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• Survey of Oklahoma 
Probation & Parole Officers 

Total Population 296 
Response Rate 60% 

Number Responding 179 

Average Age 35 years 

. Average Length 5 1/2 years 
• Of Employment 

Sex 
Male 63% 
Female 36% 

Race 
White 83% 
Black g% 

Other - 8% 

Education 
Bachelors 82% 

Masters 16% 

• Doctorate 2% 
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Is Risk/Needs Instrument Appropriate 
for Deciding Level of Supervision? 

Neutral 
31% 
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e 

-Appropriate 
37% 

Not Appropriate 
33% 
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The Instrument 
VS Subjective Assessment 

Disagree 
42% 

Instrument Better 
than Subjective 

• 

Neutral 
24% 

. Disagree 
15% 

OfficerJs Knowledge 
Better than Instrument 
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Usefulness" in "Their Job 
(Percent Who Thought it Useful) 
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Identifying 

High Risk 
Offenders 

26% 

Providing 
n Appropriate 

Supervision 
And Other 
Assistance 

24% 

• 

Initial Insight 
Into Offender 

37% 

Managing 
Case Load 

Making Sure 
High Risk Cases 

Get Intensive 
Supervision 

54% " 
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Usefulness for Supervisors 
and the· System 

(Percent Who Thought it Useful) 
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Evaluating 
Officers 

,t 
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Allocating 
Cases Among 

Officers 

29% 

• 

Reducing 
Costs of 

Supervision 

100/0 
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Uniformity 
of 

Supervision 

570/0 
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Usefulness When Facing 
the Public 

(Percent Who Thought it Useful) 
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Protecting 
the Officer 

From Blame 

19% 
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Justifying 
the level of 
Supervision 

to the Public 

49% 
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• 
Ways the Instrument 

Is Useful 

o Useful in Justifying the Level of 
.. > Supervision to the public 

• 0 Useful in Making Sure High Risk 
Cases Get Intensive Supervision 

• 

o Useful in Providing Uniformity 
of Supervision 
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Disagree 
54% 

Reasons For. Using 
The Instrument 

Neutral 
44% 

Disagree 
24% 

Professionalism Research Shows it 
is Effective 
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Neutral 
17% 

Reasons For Using 
the Instrument 

Agree 
48% 

Disagree 
13% 

Disagree 
35% 

Neutral 
13% 

I t Is Required Supervisors Expect It 
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Reasons For. Using 
The Instrument 

Agree 
84% 

Disagree 
6% 

':;:'::;:<~:::i:j[i{ji;J 0 is: ire e 

Supervisors Look 
More Favorably 

e 

Negative Employee 
Evaluation 
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The Injstruments were Imposed from Above; 
Officers I\lot Involved 

Neutral 
48% 

1 
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Disagree 
22% 
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Sometimes 
39% 

Manipulation of 
the Instrument . 

UsuallySOmetimes 
21% . 37% 

Score Incorrectly to 
Obtain Desired Level 

Score Incorrectly to 
Manage Caseload 
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Job Satisfaction 

Satisfied 
81% 

Perceived 
Helpfulness 

:,:·:,:·,,,·::·,,·:::::,·;;·:·:;·:; .. :·····:1 Dis sat i sf i e d 

3% 

of the .. ,. -NO RELATIONSHIP.---.. 
Job 

Satisfaction Instrument 
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Job Effectiveness 

Perceived 
Helpfulness 

of the 
Instrument ~ 

Ef-fective 
51% 

Neutral 
37% 

--

Not Effective 
12% 

Job 
r = .38 _-0+. Effectiveness 

( p < .001 ) 
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• Awareness of the Ways 
the Instrument is Useful 

Justifying Level 

of Supervision r = .21 (p < .01) 

to the Public 

Making Sure 

• High Risk Cases r = .52 (p < .001) 
Perception of 

the Instrument 
as Helpful Tool 

• 

Get Intensive 
~ -

Supervision 

Providing 

Uniformity of 

Supervision 

. '5 d- '-I-f- ~ oi) I::) 

r = .35 (p < .001) 
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• 
Awareness of Attributes 

Logical r = .56 (p < .001) tS&/3 I D7:JU 

Sensitive To ,0)::) ifo;T: • r = .43 (p < .001) "-i -;. :::.' 
Co~munity , -' .... 

Complete r = .41 (p < .001) · Lf I } 1 ' (5DD 

• Sensitive to , 3805 .DDD 

Offender Needs r = .38 (p < .001) Per.ception 
of Instrument 

Appropriate 
r = .37 (p <' .001) 

as Helpful Tool 

Weights 1 ?l7 / 7 ,000 

Accounts for .j/ ?JL/ . D-D() 

Uncertainty r = .31 (p < .001) . 

Consistent With 
j ;), 1 ~~ .0 D 0 

Moral Principles r = .27 (p < .001) 

Allows .. 0 D I 
Judgement r = .26 (p < .001) . I d51?J 
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Increasing Perceptions 
of Helpfulness 

Bel ieve Train ing 
Adequate r = .15 (p < .03) 

'(30% believe training inadequate) 

Familiar With r = .12 (p < .07) 

Research on 

Assessment 

(53% not at all familiar) 

Aware of 

Local Research 
r = .18 (p < .01) 

(9% Aware of Local Research) 

Perception of 

Instrument as 

Helpful Tool 
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