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This Issue in Brief

A Revisionist View of Prison Reform, —
According to Professor Hans Toch, the assump-
tion that prisons are here to stay suggests new
direetions for prison reform. Among these is the
amelioration of stress for those inmates who
because of special susceptibilities and or place-
ments in prison are disproportionately punished.
A classification process that is attuned to inmate
coping preblems can make a considerable differ-
ence, he asserts. In addition, the constructive
eritie of prison life (asx opposed to the nihilistic
one) can help prison staff and their administrators
run more humane institutions.

A Positive Self-Image for Corrections.- The
tendeney of corrections workers to be apologetic
about their work has been a self-defe: um;r charace-
teristice fnr many vears, writes Claude T. Man-
grum of the San Bernardino County I’r()lmli(m
Department, This tendeney, he says, is the vesult
of a poor self-image and it is high time corrections
professionals acted to improve this image, The
nportance of a positive self-concept is diseussed
in his article,

Changes in Prison and Parvole Policies: How
Showld the Judge Respond?  Anthony Partridge
of the Federal Judicial Center reminds us that.
although sentencing marks the end of @ eriminal
proceeding in the trial court, a sentence of impri-
sonment is also the beginning of 4 process pro-
sided over by prison and parole authoritios. To a
substantial extent, the meaning of such a sentence
s determined by these authorities. Their policies,
therefore, have implications for the performance
of the judicial role bhoth for the duty to seleet an
appropriate sentence and for the duty to ensure
procedural fairness,

Federal Court Interveention v Pretrial
Release: The Case for Nowtraditional Adminis-

tration.—One of the most unique and comprehen-
sive class action suits involving a major jurisdie-
tion In the United States (Houston, Texas) is the
case of Aberti v, Sheriff, In December 1975 U, 8
Distriet Judge Carl Bue, Jr., issued a sweeping
order directed at improving the operation of the
pretrial release programs and streamlining other
criminal justice procedures to relieve overerowd-
ing and improve conditions of the county jail. This
article, by Gerald R, Wheeler, direetor of Harris
County Pretrial Services, deseribes the proetrial
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On the other hand, we may want to develop a are “servicing customers” irrespective of vioience
strategy which in fact permits greater competi- or corruption would he afforded a lesser priority
tion among illieit Syndicates, yet minimizes the enabling administratorg to address the more

Is, if we assume that ap Increase in competition There is, we believe g credible rationale for
reduces the ultimate price to the consumer (free adopting i

enterprize system vs. monopoly), hence diminish- tions and constraints of the criminal justice sys-
ing the incidence of predatory crimes in the com- tem.\” The notjon that we can eliminate the vices
munity (e.g., narcotic addijct who steals to fund a  pgg outlived itg usefulness ag g viable enforcement

-— provide, if properly Interpreted, law enforcement
*Kenneth Culp Davis, Dl'scrvll'onam/ Justice: 4 Preliminary Ingquiry, Baton adminlstgators Wlth tal"]v.a‘luable !ndécatf)r n de:ell-
ouge, Louisiana State University, 1969, i r 1 rime con ro
'"Justin J, Dintine and Frederick T, Martens, “Doing More Wit Less: Organized oping an assessmg €Iro ganized ¢ m

Crime Control in the Eightigg » Police Chicf, August 1980, efforts,

/

DULT probation classification models and institutions, probation administrators have gener-
A related automated caseload information ally remained hesitant to grasp and utilize exist-

Systems have recently demonstrated a ing caseload classification
great deal of managerig] utility ag well as 0gy. The writer contends
research potentia] ! The recent Connecticut Pro-  unrelated obstacles have ac
gram evaluation provides clegr evidence that tancy. The first of these ob
agencies pioneering in relatively sophisticated technical problems related

/management technol-
that two major and
counted for thig hesi-
stacles consists of the
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lowing prescriptive format, intended to provide
insight for the skillful coordination of these forces
and issues, is based on the writer's more than 4
years’ experience in Connecticut.

Three major assumptions underlie the presecrip-
tive managerial recommendations to be presented:

(1) Contrary to the traditionally acceptable
axiom stating that man is guided by reason and
accordingly will utilize some reasonable combi-
nation of empirical-rational thought and self-
interest in determining need for changes in
behavior,® line and line management probation
staff are not likely to appreciate the new project’s
utility and merit as a managerial tool. Concern for
managerial utility and general organizational
benefits is clearly superseded by staff’s legitimate
concerns regarding personal and parochial
interests.

(2) Major reorganization, defined here as sig-
nificant change close to the “operational heart” of
the probation agency is required for implementa-
tion of programs involving supervision specializa-
tion, systematic caseload classification/manage-
ment or establishment of caseload information
systems. The more program related change
required of probation staff in terms of revisions in
routine duties and additional everyday activities,
the more stress, resistance and hostility are likely
to be produced. As reorganization affects basic
and disruptive change in staff’s routine activities
and duties, successful implementation requires
extensive planning, training and coordination
designed to anticipate, understand and minimize
staft's resistance to the change process.

(3) Success in program implementation is criti-
cally dependent upon the project coordinator’s
understanding and proper utilization of a series of
dynamic organizational forces and managerial
issues. A discussion of these forces and issues,
which are entirely divorced from the project’s real
utility and conceptual merit, is the product of this
article.

In an attempt to provide the reader with practi-
cal information and insight into these implemen-
tation issues each of seven prescriptions is pres-
ented and discussed individually.

Solicit and Use Staff Input and Participation

A process of participative planning and staff
involvement is a highly desirable and important
factor in the design and implementation of a new
caseload classification project. At the point which

‘Warren G. Bennis, Kenneth D, Benne, and Robert Chin, The Pl fng of Change
(New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, Ine., 1969), p, 35,

administration assumes a strong interest in or
reaches a decision (or receives a mandate) to adopt
or develop a classification program, a sizeable
advisory committee should be formed imme-
diately. This committee should include a repre-
sentative cross section of agency staff, including
line staff. The initial task of the committee is to
identify and document basic and specific prob-
lems inherent in the existing probation supervi-
sion system. Through a careful prioritization of
this personalized list of case management prob-
lems, e.g., unmanageably large caseloads, insuffi-
cient community-based resources, increasing use
of probation by the courts for the supervision of
high risk offenders, etec., the group can be
expected to establish the need for changes and
improvements. It is essential that the committee
actively participates in the determination that
sufficient need exists to justify a program of
planned change. The committee must also take
part in the formulation of specific and measurable
caseload classification/management program
objectives,

When the committee has identified existing
problems, established the need for change, and
developed a list of objectives for the new program,
it is prepared to address the following questions:
(1) whether to adopt an existing program with
some minor modifications to meet agency guide-
lines and standards, or (2) whether to consider a
more ambitious approach involving research and
development of a unique and ideal system
designed and tailored specifically for the needs
and goals of the particular agency.

Following a great deal of research, debate, and
advice, the committee must reach consensus con-
cerning one general model or approach to case-
load classification/management. At the point
which this choice is made the initial and most
important task of the advisory committee has
been accomplished. However, the group should
continue to convene periodically to provide input
and feedback concerning key decisions, policy
changes, and further developments and refine-
ments.

The importance of line and middle management
staff participation and investment in this initial
stage of program planning cannot be overemphas-
ized. This participative process, although pain-
fully slower and considerably more demanding
than the traditional unilateral (planned by man-
agement) technique, ensures that the new pro-
gram will, in fact, address the real needs of the
agency as perceived by staff. At the same time,
the participative planning process functions to
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gain the involvement and commitment of several
key staff members during the early stages of
conceptualization,

Procure and Maximize Administrative Support

Strong administrative support is an essential
ingredient for successful program implementa-
tion, especially for controversial programs intro-
ducing substantial change. As probation staff are
likely to be influenced by their perception of man-
agement’s endorsement of the fledgling program,
the program coordinator is likely to enhance the
probability of program success by understanding
and capitalizing on this factor.

Staff are acutely aware of the extent to which
the agency’s chief executive supports or does not
support the new program. Staff tend to assess the
director’s enthusiasm concerning project pros-
pects and potential in terms of the extent to which
he is willing to participate and share in the risk
taking involved in the implementation of the new
program. A sharing of this risk is indicated by
genuine interest, enthusiasm and support, where-
as reduced ownership and delegation of respon-
sibility to the program coordinator is quickly per-
ceived by staff as weak or insincere endorsement.
It is the coordinator’s responsibility to introduce
and discuss this issue with the director and other
top administrators.

Procurement of upper and middle management
support is critical. At some early point in the
reorganizational process the project coordinator
must be able to assist agency managers to inter-
nalize the new program as a positive strategy to
achieve their perceived probation supervision
goals for the agency. Managers also have a strong
inclination to resist “newfangled” methods prim-
arily due to the general disruption and new tasks
they tend to create. Initially, managers will view
the caseload management system as a superficial
scientific adjunct to the “real operation” or mis-
sion of the agency. In order to “buy-in” and
encourage managers to genuinely endorse the
program, thereby positively influencing their own
local staff, the program coordinator’s effort is well
invested in educating and “selling” this group at
the planning stage prior to line staff orientation
and program training.

Another factor which is judged in staff’s
assessment of administrative endorsement is the
ability of the new program coordinator to engage
the participation of management in effectively
and fairly enforcing program related directives.
In Connecticut a small minority of staff tested

management to learn the consequences of non-
compliance with program directives. In a situa-
tion such as this the program coordinator must be
able to detect noncompliance (such as failure to
conduct thorough and accurate screenings)
immediately. He must also be prepared to react
quickly either through, or with the support and
assistance of, local managers. It is essential to
include middle managers in advance planning
and preparation of action plans for this contin-
gency during the planning and early implementa-
tion phase of the program. It is also extremely
important that the project coordinator does not
overreact to this initial *testing” behavior.
Instead, he should consider this behavior as a
normal reaction to change.

This “testing phenomenon” actually provides a
positive byproduct as it enables the project coor-
dinator to identify problem individuals and
pockets of significant resistance early into the
implementation phase of the program. The coor-
dinator can then anticipate further testing and/or
noncompliance from this same group immediately
following the implementation of later program
directives.

A final issue to be addressed as a component of
administrative endorsement is staff's perception
of the duration of the project. As reorganizational
projects are often tied to finite terms of Federal
financial assistance, staff may assume the new
project is a temporary experiment, that possibly
after the funding cycle has terminated the agency
will revert to the “old way.” This logic can result
in behavior intended to humor the project coordi-
nator with some minimal level of program com-
pliance until the funding cycle is over and “the
storm has passed.” In order to avert this type of
behavior it is upper management’s responsibility
to declare the utility and success of the project as
an aid in the accomplishment of the agency’s mis-
sion and to state definitively, as early as possible,
that the project is “here to stay” regardless of the
future availability of special financial assistance.

Acknowledge and Attend to Staff Resistance

Staff reaction to significant organizational
change should be a critical consideration in the
design and implementation of training for new
probation programs. The degree to which staff
perceive a new program as having impact on their
daily routine and long established personal work
habits appears directly related to the level of
stress and resistance generated. Stress, fear, res-
entment and overt hostility generated by program
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related change provide significant obstructions to
training and subsequent implementation.

Management and minimization of staff’s resist-
ance to change requires an understanding and
acceptance of this natural reaction. Significant
change in any human organization involves reap-
portionment of patterns of power, status, and
values. Change, as required for the implementa-
tion of systematic caseload management pro-
grams, typically involves some risk and stress for
most members of the organization.

As change pervades the organization some staff
will benefit and others will lose. Essentially it is
this required exposure and vulnerability to risk
that staff fear and resent most. More specifically,
some line staff fear that a personal inadequacy
may be uncovered by the new more standardized
system. Some line managers are threatened by the
program coordinator’s new role and status as
“expert caseload manager.” They are inclined to
feel this role may detract from their current sta-
tus or reflect unfavorably on their past perfor-
mance. Others are resentful of the program’s
effect on centralizing and upgrading accountabil-
ity for the case management function. Some staff
are openly hostile concerning the paperwork
requirements involved in risk screening and needs
assessment functions. Other staff simply possess a
generally low tolerance for any job related
change. Essentially, the coordinator must be able
to identify, understand, and work through several
different sources of resistance in order to effec-
tively reduce and overcome it.

Complicating this issue further is the fact that
for various reasons many individuals are unwil-
ling or unable to verbalize feelings of hostility and
resentment with administrators and even with the
project coordinator. More often staff are inclined
to engage in an indirect strategy of passive resist-
ance characterized by their failure to attend
seriously during program training. Consequently,
they can fail to learn functional details and may
actually be unable to comply with project instruc-
tions and guidelines when implementation occurs.
A major part of this problem is attributed to sim-
ple avoidance of what staff view as negative and
disruptive change, similar to normal procrastina-
tion. A more problematic situation occurs, how-
ever, if staff are permitted to set up serious emo-
tional blockages and thereby fail to internalize the
basic objectives and strategies of the new
program.

Staff resistance to program related change can-
not be ignored, denied, or underestimated. The
project coordinator or trainer must identify,

accept, and deal directly with stress and resist-
ance in order to separate the underlying emo-
tional issues from the pragmatic portion of !:he
training curriculum. Anticipating and managing
this issue of resistance as a legitimate component
of training serves a two-fold purpose. First, train-
ing sessions can provide an ideal forum where the
natusal stress caused by change can be attended
to, discussed and, in most cases, reduced. Initially,
staff tend to feel that planners and coordinators
are oblivious and insensitive to personal concerns
and issues. The trainer/coordinator must make a
special effort to explore and understand these
emotionally charged issues and to admit openly
that change does have some disruptive qualities
and that it may also require some difficult trade-
offs. Secondly, after the air has been cleared of
these stress and resistance issues the group is bet-
ter prepared to learn the skills and information
required to implement the new program.

Understand Line Perspectives

A key component of the larger issue of staff res-
istance is staff’s perception of the program’s effect
on standards and policies regulating job perfor-
mance expectations. Although administrative and
line program objectives for caseload management
are relatively compatible, e.g., improved client
services and more manageable and realistic
officer workloads, one must anticipate substantial
disagreement regarding the value and purpose of
policies regulating classification and supervision
process activities. Significant value discrepancies
are likely to occur concerning strategies intended
to upgrade and promote uniformity in these pro-
bation process activities. Standards regulating
differential client supervision contact rates, risk
screening interviewing quality, casenote record-
ing and related casebook evaluation procedures
are not easily accepted by line staff.

The administrative caseload management goal
is to standardize process activities and improve
accountability by means of a performance mea-
surement strategy. This measurement strategy is
expected to produce a performance increase in
areas of substandard productivity and to thereby
affect a general improvement in overall agency
productivity. Line and line management staff are
likely to perceive increased standardization and
related performance guidelines primarily as an
encroachment of their traditional power of discre-
tion in these duties and as a methodology to
upgrade and increase overall job performance
standards. Although line and management share
the expectation that systematic caseload man-
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agement will, in fact, improve overall probation
supervision effectiveness, a serious discrepancy
develops, however, as management claims the sys-
tem ttself will contribute to better case manage-
ment while staff are inclined to believe that sys-
tem demands for increased performance on their
part will contribute to this same desired end.

This problem was compounded in Connecticut
by the 2-year formal evaluation process which
required staff knowledge of classification and
supervision process objectives (performance
standards) and performance measures. Examples
of process objectives included client contact fre-
quency rates, mandatory supervision plans and
contracts, and a time limit imposed for risk
screening. Examples of performance measure-
ment procedures included standardized quarterly
casebook audits, risk screening reliability testing
and closed case file data reviews. Probation staff
quickly and understandably concluded that
increased client contact objectives, related case-
work audits and computerized client outcome
rates were primarily intended to increase perfor-
mance accountability rather than to achieve the
original utilitarian program objectives. Some
examples of line perspectives of project impact on
increased performance expectations are as
follows:

Some staff in Connecticut tended to view client contact
standards as arbitrary and unrealistic administrative quotas
rather than as performance goals or guidelines. These staff
believed that local conditions and varying workload dictated
reasonable performance and that any managerially derived
objectives were entirely artificial, Uniform standards (which
must be slightly high to be useful) could not always be main-
tained and, consequently, a good deal of stress and related
resentment was generated from staff performing below the
suggested guidelines.

Another significant group of staff claimed that uniform
program standards and guidelines merely provided a for-
malized package describing standards and objectives which
they had informally utilized for years., Consequently, they
felt the program not only failed to provide a novel and useful
approach to caseload management, but served only to intro-
duce a demoralizing collection of unnecessary rules and reg-
ulations which actually reduced officer motivation and dis-
couraged individual diseretion and innovation.

Risk/needs agsessment standardization and related guide-
lines and definitions, intended to promote casework unifor-
mity, appear extremely threatening for individuals who are
already painfully aware of their substandard performance
or motivation. These individuals are likely to disguise this
rational but revealing perception of the program by present-
ing any number of baffling or irrational diversionary argu-
ments and complaints.

The scope and importance of this issue of con-
flicting perspectives regarding performance mea-
surement and program evaluation cannot be over-
stated. System evaluation immediately translated
into personal job performance evaluation in the
ears of many probation staff. In order to deal with

this issue of conflicting perspectives, the program
coordinater must first be aware that these con-
flicts do, in fact, exist. He must also be able to
appreciate the viewpoint and understand the
vulnerability of line staff. Most importantly, he
must then deal with this conflict in an honest and
open manner. In essence, systematic caseload
management certainly does increase accountabil-
ity by improving management’s knowledge rela-
tive to individual job performance. However, sys-
tem improvements are to be realized by focusing
on individual areas of substandard productivity,
rather than by demanding generally increased
performance of all staff.

Implement a Program Moniloring System

Systematic program monitoring, designed to
measure the extent of staff cooperation and com-
pliance in the timely accomplishment of critical
project tasks, is essential to ensure the initial
implementation success of a new caseload man-
agement project. This point is of special impor-
tance for relatively large or statewide probation
agencies such as Connecticut, where all line man-
agers were not able to immediately internalize
program goals during orientation and training.
The project coordinator must be able to determine
to what extent individual staff members are
complying with key program directives, espe-
cially immediately following program startup.

As some “testing behavior” is to be expected the
coordinator’s task is to identify and correct this
behavior as quickly as possible. Screening accoun-
tahility may be built into a case classification pro-
gram through use of a multicopy screening
instrument. One copy of the completed intake
screening form and later a discharge screening
copy, is collected centrally and monitored by pro-
gram staff,

Central collection and monitoring of screening
data accomplishes three important purposes.
First, the project manager can determine whether
each user (probation officer) has conducted a
screening for each new referral by comparing the
number of completed screening forms with the
number of new supervision referrals assigned for
any given month. Later, at discharge from proba-
tion, client rescreening and reevaluation can be
monitored in a similar fashion. Second, central
collection enables the monitor to detect obvious
errors and omissions. A quality control operation
is unpopular with some staff but it functions to
provide specific and immediate feedback to the
scereener (probation officer) concerning the source
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of screening errors or omissions. Over a period of
months, these first two operations communicate to
staff the high priority assigned to timely and
accurate risk/needs screening,

After some period of feedback, continued inser-
vice training and possibly some situations requir-
ing personal confrontations with staff on the part
of the project coordinator, monitoring results will
indicate stable and acceptable rates of quality and
submission. At this point staff have learned the
required screening skills and have fullv inte-
grated the screening task with routine duties,
Consequently, the monitoring operation should be
discontinued or delegated to local line supervisors.

The third and extremely significant advantage
of central collection of screening data is that it
facilitates easy access to this data for computer
entry to facilitate various managerial, evaluative,
and research studies.

Build in Program Incentives for Staff

The Connecticut experience strongly suggests
that lofty and utilitarian program goals such ag
“improved probation supervision services” and “a
more efficient agency function” do not provide
sufficient motivation or incentive to overcome the
disruptive effects of change, Real incentives
responding directly and positively to blunt staff
inquiries such as “What’s in this for me?” must be
considered and built into the caseload manage-
ment program.

Obviously public sector incentives, especially
financial incentives, are extremely difficult if not
impossible to provide. However, useful incentives
are available and the program coordinator’s effort
is well spent in identifying them and maximizing
their utility,

Although a series of useful minor incentives,
which are not discussed here, can be built into the
program, two major and obvious incentives should
be developed and utilized as “selling points” very
early into the brogram. These incentives are
supervision workload reduction for line staff and
substantially improved managerial information
for administrative planners and decisionmakers.
n Connecticut, agency policy requiring little or
0o intervention for low risk supervision cases
enabled officers to cut actively supervised case-
loads by 22 percent and automated screening data
processing enabled the program coordinator to
provide comprehensive and detailed managerial
reports describing client risk, characteristics and
needs profiles for each of the agency’s 29 field
supervision teams,

Aside from the fact that these benefits are pow-
erful “resistance reducers” and should be fully
developed and utiiized in promoting the program,
it is also important for the program coordinator to
clearly demonstrate the real and positive impact
these benefits produce as quickly as possible fol-
lowing the point of program startup. For line staff
this means providing immediate feedback in the
form of graphs and charts dramatically depicting
caseload and resultant workload reduction. Quick
payoff from the managerial perspective can be
achieved by producing a “Probationer Profile at
Intake Report” as early as 6 months into the pro-
gram, rather than waiting to produce a more
comprehensive and refined annual report after 12
or more months. These real and immediate
payoffs should be wel] documented and publicized
as they are perhaps the program coordinator’s
most positive and powerful tools to reduce resist-
ance and gain acceptance.

Integrate the New Program With Agency Policy

For various reasons discussed previously, staff,
including management, tend initially to isolate
new and controversial cage management program
policy from what they view as the traditional
“nuts and bolts” policies of the probation supervi-
sion operation. In essence, however, the new policy
is the “new set of nuts and bolts” and, accordingly,
it is the coordinator’s primary goal to enable staff
to perceive policy as the official strategy by which
the agency can achieve its supervision goals,

At some point in the project, agency staff should
conduct an informal evaluation to decide whether
the program has met its original administrative
goals and at the same time, has satisfied line staff
expectations. Approximately 6 months to 1 year
into the program, ideally following publication of
the first managerial report and documentation of
significant workload reduction, a participative
agency decision should be made concerning the
merit and permanence of the program. If the

decision is positive to continue the project, a for-
mal memorandum indicating such from the chief
executive should be distributed to all staff, This
strategy serves to squelch rumors and feelings
that the program is temporary or unsuccessful, It
also provides a basis for agency policymakers to
initiate the task of formally integrating program
policy with basic agency policy. This task requires
rewriting the entire chapter of the Operational
Manual dealing with policies and guidelines for
probation supervision. For agencies lacking an
operational manual, a formal, detailed policy
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statement will serve to designate and .mtegrate
the “new program” as official agency poll‘cy. .
Revised policy accommoda‘tmg and 11}c1u<%1ng
caseload management guidelmes‘and dlrectl.\./es
does represent clear evidence (_)f implementation
success, however, conclusive evidence of prograrg
success can only be obtained. and documentq
through the formal eva.luatlon process. ¥t is
important that program 1mpleme1}tatlprl suceess
be measured in terms of staff’s attltqdmal accexﬁ
tance and behavioral program compliance as we
as in terms of achievement pf goals a‘nd obJegtlves
pertaining to improvement in probation services.

Summary
The substantial benefits and utility of syste-
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matic adult probation caseload managemgnt
becemes inereasingly obvious and more appeallpg
as related technology improves aqd as agencies
react to a national climate of f‘rug'a}lty and shm’nk-
ing correctional resources. Slgmflca:nt organiza-
tional change, however, as required for the
implementation of these programs poses a
number of interesting challenges. Consequently,
basic managerial skills and a good deal of energy
and commitment are needed to overcome the iner-
tia of traditional probation methods and the: fI:lC-
tion of staff resistance. Hopefully, the prescrlptlye
managerial recommendations pl.'esented here will
provide encouragement and as§1stance for proba-
tion managers contemplating implementation of
these much needed programs.
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ich are realistically linked to the offense a.nd
gl}:cg;ads of the offender plus .protectll\;e

of the public safety is widely af:kllowledgec}d v
many criminal justice profess1onal§. Hu ts}(:né
Challen, and McLagan (1978) belleve_d ad
“Intermediate types of sentences to‘ px:obatlon fm d

jail are urgently needed in t}}e c.rlmmal cour tg.
"I‘hey suggested “offender restltupon to crlme‘vm-
tims can be used as an alternatlye type of s.almc-
tion.” Judge Dennis Challen (Natlgnal Counc‘l‘ .on
Crime and Delinquency, 1977) believed that 1(;3-
titution is a way to right the wrong done' to the
vietim and the community while also helping t'te
offender to regain his self-esteem a‘.‘nd cqmmt‘lmty
standing.” Fisher (1975) inc}uded .p}}y's’}cal res 1;
tution to society or the individual V}Ctlm as one o"
three elements included in “creative sentencmg‘t
techniques. He goes on to state th?t the (;301_11-
should have a “full panoply of remedies to admin
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ister ... beyond the extremes of total ir}stiautional
confinement and non-restrictive probation.

While restitution may take the form of mone-
tary payment to the victim(s) and/or the co‘mmurt-
ity, it may also take the form of comrr)umty ser-
vice. Examples of the use of commun{ty service
programs are found throughout the United States
and in the world community. England uses com-
munity service orders whereby an offender is
sentenced to a specified numbe}' of hour‘s of
unpaid work in community projects (National
Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1978). Beha
(1977) recognizing the relative newness of com-
munity sanctions, reported the enthusiasm e‘>‘(hl-
bited by those participating in programs and “the
ability to increase the available array of sentenc-
ing options.” Brown ((1977) also \flewed commun-
ity service as a needed alternative to imprison-
ment;

robationer: vork without pay for public or
chgl?i(wi)lllenig[:r?cbi:;l?::f;’Sat([):c;;greffect on 510 probationqrs.
supplies needed services for the agencies, makes probat!on
more acceptable to the general pulglnc, gives th_e p{'o.batlon
officer Letter control of the probationers, and JllS.t,IfIGS the
placing of some persons on probation who otherwise would
not be released,

Other alternatives such as day fir}es, progl.'arr"ls
of vocational and academic training (National
Council on Crime and Delinqugncy, 1978)_, anfi
even using the polygraph to monitor probationers








