histories was the amount 
of time between the index sentence and their most recent and their 
most serious previous sentences. A similar proportion in each group 
had pleaded guilty to the index offence and similar proportions had 
been represented in cou~t. 

Sex, Age, and Ethnic Group 

,The community service sentence is commonly us~d for women offenders, as 
was shown.in Study I page 10, whereas at the time of this study there was 
only one women's periodic detention centre (in Auckland). The CS group 
therefore contained a substantial1y higher prop9rtion of women (26%) than 
the PD group (3%), as may be seen in Figure ,16 (X2 = 92.66, df = 1, 
p .001).' The ethnic composition of tDe two groups was similar as may be 
seen from Figure 17:. 40% of the CS group and 45% of the PD group had 
Maori>backgrounds (X2 = 1.44, n.s). The age structure of the two groups 
was similar as may be seen in Figure 18. The mean age of the CS group WqS 

25.8 years (S.D. = 9.5) and was 24.7 years (S.D. =: 7.9) for the PD group (t =' 
1.81, n.s.). The youngest person ih the CS group was 16, and in, the PD 

,group was 15. Trte oldest person in the CS group was 61 and in the PO' 
group WSlS 62.-' ~ 

;;r 

(( 

----~------.--------~----------------------------------~,-,-----------------------

I 

'j 

1 

180. 

FIGURE 16 SEX IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 

CS 
(N = 419) 

Wdmen. 
(26%) 

FIGURE.i 7 

CS 

Men 
(74%) 

(N = 319) 

Maori 
(lfO%) 

() , 

Non Maori 
(60%) 

Note1: Arrest cases only 

Maori 
(45%) 

PD 
(N =459) 

PO 

Men 
(97%) 

(N = 362) 

I) 

\\ 
'\. Non Maori 
; (55%) 
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FIGURE 18 AGE IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 

4.3 

CS 
(N = 419) 

Under 20 
(30%) 

Previous Criminal History 

PD 
(N = 459) 

Under 20 
(24%) 

20-24 
(36%) 

Although the majority of people in both c sentence groups had a previous 
criminal history, a significantly smaller proportion of the.CS group (69%) 
t~an the PD

2
group (80%) had a criminal background as may be seen from 

FIgure 19 (X = 12.30, df = 1, p< .OO!). 
t~ 

4.4 Most Recent Previous Sentence 

The most recent previous sentence of those with criminal histories is given 
in Table 52 in order of seriousness. The most recent sentence for the PD 
group was significantly more serious than for the" CS group (MWU, Z :: 3.00, 
p < .01). Eleven p!rrcent of the CS group compared to 15% of the PD group 
had been sent to prison or given corrective t(aining for the previous 
offence. A fine was the most common previous sentence in both groups 
with 55% of the CS offenders compared to 47% of the PD offenders having 
been fined for the previous offence. 
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FICiURE 19 PI~'EVIOUS CRIMINAL HISTORY IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 

CSPD 
(N = 419) (N = 459) 

Previous History 
(69%) 

No Previous 
History 
(3J %) 

Previous History 
(80%) 

FIGURE 20 MOST SERIOUS PREVIOUS SENTENCE IN EACH SENTENCE 
GROUe l 

I] 

\\ CS 
\\ (N=291) 

CU~itodial-' 
(.32~i\S) 

Fine or Less 
(36%) 

: Probation, 
'CS orRD 
(32%) 

Custodial 
(43%) 

PD 
(N = 36l~)1 

Fine or Less 
(23%) 

Probation, 
CS or PD 
(34%) 

Note 1: Data missing for 2 people 
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TABLE 52: MOST RECEr;.lT PREVIOUS SENTENCE IN EACH 

SENTENCE GROUP 

SENTENCE Community Service ~) .:;, Periodic Detention 

% No. % No. 
;::; 

1 /; 

Prison 8 23 10 36 
Borstal 2 5 ~. 2 9 
Detention Centre 1 0 
Corrective Training 1 3 3 12 
Residential Periodic 
Detention 1 3 0 
Non-residential Periodic 
Detention 6 16 19 71 
Community Service 2 6 1 3 
Probation 16 47 lOr 36 

\.::' 

,Fine 55 161 47 173 
Disqualification from 

3 1 2 driving 1 
14 2 '" 7 Sentence to Come Up 5 

Convicted and Discharged 2 6 4 15 
Other 1 2 1 2 

TOTALS 1'00 290(1) 100 366(1) 

Note (1) : Data missing for <?ne person in CS and two people in PD group 
" .... ~«':';-

Most Serious Previous Sentences 
~: r,. 

The most serious previous sentence for those wit~ criminal histor\~~ IS 
shown in detail in Table 53 and summarized in Figure 20. The sentences 
are~ranked in the order of seriousness which ,Was used to choose the most 
se~rous sentence, If a person had experienced more than one. The PO group 
had experiencea significantly more serious previous sentences than the C~ 
group (MWU, 2=3.78, P < .000. Approximately a third of the CS group 
(32%) had experienced a custodial sentence'compar~,d to 43% of the PD 
group. Non-residential periodic detention had been th~ most serious 
sentence for 11 % of the CS group and 17,% of the PD group~ More of the 
CS group (55%) than the PO group (37%) had received community service, 
probation or a fine .as the most serious previous sentence. Table 53. ~~so 
shows that the index sentence was the most ';serious sentence ever received 
for 5~;% of the CS group and 55% of the PO group. 
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TABLE ,53.: MOST SERIOUS PREVIOUS SENTENCE LN, EACH 

SENTENCE GROUP 

SENTENCE Community Ser,vice 

% No. e % No. 

0 
{; 

Prison - 1 year or more 
Prison - 3 months 
and upto 1 'year . 
Prison - up to 3 months 
Corrective Training or 
Detention Centre 
Re~~dential Periodic 
Detention 
Non-residential Periodic 
Detention 

r~' . 
. Community Service 
Probation ," 

. Fine 
Disqualification from 
driving 
Sentence to Come Up 
Con'ticted and Discharged 
Other 

TOTALS 

9 26 

16 46 
2 ""-;:~ 7 

5 15 

3 8 

8 23 
2. 7 

1\f 55 
34 098 

" I 2 
1 
3 
0 

100 291" 

Note'(O : . Data missing for lfpeople in PO group. 

Time Since Previous Sentences 

Ib= 

:-,' 

~-...::~\. 

f) 

9 

20 
6 

8 

2 

17 
2 

13 
<22 

J 

100 

.. ~:~ 

,,;. 

34 
= 

73 
21 

29 

6" 

60 
f.> 8 

49 
81 

,C ~ a 
0 
2 
1 

364(1) 

" 

"There was no signficant djffer~nce between the groups in the mean number 
of months between their most recent previous sentence and the index 
sentence (MWU, Z = 1.59, n.s.). For the CS group, a rqedian of 11 months 
had' passed between sentences; and for the PD group a median of 8 
months. The shortest time for both groups was less than a month. Up to 
18 years had passed without any conviction in the CS group, and up to 16 
years "in the PD group. 
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Similarly, thereOwas no significant differenc,e betwe:n the groups in the 
mean number of , months between the most seriOUS prevIous sentence and the 
index sentence (MWU, Z = 1.60, n.s.). The medii3,n for the CS group was 25 
months, and for 'the PD group was 31 months., 

Number of Previous AppeJirances 

T~e number of previous court appea.rances of those ~ith criminal histories 
in each sentence group is shown in Figure 21., T,he CS ~ro.up had 
significantly fewer previous court appeanmces resultIng In a convlctI?n tl~an 
the PD group (MWU, Z = 5.17 P < .0001). cO Just over half t~e C~ hiStOrI~S 
(51"%) contained three or more appearances wher~,as over two thIrds (69%) 
of the PD histories had three or' more appearc'J,nces recor~ed. Very long 
histories (nine or more appearances) were far less common In the CS group 
UO%) than in the PD group (21 %). 

Ii 

FIGURE 21 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS COURT APPEARANCES IN EACH. 

-;., 

SENTENCE GROUP 

CS 
, (N = 291) 

1 
(27%) 

PD 
(N = 366) 

.. :~ 

() 

I 
J 
! 

J 

,4.8 
'() 

4.9 

( . 
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Age at First Conviction 

People An the CS group were two years older on average at the time ot'their 
first District or High sourt criminal conviction (t = 3.91, df = 876, 
p .001). The mean age cit first conviction for the CS group was 22.2 years 
(S.D- = 9.1) and for the PD group was 20.2 years (S~D. = 6.2). The earliest 
age ~t ~irst convic.tion w~s 15 years in both groups. The latest age at first 
convlctIOn' was 61 In the CS group, 62 in the PD group. 

\) 

Type of Index Offence 

Figure 22, shows the type of index offence in each sentence group and a 
J~or~ ,detaIled br~al~down .of the figures is given in Table 54. There was a 
sIgnIfIcant assocIatIOn betwe~n' sentence group and type of offence (X2 = 
.15.~8, d~ = 3, P < .01). There were p~oportionate1y fewer offences against 
JustIce In the CS group than in the PD group; (there were no other 
significant associations). ' 

CS 
" (N ': 419) 

Against the 
Person" 
(16%) 

Against Property 
(55%) 

., 

Traffic 
(26%) 

PD 
(N ': 459) 

Against the 
Person 
(19%) 

>1-----"/ 

Against Property 
(47%) 
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4.10 Seriou_sness of Index Offence 

The seriousness ratings of offences for each group are shown in Figure 23. 
These distributions may be compared with the seriousness ratings of all 
offences shown in Study I, Figure 8, page 18. _The offenf:~s. committed by 
the' CS group had slightly but significantly higher seriousness ratings than 
those committed by the PO group (MWU, Z = 2.46, p<.O!). The median 
rating for the CS group was 73.14 compared to 72.94 :1:or the PD group. 
This difference, although statistically significant, is clearly minimal in a 
scale which ranges from 15 - 98. 

FIGURE 23 OFFENCE SERIOUSNESS, RATINGS IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 1 

CS 
(l\l. = 339) 

Note 1 ; M.o. T. prosecutions not included 

4.11 Plea and Representation in Court 

PO 
(N = 385) 

71-80 
(45%) ". 

A similar proportion of offenders in each group pleaded gUilty at" the index 
court appearance: 90% of the CS group and c 91 % of the PD group (X2<lk 
Similar proportions of the groups (were also represented by counsel in court: 
80% of the CS group and 77% of the PD group were represented (X2< 1). 
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CHAPTER 5 EXAMINATION OF FACTORS RELATED TO 

RECONVICTION IN u EACH SENTENCE GROUP 

Summary of Chapter 5 

1\ 

Information about the offenders, their criminal histories and inde\~ 
offences was studied in relation to reconviction to discover whmj 
factors were associated with the occurrence of a reconviction. 

" 

) 
Being younger~ the presence of a previous criminal history, a morel,' 

"recent previous sentence and a more recent most serious previous 
sentence, a greater number of previous court appearances, and a,', 
younger age at first conviction were all related to higher 'I 

reconviction rates, and being convicted of a traffic offence was. i
i 

related to lower reconviction rates in both theCS and the PD groups. '\ 
, ~ 

Some factors were significantly related to reconviction In only one ii 
group. Being Maori was sigri1ficantly related to higher reconviction II 
rates in the CS group. Being convicted of an offence against the ,I 

perSOl),~ being convicted of a (slightly) more serious offence and 
havin~"experienced a more serious warst previous sentence were, 
both significantly related to higher reconvictio'h rates in the PO 
group. 

A person's sex, the severity of their most ,recent previous sentence, 
the plea and whether or not they had been represented, were not 
related to reconviction rates in either group. 

Sex, Age and Ethnic Group 

There was no significant difference between the reconviction rate of 
women and men in either group. In the CS group 32% of the women and 
40% of the m~n were reconvicted (X2 = 2.23, n.s.). In the PD group 61J% of 
the women and 59% of the men were l'econvicted (X 2 < O. . 

Maoris had a significantly higher reconviction rate than Non-Maoris in the 
CS group (X2 = 4.57, df = 1, p (' .05): 51 % compared to 38%. In the PD 
group 70% of Maoris and 62% of Non-Maoris, were reconvicted (X2 = 2.21 
n.s.) • 
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People reconvicted were significantly younger than those not reconvicted, 
in both sentence groups. In the CS group the mean age of those 
reconvicted was 22.1 years (S. D. = 5.6) compared to 28.1 years (5. D = 10.7) 
for those not reconvicted, (t = 6.59, df = IJ 17 ,p < .0001). In the PD group, 
the mean age of those reconvicted was 22.7 years (S.D. = 7.1J) compared to 
27.6 years (S.D. = 7.9) for those not reconvicted, (t = 6.68, df = 457, p<.OOi). 

Previous Criminal History 

The reconviction rate of people who had a previous criminal history was 
signficantly higher than the reconviction rate of ~eople wh~ had ~o previous 
criminal history. In the CS group 43% of those With a prevlpus h.lstory were 
reconvicted compared to 26% of those without, (X2 = 11.36, df = 1, P <
.001)., In the PD group 65% of those with a previous history were 
reconvicted compared to 38% of those without, (X2 = 21.01, df = 1, p < .0001). 

Most Recent Previous Sentence 

There was no significant difference in the seriousness of the most recent 
previous sentence between those reconvicted and those not reconvicted in 
either the CS group (MWU, Z< 1) or the PD group (MWU, Z = 1.8). 

Most Serious Previous Sentence 

There was no significant difference in the s~riousness of the most serious 
previous sentence for the CS group between those reconvicted and those not 
reconvicted (MWU, Z < O. However people from the PO group who were 
reconvicted had experienced more serious worst,. s,entences than those who 
were not reconvicted (MWU, Z = 3.63, P < .001). 

Time Since Previous Sentences 

Signficantly less time had passed between the most recent previous 
sentence and the index sentence for those reconvicted than for those not 
reconvicted in both the CS and PD groups. In the CS group there was a 
median of 7.3 months for those recol1victed compared to 15.5 months for 
those not reconvicted: and a significant difference in means (MWU1 Z = 
4.54, P < .000 O. In the PD group there was a median of 6.3 months for 
those reconvicted compared to 16.6 months for those not reconvicted: and a 
significant difference in means (M WU, Z = 6.26, p <. .0001). 
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Similarly, the rY10st serious previous sentence was more recent for those 
who were reconvicted. In the CS group there was a mediC!.n of 18.5 months 
between the most serious previous sentence and the index sentence for 
those reconvicted compared. to 3.5 months for those not reconvicted: and a 
signficant diff~rence in means (MWU, Z = 4.51, p <.0001). In the PD 
group the medIan for those reconvicted was 22 months compared to ,45.5 
months for those not reconvicted: and a significant difference in mdans 
(M WU, Z = 5.09, p <. .000 O. . 

Number of Previous Appearances 

~eople :vh? were reconvicted had mo're,previous court appearances resulting 
In C?nvictlOns than th~se who were not reconvicted. In the CS group the 
medIan number of prevIOUS court appearances was 3.Y. for thos'ereconvicted 
qrd 2.3 for those not .reconvicted (MWU, Z = 2.75, P < .01). In the PD 
group ~he median number of previous court appearances was 4.8 for those 
reconvIcted and 3.4 for those not reconvicted (MWU, Z = 2.75, P < .01). 

Age at First Convicti,on 

'People who were reconvi~;ted during the follow-up year had been 
signific~ntly yo~nger at the time of their first conviction than those who 
were not reconvIcted. In the CS group, the mean age at first .conviction for 
those who were reconvicted was 19.0 years (S.D.':;; 4.2) co'mpared to 24.1 
years (S.D. = 10.6) for those not reconvicted, (t = 5.89, df = 417, p < 
.0001). In the PD group, th~ mean, age at first c:onviction was 18.5 years 
(S.D. = 3.4) for those reconvJcted, compared to 22.7 years (S.D. = 8.1) for 
those not reconvicted, (t = 7.56, df = 457, P < .0001)',1 

I, 

5~9 Type of Index Offence 

There was a significant association betwfcen the;! type of offence and 
whether or not a person was reconvicted in both th~~. CS group (X2 = 16.78, 
df = 3, ~<.OJ) and the PD gr~up (X2 = 16!,35, df = 3, p(.01): In the CS group 
proportJOnately fewer traffIC offenders were reconvicted' (there were no 
other, significant associations). " In tl)e ~D group, prop~rtlonately ;i~w~r 
tra~flc offenders were reconvicted and proportionately more offenders 
against the person; (there were no other ,signjficant a$sociations). 
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Seriousness: of Index Offence 
\\' .' 

People who were redt,n'licted tended to have been convicted of a slightly 
less serious index offer~ce than those who were not, although the difference 
reached statistical sigr'fificance only in the PO group. In the PD group the 
median seriousness rating of those reconvicted was 73.10 compared to 72.87 
for those not reconvicted (MWU, Z = 2.15. P <. .05).. In the CS group the 
median seriousness rating of those reconvicted was 73.04 and for those not 
reconvicted was 73.2~ (MWU, Z = 1.76). 

Plea and Representation in Court 

Neither the type of plea made nor whether. a person had been represented in 
court were, significantly related to wh~ther or not an offender was 
reconvicted, in either group •. :In ,the CS group 93% of those reconvicted and 
88 % of those not reconvicted had pleaded guilty to the index offence (X2 = 
2.23). In the PD gro~p 92%,. of those reconvicted and 90% of those not 
reconvicted had pleaded guilty (X2 <. n. In the CS group 80% of both those 
reconvicted and those not recon~icted had been represented for the index 
offence (X2 = 0). In the PD group 76% of those reconvicted and 80% of 
those not reconvicted had bee!J represented (X2 = 1.00). 
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CHAPTER 6 ANALYSIS Of' COMPf.RABLE RECONVICTION RATES 
cd! 

IN EACH SENTENCE GROUP 

o 

Summary of Chapter 6 

°'0 

It was found that 38% of people sentenced to community service 
were reconvicted within one year of receiving the sentence 
compared to 59% of people sentenced to non-residential perJodic 
detention (Chapter 3). However, such a difference in reconviction 
rates did not necessarily mean that the sentence of community 
service produced lower 'reconviction rates than the sentence of 

o periodic detention. This study also found (Chapters 4 &: 5) that 
significantly more of the peopJe sentenced to community service 
had the kind of history which meant they were less likely to be 
reconvicted in any case. 

Therefore, if the reconvi~tibn rates }~f community. service 
offenders were to be looked at more meaningfully in relatl.P'h to the 
rates for periodic detention ,g{fenders, it was necessary tlb 'compare 
people who were equally likely to reoffend bef,onrtthey experienced 
the actual sentence. And so each of the two sen~tnce groups were 
subdivided on the factors identified within the study in such a way 
that people who had similar criminal backgrounds but who were 
given different sentences (community service versus periodic 
detention) could be comparedi-</; 

1--_-'"'-/ 

,> 

The first thing these comparisons showed were that the overall 
reco~viction rates of 38%' and 59% varied greatly when smaller 
more specific groups were studied. The reconviction rates for 
groups sentenced to community service ranged from 13% tel 74%,. 
and for groups sen~enced to periodic detention, rates ranged from 
25% to 80%. That is to say, reconviction rates depended to a great 
extent on factors other than the sentence a person was given. 

The comparisons f!Jrther showed that when people who were most 
likely to reoffend were compared, there was no signiicant 
difference'in reconviction rates between the two sentence groups. 
Similarly, when people who were at lowest risk of reconviction were 
compared, there was no signficant difference in the reconviction 
rates of people sentenced to community service compared to people 
sentenced to periodic detention. Tn moderate risk groups, however, 
the reconvict jon rates of people sentenced to community service 
were significantly lower than the rates of people sentenced to 
periodic ~etention. ' , ;J 
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Given th~Cconsiderable variabHity in reconviction rates within a 
sentence type, (e.g. 13% to 74% for community service), and given 
the similarity in reconviction rates for extreme risk groups across 

. sentence types and the limited scope of the control variables, the 
apparent difference in tho moderate ,risk groups was thought to qe 
.of questionable validity. It was likely that the factors used in the 
stYI@}" were not detailed enough fOr comparisons of /econviction 
rafes in the moderate risk groups. 

The study conclu-jed that for people who have the same likelihood of 
reofiending prior to sentencing, ,there is unlikely to be any 
difference in reconviction rates following community service as 
opposed to periodic detentio~. Moreover since several factors 
other than the sentence received were shown to be strongly related 
to whether or not a person was reconvicted, reconviction rates are 
unlikely to provide a sensitive measure of a sentence's effectiveness. 

!, 

The Choice of Subgroups 

People in the community service sentence group had been found to have a 
significantly lower reconviction rate (38%) than people in the 

. non-residential periodic detention group (59%): see Chapter 3. The 
follow-up perIod and procedure for measuring reconviction was'the same for 
both groups. However if the individuals in the two sentence groups were 
significantly differerlt in ways which. were alsO shown to affect the 
reconviction rate then the difference in rates might be due to these 
factors. In order to extend the comparison of reconviction rate,s more 
directly to the sentences themselves, it was necessary to 'control for' (i.e. 
take into ~cGount) these possibly confounding factors so that they did not 
obscure a comparison. 

The two sentence groups were studied for differences in their demographic 
features and criminal background (Chapter 4). Differences were found 
between the groups in relati6-n to sex; the presence of a previous criminal 
history; and, for those who had a previous history, in the seriousness of 
their most recent and most r.f3:rious previous sen,tences and in the number of 
previous convictions. Differences were also fot.md in their age at first 

, "conviction, and in relation to the type.of offence and its seriousness rating • 

Several of those d~mographlc and criminal features were also shown to be 
related to reCOnviction rate (Chapter 5): namely the presence of a previous 
history; the seriousness of the worst previou_s sentence; the " number of 
previous convictions; a person's age at first" convjction and the type of 
offence and its seriousness rating. These, therefore, were the six factors, 
out of all those exarl1ined in the present study, which were known t'2, be 
possible confounders 0 in any examination of an independent effect of the 
sentences. And' these factors therefore, had to be 'controlJed for' if a 
comparison between sentence types were to be made. 
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A seventh factor wa,s al~o. co)1sider~d" as "a possible ,confounder. The/_I 
"decision whether or not a person was given an additional sentence of,! 
probation, seemed intuitively, t~ b7 a facto~ which should be included in a 
more detailed.analysis of.r~conVIctIon·rptes 10 t/letwo sentence groups(6)~ 
Probation officers decide to recommend" and the bench decides to sentence 
a person to probation for various. r~asons: a defined need for ~~ich specific 
help is necessary~,throl1gn an officlaLchannel; .. a vague~ rec~gmtIOn that the 
offenderls lifestyle, circumstances, personalIty etc. P!"edisposes the~ .to 
reoffending and places them in need of so~e assIst~nce 0; o.fficial 
oversight; a need to enforce ,a court order, for mstance, 'of restItutIOn; a 
belief that supervision may asist them to complete the CS or PD sentence, 
and is in some way 'safer'. 

'l ~J 

/7 • 

In a very general way, therefore, the decision that a .person should also 
receive probation, in conjunction with another commul11ty-ba~e~ ~entence, 
is often an indication that th~ probation o.fiicer who met the mdivldual and 
as~essed their personal circumstances felt they v.:ere 'more at ri.s~' of 
reoffending than people whom they did not consIder needed addItIOnal 
supervisIon. This loosely-defined summary measure ~eem~d a valuable 
addition to the rather limited quantitative factors examIned In the study. 
It made available to the study Jl more recent and more personal assessment 
of an offender's, likelihood ",of reoffending.. Therefore this factor was 
studied.inthe same way as the other factors to discover 1f it wa~, in fact, a 

, potential confounder." 

A difference had been found between the two groups: a significantly higher 
proportion of the PD group h&d been given ~ddit~onal pr~b~tion (Chap~er 
3). Further analysis showed that although bemg gIven addItIOnal proba~IOn 
was not related to reconviction in the PD group (X2 < 0, people gIven 
probatiqn in the CS group did have significantly' higher reconvictiof;l rates 
than th(;)se who:)were not (X2 = 18.78, df = 1, p <.0001). Therefore, the 
decisiorh that a'person should be given additional supervision turned out to 
be a factor which could well obscure a comparison b'etween the two types of 
sentence and therefore it had to be 'controlled for' in the same way as the 
other s1;« potential confounders. 

Note (6~!:, WhiJst the decision that a perso~ should be giv.en probation 
\1 was a potentially confounding factor, the ex enence Of. the 
il ' sentence, WqS, by ,definition, a sentence differenc~ SChdneIder,j 

Grifiith,- &; Schneider, 1982). How~ver, in thIS. st~ y, no 
direct analysis was made of the sentence of probatIOn itself. 
In a. larger study of the reconviction rate~ of community 
service and periodic detention, more complete sentence 
information could be investigated (taking into account the 

.I~ngth' of the main sentence, theo presence of, additional 
,probation, disqualification, fine etc). 
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Once potential confounders are identified, the best comparison would be 
getween subgroups similar on all the confounders. However, the number of 
people studied rarely aUows this. In the present study, there were 

~ sufficient offenders to sub-divide on two factors. Therefore an exploratory 
•. analysis was made of the CS" and PD sentence groups, sub-dividing them on 
each of the seven ·potentiaUy confounding factors, one at a time, in order to 
find the strongest confounders. The results of this analysis are given in 
Appendix C, page 245. 

The decision whether or not to sentence a person to additional probation 
was selected as the first factor on which to sub-divide the total groups. 
'This factor was chosen firstly because the analysis showed it to be the 
str'qngest confounder which enabled every member of the two groups to be 
inclUded in the first subdiviSion, and secondly because it was the most 

" recent; confounder in time. When the groups had been subdivided on this 
factor, they were further sub-divided on each of the remaining potential 
confoundei;~~ 

0' In this way a CS subgroup who had been given probation and who had no 
previous history could be compared with a similar PD subgroup; CS and PD 
subgroups who had been given probation and who had experienced a previous 
custodial sentence could be compared; subgroups who had not been gi~n 
probation and who had committed a traffic offence could be compared; a'hd 

, so on. The results of each of the comparisons are described below and 
details of all the relevant statist{~al tests are given in Appendix C, Table 2, 
page 21+7. 
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Presence of Previous History 
" D 

•• .', 'I 

Figure' 24 shows a comparison ofMhe reconviction rates ofopairs of CS and 
PD subgroups who were similar wit~ respect to whether or not they had been' 

.. "gi.ve!1 probation anc;l,whether. or not,.they had',a previous criminal history. 
The CS reconviction rate was significantly lower than the PO reconviction 
rate in the pair of subgroups who had"not been gi~en probation and who had 
a previous criminal history: 38 % compared to 63%,~ However there was no 
significant difference in the reconviction raOtes Qf CS and PO in any of the 
other pairs of subgroups., 

FIGURE 2g: RECONVICTION RATES FOR CS ANDPD GROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVE N PROBATION) SIMILAR WITH RESPECT l'd P.RESENCE OF A 
PREVIOUS HIS!9RY. 
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Most Serious Previous Sentence 
c 

Figute 25 gives' a more detailed bre~kdown of those people who had a 
previous criminal history and compares subgrQups of CS and PD who were 
similar with respect' to probation and with respect to the most serious 
previous sentence they had experienced. The CS reconviction rate was 
significantly lower than the PD rate in subgroups whoo had not been given 
probation and whose previous most serious sentep.{::;e was probation, 
community service or periodic detention (38% compared·:~to 61%) and whose 
previous most serious sentence was custodial (44 % compared to 74 %). 
However, there was no ,sigificant difference in the reconvictIon rates of CS 
and PD in any of the other pairs of subgroups." <7 

FIGURE 2.5: RECONVICTION RATES FOR CS AND PO CROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVEN PROM TION) WITH SIMILAR MOST SERIOUS PRE~50US SENTENCES. 
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Number of p'revious Convictions 

_ 0 

Pigure 26 sh~ a bret\~down of those peo~le who ,had a previous criminal 
history, according to _ the number _ of their- previous court app~arances 
resulting in, a conviction, again also controlling for whether or nota person 
had b_een given probation. The CS reconvicti:on rates were signi~icantly 
lower than the PD reconvictipn rates in both pairs of subgroups which had 

,not been given probation; 28% comr_ared to 52% in the, subgroups who had .1 
- or 2 previous appearances; and 47% compred to 68% in the subgr~ups, who 

had 3 or more previous appearances. However, there was no slgnflcant 
difference in the reconviction rates of the pairs of subgroups who had been 
given probation and who were similar with respect to the number of previ?us 
convictions. .' 

--FIGURE 26: RECONVICTION RATES FOR CS ~ND PD GROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVEN PROBATION) WITH SIMILAR NUMBER OF PREVIOUS COURT 
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Age at First Conviction 

Figur~ 27 shows subgroups s~S'ilar with respect to probation and age at first 
conviction. The CS reconviction rates were signficantly lower than the PD 
reconviction rates for the subgroups who were not given probation and who 
were 17 years or less at the time of their first conviction (55% compared to 
80%); 18 years (37% compared to 58%) ; and between 19 and 22 years (26% 
compared to 55%). The reconviction rates of other pairs of CS and PO 
subgroups were not signficantly different. 

FIGURE 27: RECONVICTION RATES FOR CS AND PD GROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVEN'"PROBATION) SIMILAR IN AGE All FIRST CONVICTION. ~ , 
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Type of Index Offence 

Figure 28 shows the reconviction rate? for pairs of CS and~ RD ~ubgroups who 
,were similar with, respect to probatlOn and to the type ~flndex offence 
<'ltxcluding offences against jus,tice due ~o too few.cases in the gro~ps~. " .. ' 
,Comparing subgroups who had not beenglven probatIOn, the CS reconvictlOn 
rates were significantly lower than the PD rates for property offenders (38% 
compared to 72%) and traf~ic offend~rs (21 % com~ar~d to.0 43%). However, 
there was no significant dIfference In the reconvlCtIOn rates of any other 
pairs of subgroups. 

FIGURE 28: RE;CONVICTION RATES FOR CS AND PDGROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVEN PR'OBATION) WITH SIMILAR TYPE OF INDEX OFFENCE .• 
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Seriousness of Index Offence 

Figure 29 compares subgroups of CS and PD ,similar.- with respect to 
probation and seriousness of index offence. y The CS reconviction rates were 
signficant.ly 10wetJhan the PD rates for the three pairs of subgroups \I'ho did 
not get probati9n and who had a seriousness rating of up to 70 (44% 
compared to 69%); 7 i to 74 (43% compared to 72%) ; and 75 or more (26% 
compared to 52%). There w<as no signficant difference, however, in the 
reconviction rates of the C~and PD subgroup pairs who had received 
probation and who ;werEfsimilar with respect to seriousness of index offence. 

q .- • 

FIGURE 29: RECONVICTION RATES FOR CS AND PD GROUPS (GIVEN AND 
NOT GIVEN PROM nON) WITH SIMILAR SERIOUSNESS OF INDEX OFFENCE. 
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Conclusion 

The detailed analysis of reconviction rat~s showed that although the overaJJ 
, reconviction rates had been found to be 38 % for the CS group and 59% for 
the PD group (Chapter 3) these rates varied a,l great deal when more specific 
groups were studied. . 

The hlghesrr reconviction rate foHowing community service (74%) came 
from ,a subgroup who had been given adc!itional probation and who had 
experienced their first, conviction at 17 years or younger. The lowest rate 
03%) came from the group nqt given agditional probation who had been 23 
years or older at their first conviction. 

The highest reconviction rate following periodic detention (80%) same from 
a subgroup who had not been given additional probation and who were 17 
years or younger at the time of their first conviction. The lowest rate.. 
(25%) came from the group not given probation who \yere 2.3 years or more 
at the time of their first convi!;:tion.":<· 

The fact that reconviction rates were shown to be so strongly related to 
factors other than the sentences suggested that the differences in 
reconviction rates between the two sentence groups was probably due to 
factors other than the sentences themselves. Moreover, the controlled 

. comparisons shov"!ed that when subgroups of CS and PD, who were similar in 
ways related to reconviction, were compar;ed, the 'apparent' difference 
between the sentell~es disappeared in many instances. 

There was no signflcant difference in the reconviction rates of people 
sen''rb::lced to comm'unity service and to perioclic detention when they were 
'highe~l':lsk' offenders who had been given additional probation and ~~re 
similar in either the presence of a criminal history, the type of preVIOUS 
sentence, the number of previous court appearances, their age of first 
conviction, the type of offence commItted or Hs'seriousness. Nor "7'as 
there a significant difference in reconviction rates in the 'lowest . risk' 
offenders who had not been given additional probation and who had eIther 
no previous ~rllTlin,al history or no worse than a previous ~ine, or who had 
been first convicted of an offence at an older age (23 years or more). Nor 
was there any slgnficant difference in the reconviction rates of 10"7'er risk 
offenders who had not been given probation and who had been conVicted of 
either offences against the persqn or against justice. ,~, 

In some cases, however, the reconviction rates of offenders sentenced to 
community service were signficantly lower than the rates of offe~ders 
sentenced to periodic detention despite the fact that the comparisons 

(\attempted to take account of importan,t differences between the type of 
- people who received each sentence. ,::\Vhen 'moderate risk'<o~fender? ~ho 
had not been given additional probation but who had a prevlOus cnrmnal 
hi~tory were compared, it was found that the reconviction rate Of. t~e 
community service subgroup was 38% compared to 63% for the penodic 
detention subgroups. Similar differences were found wh~n groups who had 
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not been given probation and who had received, previous· sentence~~ more 
serious than a fine were compared, with the greatest differenqi' being 
bet~een groups. who had previously been to prison; 44.% for corn!'munity 
serVIce compared to 74% for periodic detention. Reconviction ra:l:es for 
con~rn~nity ser~ice subgroups were significantly lower than tholse' for 
penodic detentlOn subgroups not given· additional probation who' had a 
s~mi1ar n~m~er of previ~us court appearances, who were simiiar in :\3.ge at 
~Ir~t con~ictlOn (when thIS was 22 years or less), whose offence was ~\imilar 
m Its senousness, or who had been convicted of property or traffic offences. 

In summary, the detailed,. analysis described in this chapter showed that 
reconviction rates depended to a great extent on factors other than the 
actual sentence. Moreover, it showed that when certain ot" these factors 
wer~ taken int~ a.ccount ~hen .compadng the sentences of community 
serVIce and penodlc detent lOn, In many cases there was no significant 
d~fference ~n the relativ~ r~conviction rates. Specifically, there was no 
dIfference In the reconvlctlOn rates of community service and periodic 
detention groups when extreme groups were compared - the highest ri'§k 
groups and the lowest risk groups. 

In the case of the moderate risk groups, there was an observed difference in 
reconviction. rates; and one possible interpretation of this finding is that 
~eople who, In any ~ase, are moderately at risk of reconviction would be less 
.lik~ly .to be rec?nvlcted if they were given community service'rather than 
periodic d~tentlOn. However, overall, this study suggests an alternative 
Interpreta tlOn. 

Firstly, the study showed that reconviction rates varied greatly In relation 
to factors other than the sentence given; and" this degree of variation 
d~spite the sentence involved, casts doubt on th,e validity of an apparen~ 
dl~ference between sentences. Secondly, although the confounders used in 
thIS study .w~re cc:re!ul,Jy chosen from the available pool of variables, that 
pool,was bmlted In itS nature and range. For example, it did not include 
b~ckground informat.i()n .about employment, education and family 
Circumstances; nor qld thIS study examine post sentence circumstances 
which might havedifferentiaUy affected reconviction. It is unlikely, 
the:efore, that the confounders used could sufficiently control for all the 
vanous degrees of predisposition to reconviction within the offence 
g:o~ps. That is, although the controls were clearly sufficient to produce 
surular. s~bgroups at the extremes of the' range of predisposition to
reconVI.ction (the lowest and highest risk groups), it is doubtful whether 
t.hey were sufficient to distinguish subtle but important variations in 
lIkelihood of recorwiction within the moderate risk groups. 

Furthermore, although the overall reconviction fate for community service 
of 38% (reported in Chapter 3) meets the set n;:cidivisim objectives for this 
sentence reasonably well, this study strongly suggests that given the 
demonstrated variability of reconviction rates when related to other 
factors, such measures are unlikely to provide sensitive estimates of the 
effectiveness of a sentence. . 

~ ~ - . 
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FOR OFFENCES : 

~Note: These ratings were adopted from a small pilot 
study by the Police Department which attempted to 
establish the relative importance/seriousness of all 
offences for u~gency of police clearance.) 

() 

OFFENCE' 

~GAIN5T THE PERSON 

VIOLENCE 
" 

Homicide 

"'urder 

Attempted "'urder 
1..') \ 

Manslaughter 

Infancticlde 

Abortion 

AIdS Suicide and Pact 

Kidnapping & Abduction 

Kidnapping 

Abduction 

Robbery 

.,~Ggrava tea Robbery . 
. , 

Mn,f:l'!;jgra{a ted Robbery 
,..... '_ .• l 

.1 ":"I'J" 1,," 

As~~tiit with Intent to Rob 

\tomp~:');ling EXe,cution of Documents 
' .. ~ 

Grievous Assaults 

~oundjng with Int~nt 

98 

95 

93 

88 

60 

68 

95 

n 

83 

70 

73 

o 

" 

Q 0 
,,"l' 

3. 

Injury with Intent 

'Aggravated Wounding/Injury 

Disabling/Stupe tying 

Dangerous Actsowlth Intent 

Injure If Dea,th-Manslaughter 

Miscellaneous Grievous Assaults 

Serious Assaults 

Aggravated Assault 

Assault with Intent to Injure 

Assault ork,Chlld Undtu 14 years; 

Assaul t by':)Male on Fem,ale 

Assault Polic~ (Crimes Act) 

!l 

o 

Assault Person Assist Police (Crimes Act) 

'"Assault Per~on Ex Lawful Process 

Common Assault (Crimes, Act) 
;~\ 

Misc. Common Assault (Crimes Act) 

Minor Assaults 

Assault Police (P.O.~ Act) 

ASsault Person Aisist PoliCe 
" Assault Official 

Common Assault 

Misc. Common Assault 

Intimidation and Threats 

Threaten to Kill/go G.B.H 

Threaten to Act (P~rson/Ptoperty) 

Threaten ~ehavlour/Language 

o 

85 

85 

85 

83 

75 

75 

89 

86 

94 

83 

85 

85 

86 

76 

65 

65 

63 

63 

.63 

79 

65 

39 

$ a 

\\ 

() 
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" 

o 
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4. 

9 

Demand With Intent to Steal 

Offensive Weapon CariYing 
-;-'~ ~r. ,-,:~<., ~~ 

Criminal L:ibel)siander " 

FaiiProvide' Necessities of LUe 

Misc." intimidation & Threats 

Group Assemblies 

R'iot 

Uni~wTul Assembly 

SEXUAL 

,Sexual Attacks 

Rap!'}, 

o 

At't\?ffiPt f{ape/Assault Intent Rape 

Abdd~tlon for Sex 
" \t . ..;,-

1'1 
-1 

Indecent ,Assault' '(t,lo,~ Homo/Lesbian) 

Sexu1:l1 \/\ ffronts 

Indecent Performance and Acts 

Obscene Expose 

" Abrrcrmal Sexual Relationships 

Jnccst 

Sodomy 

Sex with Animals 

Immoral'Behaviours 

Unlaw ful Sexual ,Intercourse 

Attempt Unlawful Sexual Intercourse 

Indecent Assault (Homo/Lesbian) 

78 

68 

95 

95 

90 

78 

15 

40 

95 

84 

SO 

• 
88 

79 

70 

.~ .~ _r "'r"'~' ~ .. 
,"'-- ~ ," - ~ --

DRUGS AND A,NTI-SOCIAL 

Druqs (Not Cannabis) 

Import/Export Drugs 
, ., 

Produce/Manufacture/Distribute Drugs 

Sell/Give/Supply/Administer Drugs 

PosSess for, Supply' 

ProcurelF'ossess D,rugs 

C.onsU!Tle/Smoke/Use D1',ugs 
2:.~ 

Cultiv,ate Drugs 

Misc. DrugP.ffence's, 

" Druqs (Cannabis only) 

Import/Export Dru,gs 

Produce/Kanu facture/Distr ibute 

Sell/Glve/Su~ply/Administer 

Possess for Supply 

procu~e/p~sses~ brugs 

Consume/Smoke/Use Drugs 

Cultivation of Drugs 

Misc. Drug Offences 

Liquor 

,Licenses Offences 

~\ 

____ ._~,~'e-rl.",., -=-=""""-""""-=:==-=~-=::",="'--=,:::""--==""",;::","=.=::~--=='v"",~~..,,,~'t--
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95 

95 

95 

94 

88 

78 

78 

81 

90 

90 

90 

88 

83 

80 

83 

84 

40 
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f j 

adnagers Offences 

Minors Offences 

o 

6. 

Unlicensed Sopp'ly and Use 

'Pa t [ons ' 0 f fe=nces 

Misc. Offences 

Employees Offences 

Gaming 

Bookmaking 

GamIng House Offences 

Betting Offences 
16, 

Lottery and ~affle Offenc~s 

Misc. Gaming Offences 
" 

Disorder 

Obs triJct/Hind~,r/Resist 
o 'I_ 

IncHelEncourage Offences 
o 

BehaViour Offences 

Language Offenc~s 

Drunkenness' 

Mis. Disorder Offences 

Vagranc,( 

Idle and Disorderly Parsons 

Frequenting 

famIly 

ChUd Abuse 

Domestic Affairs Breaches 

40 

33 

49 

40 

30 

41 

41 

49 

29 

25 

25 

53 

5~ 

41 

33 

35 

41 

21 

45 

• 
83 

68 

o 

:.:; 

7. 

Childrens & Young Persons 

Mis.r.. Family Offences 

AGAINst PROPERTY 

DISHONESTY 

Burglm 

Burglary for Drugs 

Burglary (Oth~r Property) 

Burglary Associated Offences 

Burglary Incl. Rogue and Vagabond 

Car Conversion Etc. 

Taking/Convert,fng t-I/Vehicles 

Unlawful Interference/Getting Into 
,,0' 

Take/Convert/Interfere Bibycles 

Misc. ·CarConversion 

Theft 

Theft for {)rugs 

Theft ex Shop 

Theft (Pillage) , 
Theft ex Car 

Theft eX Person 

Theft ex Dwelling 

General Thefts 

:::~:y::g smant/M,so .. ;\,a tinn 
Re~eiving/Possesslng Stolen Goods 

Receivino Drugs 

36 

35 

75 

73 

69 

69 

73 

54 

,43 

50 

78 

70 

63 

73 

74 

73 

75 

85 

64 <> 

71 
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a. 

Fra,~d " 

Curr~ncy & Counferfeiting 

4'0'sII:10n5 of Trust 

, :Fa lse,:l?te tences~,b'y Cheque, 

False 'Pretences other thah\ by Cheque 

CredIt by Fraud 
~ '. Fraudulent Bre'aches of Statutes 

~ ". 
Mise'. Frauds 

,PROPEH:rY DAMAGE;, 

I}estruction 0 f Propert,y 

(J .,A:1;:50,n· , : , 

\01:1:1 ful I}amage 

J 

Wilful Damage Specific Statute 

'Enda:nger lng L 

, ,Wrecking/lnte:,+:,fering 

MIsc. Endangering 

Aircraf,t HIjacking, 

PR€1PERTY;BUSE' . ~:/';: 

Tret;pass 

Offenc~d Under Trespass Act 
o 

. Tre:spn8s - Specific statute 
!, 

Mis.c. Trespa'ss :o'ffen~es 

Littering 

Litter under Litter Act 

Lltter under Specific Statute 

Misc. LIttering & Leaving 

D 
73 
86 

66 

73 

56 

73 

73 

78 

75 

46 

85 

88 

,,95 

38 

28 

,,;28 

43 

24 

29 

Cj 

.....--::- , e -

~----~------~-~--~--__ ~ __________________________________ .-__________________ ~~u ____________ ~~~--~ 
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( 

'J 

G, 

,1~~\ 

G 

'I:J 

" 

.. 
"Animals, 

Neglect and Cruelty 

QDog O~~et;bfferic.i, 

9. 

Mlsc. Orfef.!ces re Animals 

.; '10 : It ~_~\~' 

Firearms 

Use of Firearms 
'L: 

Having Firearms 
... ' ,,' 

Transf~; of ~irearms 

Misc. Firearms Offences 

',Postal, Hail &: Fire SerVice 

Postal Abuges 

Railway Abuses 
.~. i ',:-'. ' • 

Fire Service Abuses 

"'il 
AGAINST STATE 

~6ainst'jus~ic~. 

Ag~~nst Judicial Office 

~gainst JUdicial ~rocedure 
\\' , 
A'fter' Sentence Pass'ed 

\\ 
M11r,c.,Against Justice 

\\ . 
Ac!min. Breach 0 f Statt!.te 

~~~ 

Births" Deaths &: Marriages 

Blrthnni:lO~)iths 

Marriages 

ImmigratioQ . 

Shipping and Seamen 

Immigrants and Aliens 

53 

75 

, 50 

53 

65 

35 

33 

43 

68 

68 

60 

50 

50 

50 " 

41 

25 

,26 
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R<'Icial 

Race Relations 

Against National Interest 

Tending to Affe~t Security 

Mis~. Against National Interest 

Bylaws Breaches 

Bylaws Prosecuted by Police 

TRAFFoIC 

Driver Condition 

briving Under the Influence 

Attempt to Drive Under Influence 

In Charge Under Influence 

Breath and Blood Procedure 

Fail/Refuse Instruction 

.Drivin~ when Disquali ffed 

Duty After Accid~nt 

Misc. Driver Breaches 

Manner of Driving 

DrIvIng Offences, (Imprisonment) 

'DrivIng Offences (Non-Imprlsonmentoh 

DNon-Drivers 

Person Other Than Driver Offences 

Vehicle 

V~hicle Certifieation 

Vehicle Road,orthiness 

,) 

39 

76 

50 

40" 

86 

59 

59 

53 

60 

45 

56 

33 

18 
• 

13 

39 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE EVALUATION 
PROBATION OFFICER QUESTIONNAIRE 

EXPLAIN PURPOSE OF THE STUDY -
"TO SEE HOW C.,s. IS WORKING" 

MENTION CONFIDENTIALITY 

, ~; 

PLEASE ANSWER niE QUESTION ON THE BASIS O'F YOUR EXPERIENCE 
IN YOUR PRESENT POSITION 

D 

B. BASIC INFORMATION SHEET 

(FILL IN GAPS AT END OF INTERVIEW) 

Probation Officer \cositio,j 

District : 

Date ·of Interview 

Time : From to 

Total minutes 
;:i 

Place of Interview 

Interviewer : 

HO~I long has this officer been a probation officer? __ _ ~I years 

How long in this district ? ____ years 

APRIL 1983 

1. 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

2. 

o 

, . 

(, 

G' 

1 I 
First I WO~ld like to get an indication of the extent of 
your invol~ement with the community service sentence. I 
will read a list of activities associated with the 
community service; please tell me if these activites are a 
part of your present work as a probation officer. 

c. 

Refer offen8~i:!rs' for t\ommunity 
service assessments? " 

" 
Conduct community serV1ice 
assessments when requested 
by Judge 
when requested by P.O. 

co \' 

Question 2 
Part of Work How many 

times in last 
three months? 

Yes NO 

Yes No 
Yes I'{o 

)';..~ 

Yes '~:<No Mak~ recommendations abo~t 
CS in a probation report,. ',';: -------N 
Recruit community service 
sponsors. ~~ 

Arrange placement between: 
offenders and sponsors. 

Decide if an offender 
has cOII)~i~ted communi ty 
serv ll?'<:'. 

Resolve problems which may 
occur between offenders and 
community service sponsors. 

Initiate br,each proceedings 
when offenders do not , 
complete community service. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No ----.,,"-
No 

No 

No 

,; 
No -

Now lets go back over each.of the activities which are a 
part of your work. As I read these activities back, 
please give me your best estimate of the number of times 
you have performed this activity in the past three months. 

..... 
VI . 

» 
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3. 

II, 

3.2 

\ 

--- - -- -'I 

3. 

What are the aims of a community service sentence? 
PROSEJO SECURE AS MANY ITEMS AS POSSIBLE. (NUMBER AS YOU 
GO) r 

3.2 
Is aim being 
accomplished? 

Yes No Yes, 

., 

n 

} 

But 

You have ~entloned seveial aims for the dbmmunity seivice 
sentence (including REPEAT IF MORE THAN THREE AIMS HAVE 
BEEN LISTED IN QUESTION 3), which of these do you consider 
the most important? 

PLACE A (*) BES~DE THE MOST IMPORTANT AIM. 

As I read back each aim, please tell me if you think the 
community serVice sentence is accomplishing it " 

FOR .ANY NO OR QUALIFIED RESPONSE, PROBE TO SECURE 
VIEWS AS TO WHY COMMUNITY SERVICE IS NOT· 
ACCOMPLISHING THE AIK. Q 

o 

4. 

4. 

I want you to ihlnk about the most r~cent offend~~s, for 
whom. youpreparep (f'ORPR,OBATION OFF'lCERSt a probation (J 
Report or (FOR CO.MMUNITY SERVICE SUPERVISORS) a community 
serVice ass~ssment) and who was sentenced to community 
service. If the community service sentence had not been 
available, "W))j.t sentence ,do you think this offender would 
have receiv~? WHEN THEY'VE DONE THE FIRST, ASK~ow 
can yoD think f~ the one before that? . 

What &: How Much? 

1-

2. 

'tIl 
----~~--~--------------------------

Do you find Gut if an offender has consented to the 
~ommunity service .ent~nce? 

Y N 
.J, 
How do you find ~ut if an offender consents to the 
co~muRity services sentence? 

o 

" \ 

D 

.0 

11 ~ f-.; 
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o 
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6. 

6.1 

\ 

5. 

What things do you take into account~n de~iding if an 
offender is appr~priate for community servlce? 
(PROBE TO SECURE A COMPREHENSIVE LIST) 

";',,,... --------------

Ie' 

Can you tell me 3 things which would make a person really 
appropriate for Community Service? 

, . /~I~ - ....... ------..... ;.;.....-------------....... - ....... ---------....... ,~. ..~;;;, 

.i,: 

6.2 

7. 

8. 

S 4 

c 

6. 

Can you tell me ~ things which would make a person really 
inappropriate for Community Service? 

Now lets think about getting a suitable placement for an 
offender. At the time of sentencing do you: 

/ 
or I' 

have a general idea that 
a suitable placement i~ 
available 

know' that a specific 
placement has been 
arranged? 

Do you always, usually. sometimes or never involve the 
offender in the process of deciding if a sponsor Is 
suitable for the offender? 

Always Usually 

Sometimes ______ __ (' Never _____ _ N/A ___ _ 

If yes., ask, how do YO"u usually do this? 

= 

/1 

" 

'" • 

~\ 
\ 

,. .' 
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9. 

9.1 

10. 

\\ \ 
o 

7. 

o 

What things do you take into account in deciding if a 
sponsor is suitable for community service? 
(PROBE TO SECURE A COMPREHENSLYE LIST) 

1) 

\~ "" ., 
Have you ever turned down a person or organisation 
sPans_or? 

y N 
j,' ''''\ -

Why was that? 

Over the last year, .have. you initiated any ,breach 
proceedings because an offender has not completed 
community service? 

y N ..,..,.,..,....-,-~=."..."",......",..".,...-..,-...",.,.= .• _= .. ~)GOI0 Q ~2 

J, 
About how many times _____ 7 

o 

as 

n. 

a 

(~ 

8. 

o 

Please recall the most recent breach proceeding. 0 What 
was the outcome of the proceedings? Now canycHl recall
the une b~fore that? 

FOfLEACH OUTCOME ·ASK, .,W~re"you saU$fied or dissatisfied 
~ith the outcome? PROBE TO SECURE REASONS FOR EITHER 
SATISFAGTION OR DISSATI$FACTION. 

Outcome Sa tis faction Reason 

Sa.t· Disat· 

-------....,.-

2. Sat Disat 
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12. 

12.1 

12.2 

12.3 

12.4 

l:?_, £ 

12.6 

12.7 

12.8 

12.9 

12.10 

12.11 

12.12 

12.13 

12.14 

9. 

I'm going to read out some tasks which must be done in the 
administration of the community service sentence. Please 
indicate whether you think these tasks should be done ~y 
the judge, probation officer responsible for CS, sponsor 
or offender. (GIVE THE JUDGE ETC CARDS). I want to know 
the person who should be finally responsible. 

.-..... ;. 

Person who should be finally 
responsible 

Judge .PO S8onsor Onender 

Decide if an offender 
should be considered for 
CS. 

Decide . ~ 
11 an offender 

is appropriate for es. 

Find a suitable placement. 

Explain to the offender 
the purpose of es. 

Explain to the offender 
how es works. 

Find out if the offender 
consents .to the sentence. 

.', 

Organise the hours 

Give tasks to the 
offender. I' 

I 

Decide if the qual.i,ty 
of the offender's service I 

I 
I 
1 

is O.K. 1 
Keep a record of the hours I 
Discuss with offender any 
problems with doing es. 

Attempt to resolve 
disagreements between 
Offender and sponsor. 

U 

start breach proceedings 
if necessary. 

Give evidence at breach 
proceedings if necessary. (~ ...... 

II. 

13. 

13.1 

13.2 

10. 
IF=-

Do you make recommedations regarding sentencing in your 
probation reports? 

J N--N/A--7 GOTO Q 14 

Please try to recall the most recent offender for whom you 
recommended community service. Did the judge accept your 
recommendation? If No, inquire as to what sentence was 
imposed. Did you also recommend probation for this 
offenders? WHEN THEY'VE DONE THE FIRST, ASK Now can 
you think of the one before that? 

1. 

2. 

es 
Accepted? 

Yes No DIN 

Yes No DIN 

Probation. 
Recommended? 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No. 

If probation was recommended for any case ask, what were 
the reasons you !ecommended probation along with community ~ 
service for these offenders? '~ 

,,, 
What ma'es you decide to recommend community service 
rather than non-residential periodic detention? 

1/ J) 

.. • 

o 
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13.3 

14. 

14.1 

14.2 

, 

- -~------ - -- ... 
-~~~-.---------:-----~-----.•. ----.----- '~ 

11. 

What makes you decide to recommend community service 
rather than a fine? 

Now I will ask about your satisfaction or qisatisfaction 
with three aspects of community service. As Z read each 
statement, p1easeindicate whether you are very satisfied, 
satisfied, dissatisfied r or very disatisfied with this 
aspect of community service (HAND PROBATION OFFICER 
SATISFACTION SET) in this district. 

Are you very satisified (VS), satisfied 
(D), or very dissatisfied (VO) with the 
being sentenced to CS in this 
dIstrict. VS 

15. PROBE 

,rllpe of community service 
o~portunitles available for 
offenders in this district. 

15. PROBE 

(";-, 

o 

VS 

(5), dissatisfied 
type of offenders 

5 o VO 

5 o VD 

14.3 

Ii. 

Way in which completion of the 
sentence is enforced In this 
district? 

15. PROBE: 

If 

VS S o VO 

15. Now lets go back to the aspects with'which you are 

16. 

dissatisfied. Please tell me what it is about ___ _ 
that dissatisfies you? REPEAT FOR ANY ITEI~ IN 
QUESTION 14 FOR WHICH THERE WAS DISSATISFACTION. 

(USE PROBE SPACE BY"THE QUESTION ABOVE) 

What do you see as the benefits of community service? 

PROBE FOR OFFENDER 

PROBE FOR COMMUNITY 
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13. 

17. What do yo~ like most about the community seLvice sentence? 

18. In what ways could the community ser~ice senfence be 
improved? 

19. Do you see reducing the number of peopl~ in prison as an 
aim of the community service sentence? ' 

Yes No 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME ETC 
IF THERE IS ANYTHING YOU WANT TO ASK ME? 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE EVALUATION 
COMM UNITY SP,YNSOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

A. INTRODUCTION 

EXPLAIN PURPOSE OF THE STUDY -
" TO SEE HOW CS IS WORKING" 

MENTION CONfIDENTIALITY 

B. BASIC INFORMATION SHEET 

(FILL IN GAPS AT END OF INTERVIEW) 

Name of Sponsor Group: 

Places of Interview 

Date of Interview 

Time: From ________ to 

Total Minutes 

Interviewer : 

Respondent :. 

Position with the Sponsor Group: 
,. 

How long involved with Sponsor : 

Describe (briefly) what the Sponsor Group does 

APRIL 1983 

o 

, 
-I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Ii 

2. 

EXPERIENCE WITH COMMUNITY SERVICE 

When did you take your first person on Community Service? 

D 
-------~\.~----------------------------

/1 
How many have 'you taken::::,in all? 

Who were the last 3 people? 

Name Not known 
before 

Known In what 
or known connection 
of 

LIST NAME(S) THEN GO THROUGH AND ASK FOR EACH ONE 

Did YQu know this person before? 

ALSO, IDENTIFY MOST RECENT ONE (*) 

If MORE THAN ONE SAY: 

In what connection? 

Some of the following questions will be about your overall 
experience as a sponsor with the scheme, but others will 
be about your specific experience ~ith (most recent). 
I'll tell you when it is about them. ' 

il 
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4. 

-- -- -~,-----~ 

3. 

CONTACT WITH PROBATION 

How was the first conta~t made with Probation? 

They approached 

We approached 
Other ____________________________________________ __ 

5. How did you first hear about Community Service? 

6. 

() 

Papers, T.V., Leaflet, Poster 

Heard about other groups ______________________________ __ 

When we were approached _. ______________________________ __ 

Other ________________________________________________ __ 

Now, I want to ask about communication between you and the 
probation officer. Excluding things to do with this 
survey and excluding the monthly hour sheets you return. 

About how many t~mes in the last month have you talked 
wi th them on the p'hone7 

. o 
About how many times in the last month have you met with 
them in person? 

About how many letters in the last month have there been 
between you~? 

- /1 
jl 

o 

o 

7. 

7.1 

8. 

9. 

9.1 

i e 

4. 

PLACEMENTS 

00 you tell the Probation Officer what type of person you 
want? (PROBE) 

y N ,So you feel that any one would be suitable? 

1 
y N ) (PROBE FURTHER & GO 

J- TO 7.1, NOTING 
GOTO Q8 AFTER 'NO' RESPONSE) 

'What type is that? 

bo you meet the person before they start here? (MOSl 
RECENT) 

Y N 

What do you know about the person (MOST RECENT) before you 
meet them? 

(PROBE FOR EACH OF THESE) 
Personal Circumstances? ,, ______________________________ __ 

The Offence? 

Previous Offences? 

Psychological State? 

other? 

How did yo~know this? 

---~\ 
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) 
rf 

I 
I 
I 

I 
\ 
i 

(,) 

" 

o 



if 

.-----------~-,-----

:;., 

I) 

5. 

10. \'Ihat do you fe~1 you need to know about someone? 

(PROBE) 

~'~----------------------------------C~'-------------------

il 

, 
''l>. 11. Have you ever turned anyone down? 

y 
j'.: 

N--~';; 13 

Why was that? 

\J 

12. Have you ever had a placement that ended early? 

Y N 1 (If MORE THAN ONE, ASK fOR EACH & NUMBER)' 

12..1 

\ 

i . 

12.1 

12.2 

12.·3 

12.4 

6. 

Why was that? 

Sponsor wanted it ended 

c.S. person wanted it ended 

Known breach 

Other reason 

Don't really know 

IF SPONSOR WANTED IT ENDED ASK 

Why was 'that? 

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

----------------------------------------------------------- . 

IF CS PERSON WANTED IT ENDED ASK 

Why was that? 

IF OTHER ASK 

What happened? 

{/ 
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7. 

13. Were rtY::~\ilar times set for the person? (MOST RECENT) 
........ _./ 

Y N---i PROBE On a casual basis, then? 

Details 

GOTO Q14 

13.1 What were th~ hours1 (GET DAYS & TIMES) 

/'3.2 
o 

How were these times arrived at? 

Sponsor set hours 

Offender set hours 

(I) 

Negot:lated 

PURPOSE 

14. Why did you dec~de to become a Community Service sponsor? 

o 

15 • 

15.1 

15.2 

, 16. 

16.1 

II 

8. 

What are the aims of a community service sentence? 
TO SECURE AS MANY ITEMS AS POSSIBLE 

15.2 
Is aim beinQ Accomplished 

Yes No Yes, But 

" 

» 

o 

PROBE 

You have mentioned several aims for the community ~ervice 
sentence (including REPEAT IF MORE THAN THREE AIMS HAVE 
BEEN LISTED IN QUESTION "15), which of these aims do you 

, consider the most important? 

PLACE A (*) BESIDE THE?,MoST IM~(ORTANT AIM 
, \ il 

As I read back each aim, p~base tell me if you think the 
community service sentence is accomplishing it. 

FOR ANY NO OR QUALIfIED RESPONSE, PROBE TO SECURE 
VIEW~ AS TO WHY COMMUNITY SERVICE IS NOT ACCOMPLISHING 
THE AIM 

Did you finally know the offence? (MOST RECENT PERSON) 

Y N --~)GOTO Q17 

1 
If community service had not been a possible sentenc,e, 
what do you think would have happened to MOST RECENT? 

(TRY FOR PENALTY PLUS QUANTITY) 

N 
N 
~ 
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

9. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE AND ITS ENVIRONMENT 

What did your most recent Community Service person do 
here? Please be specific. 

Approximately how many people, apart from thee one/those on 
Community Service, work for this organisation? 

Paid Staff = 

Volunteers = 

While they are with this organisation, about what percent 
of the time does the CS person spend with other people? 
(Most recent) :r 

\'Iho are they? (BE SPECIFIC) 

00 you ever have CS people working alongside each other? 

Y N 

l 
Any p;roblems? 

22. 

22.1 

;' ,[ 

10. 

PROBLEMS 

I want to check with you now if you have had any problems 
as a result of being a Community Service sponsor. 
Firstly, I want to discuss any problems you have had with 
THE PERSON/ANY OF THE PEOPLE ON CS (i.e. total experience) 

Has there been any 
problem with 

Attendance? 

Punctuality? 

Quality of work? 

Condi tion in which 
they show up for 
work? (drink, drugs) 

Problems with 
accepting 
stlP"~rvision from you? 

Problems of 
organ.ising time? 

Any others? 

(LIST OTHERS HERE) 

No I Yes 

I 

(I 

o 

~'d like you to tell me what the problem was and ~~at 
happened. (GO THROUGH EACH ONE MENTIONED). . 

(MAKE NOTES BELOW OF THE DETAILS. NUMBER THE PROBLEMS IF 
MORE THAN ONE) 0 
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23. 

23.1 

-'~--~----~-----......---------------.. ---.~---------

,'~r' 

11. 

t: 

Now I'd liRe to discuss any problems WITH OTHER PEOPLE as 
a result of your being a sponsor? Either within the 
organisation or with the people it deals with. 

Any problems with 

People not adjusting to 
having an offender 
around? 

Problems of trust 

The way people treat the 
offender? 

Offender's behaviour? 

Offender's appearance? 

Offender taking work 
away from other people? 

Any other? 

(LIST OTHERS HERE) 

FOR ANY 'YES' GET DETAILS 

No Yes 

c 

24. 

12. 

Now, I want to discuss any problems you have had with the 
PROBATION OFFICER YOU DEAL WITH? 

Have there been any 
problems with 

Enough information 
about the scheme? 

Choice of offender? 

Olear about your 
resppnsibilites? 

Accessibil ity o'f 
Probation Officer 

General Support? 

Any other? 

(LIST OTHERS ~ERE) 

c"'{ 

'0S" ,'i) No Yes 

24.1 FOR ANY 'YES' GET DETAILS 
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13. 

25. I'm going to read out some tasks which must be done in the 
administration of the community service sentence. Please 
indicate whether you think these tasks should be done by the 
judge, probation officer responsible for CS, sponsor or 
offender. (GIVE THE JUDGE ETC. CARDS). I want to know the 

~person who should be finally responsible. 

25.1 Decide if an offender 
should be considered for 
CS. 

--' ... '-.... 
25 .2~'c Decide if an offender 

is appropriate for CS. 

25.3 Find r suitable placement. 

25.4 Explain to the offender 

25.5 

25.6 

25.7 

25.8 

25.9 

25.10 

25.11 

25.12 

25.13 

25.14 

the purpose of CS. 

Explain to an offender how 
CS works. 

Find out if the offender 
consents to the sentence. 

Organise the hours 

Give tasks to th~ 
offender. 

Decide if the quality 
of the offender's service 
is O.K. 

Keep a record of the hours 

Discuss with offende~ any 
problems with dOing CS 

A'ttempt to resolve 
disagreements between 
offender and sponsor. 

start breach proceedings 
if necessary. 

Give evidence at breach 
proceedings if necessary. 

Person who should be finaily 
resoonsible 

Judge P.O, S!;!onsor ,!Jffender 
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111. 

BENEFITS OF CS 

Has the organisation benefited from the person/people on 
CS? 

Y N----..:..)1Why not? 

1. 
In what ways? 

Has the person/people on CS benefited from you? 

y N )Why not? 

1 
In what ways? 
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28. 

29. 

30. 0 

i' f.l 

15. 

About how many hours has the organisation had from people 
on CS in the last month? (IF NO ONE AT PRESENT ASK FOR 
THE LAST APPLICABLE MONTH) 

About how many hours has the organisation specifically put 
into the Community Service schem~ over the last month? -
for example, supervision, SQ~t!ng out problems, time with 
probation . 

---~ .... tr1.~'~--------
--} 

A\:Jout,howJmuch per hour is/was the CS help worth to the 
organisation? (MOST RECENT AND TO NEAREST DOLLAR) 

GENERAL 

(NOTE IF INAPPLICABLE, WHY SO) 
E.G.CS PERSON LEARN:NG 

31. What do you like most about the 'Community Service sentence? 

32. In what ways could the Community Service sentence be 
improved? ' 

(i 

16. 

33. Would you take more people Y N Y,B 

IF NO OR Y,B - PROBE FOR WHY 

34. Do you see reducing the number of people in prison as an 
~im of the Community Service sentence? Y N 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME ETC 
IS THERE ANYTHING YOU WANT TO ASK ME? 
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~ COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE ~VALUATION 
---oFFENDER INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAiRE 

A. INTROOUCTION 

EXPLAIN PURPOSE OF THE STUDY -
"TO SEE HO~ C.S. IS WORKING" 

MENTION CONFIDENTIALITY 

ASK - Did you volunteer to do this interview? 

il 

Y N 

B. BASIC INFORMATION SHEET (fILL IN GAPS AT END OF INTERVIEW) 

Code Number ~ 

Probation District 

Sentencing Court : 

Date of Interview 

Tir.le: From 

Total minutes 

Place of Interview 

Interviewer : 

Offence(s) : 
~ 

No. of chadGes'~ 
No. pf Hours : 

to 

o 

How Many Hours have you Completed 

Marital status when sentencea : 

Age : 

Employment Employea 
YIN 

Wh'en :;entenced 

While on C.S. : 

Usual Occupation (if different) 

Ethnic Group : 

Occupation Aeproximate 
Hours per week 

APRIL 1983 

1. 

, 4 

2. 

Had you been sentenced for anything else before you got 
community service? 

N (GO TO NO 4) y 
.J, 
How many other sentences have you been in court for? 

2. Have you done community service before? 

3. 

Y N 
.J; 

When 

How many hours 

(Year) 

Could you tell me a hit about any previous sentences 
you've had. 

Have you been sentenced to •••.••• , (SEE CHART BELOW) 
Do you consider these to be more or less severe than your 
current (last) communit~ service sentence 

Non. ReSidential Fine Probation, .~ 
_0 

P.D (longest period) (largest amt. ) (longest period) 

N Y N Y N Y 

d) 

If 'YES' COMPLETE: 

How long? Amount? I How lang? 
u .J 

", 
more more more 

same same same 

less less _1·':'1ess .-
r I 
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5. 

6. 
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7. 
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3 • 

. Have you seen this booklet before? 

(SHOW "GIVING SERVICE") 

Y N 

J, 
PROBE 

Where did you see it? 

I'/ho showed it to you? 

At the time you were found guilty or pleaded guilty what 
did you think your sentence would be? 

At the time you were found guilty or pleaded guiity had 
anyon~ told you whit your sentence was liksly to be? 

Y N 

.1 
What? 

Who? ~--~;-------- ." 

Do you think community service was the right sentence for 
you? . 

Y. -7 What Is it about the sentence that makes it right 
for you. 

__________ --......I(~",l,;,:I .. -------..,.-~----

N. --7 Wha t is it about the sentence tha t makes you think 
. it isn't/wasn't right for you? (PROBE) 

_ because of the w~y it was administ~red? 

.. ~ becausf.! it wasn't suited 1:3 your situation? •.• 

"~---~----------~~---------------------

..... 

o 

8. 

o 

4. 

At the time you were sentenced had you met ~ community 
'service sponsor? 

-

, 4 

9. At the time yoO were sentenced what did you expec~ 
c.ommunity servipe to be like? 

10. 

11. 

YoU may know that the least number of hours somebody can 
get for Community Servioce Is 8 hours and the most Is 200 
hours. 

• ' '0 

00 You think the number of hours' you were given were; 

Too few 

About right 

Too many 

(PROBE IF TO SECURE REASONS IF HOURSI'IERE 'TOO FEW,~ OR 'TOO 
MANY' ) 

Were you asked If you agreed to do C.S? 

y N 7- Are you sure? 

I 
D 

'> when 

by 'whom 
i; 

Can You recall that time and tell what was said? me 
(PROBE) 
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li.l 

11.2 

f 

5. 

Why did you say 'YES'1 

Wha t do you th;~nk would have h~ppened if you I d said I NO'? 
(PROBE) 

11.3 Did you feel under any pressure to say 'YES'? (PROBE) 

Y N 

14. 

~~. (-_~_, _________________________________________________ 14.1 

12. Did you get anything else besides community service? 

Nothing else 

fine (How Much) 

Probation (How ~ong) 

Other (Specify) 

13. Do you tbink the sentence you were given was: 

too harsh 

about right 

too easy 

14.2 

" 

6. 

What are the aims of a community service sentence? (PROBE 
TO SECURE AS MANY ITEMS AS POSSIBLE). 

14.1 
Is aim being 
accomplished? 

Yes No Yes., But 

You have mentioned several aims for the community service 
sentence (including REPEAT If MORE THAN THREE AIMS HAVE 
BEEN LISTED IN QUESTION 14), Which of these aims do you 
consider the most important 

~ PLACE A (*) BESIDE THE MOST IMPORTANT AIM. 

As 1 read back each aim, please tell me if you think the 
community s~rvice sentence is accomplishing it? 

FOR ANY NO OR QUALI~IED RESPONSE, PROBE TO SECURE VIEWS AS 
TO WHY COMMUNITY SERVICE IS NOT ACCOMPLISHING THE AIM. 
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7. 
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15. I'm going to read out some tasks which must be done in the 16. 
administration of the community service sentence. Please 
indicate whether you think these tasks should be done by 
the judge, probation officer responsible for CS, sponsor'or 
offender.'(GIV!: THE JUDGE ETC SHEET) I want to know the 
person who should be finally responsible. '16.1 

15.1 Decide if you should 
be considered for C.S. 

15.2 Decide if you are 
appropriate for C.S. 

lS.3 Find a suitable placement. 

1S.4 Explain to you the purpose 
of C.S. 

() 

lS~S Explain to you how C.S. 
works. 

15.6 Find out if you consent 
to the sentence 

lS.7 Decide the hours that 
you will work 

15.8 Give tasks to you. 

lS.9 oDeclde if the quality 
~f your service is O.K. 

15.10 Keep a record 0 f th\~ houl's 

15.11 Discuss witQ you any 
problems with doing C.S. 

15.12 Attempt to resolve 
disagreements between 
you and the sponsor 

15.13 start breach proceedings 
if nec,=ssary 

15.16 Give evidence at breach 
p=oceeCl~~~ if neC~~l~:Y 

Person who Should be finally 
I'aSllQJ Isible 
Judge P.O. Sponsor Offender 

16.2 
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8. 

Where are you presently doing C.S.? 

Have you done community service at any other.place? 

y N 

How many others 

\'\') 

Before you got this placement at 
you have any idea of what type of community servIce you 
wanted to do? 

Y N 

(PROBE) 

did 

__________________________________ ~ ___________ c, 

~ nlll 

II 
Ite!;,e you asked if you knew of a place wheI'ei

' you'd like to 
do your C.S. hours? 

N --~ -,,-------'-1~D~,d you have ,~" choice of' places:;' 

N 
,~ ,\ 

Did you" ge,~ to do your houris, there? 

Y N ---~> PROBE FOR WHY 
.' 
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9. 

18. I'm going to read out a number of ~roblems we often hear 
about that happen when someone gets community service. 
I'd like you to tell if they have ever been a problem for 
you. And if so, how bad a problemf 

18.1 

16.2 

18.3 

16.4 

18.5 

Problem ) 

Showing op late 

Not liking the work 

Having problems with 
other workers 

Not getting on with the 
sponsor 

Finding dhildcare hard 
to get 

18.6 Tasks to dW not being' 
cl·eax <. '" 

:? 
18.7 Transport problems (\., 

18.9 petting 'put do~n' 

18.10 Finding £he work tab 
.hard 

18.11 Find hard to fit the 
hours in 

18.12 Doing the sentence 
makes problems at home 

o 
18.13 'Money problems because 

of doing the senteDcp 

Happened? 

N Y 

0 

r.; 

,.;, 

Can"you tell me about any other problems you have ha~? 

I) i? 

o 

19. 

19.1 

10. 

I'd like you to think about the people you met while doing 
community service. 

I 
,,-' y N Yes, 

.:: 

Did you feel comfortable w ith them? 

But 

19.2 Did you enjoy seeing them? 

19.3 

19.4 

20. 

21. 

Have you made friends with any of them? 

.~ 

Would you like to spend ti me with them ? 

Outside CS Hours? ______________________________________ ~, ___ 

~ny additional comment: 

What did (do) you do for community service. 
it was). 

'h "' 

(Say exactly what 

Who at 
offender? 

knew yob were an 

Just the supervisor.the~e 

Some of them 

All of them 

o 

o 

'\ 
., 

" " ., 



11. 

21.1 (IF MORE THAN SUPERVISOR) - Who told them? 

22. Is (was) anyone else doing CS alongside you? 

J N 

PROBE FOR DETAILS 

23. Did you do it at set times? 

YN------4) How did you anange the time then? 

J 
When ~:; 

24. Have you had to give up anything becau~e of community service? 

, " 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

12. 

How clearly was your work described to you? 

(READ RESPONSES) 

Very clear 

clear 

unclear 
very unclear ______________________________ _ 

Do you think you benefited from doing community' service? 

Y N (PROBE) 

Do you think your sponsor has benefited from your community 
service? 

YN (PROBE) 

Do you think there are any other benefits? (PROBE) 

a 

Ij 

(J 

\ J 

" • 



.y 

o \ 
o 

o 

29. 

13. 

Do you think doing community service will make up for what you 
did? 

Y N 

~,~------~-------------------------------------'------...;."'>~~ o· 

30. OVerall was C.S. any different from what you expected? 

Y N 

31. Do you think that doing C.S. has helped keep you out of trouble? 

Y N--1,~hat would have? 

J 
How? 

lL~~~ ____________________________________________ __ 

--:--;q~<:: 
\) ... j-1~1 

32. What do you like most about the community service sentence? 

o 

c 

II 

. ...:.:::.::::11, ---
1\ 

" 

(I 

14. 

51'In wha\ ways ~ould the community service sentence be improved? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME ETC 
IS THERE ANYTHING YOU WANT TO ASK ME? 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE EVALUATION 
JUDGES QUESTIONNAIRE 

'~ 

(; r.,;~.:' 

A. INTRODUCTION 

EXPLAt'k PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
"TO SEE HOW C~S. IS WORKING" 

MEN;ION CONFIDENTIALITY 
\ Q 

o 

PlEA5~, ANSWER THE QUESTION ,ON 
IN YO~ PRESENT POSITION 

THE BASIS OF YOUR EXPERIENCE 

B. BASIC INFO'RMA nON, SHEET 

'j! (FIll IN GAPS AT END OF INTERVIEW) 

,;Sudge: 

District: 

Date of Interview: 

Time: From _________________ _ to 
Place of InterView: 

Interviewer: 

How long has this person been a District Court Judge? 

How many sentencing conferences have been att~nded? 

years 

APRIl.;, 19.63 

G 
._;. '-'"".~-_'-~.~d~'""'~~."..!:;.\lo'~,~:< __ ,., •.• 

"(1 

1. 

2. 

2. 

During the last month about how many offenders have you 
sentericed from this court for imprisnnable . offences? __________________ __ 

'\ About how many of these do you estimate you hav, sentenced 
to tommunlty Service? 

3. I'm interested in how the possibility of communi~,y services 
is first suggested in this court. Is it your practice to 
request community service assessments, do the proba~ion 

.officers suggest community service in probation repbrts, or 
is the possibility of community service initiated In ssome 
other way? CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY; IF MORE THAN ONE 
MENTIONED SECURE ESTIMATES OF PROPORTION OF TOTAL 

4. 

" SUGGESIIONS FOR US WHICH ORIGINATE FROM EACH SOURCE .. 

REQUESTS ASSESSMENTS 

PROBATION REPORTS 

SoM~ OTHER WAY PROBE TO DISCOVER WHO 
SUGG~STS 

- ~ 

IF JUDGE DOES NOT REQUEST COMMUNITY SERVICE ASSESSMENTSfSKIP 
TO QUESTION 7. About how many community service 
assessments haye you requested in the last three months? 
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3. 
o 

What inf~r~atiDn do you like to have included in a CDmmunity 
setvice asse?sment? 

PROBE TO SECURE COMPREHE~SIVEoLIST 
u 

=~11 
--------------------------------------------~)~.~-----.-.~~~~-~~--------~----

() 

--------------------~-------------------------'-'~~------~----~"--, , ) 

-----,--~--~~----~~----------------~ 

-------~,--------------~--------------------~I~~-----,--~---------'\ 
-. ~, 

, . 
• 1' 

-------+------~~~--~,--------------~--~»-'~~~-. ------------o <,0 ;s·· 0 

o 
'0 

" 

o 

o 
o 

() 

6. 

7. ~, 

8. 

o 

I) 

4. 

WoultJ you say that you are satisfJed or dissatisfied with 
the information included in the commun~ty service 
assessments you have received from this district? 

Satisfied 

Dissatisfied; (PRaSE TO SECURE REASONS f'OR 
ANY DISSATISFACTION 

'-..',) 

o '''"', ' 

IF JUDGE DOES NOT RECEIVE SUGGESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY S~RVICE 
IN PROBATION R~PORTS ,.SKIP TO QUESTION 10 • 

Abo\Jt how many pr~batJ.on reports have you 'received from thIs 
dlitrict in th~last three months with suggestions fot 
communit~ service? . 

About how many of th~se offenders did you sen~'ence to 
Community Service? 
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5. 

Would you say that you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the information relevant to a community sexvice sentence 
contained in probation reports receive9 rro'm this district? 

";~. 

Satisfied 

Dissatisfied (PROBE TO SECURE REASONS FOR 
DISSA TISFACTION 
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10. 

"'10.1 

10.2 

4 C 

() 

6. 

What are the aims of a community service sentence? PROBE 
TO SECURE AS MANY ITEMS AS POSSIB~E. (NUMBER AS YOU GO) 

o 

o 
<: 

10.2 
Is aim being 
accomplished? 

Yes No Ye's, 

" 

[it 

But 

I 
1 
I 

I 
I 

You have mentioned several aims for the community service 
sentence lincluding REPEAT IF MORE THAN THREE AIMS HAVE BEEN 
LISTED I~QUESTrON 10), which of these do you consider the 
m6st important? • 

c' 

PLACQ A (*) BESIDE THE MOST IMPORTANT AIM. 

~ 

As I read back each aIm,' ptease tell mEl, HycU think the 
community service sentence is accomplishing it 

FOR ,ANY NO OR QUALIFIEORESPONSE t PROBE TO SECURE 
VIEWS AS TO WHY COMI~UNITY SERVICE ,IS NOT 

. ACCOMPL1SHING THE AIM. ~ 
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11. 

\, 

12. 

1 
o 

o 

13. 

o -
o 13.1 

() ri o 

\ 

(J-

() 

. ' 

7. 

Please recall the moet recent offender you sentenced to 
community servic~ in thIs district. PAUSE AND GET CUE 
If the community service sentence were not availa~le, what 
se~tence do you think is offender would have reeeived? 

REPEAT fOR SECOND MOST RECENT Off.ENDER 

1. 

2,. 

Do you have any preference as to the type of service 
performed by offenders sentenced to community service? 

No Prefel'enc~ 

i) ( '""' ? ~ ,) '. Yes PROBE TQ ' ' 

c~ ~~~~~~~~~D TH~ 
REASON.s'fFOR THE" 
PRErERENCES u 

o "'-

Do, you det~rl1)(lneOl f sn; i6ffC!Qn'tler Q congents 
service sent~nce? c ." '0 ~o 

I~" 

to ~he'community 
J 

C!! 

No 1GO TD~QUESTION 14) 

'" "Ye.s (ASK QUESTION 13.1) 

How do you determine if .anoffender consl;ln.}t;.s ta' the,.: 
community service sentence~ :' 

I> 

c 

(\ 

~~,----------------------------------------------------

o 
.0 

14. 

15. 

J' 

e " 

8. 

( 
( 

o " 

"0 

In the last three months have you had any offenders who 
have not consented to Community sen-lc/,,] 

Y N 

About how many? 

PROBE fOR WHO THEY ~ERE AND WHAT THEY GOT 

What and How' Much? 

'Ii" . 
What things,' do you talked ;into account in qecidlng 
offender .y~a-pproprJa~~, for;:, community cserv.l:ce? 
(PROBE"T(J SECURE A CO~\PREHENSIVE LIST) 

.. ":. II ' .. , 

if an 

o 11 
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9. 

f) (; 

C Can you tell m~ 3 things which would make a person fe~lly 
approprjate for Community Service? C 

~) 

Can you tell me :; things which would make a person really,,, 
inappropriate for commul6ity SerVice? 

a 

) 

o 

Q' 

16. 

17. 

fj ;::. 

c • 

{, ~l 

10. 

Once you have determined that an offender should be 
sentenced to community service, what do you consider in 
decid~ng how many" hours of service to require? PROBE TO 
SECURE A COMPREHENSIVE LIST 

~" 

" -,---~----------------

,/ 
\~ 

--~~--------------~-----------'# 
G 

~ ____________ ~ __ ~~ ______ ~ _______ ~~ ________ N 

-j::' 

--~~r----------------------------
\l 

Over the last year have you presided 
proceedings in this district because 
compl~te community serviceP , 

Y N 

About hoW many 
times? 

_~~~o' 
t?:b, 

over any breach 
of feU ure ~o 

..... 

'~ 
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11. 

Please recall t'he most recent breach proceeding. What 
was the outcQ!:!L~ a f the proceedings,,? Now can you recall 
the one befol"€ that? 

fOR EAC~OUTCOME ASK, Were you satisfied or dissatisfied 
wi~h the outcome? - PROBE TO SECURE REASONS FOR EITHER 
SATISFACTION OR DI~SATISFACTION. 

" Outcome Satisfacti.on Reason 
'j"r 

o , 
oL "-.~ 

~~'---------------
Sat Disat 

I) 

2 .• Sat Disat 

~\ n 

..-1" 

C;eneraUy are y.ou sati~~j.ed or dissatisfied with the 'e 

\-:;'I/optionssuitable to you-~when an o.ffender f"ails .tocomplete 
,;' community serviRe'? 

oiSsa ti,s fied 
!I, 

Sa tis f ied _____ --"---8 .. 

What additional options would you like? 

*~--~-----------~~----~\ ~\r---------------------~--o-------------

J·~'I·. =, 

'" 

20. 

21. 

22. 

22.1 

[) 

() 

" 

12. 

What makes you decide to sentence an offender to community 
service rathpr than non-residential periodic detention? 

I) 

What makes you decide to sentence an offender to community 
service rather than a fine? \,; 

~~i' 

(1 (I" 

~------------~~--------~----~-------------~~---------v 0 (I 

What do you ~ee B! the benefits o~community service? 
Co 

PROBE fOR OFFENDER 
o() tJ 
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PROBE fOR COMMUNITY 

13. 

Wh~t do you like most about the community servfce sentence? 
c ~ t.::::: 

In what way&"could the community servied sentence be 
imp1:;o'leq'?,o s.: 0" 

o 0 

&~--------------~--------~-----------------------

o o I! 8 <') 

Do you see reducing the number of people in prison as an aim 
of th~ c6mmunity service sentence?, 

':. 0 

YeS No 
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24-5. APPEND IX c 

APPENDIX C : RESULTS OF RECONVICTION ANALYSIS OF THE. 

POST-STRA TIFIED SAMPLES 

Table I presents the results of the amnys~s of reconviction ,rates of CS and PD 
subgroups similar with respect to each oJ seven potential confounders identified in 
Chapter 6. Each confound~r was categorized (for cexample the 'most serious 
previous sentence' was subdivided into three categories; fine or less, probation CS 
or PD, custodia!). Then the CS and PD groups were subdivided accordingly. The 
reconviction rates of the three pa,irs of subgroups are shown along with the results 
of a chi-square test of the difference in proportions. An odds ratio was calculated 
for . ~9.ch pair of subgroups so that the variability of the categories within. each 
confounder could be assessed (with a, chi-square test of homogeneity), to give a 
measure of the strength of each of t/1e potential confounders. The two significa.·Q~ 
confounders were the type of most serious preVious,. sentence and whether or not a 
person had been given addl tional probation. 

~() , , 

Whether or not a person had been given additional probation was chosen as the main 
factor on which to base a two-factor. post-:-s)tratification, because it was the 
significant confounder which allowed all members of the groups to be included and 
because it was the TDost recent confounder in time. Table 2 presents the 
reconviction rates of the CS and PD subgroups after the two-fa~tor 
post-stratification, along with ,the results of the chi-square tests of differences in 
proportiOl'lS which are discussed in Chapter ~, " -, 
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TABLE 1: RECONVICTION RATES, ODDS RATIOS AND CHI-~QUARE RESULTS 

OF COMPARISGLl\IS BETWEEN CS AND PD SUBGROUPS AFTn STRATIFICATION 

Percent Reconvicted 
and (N) 

(1) 
X2 () CS PO 

PRESENCE OF PREVIOUS HISTORY 

No 
Yes 

26 (128) 
43 (291) 

38 (91) 3.15 
65 (368) 28.10 

MOST SERIOUS PREVIOUS SENTENCE 

Fine or less (, 40 (104) 51 (84) 1.78 
Probation; ~, 
CS or PD 42 (9:3) 

(I ;;., 

60 (123) 6.34 
Custodial "'48 (94) 75 (157) 18.05 

NUMBER OF PREVIOUS APPEARANCES" 

1 or 2 ' 
3 or more" 

38 (144) 
49 (147) 

AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION 

~ 17 years 
18 
19-22 
~23 

60 (l22) 
44 (86) 
33 (97) 
15 (114) 

TYPE OF INDEX OFFENCE 

57 (115) 
68 (253) 

79 (157) 
61 (i07) 
56 (104) 
26 (~l) 

9.39 
12.73 
\ 

10.41 
5.31 
9.68 
3.47 

n.s'(3) 
".001 

n.s. 

.05 

.001 

.01 

.001 

.01 

.05 "'" 

.0'1 
n.s. 

Person 
Property 
State 
Traffic 

34 c..,{6?) 
46 iJ(i29) 
27 (11) 
24 (112) 

52 (86) 
68 (218) 
62 (37) 
47 (l18) 

4.24 0 ,', .05 
20.37 .001 

2.87 n.s. 
11.72 .001 

SERIOUSNESS OF INDEX OFFENCE 

15-70 
71-74 
75-9,8 

PROBATION 

Given 
Not given' 

o 

43:' (97) 66 (143) 
50 (116) " 69 (113) 
36 (126) 57 (129) 

11.70 
7.82 

11.1.5 

56 (05) 
32 (314) 

62 (166)0.63 
5.8 (293) 39.95 

.001 

.01 

.001 

n.s. 
.001 

o 
,\ 

v (2) 

Odds X2 
ratio (homog) 

(J '" :~-: 

1.75 
2.37 

1.55 
o 

2.09 
3.30 

2.24 
2.18 

2.46 
2.05 
2.57 '" 
2.04-

2.10 
2.45 
4.40 
2.75 

2.59 
2.24 
2.43 

1.26 
2.91 

3.90 1 

Note (1) : X2 with one degree of freedom throughout ,0 

X2 (homog) with degree of freedom shown as subscript Note (2) : 
" Note (3) : n.s. = not significant ' < 

n.s. 

.001 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 
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TABLE 2 : R~CONVICTION RATES AND CHI-SQUARE RESULTS OF COMPNRISONS 

BETWEEN CS AND PD SUBGROUPS AFTER STRATIFICATION ON TWO FACTORS 

GIVEN PROBATION 
Percent Reconvicted 
and (N) 

CS PO 

PRESENCE OF PREVIOUS HISTORY 

No 
Yes 

50 (28) 48 (44) 
58 (77) 67 (121) 

MOST SERIOUS PREVIOUS. SENTENCE 
o 

Fine or less 
Probation, 
CS or PO 
Custodial 

o 

60 (30) 60 (37) 

57 (21) 59 (34) 
58 (26) 78 (50) 

(1) 
2 X p< 

o 

a 
1.13 

a 

a 
2.51 

n.s.(2) 
n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 

NUMBER OF PREVIOUS APPEAR~NCES 

1 or 2 
3 or more 

63 (40) 66 (44) 
54 (37) 67 (77) 

AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION 

'17 years 
18 
19-22 
#23 

7Lf (35) 
64 (22) 
48 (31) 
25 (16) 

76 (54) 
66 (47) 
60 (37) 
30, (27) 

TYPE OF INDEX OfFENCE 

Person 
Property 
Traffic 

35 (17) . 65 (34) 
63 (75) 63 (97) 
55(11) 57 (30) 

SERIOUSNESS OF INDEX OFFENCE ..., 

15-20 
71-74 
75'-98 

40 (25) 60 (35) 
62 (42) 67 (60) 
65 (31) 65 (54) 

o 

0.01 
1.32 

n.s. 
n.s. 

a n.s. 
o n.s. 
0.45 n.s. 
o n.s. 

2.86 n.5. d-{/ 

a n.s. 
o n.s. 

1.60 n.s. 
0.08 n.s. 
o n.s. 

(;Note 0l: X2 wi,th one degree of freedom throughout 
, Note (2) :," n.s. = not signficant 't;'!J 

" . l 

l 
I 

/. 
!/ I 

NOT GIVEN PROBATION 
Percent Reconvicted 
and (N) 

CS Po 

() 

19 (100) 29 (49) 
38 (214-) 63 (245) 

x2 

1.31 
28.05 

32 (74) 45 (47) 1.36 

38 (j2) 61 (89) 7.65 
44 (68) 74 (107) 14.39 

28 (104) 52 (71) 9.54 
4-7 (110) 68 (174) \j 11.0 

55 (86) 
37 (63) 
26 (65) 
13' (98) 

80 (102) 
58 (59) 
55 (66) 
25 (64) 

13.19 
4.64 
9.8i 

u 2.87 

34 (50) 44 (52) 0.73 
38 (154) 72 (121) ., 29.36 
21 (9) 43 (33) 9.96 

4l~ (72) "69 (I08) 9.37 
43 (74) 72 (53) 8.99 
26 (95) 52 (75) 10.71 

,) 

p< 

n.s. 
.001 

n.s. 

.01 

.001 

.01 

.001 

.001 

.05 

.01, 
n.s. 

n.s. 
.001 
.01 

.01 

.01 

.0 1 
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