B doaes cnsharie afhe £

PP e e

PN S

U.S. Dapartmant of Justice
National instiiute of Justico

This' document has been reproduced exactly as received from the

gereon or organization originating it, Polnts of view or opinions stated C

in thie dotument are those of the autitars and do not necessarily \9\7 7
rapresant the official position. or policies. of the' National instilute of

Justica, "

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

Ee——

T N UIILI T S AP

Purmission to reproduce this cepyrighted malerial has been
granted by

Public Damain/LEAA ~

U.S. Department of Justice .

to the National Criminal Justice Ruference Service (NGJURS).

ncjrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires pormis.
‘slon of the aspysighl ownar,

the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on VOLUME 1
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.
SUMMARY :
CONTRACTING FOR CORRECTIONAL SERVICES IN THE COMMUNITY
10 %22 iz / /
i Bi& um% )
= ? ﬁi&v—i HHIE
e
I” Ll & - Gene Kassebaum.
= m"LB Joseph Seldin
= Peter Nelligan
2 i e

Department of Sociology
The University of Hawaii, Manoa

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Billy Wayson
Gail Monkman

Correctional Economics Center

Peter Meyer

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. 4 ' » Pennsylvania State University

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are o o
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official : oo Jljy:,e i ]877 -
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. T

This is a summary of a report submitted to the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA. A complete report is

National Institﬁte of Justice
contained in VOLUME 2. The study was supported by a grant (no. 75NI

United States Department of Justice 1 . _ . d -
Washington, D.C. 20531 ‘ LR 99-0118) from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
. 4 b Justice, LEAA: Gene Kassebaum and Joseph Seldin, Co-Principal Investi-
b
gators.

6/21/84 .




’ HolRE
n ' l‘ \ LR R l:‘h&.ﬁ s it
J e ‘ :
VOLUME 1 : f TABLES i N"? “ 1383 :
{ ; , e g :
{ SUMMARY: STUDY OF CONTRACTING IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS g P2 Table P ’
? L - . ACQUiSKTEONS r‘q—
! | : ummary of interviews e
TABLE OF CONTENTS Y completed . . - Lo 6
1 2 Organizations selected for studies in each of ‘
% Page %*T five cities . . . . . .. ... ... ? .o. R
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . v+ & v v v v v v v v v v v e v e e e iv ! ; 3 L;st1ng of agencies where comparisons of the
k characteristi
I. Historical, Legal, and Administrative Context can be made 'C? ?f referrals and non referrals
for Contracting - L 31
. 4 Variables used
L z Growth and Support for Private Contracting . 1 3 ceferred . '1? Te?r3551°" on referred and non
Problems Addressed by the Study . . . . . . . . Ce e 4 } T .32
| Statutes Relevant to Community Corrections . . . . . . . 5 : | ‘ 4a Discrimination bet
; Funding and Referral Contracts . . . . . . . . . . . .. 10 | ‘ ween referred and non referred cases . 33
Key Issues in Contracting . IR 14 { 5 Government agencies and private organizations
x . classified by primary so
o II. Referrals and Services - Y p Yy source of contract . . . . . . .. 42
. 6 Referrals from criminal justi
The Referral Structure . . . e e e e e e e e 22 | : types of programs . . . ? . ?C? ?genc1es into 44
Relationship of Funding to Referrals . . . . . Coe 23 { R R N
Characteristics of Referrals to Community Programs N 28 ! 7 Capacity utilized . . . ., . .. . 47
. Characteristics of Service Providers: A National % % . ' I .- .
‘ Survey of Private Organizations . . . . . . . . .. oo 8 Referrals from criminal justi i
' Characteristics of Service Organizations: On-site Justice agencies, by source . . . 49
Studies in Five Cities . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 39 9 Mean Daily Costs . .. ... ... 51
Services . . . . . .. ... e e e e e e e e e e 53 : R
Program Report1ng .o S e e e e 58 | 10  Staff Size and Breakdowns: Me
Neighborhood Support and Oppos1t1on e e e e e e e 60 . ean FTEs . . . . .. .. .. 52
! “ 11 Client-staff ratio . . . . .. ... .. ... 54
III. Costs and Sources of Support T T T e e
12 Percent of organizatio idi i i
Finances . . . « « « « . . . e e e e 61 g ns prov1d ng service listed . . . . 56
Product Differentiation . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 65 13 Service agreements . . . . . 57
Capacity Utilization . . . . . C e e e e e e e e e 66 = T
! Length of Stay . . . . . . . . . . . P P 14 Volunteers . . . . . . . ... .
Volunteers . . v v v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e 69 : e e e e c .
Total Budget . . . . . ¢« v o o . .. R T 72 ( 15 Ratio of volunteer hours t
Mean Daily COSES . » « « v v « v v v v v v v v v v e oo T3 . o staff hours . . . . ... .. 71
e 16 Mean Daily Cost: Regressi i
. IV. Issues in Planning and Research g . Organizat{ons o ge '1?n.ar.1a?y§1§,.a?1. y
Is There a System of Corrections . . . . . . . ... ... /8 f 17 Mean Daily Cost: Regression analysis, private
The Emerging System . . . . . . ... ... R /9 i residential programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 77
Comprehensive Planning . . e e e e e e e 82 ‘ <o
The Need for Jointly P1anned Mon1tor1ng e e e e e 86 :
Avenues for Future Research . . . e e e e e 88 ; I
B ' Capacity of Community Based Programs e e e e e e . 89 : : )
Logic of Decision Making in Referring . . . . . . . . . 91
Contract Monitoring . . . . . « o o o o o o e 92
B >




e

iv
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The work of this research project was distributed over many

places and many people. The persons named on the title page were

originally principal investigators, research assistants and a sub-

contractor team of economists, but grew to share in the work as

colleagues as the project developed. Gary Sakihara served as pro-

grammer and is responsible for a major portion of the data processing

for both the UH and CEC staff. Howard E. Freeman, Director of the

Institute for Social Science Research, UCLA, David A. Ward, Department
of Criminal Justice Studies, University of Minnesota, ard Kenneth Polk,

Department of Sociology, University of Oregon were consultants at the

early stages of the work. Our colleagues at the Sociology Department,

University of Hawaii, Earl Babbie, Jay Palmore, and James Dannemiller

of the Survey Research O0ffice, gave us freely of their counsel. The

project profited from but was not always able to heed their advice.

Field work on the national survey of private organizations was under

the direction of Freeman and Eve Fielder of ISSR. Data collection in

Boston was coordinated by Kassebaum and Mary Xurtz with the assistance

of Gordon Lewin, Frank Moss and Ralph Thomas III. Seldin coordinated

data collection in Dade Courity with Deanna Cournoyer and Arlene Krambour.

Peter Meyer of Pennsylvania State University was a consultant to CEC

during this phase; he took part in developing the interview guide and

also took part in the Miami interviewing. Nelligan was in residence

in San Francisco and was assisted by Paul Amato, Marjorie Little, and

Harvey Siegel. Takeuchi was in charge of field work in Madison, with

B o

R

e e  E

A5t et g s
N b A Bt -
- . s s P

td

3

assistance from David Bauman, Rebecca Grinney, Charles Miller, and

Steven Weiss. Monkman and Wayson conducted detailed interviews with

six organizations in Boston, Madison, and San Francisco.

Others with whom conversations and interviews have been very
helpful include: Kenneth L. Babb, San Francisco Bail Project;'Perry
Baker, Wisconsin Division of Corrections; Joyce Clements, Berkeley,
California; Anna Cox, California Department of Corrections; David
Fogel, I1linois Law Enforcement Commission; Lawrence J. Funk, San
Francisco Mayor's Criminal Justice Council; Charles Hill, Wisconsin
Council on Criminal Justice; Rogers Hoffman, San Francisco Coordina-
ting Council on Drug Abuse; John Irwin, San Francisco State University;
Cornell L. James, Data Processing Division, Dade County Comprehensive
Drug Program; Paul Kusuda, Wisconsin Division of Corrections; Daniel
LeClair, Massachusetts Department of Corrections; Hans Mattick, Univer-
sity of I1linois Chicago Circle; Glen E. Morrison, San Francisco
Mayor's Criminal Justice Council; Edmund Muth, Manpower Services,
IT1linois Law Enforcement Commission; Jiri Mehnevajsa, University of
Pittsburg; Lloyd Ohlin, Harvard Law School; Renwick N. Riley, U.S.
Bureau of Prisons; Clifford Roach, Wisconsin Division of Corrections;
James Robison, Criminology Research, Inc.; Andrew Rutherford, Yale
University; William Schlecht, Wisconsin State Probation and Parole
(Dane County); Jeffrey Silbert, Criminal Justice Planning Unit (Dade
County); George Torney, San Francisco Bureau of Alcoholism; Mike
Trott, Parole and Community Services Division, California Department
of Corrections; Franklin Zimring, University of Chicago Law School.

Many directors and officials in private and government programs



T SRTRP

e i e S =

ryY— T Tw———

P

Vi
provided us with the data on which we worked. We are grateful for

their time and patience with our lengthy interviews. Particular

‘thanks go to Bryan Riley (Massachusetts Halfway Houses, Inc.), Ted

Sakai (John Howard Association of Hawaii), and Russ Cook (Drug
Addiction Services of Hawaii). |

The entire enterprise is the result of the interest of the
Corrections Division of the NILECJ 1in supporting an exploratory study
of a broad field of activity, although the Institute collectively does
not necessarily endorse the conciusions reached by‘the study in this
draft report. The project was fortunate in the series of project
monitors who presided over the study during the application and grant

periods: Marlene Beckman, Cynthia Sultan, and Phylis Jo Baunach.

~Paul Kakugawa as our fiscal officer for the eighteen months performed

the trying role of simultaneously protecting the fiscal interests of
the project, the University, and LEAA. 'Me1v1n Sakurai provided
detailed editing of the draft final report. Amy Yamashita was indis-
pensable as project secretary and office chargé d'affaires throughout
the project. Norine Hegy, Henry Au, Lynn Arakaki, and Mavis Mizumoto
worked as coders and typists.

The UH Department of Sociology through release time and teaching
reduction, accommodated to our unavailability and frequent absences

and provided a home base for the project.

Any value of the study is due to these many hands which have taken

part in the work. Errors, however, are not their responsibility but
must rest with the principal investigators.

December, 1976 GK
Honolulu, Hawaii Js

P

T ——

e

i e e g g

T g g oy

&9

1

I. HISTORICAL, LEGAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONTEXT FOR CONTRACTING

Growth and Support for Private Contracting

Historically, Taw enforcement and administration of criminal
justice have fallen entirely under the jurisdiction of the state.
Through its criminal laws, the state defines and punishes criminal
acts and supervises the prosecution and defense of criminal offenders.
However, modifications and changes in two sectors of the criminal
justice system have recently served to broaden and diversify the
meaning and practical scope of corrections.

One of these changes involves the substitution of private organ-
izations for government agencies in the direct provision of services
to defendants or convicted persons. The other concerns supervision
and/or provision of services in the open community instead of within
closed institutional settings. The impact of these changes is now
becoming tangible. Together, these ideas are significant and far
reaching in their impiications for corrections. They have the potential
of either diverting many persons from involvement with the formal
machinery of justice or extending the reach of formal social regula-
tion in our society.

Whether or not these changes result in a new approach to correc-
tions, a number of interesting and important administrative, constitu-
tional, and fiscal questions are raised. Certainly more systematic
information is needéd before we can fully assess the impact of these
changes.

The present study provides some data on the role of contracting

to obtain client sérvices on several levels in community corrections:



pre-trial diversion of "in lieu" referrals to community programs;

probation supervision; pre-release programs for persons committed

‘to the Department of Corrections; and parole. Data are presented

not on probation or parole supervision per se but only insofar as
these have implications as forms of referral to community-based
programs. The interest is in persons not as offenders or probationers
or parolees, but as clients of programs external to criminal justice
or corrections institutions.

The study to be reported here examines this important phenomenon
in the present dialogue over correctional priorities and strategies.
Recent developments have contributed to a greater interest in contract-
ing with private organizations for community-based corrections.

The expectation that treatment programs in institutional settings
would bring a significant reduction in post-release recidivism appears
to have been over-optimistic. Widely publicized summaries and commen-
taries on field studies evaluating correctional treatment programs
have led to a greatly diminished interest and support for such programs
in institutions, and have lent indirect support to the argument for
community supervision of offenders.

In some states there has been the elimination of indeterminate
sentencing in favor of flat terms of imprisonment. Nationally there
are serious proposals for elimination of parole as presently understood,
and making the participation in institutional (prison) treatment pro-
grams voluntary and not related to release criteria. These plans
stipulate that custodial prisons imposing flat terms as punishment

should be "last resort" dispositions and that community-based programs
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should be available for many persons who are not in prison (Fogel,

1975:264). Recently, the prison census has registered a rapid rise

~in the number of persons confined to federal and state prisons,

reaching an all time high of 283,268 on December 31, 1976 (Law

Enforcement News, March 1977). Federal court rulings that many of

these prisons are so overcrowded as to constitute unfit places for
human habitation have exerted strong influence on states to relieve
prison population pressure. This undoubtedly means that community-
based programs offer fiscal and legal advantages. There has been a
revival of interest in deterrent effects of sanctions more swiftly
and certainly imposed. However, fiscal crises in many cities have
led to actual or threatened cutbacks in law enforcement and correc-
tional programs, even to the extent of reductions in the police force.
Again, these developments would appear to favor private sector
community programs.

Concurrent with all of the foregoing, there has been a steady
growth in community-based programs at all stages of criminal justice
nyoe2ssing:

a. pre-trial diversion and intervention;

b. condition of deferred prosecution or deferred acceptance of

plea of guilt;

c. condition of probation;

d. means of serving last few months of a term of confinement

(pre-release programs);
e. condition of parole, either at initial release or as a

disposition at revocation.
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Problems Addressed by the Study

In the study reported here the overall interest is to understand
‘the significance of the private sector in providing services to
Jjustice and corrections agencies. How (and by whom) are persons
referred to the privately operated program in lieu of trial or further
agency dispositions? What kinds of cases are referred and‘accepted
by these organizations (particularly as compared with the total case-
Toad of the agencies)? What is accomplished in such arrangements which
might not otherwise result if the private organizations did not
operate?

The study developed out of an interest in the use of private
organizations for the supervision and training (treatment, assistance)
of persons diverted from criminal justice programs or while under
sentence in a correctional agency, and presents data on the varieties
of private sector vendors of community-based corrections; the laws
authorizing or facilitating such programs; the sources of referrals
and the manner in which referrals are made; the characteristics of
defendants and offenders referred to community organizations compared
with those who are not; forms of contracting and perceptions of advan-
tages and disadvantages of contracting; the costs incurred, both in
general and in relation to alternatives; what transpires between
referral sources and private organizations which supply services; the
structure of program services and client flow in the organizations;
and the income (sources and amounts of support) which sustains the
organizations and the role played by contracting in securing support.

The special interest of this research project was contracting (or
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subcontracting) as a means of obtaining program services from organi-

zations. Both referrals and organizations are presumed to operate in

ccontexts or environments which are best assessed by observing them in

various community settings. For this reason, to capture the wide
variations in private correctional arrangements, data were gathered in
five metropolitan areas in the United States: Boston, Massachusetts;
Dade County, Flcrida; Honolulu, Hawaii; Madison, Wisconsin; and San
Francisco, California. Data include interviews with personnel in
criminal justice agencies and in community-based programs. As shown
in tables 1 and 2, client data were also obtained when accessible,

chiefly from government ugencies.

[ INSERT TABLES 1 and 2 HERE]

Statutes Relavant to Community Corrections

There are basically two types of legal regulations that affect the
environment of community corrections programs: those that regulate the
flow of persons into programs, and those that pertain to the funding of
programs. Often associated with the latter category are regulations
concerning the licensing and operation of programs.

Both types of regulations exist on the federal and state levels.
However, while federal referral regulations affect only those persons
involved in the federal court and correctionaj system, and have little
effect on the states, federal funding regulations most profoundly
affect persons involved with the state and county court and correc-

tional systems.
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TABLE 1 Summary of Interviews Completed.

Boston Dade County Honolulu Madison San Francisco Total

Referral Source Agencies Interviewed:

Federal Bureau of Prisons, Federal

Probation and Parole 2 1 1 1 2 7
State or County Probation 2 1 1 1 1 6
State Corrections 1 -— 1 - - 2
State Parole 1 * 1 1 1 4
County Jail or Parole 2 1 —_ 1 1 4
Pre-Trial Diversion 3 1 1 1 1 6
Special Coordinating 7 4 1 - - : 11
Number of Referral Source 18 8 6 5 6 40
Interviewed
Number of Service SuppTier
Organizations Interviewed 49 38 4 15 48 154
Number of Separate Facilities 92 70 9 30 99 300

*In Florida, Parole and Probation are found in one state agency.
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TABLE 2  Organizations Selected for Studies in Each of Five Cities
‘Management and
Primary Source of Dade San
Contract Funding Boston County Honolulu Madison Francisco Totals
Government
Justice 3 3 2 4 3 15
Substance Abuse 2 17 3 22
Other 7 1 4 12
Private
Justice 10 7 6 7 30
Substance Abuse 19 4 1 4 15 43
Other 8 6 1 1 16 32
Total 49 38 4 15 48 154
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Laws that authorize or mandate referral of persons to community
programs exist at four stages of the criminal justice process: pre-
trial (diversion), post-adjudication, during 1ncafceration (work
furlough), and after prison (pre-release, parole). Within each of these
categories offenders are often further differentiated according to what
is perceived to be their "primary problem" or the type of law violated.
Thus, one often finds in some of the referral stages laws specific to
drug abusers, alcohol abusers, youth offenders, first offenders, mis-
demeanants, etc.

A review of federal and state legislation authorizing or mandating
referral to community programs revealed that virtually every criminal
justice agency of custody and supervision has been vested with broad
discretionary powers to pass at Teast partial authority for supervision
in the community along to publicly or privately operated community
programs.

With respect to funding, it is clear that the provision of funds
specifically designated for the use of offender-oriented programs
represents only a small part of the picture. As citizens, offenders
are eligible for services in programs not specifically oriented to
their legal status.

A complex system of federal and state legislation authorizes the
funding of programs that have significant contact with persons in some
way involved with the criminal justice system. The relevant legislation
is frequently specifically oriented toward the funding of programs
dealing with offender populations; but just as often programs receive

funds disbursed to ameliorate urban problems (alcoholism, drug abuse,
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mental health, unemployment) much broader than the offender population.
Moreover, the fieldwork showed that criminal justice agencies make
extensive use of these community programs not primarily oriented to
offenders.

Many offenders find their way into these broad-based community
programs because they are perceived by legal officials to have as the
cause of their criminal behavior, one or more of the problems to which
these programs are oriented. For example, primary problems such as
substance abuse, mental illness, or unemployment are often seen as the
cause of criminal offenses 1like rotbery, rape, burglary, assault,
shoplifting, or forgery.

In addition to federal LEAA funding, federal funds are available
to community programs through the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and
Alccholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation Act of 1970 (P.L.
91-616), the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255),
the Community Mental Health Centers Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-164), and the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-203).

These Taws make funds available to states willing to establish compre-
hensive services in conformity with federal requirements. The typical
model in each of these legally defined areas involves the designation
of a single state agency with overall authority to plan a program of
services. The emphasis is on comprehensiveness, planning, and integra-
tion of services. Use of private agencies is permitted and in some
cases encouraged. Those private programs which negotiate contracts
with federal or state agencies disbursing federal funds, subject them-
selves to considerable regulation concerning program form, content and

accountability.
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As already suggested, empirical evidence on referrals indicates
that the criminal justice system is making extensive use of non-
criminal justice programs. This is due at Teast in part to the fact
that they are without direct cost to the criminal justice agencies
which, even though they are often authorized to negotiate their own
contracts, tend to be chronically underfunded. The discovery of the
widespread availability and use of non-offender programs funded in
part by the federal government raises important questions concerning
the rhetoric and reality of contracting and the relative efficacy of

programs more directly oriented to the clients' legal status.

Funding and Referral Contracts

For the purposes of this report, a "contract" is defined as a
mutually beneficial, legally binding agreement between a source of
funds and a source of treatment or services. The agreement specifies
their mutual obligations regarding such matters as services to be pro-
vided, compensation, and procedures of referral and intake of clients.
This definition therefore excludes consideration of grants from the
United Way, gifts from private foundations, service agreements not
involving compensation, and entitlements (e.g., social security, food
stamps, medicaid, welfare, etc.). We are most interested in those
arrangements in which a public agency exchanges funds for some influence
in defining the target population and activitﬁes of a community-based
program. We shall refer to these arrangement; as “éontracts.“

Contracts are but one source of revenue of organizations. They

are, however, the most pervasive means by which organizations meet their
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expenses. A contract i§ often the critical means by which new pro-
grams start. Moreover, the survival or failure of programs is at least
indirectly related to the organization's capacity to obtain and renew
contracts.

Public funding sources may be partitioned into three categories:

criminal justice sources, substance abuse sources, and a residual

category, dispersed governmental sources. These sources differ in the
degree to which they are involved with the criminal justice system.

The first, criminal justice sources, define their target population
exclusively as persons diverted from or sentenced to a criminal justice
or corrections agency. Criminal justice funding sources include the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), various agencies of
custody and jurisdiction, and, in some instances, direct governmental
appropriations.

As the name of the category might suggest, substance abuse funding
sources support drug and alcohol treatment programs or pay for other
services to clients with alcohol or drug problems. Drug and alcohol
programs usually have a mixed clientele in the sense that only a portion
is currently involved with the criminal justice system. Many clients in
drug and alcohol programs enter them under no direct pressure from
criminal justice agencies. Of those that are referred or pressured by
criminal justice agencies, some have violated criminal laws directly
related to substance abuse (e.g., sale, péssession, or use of drugs,
public inebriation, or drunk driving). Others have violated more general
criminal laws but are perceived by legal officials to have substance

abuse as an underlying problem. For example, burglars may be supporting
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heroin addiction. The more important substance abuse funding agencies

are the National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the National

Institute of Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA).

Dispersed funding sources also have broad based target populations
which may include a portion of crimina1‘justice related clients. Among
the major funding sources is the Department of Labor (DOL) Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA) which supports general employment
programs and programs specifically for paroiees (e.g., the "Model Ex-
Offender Program"). Another important source of suport for community
based services for offenders is the National Institute of Mental Health
(NIMH).

There are two types of funding contracts: block grants and fee-
for-service arrangements. Block grants provide general support for
programs regardless of variation in number of clients served or number
of service units delivered (e.g., days of treatment, counseling sessions,
hours of service delivery).

Funding arrangements are quite complex. Many programs are dependent
upon funds originating from the federal government. However, it is
important to recognize that federal funds are intertwined with state
and local matching funds. Moreover, federal funds are very often
distributed to contractors through state or Jocal offices (e.g., state
planning agencies, councils on criminal justice, county consortiums,
substance abuse agencies, and bureaus of alcoholism). From the point of
view of private community programs, contracts with state or local agencies
are often referred to as "federal money." However, in our convention for

classifying sources of funding, source js determined by the most
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immediate public agency which negotiated the contract and dispersed
the funds. Thus, for example, if an organization received a grant
directly from LEAA in Washington, it is classified as a federal con-
tract fn this study. If the program received LEAA funds from a state
planning agency, it is classified as a state contract. If, however,
the state planning agency provided a block grant to a county jail or
Tocal criminal justice council which in turn‘contracted with a
community-based program for services, it is classified as a Jocal
contract.

Multiple funding sources for‘the same program or organization,
state and local match for federal funds, and changes in administrative
structures distributing funds are common. No model of simple funding
categories can adequately reflect the true complexity of the financial
arrangements by which community programs are supported. This complex-
ity cannot be ignored, however, since cost considerations are inescap-
able in developing an adequate description of the role of community
corrections.

The funding structure for community programs was examined in each
of the five cities. Although a detailed comparison among cities could
not be made, certain commonalities and variations among tne cities merit
attention. LEAA, NIDA, NIAAA, and CETA funds are ubiquitous; they are
major sources of funds for community programs in all the cities we
studied. These funds, however, are used in somewhat different ways
in the different cities. In Boston substantial LEAA funds are distri-
buted to the Department of Corrections which uses them to contract

with private programs. In San Francisco, Miami and Madison, LEAA funds
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are distributed directly to community programs by the use of block

grants. However, in Miami LEAA funds are frequently funneled through

coordinating referral agencies. LEAA funds in Honolulu are not exten-

sively used for direct client services to adults. Funds are granted
to the Department of Social Services and Housing which then contracts
with a halfway house for services.

Simitar variation exists in modes of distribution of NIDA, NIAAA,
and CETA funds with the former two often being combined with general
federal, state, and local mental health funds. NIDA and NIAAA are
usually distributed and monitored by special divisions of departments
of health. CETA funds are distributed by a "prime sponsor," often
departments or units of government. There is a strong tendency for
federal funds to be locally administered; most contracts are nego-
tiated between a local agency and community programs.

State and local funds also provide support for community programs
both independently and in the form of matching funds. However, criminal
justice agencies themselves disburse less funds for community-based
corrections than had been anticipated. Many of these agencies simply do

not have the funds for the purchase of community corrections services.

Key Issues in Contracting

Observations and interviews during the on-site field research
revealed several important issues involved in contracting for human
services. Some of these issues are specific to contracts negotiated
by criminal justice agencies; others are relevant to any human service
contract between a public agency and a private organization. However,

both types of issues center around problems of flexibility, stability,
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accountability, effectiyeness, and cost. These issues and problems
are interrelated in a complex manner.

Flexibility is very often given by public agencies as a major
reason for contracting with private firms rather than starting a new
public program. Flexibility is provided by the fact that the use of
contracts, especially of the fee-for-service type, necessitates no
major commitment on the part of the public contracting agency to the
provision of services at any particular level (number of clients) or
for any particular period of time. Should funds become scarce or should
client characteristics shift, a contract can be terminated or allowed
to Tapsewith minimum difficulty. Public agencies contrasted this
flexibility with the rigidity involved in starting a new public pro-
gram. Primarily because the staff of public programs must be civil
service, with all the tenure implications thereof, institution of a
publicly operated program necessitates a strong commitment by a public
agency toward the continued provision of a service at a level at least
high enough to justify a given level of staff. Public programs are
not as easily altered in response to budget or service need changes &3
are contractual relationships with private programs.

Those features of contracting that provide flexibility to the
public agency, however, present serious problems of stability to the
private program. In order to be able to recruit quality staff, to
akrange for physical facilities, and to create an effective programs,
private organizations require some measure of predictability concerning
the flow of clients and funds into the program. Many private programs

have attempted to protect themselves from the negative effects of
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contracting agency flexibility by building up a diversified portfolio
of funding sources. By this means, they minimize the effects on the
The director of
one Honolulu drug treatment program attributed the stability of funding of
his program to the large number of sources he has brought together to
"Our funding is stable because

fund the program. According to him:

it is diversified. Every source of revenue buys a piece of the action."
Such a strategy, however, is not without increased administrative
cost to the program. It means hustling not one grant or contract but
several. Moreover, it means segregating different classes of clients
or designing a program that simultaneously meets the program, service,
evaluation, and fiscal requirements of several public agencies. As
the number of funding sources increases the time spent satisfying their
requirements must increase. It is not uncommon to find a private pro-
gram keeping several sets of books to conform with the accounting
requirements of several funding agencies. One pre-release halfway
house with had contracts with both state and federal correctional
agencies recently started a separate new house for the federally funded
clients in order to be better able to cope with the program and fiscal

requirements of each of the agencies. In so doing it undoubtedly

raised administrative costs and may have sacrificed economies of scale.
Private programs have other means of responding to the flexibility

made possible by contracting. One intriguing approach discovered in the

sites was the organized attempt of programs to gain control over or
influence with the funding sources. Organizations of service providers

are common, especially among the substance abuse programs. They fre-
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quently have a formal, legally sanctioned input to funding decisions.

The San Francisco Coordinating Council on Drug Abuse, a coalition of

.private and public drug abuse programs, is the Technical Advisory

Committee to the County Drug Program Coordinator and as such reviews

and evaluates proposals for funding, often submitted by its own members.

In Hawaii, the Oahu Drug Abuse Coalition (ODAC) represents another
example of program input to funding decisions. The Coalition was given
a direct appropriation of $314,089 by the Stafe Legislature for fiscal
year 1976 which it divided among its membership (6 programs). ODAC
also makes recommendations concerning applications from vendors which
are not members of ODAC (e.g., new programs).

In sum, the implications of the flexibility afforded public agen-
cies by contracting are complex. That which is flexibility for the
public agency is unpredictability for the private program. Private
programs cannot be seen as passive objects but rather as active parti-
cipants in seeking to reduce funding uncertainty. The strategies
employed by privéte programs include the diversification of funding
and the collective exercise of influence in funding decisions.

Closely related to the issue of flexibility is that of accounta-
bility and control. For the contracting agency the issue is specifi-
cally whether value is received for resources expended. Criminal
justice agencies have a special concern cver the level of control the
program maintains over criminal justice referrals.

The findings were mixed regarding the level of control that public
contracting agencies exercise over contracted private programs. Some

informants in public agencies pointed with pride at their system of
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programs with which they contracted for services. Others described

their contractual relationships as unsatisfactory. The ultimate sanc-

tion which can be administered to a program not fulfilling its obliga-

tions is termination of the contract. However, the feasibility of
this action appears to vary among agencies. One agency with many
contracts for alcoholism services cited several examples of contracts
terminated for a lack of fiscal accountability or failure to deliver
services. According to the contracting officer once a serious problem
is discovered, the agency immediately gives 60 days notice of termina-
tion of the contract. During this period the agency attempts to work
out the problem with the program.

Other agencies were less sanguine about the use of this method of
control. On the issue of termination, an informant in another city
stated:

It is hard to terminate a contract in (this)
state government in less than a year or two
even when you have the contractor dead to
rights.

During the fieldwork, several examples were encountered of grossly
inefficient programs which continued to be funded out of political
considerations or simple inattention by the contracting agency.

There seemed to be some consensus among contracting agencies that
a high level of supervision is necessary to ensure performance by pri-
vate programs. Monitoring often includes on-site inspections, financial
audits, formal evaluations, and follow-up contacts with clients. One
experienced contract officer who had suggested that the key to service
quality is close supervision, also found that large organizations with

trained staff and regular procedures require less supervision than

smaller programs.
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Two practices in contract monitoring were commonly mentioned by

agency staff and/or program directors as troublesome. One is the

regulation required rewriting contracts frequently, particularly

in those instances where contracts are for one year or less and renew-
able. Renegotiating or rewriting contracts is also an oblique means
by which vendor compliance with contract requirements is maintained.

A second practice widely mentioned as inefficient is monitoring via |
personal site visits to programs by agency personnel. Program operators '

complained that personal visits consumed staff time in the organization

and dealt with issues which could be covered in written reports on

a monthly or demand schedule. ?
A major problem encountered in monitoring contracting for human ;

services is determining whether the services were ever delivered. This

problem is especially acute in non-residential programs. The charac-

teristics of the population that receives human services make follow-up

of clients by the agency extremely difficult. Ciients are often

transient and not oriented to assisting public agencies to determine

whether they got their money's worth.

The major source of ambiguity in contract monitoring is the absence

of criteria of performance or outcome desired. Some contracts were

found which did not include any criteria by which service delivery could
be measured, or by which it could be determined if a service had been
delivered at all (for example, some contracts did not specify any

number of clients or contacts for any given time'period). Where monitor-

ing criteria were explicit, process measures were typically used.
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Programs were evaluated chiefly in terms of cost, beds occupied, or
clients admitted. Where applicable, the split rate or expulsion rate
-or both were taken as indirect indicators of how well or badly the
program was doing. Few programs had data on recidivism of their clients
such as new conviction, return to prison, person-days free of érrest
or evidence of resumed drug use, or seemed subject to review by the
agency on such criteria.

Recidivism data are almost never used in program evaluation because
of the difficulty of collection and the fact that they are usually so
dated that such information could have little effect on the program
by the time the data are in hand.

Criminal justice agencies encounter special problems of accounta-
bi]jty and control. Being strongly oriented to the client's offender
status, criminal justice agencies generally prefer a high level of
surveillance and control over their referrals. These special consid-
erations may include urine testing for narcotics, curfew observance,
and above all, an immediate report if the client leaves the program or
is AWOL. Some privately operated programs are staffed by people who
are 1ndifferent to these concerns and even opposed to the social coniro]l
priorities of criminal Justice agencies. Many programs, especially in
alcoholism treatment, report that they only accept "voluntary" admis-
sions and discourage criminal justice agencies from coercing clients to
enter their programs. However, most programs reported that they would
at least notify the criminal Jjustice referral agency if a referred
client left the program or engaged in criminal behavior. Few, if any,
substance abuse contracts specifically require the contracting program

to cooperate with criminal justice agencies.
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Our general impres;ion is that criminal justice agencies exercise
even less control over those programs with which they do not have con-
tracts. .f a criminal justice agency desires serious attention to its
concerns, it must contract with the private programs directly. The
larger the proportion of the program's budget it contributes the more
attention its priorities will likely receive.

A final issue directly re]atéd to flexibility and control must be
raised. The image and rhetoric of contracting assume the model of a
free market economy in which the public agency purchases human services
from one or several of a pool of programs willing and able to provide
the service. Contracts are made with those programs which are, at the
time, offering the best product at the Towest cost. According to the
model, programs will be motivated to provide maximum service at minimum
cost because of the competitive market.

Analysis of some of the major laws affecting funding agencies and
programs, as well as our fieldwork experience in the five cities sug-
gest that this image is considerably and increasingly divorced
from fea11ty. Federal administration regulations specify the
form and content of any program receiving federai funds directly or
indirectly. Even though these regulations are not always followed, the
fact remains that private programs receiving federal funds, especially
in the substance abuse area, must be prepared to standardize services in
conformity with these requirements. Those programs, then, become some-
what distinct from other programs not subject to such requirements.
This situation restricts the pool of programs eligible for contracts.

Federal Tegislation also emphasizes a planned comprehensive approach
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to the delivery of services. The "single state agency" every state must

have to administer its mental health, drug abuse, alcoholism and LEAA
programs is in every case to construct an integrated system of services
without duplication. To the extent that particular programs become
part of an integrated system, competition is strongly inhibited. Com-
ponents of an integrated system cannot be easily changed without
disrupting that system.

In sum, the system that is developing at the federal level is cne
of a planned economy. It has few of the characteristics of the free
market. Entrance to the field is inhibited by program requirements.
Innovation is reduced for the same reason. There is less competition
among service deliverers. Licensing requirements are increasingly
important. Many private programs take on a quagi—pub1ic character as
they receive public funds. Perhaps the major difference between them
and public programs is that thgir employees enjoy no civil serviée

protections. a feature which does not escape the notice of trade unions.

II. REFERRALS AND SERVICES

The "Referral Structure"

The referral process in each of the five cities is different and
quite complex. Each city has developed its own method of processing
people through the criminal justice system. To describe these processes
in some detail represents a major task; perhaps, an impossible one.
However, by using a common analytic framework for each city, we can
present an overview of the referral process which can be used to

identify commonalities and differences in the structure among the cities.
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The referral structure in a city can be differentiated into four

distinct parts (see Figure 1):

1.

Funding source: The agency that provides funding of clients

into programs. Some of the more common funding sources

include the Law Enforcement Assistance*Administration;

 National Institute of Mental Health, Department of Labor,

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, National Institute

for Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse, and National Institute of
Drug Abuse. Another source of funds is entitlements of some
sort (i.e., medical insurance, social security, unemployment).

Agency of jurisdiction and custody: The agency that has

custody over a person. Common agencies include State Proba-
tion, State Parole, County Probation, County Parole, State
Prison, Federal Prison, Federal Probation, Federal Parole,
County Jail, and various courts.

Coordinating agencies: A centralized agency that screens and

accepts clients from agencies of jurisdiction. Coordinating
agencies usually refer clients to programs. These agencies
generally serve specific types of clients (e.g., drug abusers,
alcoholics, first offenders).

Community programs: Public or private programs that provide

direct services to criminal justice clients.

Relationship of Funding to Referrals

The relationship of the four parts mentioned above varies from

city to city. However, we can make general observations regarding the

possible relationships that occur.
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1. Funding source;,disperse money to agencies of jurisdiction:
(a) Contractual arrangements can then be made with the
coordinating agencies. Coordinating agencies can, in turn,
contract out to community programs; (b) Contractual arrange-
ments can be made with the community program.

2. Funding sources disperse money to the community program; the
program makes arrangements with the agency of jurisdiction or
the coordinating agencies for referrals.

3. Funding sources disperse money to the ccordinating agency; the
coordinating agency makes arrangements with the agencies of
jurisdiction and the community programs.

4. Entitlement funds may be dispersed to pay for selected

clients in community progranis.

Referrals may occur in two distinct ways. A client may be referred -

from the agency of jurisdiction directly into a community program; ov a
client may be referred to a coordinating agency and then referred to a
community program. The referral process is dependent upon the funding
arrangements that exist in the social structure. Client services must
be paid for. If the agency of jurisdiction does not have any funds, the
clients must be referred to a program that has its own means of support,
from which the client is entitled to get public benefits.

There is a shortage of information about referrals of defendants and
convicted persons to community-based correctional programs. Uata are
not routinely collected and assembled in a manner which permits rapid
access. Our fieldwork examined referrals coming from: (1) agencies of

jurisdiction and (2) screening and coordinating agencies.
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In five cities referral sources were studied by interviewing agency

personnel and abstracting agency records and caseworker files. For each

city, agencies of jurisdiction varied in the Tikelihood of referring

cases to programs in community settings, in the type of program utilized,
énd in the use of contracts as a means of obtaining services. Inter-
views with referral source agency personnel identified community organ-
jzations and government agencies to which cases were referred and/or
with which the referral source had contracts.

In Boston the Department of Corrections (DOC) operates community-
based facilities directly as well as contracts with the private sector
for programs. The two primary services purchased are residential pre-
release houses, and drug and alcohol detoxification and treatment.
Approximately 5% to 8% of Department of Corrections commitments are
managed in community pre-release. There are few differences between
persons referred and persons maintained in institutions. There are
some differences between the population in the Debartment of Corrections-
run pre-release centers and privately-run pre-release centers. The
Parole Division refers clients to community programs on a Timited basis
as well as operates a special program contracting with private citizens
for supervisory services to parolees. Probation in Boston apparently
uses referrals and contracting far less than corrections, although
serious gaps in data for probation preclude specific estimates. A
special county regional probation project (LEAA funded) Tinks six
District Courts and provides expanded and coordinated referral services.
This program inciudes a substance abuse referral service as well --

mostly pre-trial. Other coordinating agencies include Treatment
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Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) and the Boston Manpower Administra-

tion.

In Dade County the distinguishing feature of referrals to community-

based programs is the relatively centralized intake for alcohol and
narcotic cases; these combined with an active county Pre-Tria]‘Inter—
vention program and a Comprehensive Offender Program direct a large
number of cases to both privately-operated and government-run programs.
Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) acceptances constitute 12% of felony

arrests, and PTI successfully completed and nolle-prossed were 6% of

all felony cases closed in 1975. Central Intake Drugs is a major
source of cases for the government-operated Components and privately-
operated Affiliates of the Compreheiisive Drug Program (CDP). TASC
works within CDP and supplies clients to Central Intake. TASC clients
are referred about equally to government and non-government programs;
court referrals go more often to private and non-charged (non-TASC)
applicants go almost exclusively to private programs.

In Honolulu the State Department of Corrections operates pre-

release centers as well as contracts with privately-operated programs.

+ A small number of organizations received almost all criminal justice

referrals and contracts. Pre-trial diversion is by means of a deferred
acceptance of guilty plea; Federal Probation and the U.S. Bureau of
Prisons Eontract with private vendors for residential services and for
narcotic urine analysis. One of the private programs, in addition to
several residential programs operates a job training and placement
program for parolees.

Madison presents a marked contrast to Honolulu. Honolulu has the
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great bulk of the state population and about 90% of the offender

population; Madison (Dane County) has approximately 5% of probation

cases for Wisconsin, and about 6% of the parole admissions for 1975.

No formal coordination of community referral exists, but one private
mental health agency functions as an informal (de facto) clearinghouse.
It is the largest organization oui this kind in the county and operates
several programs which receive criminal justice referrals. A rela-
tively high proportion of probation cases (55%) and parole cases (65%)
are referred to community organizations for some kind of service.

In San Francisco five major referral source agencies were identi-

fied: U.S. Probation and Parole, State Parole, County Probation,
County Parole, and ohe non-criminal justice program -- the Mobile
Assistance Patrol (MAP). Rough estimates of proportion of cases
referred had to be used, since record analysis was limited to small,
equal-size samples of referred and non-referred cases. The estimates
averaged about 22% for Federal Probation and Parole; about 76% for
State Parole (but with a range of individual estimates from 100% to
20%); about 47% for Municipal Court referrals; and about 43% for

Superior Court.

Characteristics of Referrals to Community Programs

The on-site studies of referrals to community-based programs were
partly designeﬂ to collect data in agencies of jurisdiction. The data
were to be used in estimating the percentage of clients referred to
community programs for a given year for each agency in the five cities.
It had initially seemed possible to divide the adjudicated population

into two classes, "referred to community programs" and "not referred,"
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thus enabling comparisons by agency and city. From these data, the

primary question to be answered is: are the cases referred substan-

~tially different than those not referred? 1Is there "creaming" of the

best risks or, on the other hand, is referral to a community-based
program an additional constraint imposed on high risk cases?
Characteristics of persons are used as indicators of "good risk"
and "bad risk" cases. Young, married, persons convicted of lesser
crimes, or persons with minimal criminal records would be considered
examples of good risk cases. Examples of bad risk cases would be
those persons who are older, single, convicted of severe crimes, and
with long criminal histories. Good risk cases are those persons viewed
as warranting special considerations because of their lesser likelihcod
of committing other crimes. Moreover, good risk cases may be referred

because they need additional help in reducing the stigma of institu-

tionalization. Bad risk cases may be referred to prove their desire

to reform, or because of the very severity of their circumstance.
Such referrals may be seen either to demonstrate motivation or as
mechanism to create motivation. The basic issue, then, is to deter-
mine which of the above referral patterns exist in the different
agencies in five cities. Are there any differences between those
referred to community programs? If there are, do they tend to be good
risk or bad risk cases?

Client data wevre collected from 10 criminal justice agencies in
the five cities: 1 agency in Boston, 2 in Dade, 1 in Honolulu, 2 in
Madison and 4 in San Francisco. These agencies were seiected because

some general comparisons could be made between those clients referred

R b S T B8

- = ——- = - Emman e A o alie

30

to community programs and those not so referred. Characteristics of

clients referred and clients not referred were analyzed in bivariate

cross tabulations and in multiple regression analysis. The most

consistent difference between persons sent to community-based pro-
grams ana those who are not is that those sent are more 11ke1y.to be

unemployed, and have a more extensive criminal history.
[ INSERT TABLES 3 and 4 HERE]

Generally there was little variation explained by any of the
variables. However, lack of employment was the most consistent
single predictor of referral. It is apparent that the initial hypo-
thesis of "creaﬁing” or sending good risk clients to community
programs is not consistently supported. However, it is also apparent
that it is not simply a process of referring bad risk cases. The
best available set of predictor variables (chiefly unemployment and
criminal history) across the sites and between agencies correctly
predicts whether a client is referred to a community program in
only 66% of the cases. See table 4a.

The meaning of referrals varies and may explain why the variables
do not more accurately distinguish between referrals and non-referrals.
Referrals differ from agency to agency. No universal expectation can
be held that the referral cases represent better risk cases or poorer
risk cases than the remainder of the population. For some agencies,
referrals to community-based programs represent additional constraints

on liberty, imposed when the agency is unsure of the client. For
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TABLE 3 Listing of Agencies where comparisons of the characteristics
of referrals and non referrals can be made

CITY

AGENCY

Boston

Massachusetts Department of Corrections

Dade County

U.S. Probation

State Probation and Parole

Honolulu

State Parole

Madison

State Probation

State Parole

San Francisco

U.S. Probation

County Probation

State Parole

County Parole
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TABLE 4  Variables used in regiression on referred--nonreferred

a. Married (1 = yes; 0 = no)
b. OFFENSE: DUMMY VARIABLES
AV Felony person (1 = yes; 0 = no)
B Felon-property (1 = yes; 0 = no)
C Misdemeanor person (1 = yes; 0 = no)
D Misdemeanor property (1 = yes; 0 = no)
E Substance abuse (1 = yes; 0 = no)
c. Prior jail (i = yes; 0 = no)
d. Prior prison (1 = yes; 0 = no)
e. Parole before (1 = yes; 0 = no)
f. Probation before (1 = yes; 0 = no)
g. Probation or parole ever revoked (1 = yes; 0 = no)
h. Juvenile record (1 = yes; 0 = no)
i. Was client employed at the time decision to refer? (1
[called "EMPLOYMENT"]
j. Family in area (1 = yes; 0 = no)
k. Felony conviction within the past 5 years (1 = yes; 0

1. Age of client (1 = under 30; 0 = over 30)

]

yes;

no)

0
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no)
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TABLE 4a Discrimination between referred
and non referred cases

Actual Predict Predict
Qutcome Refer Non Refer
Referred 66.6% 33.4% _
(480) (241) (721)
Non referred 34.6% 65.4%
(250) (473) (723)

Ungrouped cases (25) (34) (59)

Percent of grouped cases correctly identified = 66.6
Variables (in order of entry)

UnempToyment

Crimhist

Age

Ethnicity

Canonical correlation with refer-non refer = .354
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other agencies, the referral is for clients with more favorable prog-
nosis for adjustment. Probation and parole are often examples of the
first, and pre-release and pre-trial intervention programs examples
of the second. At times, statutes define the criteria for referrals,
notably for example in most pre-trial intervention programs which must
take the better risk cases, sometimes excluding the older, unemployed,
addicted person with prior convictions and/or history of violence.
Thus, the characteristics vary from agency to agency and from city to
city. ‘

Another reason for the low level of discriminative power in the
variables in explaining referrals may be attributed to the notion that
referrals are essentially a clinical assessment (unless mandated by
Taw as in pre-trial intervention programs for drug addicts). A client
is evaluated by the caseworker and differences in referrals may be due
to variation of the caseworker's outlook and work habits. For example,
from our observations, it was apparent that some caseworkers either
did not know of programs in the community, or if they did, they knew
very 1ittle about them. In referring clients to programs caseworkers
report judging a client by “gutvfeelings.” Gut feelings were based
on the client's "attitude," "motivation" or the like. Such evaluations
are not based on the client's characteristics but instead on his or
her demeanor. In sum, characteristics of caseworkers may better pre-
dict referrals than do characteristics of the client.

Another plausible reason for client char&cterisﬁ%}s not sharply
distinguishing between referred and non-referred cases is that referral

jtself is heavily influenced by the avai]abi]ityvof services and the
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issue of paymenﬁ. In interviews with agency personnel who make

decisions to refer and not refer, these pragmatic questions arose

frequently. Several respondents noted their agencies simply did not

or could not pay for services when there were alternatives, at no

cost to the referral source. Another factor is the wi]]ingnesé of a
client to enroll in a program or the capacity of the agency to press
him into enrolling or apply sanctions if the client subsequently drops
out. Caseworkers stated the willingness of an organization to accept
the client and the willingness of the client tc enroll were the big
questions.

The lack of clear intake criteria for service organizations
jmplies that timing of openings as well as sheer availability may
override particular characteristics of clients in determining referral.
Similarly, since few referral source agencies had explicit referral
criteria, centfé1ized lists or pools of referral openings or coordinated
programs concerning referrals, the responsibility for referral rests
heavily on the caseworker. Individual propensities of the supervising
agent, availability of services to the agency and individual client
willingness to enroll all may be more likely to influence who is or is
not referred to a service than characteristics of clients.

The difficulty of assemb]ind data sets on referred/non-referred
is another indication of the information problems inhering in the widely
dispersed activities of community corrections. There is no support in
these data however for viewing the referred population as a distinctive

or highly select portion of the population of adjudicated defendents.
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Characteristics of Service Providers: A National

Survey of Private Organizations

An initial task of the project (prior to the on-site studies) was
to do a national telephone survey of privately operated community-
based programs which provide services to persons involved in the
criminal justice system. A questionnaire was designed to gather
information on organizational characteristics including the origin
of criminal justice referrals, services offered, volume of clients
admitted, volume of splits, failures and losses, funding sources, and
staff characteristics. In addition to providing a descriptive data
base, these data make possible comparisons of organizations by type of
funding (contract-noncontract) and age of program.

Interviews were compieted with the directors of 94 organizations
sampled from the directory of the International Association of Halfway
Houses and a list of LEAA funded programs which met the screening
criteria of: (1) at least 50% of the organizations' clients are
adults, (2) at least 25% of the clients are referrals from the criminal
justice system, and (3) the organization is privately operated.

More than half (57%) of the facilities are residential only; 22%
are mixed and the remainder are ncn-residential only. Half of them
began services in 1972 or later; these represent survivors to 1975
only since we do not have data on now defunct organizations. The
facilities are located in urbanized regions, most frequently in the
West, South Central, and North Central, with fewer in the South. The
number of clients varies widely. About half of the facilities have

male clients only; 37% of the facilities have both males and females;
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11% have female c]ients'only. Males predominate as members even in
co-ed facilities. Probation and parole are the most frequently cited
legal status of clients served. Programs which cater to alcohol and
narcotics abuse problems are more numerous than others, despite a
sampling restriction on alcohol-only programs.

In general, size of budget, size of client caseload, and size of
staff are correlated. It also appears that the programs initiated prior
to 1972 are more likely to be currently providing services for larger
numbers of clients and have larger budgets than programs initiated
later. Overall about half the programs have a contract with a government
agency to provide corrections-related services. Facilities which are
wholly non-residential are Tess likely to have such a contract than
are residential facilities. Fewer very recently started programs have
contracts than older organizations. Government funding predominates
in this sample. Most organizations have more than one source of support.
Nearly two-thirds report less than a per annum income of $150,000.

‘Directors of programs are predominantly college educated or pro-
fessionally trained: 70% had at least a Bachelor's degree, 84%
reported clinical experience. However, 31% reported being an "ex-
offender" or former client of such a program. These account for most
of the directors with lower levels of education; 13% of ex-offender
directors had graduate degrees compared with 46% of the other directors,
and 60% of the directors who are ex-offenders did not have a college
degree compared with only 15% of the other directors.

Organizations headed by ex-offenders are largely similar in

characteristics to those headed by persons without this background.
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However, there are some differences: former offenders run organizations
with smaller budgets, Jower mean split and fail rates, and different
referral sources (courts and social workers rather than probation and
parole). These are gross indicators but suggest a somewhat lower risk
clientele. | |

Prdgrams were quite vague on their criteria for admission and
expulsion. With respect to admission, a large number simply stated
that "it depends'so much on the individual that no general statement
can be made." The most frequently mentioned criterion is a policy of
open admissions qualified only by the requirement that the client be
prepared to abide by program rules. Termination decisions for unsatis-
factory clients are typically made by program staff and not clients.
There were no instances of specific or determinate criteria for termi-
nation, and many comments that no single criterion is used.

It is widely known that community-based programs have a high
turnover of clients. The turno ver occurs because the client walks
away, because the program terminates the client, or because the client
is arrested and confined for a new offense (sometimes arrest precedes
expulsion of the client). Thus.c11ent turnover can be classified into
three types: splits (client leaves without satisfactorily completing
the program), failures (the client is expelled before completing the
program), and Joss (arrest or revocation of furlough, parole, or pro-
bation). Rates for each class of client turnover were constructed by
dividing the number of clients lost through splits in a year (and in
turn those lost through failures and loss) by the total admissions for

the year. In some cases the split rate was reported directly from the
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organization, in other jnstances we calculated it.

The highest split rates occur in programs where the only consequence
to the client is that he or she would be dropped from the program (1974
rate is 62% of admissions). In programs where revocation of probation
or some other tangible deprivation may be imposed, split rates'averaged
22% and 20%. Likewise, the highest split rates were found for programs
with the highest threshold (tolerance) for failure (averaging 82% for
organizations where a new arrest was the'pO%nt at which removal from
the program occurs). However, a high non-response rate on this item
(41% of sample) makes interpretation risky. Organizations with con-
tracts have a higher split rate than organizations without (46% for
contract, 26% for non-contract). The failure rate (expulsions) is
higher for organizations which had no sanctions for splitting, and a
high tolerance of failure; the failure rate is higher for contract
than for non-contract programs (26% as compared with 17%).

Multivariate analysis (multiple regressions, factor analysis, and
discriminant analysis) was employed to determine whether differences
exist between programs operating on contract with criminal justice
agencies and those which do not have such contracts. The analysis
failed to demonstrate strong differences between contracting programs

and others.]

Characteristics of Service Organizations: On-Site Studies in Five Cities

The absence of directories and a sampling frame, as well as an

1 Statistical tables relevant to the statements made in this
survey are to be found in the complete report of this project.

40
interest in the context within which contracting takes place, prompted

the project to choose urban areas for study and to Tocate community

‘based contracting programs by first approaching the source of the

referrals of clients from justice and corrections agencies.

In part, the first task of the project in any of the cities in
which data were collected was to define and locate the elements of the
private sector in community corrections, and the relevant government
administered programs with which to make comparisons. Project field
staff were urged to follow up leads on Tikely organizations providing
services to justice or corrections agencies.

The organizations selected for study do not constitute a random
sample from a known population of all contractors and government operated
community programs in the cities studied. Precisely because there was
no adequate 1ist, the study started with referral source agencies and
built up a list for each city. It would not have been useful to pre-
tend that available directories of halfway houses or grant recipients
dehoted a population of programs which provided services for justice
and correctional agencies.

The effort was to be inclusive. Interviews were conducted with
all organizations which were identified as providing services to court,
probation, corrections or parole referrals. The organizations omitted
consisted almost entirely of those whose primary interest is in ser-
vices to a population the majority of whom are not involved in criminal
justice proceedings or under sentence. For example, although we learned
of referrals to community mental health centers, we did not include

these in the interviews unless the particular program or screening unit
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was identified to us as having a special interest or service for
criminal justice clients. Thus for example, merely being an alcoholic
treatment program was not enough for inclusion in this study; what
was required was that the organization be identified by a correctional
dr justice agency as receiving probationers or parolees, or as’having
a contract for providing services.

The organizations in which data were collected range from the very
small to the very large. They include both residential and non-residen-
tial programs, with management both by government and private firms.
Residential programs admit fewer persons, have smaller average popula-
tions, and are somewhat more specialized in having a higher proportion

of admissions from criminal justice and corrections agencies.
[INSERT TABLES 5 and 6 HERE]

Among the organizations providing referral details, those operated
directly by government had 24.7% of the volume of justice and correc-
tions referrals; the private sector accounted for 75.2%. The cases
referred to each type of organization are proportional to the numbers
of such programs.

One of the striking facts is the proportion of clients referred
from justice and corrections agencies to community programs whose pri-
mary source of support is drug or alcohol abuse funds.(such as NIDA or
NIAAA), or contracts from Department of Labor, Vocational Rehabilitation,
or Mental Health. Programs whose primary support is from criminal

justice agencies comprise 22% of all programs and 29.2% of the private
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TABLE '5 Government Agencies and Private Organizations Classified by Primary

Source of Contract: Percent of all Admissions are Referral

Justice and Corrections

s from
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Total Mean Percentage Referred from

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Admissions Admissions Justice and Corrections
Government Operated (n)

Criminal Justice Funds 709 141. 100.00 (5)

Substance Abuse 736 184, 74.13 (2)
Private Organization

Criminal Justice 925 102.8 85.20 (9)

Substance Abuse 8,819 629.9 71.47 (13)

Other 2,267 377.8 23.23 (6)
Unclassified 23 23 100.00 (1)
Mean Percent Referred
Totals 13,479 345, 71.77 (36)
NON-RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS
Government Operated

Criminal Justice Funds 2,978 425, 89.37 (7)

Substance Abuse 26,360 2,636, 41.36 (6)

Other 9,844 894, 55.18 (11)
Private Organization

Criminal Justice 12,624 901. 70.57 (12)

Substance Abuse 13,154 822. 30.31 (16)

Other 14,953 996, 58.41 (15)
Unclassified 420 210 40.63 (1)
Totals 80,333 1,071. 54.84 (68)
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Table 5 (cont'd) Organizations operat1ng both residential and non-residential programs

proportion referred from justice and corrections.

Admissions and

Management and Admissions

5212§:{rzgzgcgr Percent Referred

funds Residential (n) Non-Residential (n) firom Justice (n)

Government
Justice 73 (1) 14 (1) 100.00 (1)
Substance Abuse 664 (1) 454 (1) 21.91 (1)
Other 85 (1) 50 (1) 69.63 (1)
Total 63.8

Private
Justice 795 (6) 1,594 (6) 64.49 (6)
Substance Abuse 5,821 (10) 7.,692* (9) 44 .95 (9)
Other 2,456 (9) 3,696 (9) 30.15 (8)
Total 41
Unclassified 45 (1) 54.21 ()

9,939 (29) 13,502 (28) 47 .35 (27)

*one extreme case - 48,000 removed
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Table 6 Referrals From Criminal Justice Agencies Into Types of Programs.

44

Management

Percentage of all
clients referred

from justice sources

going to each type

Percentage of
q1] programs
1nterviewed

Government
Justice
Substance Abuse
Other

Private
Justice
Substance Abuse
Other |

Total

5.4%
7.9%
11.4%

24.5%
28.3%
22.4%

(45,857)

24.7%

75.2%

10%
7%
9%

22%
29%
23%
(142)

26%

74%
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programs; they handle 24.5% of the clients referred by justice and

corrections sources and 32.6% of clients sent .by justice and correc-

‘tions to private programs. Programs whose primary support is a con-

tract with a drug or alcohol treatment agency comprise 29% of all
organizations and 39.6% of private organizations. They receivé 28.3%
of the érimina] justice referrals and 37.6% of such referrals to
private programs.

The data collected provide impressive indication of the under-
utilization of capacity in the community-based programs. For privately
operated residential programs funded primarily through criminal justice
contracts, 69% of capacity (bed space) was reported utilized; for drug and
alcohol programs-in the private sector, the percentage was higher

(86%). The overall mean (including eight government operated community-

. based programs) was 77% of capacity utilized. Private sector organi-

zations operating non-residential programs only averaged about three
quarters capacity; government run non-residential programs were somewhat
higher. A1l organizations with a mix of residential and non-residential
programs averaged 81.5 and 77.5% capacity in residential and non-
residential programs, respectivé]y. It should be noted that at the

time of the survey, institutional overcrowding was a serious problem

in Massachusetts and Florida, and prison conditions were viewed as
problematic in all five states (the Hawaii State Priscn had been taken
over by the National Guard and the Director of Corrections was summarily
sacked; Massachusetts experienced guard strikes and inmate riots in

Walpole prison; Florida was obliged to release prisoners en masse in
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response to codrt rulings on prison conditions).2 The fact that at this
time, unused space existed in community corrections facilities indicates
this sector does not function as an a]ternati?e to confinement, despite

extensive legislation and funding arrangem:nts authorizing such use.
[ INSERT TABLE 7 HERE]

If referrals are examined by souice it is clear that community-based
programs c¢o not operate to relieve use of confinement in the justice
system. Data exist on the source of over 45,000 referrals to the com-
munity programs studies. Of those, 46% come from sburces which made the
referral in lieu of sentence or in some cases prior to trial. (Some of
the "court referrals" are probably probation cases due to Tocal classi-
fication variations.)

The bulk of these which come in lieu of sentence (30% of all cases
referred) are police referrals almost all consisting of pick up and
delivery to a sober-up service in San Francisco. The majority of the
other cases are referred from court in pre-trial diversion, mostly young
persons with no serious criminal history. Few of these persons could be
said to have avoided confinement by referral to community-based programs.
(A possible exception is the person who might have served jail time for
marijuana use or drunken driving.) Another 13% are cases from probation;
these have been sentenced to probation and would not have gone to con-
finement. Interview data from these indicate that the consequences for

client drop-out in this category do not normally lead to revocation of

2 The 35th annual report of the Florida Probation and Parole
Commission (1975) states:

Prisons in Florida are bursting at the seams. Tents have been
erected on prison grounds to provide temporary housing for the
overflow. New prisons are being hastily constructed and other
emergency measures are being taken. Yet, prison population projec-
tions for the future hold 1ittle hope for much improvement of the
situation.
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TABLE* .7 Capacity Utjlized

Organizations
With Residential

Organizations
With Non-Residential

Organizations With a Mix of:

Programs Only Programs Only Residential and Non-Residential
Management and
Primary Source of
Contract Funding Mean % (n) Mean % (n) Mean %  (n) Mean % (n)
Government
Justice 74 .68 (4) 60.60 (5) 70.00 (1) 65.71 (1)
Substance Abuse 82.45 (4) 93.76 (10) 88.99 (1) —_ —_
Other — —_ 90.10 (7) — — — —
Private
Justice 69.03 (8) 75.46  (10) 74.19  (5) 82.29  (2)
Substance Abuse 86.39  (13) 72.62  (12) 78.67  (9) 78.29  (8)
Other 74.11 (6) 75.76 (8) 89.50 (9) 76.74 (5)
Unclassified 36.67 (1) 100.00 75.00 (1)
Missing Data (3) (22) (3) (13)
Grand Mean 77.37 79.31 81.47 77.52
Number of Cases (39) (75) (29) (29)
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probation, but instead to another effort at referral. The remaining

40% of referrals are from jail, prison (including pre-release) or parole.

Clearly these clients have already been confined and the community-based

‘program is not an alternative but an addition to the sentence. The

function of community programs for pre-release may be 1mportanf in
shortening the sentence time inside institutions, but cannot be said to
have provided a means of avoiding confinement.

The system of community corrections envisioned by liberal reformers
as an alternative to traditional modes of incarceration has instead been
employed by corrections professionals working within the traditional
system to acquire low or no cost services with which to run programs
Targely for persons who are not likely to be incarcerated. The great
bulk of referrals therefore do not represent alternatives to confinement

but supplements to it.
[ INSERT TABLE 8 HERE]

In describing characteristics of private sector contractors versus
government operated programs, direct budgetary comparisons are diffi-
cult and may in some instances be misleading because of different
accounting practices. No simple assumption of equivalence of services
provided is warranted; reported budget and reported costs are examined
(budget compared with client population). Residential programs are
more expensive than non-residential, but the variance for both types
of programs 1is high. Mean daily costs for residential programs run
$16 to $25 per day while non-residential services average $10 to $18

per day. The annual budget of programs, the components of the budget
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TABLE 8 Referrals from criminal justice agencies, hy source
. Percent
Total Percent from of all
Referred Source Referrals
13,659 29.8 % Police Referral
3,383 7.4 % Attorneys ¥ instead of sentence ", 46 %
3,884 8.5 % Court or in some cases instead of trial
5,880 12.8 % Probation ) Referral of persons sentenced
to a loose form of community 13 %
supervision |
12,610 27,5 %  from con-")
finement
Referral of persons who have
3,286 7.2°% Pre- been confined for current offense 40 %
release
2,617 5.7 % Parole _/)
538 1.0 % Other source of referral (usually another community based program)
99.9 %
45,857
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and the sources of income are discussed below.

[ INSERT TABLE 9 HERE]
Staff size varied across organizations. Approximateiy 30% had
between 1 and 5 members; another 30% had between 6 and 10; on the high
end of the scale about 9% of organizations had a staff of over 30
persons. Staff allotments were about 55-67% of full time equivalents
(FTE) to program positions, between 13 and 23% to administrative and

from 13 to 19% to support positions.
[INSERT TABLE 10 HERE]

The client-staff ratio is relatively uniform across a range of
different kinds of programs. Classification of programs on government-
private operation, and on prfmary source of agency support or
contracts shows all but government operated programs on "other"
funds have similar client staff ratios. For government justice
agency programs, the c]ient~staff ratio is 6.9 to 1; for private
organizations it is 8.3 to 1. For government drug programs the client-
staff ratio is 8.8 to 1; for private programs the corresponding figure
is 6.7 to 1. There is considerable variation in client-staff ratio,

of course, between residential and non-residential programs. For

3 The phone survey of private programs throughout the United
States computed the mean daily per person cost of 125 residential pro-
grams at $23.99. This is nearly identical to the 5 cities estimate
of $24.82 for private residential programs.
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TABLE 9 Mean Daily Costs (in 1975 dollars)
Programs
Residential Non-Residential Mi*ed

Government

Criminal Justice 16.12 (4) 23.35 (6) 5.15 (1)

Drug Abuse 18.57 (1):}]6'6] 4.171 310.36  (5) 49.79 (1)

Other 10.62 (8)
Private

Criminal Justice 26.84 (8) 6.25 (11) 15.00 (6)

Drug Abuse 28.44 (11)\24.82 8.76)15.67 (11) 27.00 §18.16 (7)

Other 10.79  (4) 28.81 (10) 12.44 (9)
Unclassified 43.89 (1) 6.45 (1) 91.71 (1)
Grand Mean 24.05 (29) 13.56 (52) 21.50 (25)
S.D. 22.40 22.42 29.95

Table n =

Average per capita daily costs:

" Public Residential

Private Residential

Public non-Residential

Private non-Residential

PubTic Mixed f

Private Mixed

n

1]

It

16.61
24.82
10.36
15.67
27.47
18.16
101

*Qrganizations having both residential and nonresidential clients
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Staff Size and Breakdowns: Mean FTEs,

e e s et 2

Total Staff
Size

Senior Adminis- Prof Program
trative Staff

Number of
Organizations

Support
Staff

il -
16 -

over

N

1.4
2.1
3.9
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exclusively residential‘programs it is 2.86 to 1; for non-residential
it is 13.19 to 1; for the mixed programs the client-staff ratio is
5.84 to 1. |

Government and private residential programs primarily supported by
criminal justice funds are quite similar in client-staff ratio (2.88
as compared with 2.58). Drug residential programs are similar (govern-
ment is 2.08 to 1, while private is 2.94 to 1).  The non-residential
programs are larger and there are no consistent differences between
government and private programs. For whatever value it is as an
indicator of organization contact with clients, the private organiza-

tion does not sharply differ from the public sector in any consistent

fashion gn client-staff ratio.

[INSERT TABLE 11 HERE]

Services

Services provided by various programs, and the allocation of staff
time, client time and organizaticn resources to these services
are difficult to describe in any but the most general termg. (A
vocabulary is needed to specify activities structured by the organiza-
tions or behavior of staff which constitutes specific services to
clients.) Using the most general and conventional categories, organi-
zations most frequently reported providing in-house individual and
group counseling (91% and 75% of organizations, respectively). Employ-
ment placement, medical services, financial support, and vocational
training were next most often mentioned (64%, 51%, 44%, and 43Y%

reporting).
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TABLE 11
Client-staff ratio (average daily population/staff FTE)
CLIENT-STAFF RATIO n.of
Organizations
~ Government
Criminal Justice 6.9 (11)
Residential 2.88 (4)
Non-Residential 9.71  (6)
Mix 6.29 (1)
Drug 8.8 (21)
Residential 2.08 (4)
"Non-Residential 17.52 (10)
Mix 1.56 (1)
Unclassified 8.46 (6)
Other 22.4 (9)
Non-Residential 24.86 (8)
Unclassified 2.89 (1)
(41)
Private
Criminal Justice 8.3 (26)
Residential 2.58 (8)
Non-Residential 14.67 (11)
Mix 5.07 (6)
Drug ' 6.7 (38)
Residential 2.94 (12)
Non-Residential 10.21 (15)
Mix 5.36 (10)
Other 8.0 (26)
Residential 3.58 (6)
Non-Residential 10.47 (11)
Mix 7.89 (9)
(90)
8.64 (131)

23 cases not sufficient data
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[ INSERT TABLE 12 HERE]

In addition to funding contracts, organizations and agencies may
enter into formal arrangements whereby one party agrees to provide a
service to clients "sent" by another, but with no funding provided by
the sending or receiving organization or agency. This arrangement
may exist between an agency of jurisdiction and a community-based
program or between community-based programs themselves. The "service"
agreements typically concern identification and referral, criteria for
referral acceptance and/or provision of a service where no money changes
hands. With such arrangements it is often difficult to determine who
has ultimate responsibility for service delivery.

Examination of the sample of 154 community correction organizations
indicates that 51 of them had at least one formal agreement for free
out-of-house services. A total of 95 service agreements were reported
where no fee for service was paid (out of a total of 414 agreements,
formal and informal, free or paid for, with outside service providers).
The services most frequently provided by agreements not involving pay-
ment were medical services with 26 different organizations having those
provided by external sources under-a service agreement. The next most
frequently provided free service was out-of-house vﬁcationa] training

provided to 13 programs.

[ INSERT TABLE 13 HERE]



TABLE 12  Percent of organizations which provide the service listed.
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OTHERS,

SERVICES PROVIDED DETAIL

(30) (124)
Individual counseling 96 97
Group sessions 100 N
Communal living 75 64
Medical Services 30 48
Vocational Training 47 40
Remedial Education 43 46
Employment Placement 50 68
Legal Services 38 34
Housing 38 55
Financial Support 75 59
Religious Services 50 72

£

TABLE 13

~ Service Agreements:

Number of "fermal" arrangements.for provision of
out-of-house service, no funds exchanged.

Frequency Percent

Medical services 26 27
Vocational training, counseling, placement 13 15
Remedial education 10 12
Communal counseling 9 9
Individual counseling 8 8
Employment Placement 8 8
Legal services 8 8
Group coungeling 5 5
Housing 3 3
Rejigious services 3 3
Financial 2 2

95 100

57
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Program Reporting

In satisfying their need for clients and funds, community programs
subject themselves to the demands of referral and funding agencies.
These demands usually jnvolve reporting on the status and progress of
clients and on the expenditure of funds. In those cases in which a
criminal justice agency refers clients but does not purchase services,
reports are usually limited to status and progress reports. In those
cases in which an agency sends funds but does not refer clients, the
agency usually requires expenditure reports and some documentation of
the quantity of services rendered but is seldom interested in the parti-
cularities of clients referred by a specific agency of the criminal
justice system. Only in cases where a criminal Jjustice agency sends
both funds and clients to a program does it usually require accounta-
bility with respect to both the status and progress of the offender
and the expenditure of funds.

The most strict set of reporting requirements exists in the area of
funding with virtually every organization being periodically accountable
to its funding source. Frequency of reporting varies from nearly con-
tinuous monitoring through reports at quarterly intervals. Programs
providing services on a fee-for-service basis dsually submit billings
monthly to the funding agency. In addition, programs may be required
as a condition of funding to submit to periodic program evaluation and
financial audit.

Reports of nonfunding criminal justice referral sources concerning
the progress of clients are characterized by somewhat more looseness

than are financial reports. Some programs agree to submit written

e . i e N e o s

[ex ]

59

reports at regular interva]s regarding any client referred from a
particular criminal justice agency. Others negotiate a reporting
schedule tailored to the interests of the referring agency concerning
each individual client. In probation and parole departments, in which
individual caseworkers are the primary contact with community programs,
reports are usually informal between the program and the caseworker.
Except in the case of splits, when the program typically contacts

the caseworker, most informal reporting consists of telephone calls
by the caseworker to the program. This process is hit and miss if
carried out at all. Many caseworkers gave the impression that unless
they hear otherwise they assume everything is going all right.

For the most part the level of agency monitoring encountered in
this study was limited to monthly or quarterly cost reports and client
rosters. This does 1ittle to address the more important question of
impact accountability. If the purpose of enrolling correctional cliernts
in this myriad of programs is to achieve change, there needs to be some
way of assessing and evaluating this change. Among most of the pro-
grams studied the best available accountability is process rather than
impact oriented: project accomplishments are reportea in terms of
numbers of clients completing program stages; services offered; out-
client (post graduation) contacts with clients. There was widespread
inabjlity on the part of administrators and program staff to account for
turnover rates or value partial services. This latter is indeed a
critical issue because (1) many programs have dichotomous outcome
measures -- a client is "drug free" or he is not -- and (2) many clients

leave the program or receive "incomplete" terminations (expelled). A
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few programs impose their own success criteria and definitions of

service units. This was not in response to agency demands but rather

an internal organization decision to establish performance measures

and account to themselves.

Neighborhood Support and Opposition

The need on the one hand to prevent or neutralize neighborhood
opposition and on the other to mobilize community support are important
problems for most human service organizations, particularly those
treating stigmatized people such as "criminals" or "dope addicts".

The issues involved are of considerable complexity. %

Residential programs treating drug and alcohol addicted clients i

have the most trouble with community opposition (with non-residential
drug programs such as methadone maintenance also attracting opposition). %
There has been a varied response with respect to hostility with most
programs actively promoting themselves to neighbors and the entire
urban region, while others have either been able to successfully ignore
their opponents, or had solid ethnic base of support from the imme-
diate community.

Three situations seemed to be prevalent. In one, the organization
grew from a broader mobilization of neighborhood-ethnic or community
forces such as a black community multi-services center, or a hispanic
or Italian neighborhood center. In this type of organization there is
maximum dependence of the organization on specific suppert f-om an
ethnic community but that support is usually not problematic. Ironi-

cally, although usually short of funding, sometimes receipt of federal
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contract or grant funds may raise an issue with the supporters for
some programs, which these organizations have had to carefully address.
In a second type of situation the organization has a recognized right
to Tocation and may seek to increase or maintain working ties with
community interest groups. Here the effort is to neutralize actual

or potential opposition. Public relations and efforts at opening
communications with other groups are foci of directors and staff time.
In a third situation an organization is attempting to establish a
location or is fighting for survivial against legal or pressure group

opposition.

IIT. COSTS AND SQURCES OF SUPPORT

Finances

State and local units of government funded the Tlargest proportion
of the 119 organizations responding (47.1% and 42.0%, respectively)
and contributed 38.5% of the almost $28 million in total dollar volume
(but much of this is ultimately Federal funds from LEAA or NIDA). The
federal level accounted for 28.2% of the total dollars and funded 33
organizations (27.7%).

Residential programs display Tow negative correlations between the
percent of criminal justice referrals and the number of funding and
referral sources. This may indicate some movement toward programs
exclusively for clients from a single source, even though probation,
parole and prison clients may come from that source and be competing
for program slots. Low negative relationships between the number of

services provided and the proportion of referrals from pre-trial (-.2004)
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and post-institutional (-.3282) stages of criminal justice were found,
that is, organizations receiving proportionately more clients from
fewer referral sources provided fewer services -- an expected market
effect of monopsony.4 Measured in another way, the number of services
provided by a residential organization varied directly (.4601)'w1th
the number of funding sources; although this may be the result of

larger total budgets being associated with more sources.

Similar results on these variables were not found for non-residential

programs, but the number of programs therein was positively related to
funding (.3474) and referral sources (.3328). The negative correlation
_(—.3935) between percent pre-trial and post-institutional referrals
tends to reinforce the exclusivity of clientele for any particular
vendor which may contribute to monopsonistic power on the demand side.
Fihdings similar to the above were not found for combined residential/
non-residential programs (mix).

Financial arrangements may vary significantly in terms of when
payments are made in the service delivery process, the basis for
determining unit costs and the units of service (clients, client days,
et;.). A block grant may include start-up costs, cover only a portion
of organizations total budget, specify number of clients to be serviced,
etc. How these financial terms are specified will impact on the firm's
cash flow; the kinds of client-related and accounting data it collects,
allowable overhead rates and a host of other factors related to the

organization's internal management.

4 Monopsony is a concentration of one or two buyers (just as

monopoly is a concentration of production in one seller).
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Whether fee—for-service or flat grants produce lower cost ser-
vices, other things being equal, cannot be determined, a priori, but
they create very different incentives. Flat grants minimize vendors'
risk in maintaining sufficient referrals to remain in business; it is
the agency's responsibility to assure the service is fully utilized.
(This is often not done; one case included in the study was financed
by a third party and had never operated at more than one-fourth capa-
city.) Under a fee-for-service arrangement, however, the risk is
transferred to the supplier, because fixed costs will require a cer-
tain level of referrals for revenues to begin approaching a break-even
point. On the other hand, fee-for-service may include undesirable
effects if the service provider is interested in maintaining a certain
market share and thus delays admission when program capacity is reached.

Since this was a cross-sectional study, it was not possible to
examine rigorously the entry and exit of firms from the market. During
field interviews however, three factors suggested themselves: scale
of operations, experience delivering similar services to other client
groups and organized community support.

A large organization (budget over $1 million) delivering vocational
rehabilitation services on one site was able to enter the market and
establish its creditability by giving preferential treatment to justice
system clients prior to any contractual agreement. Another large
organization set up an almost identical offshoot of an existing program
(on which it held a monopoly) to treat criminal justice clients. In
addition to creating a separate program entity, a variation on funding

was secured. The earlier program was fee-for-service, while the criminal
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justice program was blogk-funded on an hourly estimate per treatment
intervention.

It may not be necessary however for a large established firm to
have a contract directly with a justice agency, if it has a problem
focus such as drugs. A residential/non-residential drug progrém in
one city has 70% law violators but only 10% of its funds were derived
from justice agencies. In this case, the criminal justice process
created a ready pool of potential clients which would be paid for by
someone.

Several providers originated from community organizations which
either were able to establish a performance history and then receive
funds or to gain financial support for initiating services. In one
instance, a community organization used its own funds and donated ser-
vices to back a lay counseling program, but, three years later, was
able to establish a separate organization with criminal justice monies.
A residential, halfway house program in another city grew out of
citizens' concerns for releasees from a state institution.

The above examples are intended to be only illustrative of three
common factors which appear to have been instrumental in several
firms' entry into the market. Given that most organizations
studied would be considered small businesses with failure rates attend-
ing such operations, a more rigorous, time series analysis of the
phenomenon would shed additional light on the underlying causes of

failures and successes.
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Product Differentiation

Product differentiation or specialization in the correctional

.services markets examined by this study tended to be either along a

need/problem or client dimension. Transportation to a detox center is
an example of the first type; general purpose halfway houses, the
second. There are also mixed specializations. Drug treatment in a
therapeutic community is principally problem-oriented but attempts to
serve all of the client's needs. A residential program for women
concentrates first and foremost on gender but deals with all problems
associated with these persons. Of the sample of organizations studied
in depth during this project, some newer organizations (receiving in
some cases substantial funding) tended to be those with a new area of
specialization. They had identified (or created) a problem group and
set up a hierarchy to treat it. Several programs for women fall into
this class as do some of the drug and alcohol prdgrams.

Entry into the correctional services market as discussed earlier
suggested an organization's scale of operation, its track record and
political support as major factors. Organizations lacking some or all
of these attributes might be well served to identify a "new" area of
need and propose to treat it. Following is a brief discussion of
organizations studied in-depth which offered some kind of specializa-
tion in order to enter the correctional services market.

Women's programs observed in two cities clearly were able to enter
the market and obtain funding because of their specialization in both
clients and services. One program limited its clients to women with

no history of drug abuse or violence and was able to enter the market
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in a city with an old, we]l—estab]ished social service delivery system
and a paucity of criminal justice contracts. The other specialized in
women drug offenders who generally either had children or were pregnant.
In both cases funding appeared to be "generous" and monitoring minimal.
(The efficiency implications and client limitations will be discussed
later in this section.) Staff outnumbered residents due to the variety
of services deemed necessary for the clients.

The others entered the corrections market by taking specialized
mental health services already being provided to the non-offender popu-
lation and making them available to correctional clients. One organi-
zation accomplished this without criminal Jjustice money; the other
renamed the program in order to obtain funding (and clients).

Specialization in Tegal services and transportation enabled two
other programs to operate in one site studied. In one, legal (and
other) services are provided to jail prisoners. The other program
was a pick-up service for public intoxicants designed to reduce drunk-in-
public arrests. Interestingly, such arrests have remained constant,
yet the program continues. One Miami program was initiated by focusing
on drug and other substance abuse problems long before this area was a
public priority. Primarily privately funded at first, it later was
able to enter the public money market when support for these services

became more prevalent.

Capacity Utilization

This statistic has great relevance for a firm seeking to operate
efficiently. It is a comparison of a flow (average daily population)
with a stock (total beds or client spaces).

In table 7 it was shown that the averages for the
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organizations ranged from a mean of 77.4 percent for residential

programs, to a mean of 81.5% for the residential component -

.of mixed programs. The dispersion of program values around these means

was quite large. Only half of those reporting were operating at better
than 80% of capacity. Average daily populations for all organization
types were fairly small. Improving capacity utilization is thus a
matter of filling few client spaces.

Under utilization may arise for several reasons. For any program,
lack of referrals can be a problem, and the tighter the restrictions
on acceptable clients (i.e., the more specialized a program is), the more
1ikely this problem will be chronic. One program specializing in the
woman offender mentioned earlier operated at 28% (5.5 clients) of
capacity because they could not find a large enough pool of "qualified"
clients, due to the program's highly selective screening.

External constraints may also reduce capacity utilization. The
other women's program cited earlier had a house capacity of 12, but
was prohibited by zoning restrictions from housing more than six
women. A pick-up service for public inebriates had the resources
to pick up 75 persons in a 24-hour period, but was limited to an
average of 23 because of the lack of bed space at detox centers.

Greater incentive to adjust staff and resources result when clients
are funded on a per diem basis: the organization is only paid for
clients actually being served. One successful halfway house spends a
great deal of time at referral agencies seeking clients because most

of their funding is per diem.

Organizations were asked a series of questions regarding determinants
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of capacity and their responses to overcrowding and underutilization.

Staff size was cited by 50% of the respondents as a major determinant
.of capacity. Bed space is a major constraint on residential (and a
few non-residential) programs. Budget Timitations were a factor for
26% of all programs. -Organization policy was a factor for 21%; and
the number of criminal justice referrals constrained 13%.
Organizational response to either overcrowding or excessive capacity
yielded some interesting ansWers. Two-thirds of the programs say that

they would respond to overcrowding by delaying admissions. Only one-

third would refer to other organizations, 8% shorten the client's
program and 5% alter client status (e.g., change from in-patient to
out-patient). Apparently, the criminal justice system referrer
reinforce this policy of delay by not forcing referrals to other pro-
grams. (It should be remembered, however, that underutilization

rather than overcrowding is the problem in community corrections.)

Length of Stay

How long a client receives the services of a program has implica-
tions for cost, and, indirectly, the definition of a unit of service.
Some unit cost differences are readily apparent. In Boston, for example,
several residential programs provide pre-release services. The costs
for completed units of service are very similar between the lowest
priced program and the moderate ones simply because the average (and
in some cases planned) length of stay is shorter for the latter. These
programs contrast sharply with one case which not only has a higher
daily cost but a substantially longer planned length of stay: a five-

fold cost difference emerges. The employment programs in Miami exhibit

SRR Y SR .1

i

e s

RO PROP S —

7

g b e

£3

e e R

g e g USUOPRSE S
g R TS S T et g

69
similar charactekistics. The daily costs of one program are almost

twice as high as another; only a much shorter average length of stay

for the first keeps the total service costs close.

Volunteers

On average, volunteers comprised 15% of total staff complement.
An average for daily costs and bed (client space) costs was also
derived for 154 organizations. Non-residentia] programs had the
greatest mean hours of volunteer work. This may partially account for
the substantial cost (mean daily cost and bed space) differential

between their programs and either residential or mixed programs.
[INSERT TABLES 14 and 15 HERE ]

It appears clear that some programs could not compete, others
could not survive and some could not mget their program objectives
without volunteers. One halfway house organization pays lower salaries,
is able to "divide" its senior administrators between several facilities,
and uses volunteers in order to remain competitive. A therapeutic
community-drug treatment program received inadequate funding to operate
its house at capacity. In order to accomplish this, the staff, in
their own words, do a lot of "hustling": seeking out inexpensive food
sources,'soliciting contributions, running fund-raising activities and
using clients as volunteers. A program in Migmi’which also engages in
such activities "saves" 21% of its budget in its non-residential programs

and 31% in its residential operations through the use of volunteers.
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1 TABLE 15 The Ratio of Volunteer Hours/Non-Volunteer Hours in
F = Government and Private Community Programs in Four Cities
Auspices of Volunteer Hours/ N of No Use of
Program Non-Volunteer Hours Organizations Volunteers
T
Boston
TABLE 14  Volunteers
Government .625 1 11
{ Organization Mean Hours Weekly Full-Time '  7: Private -748 16 21
Characteristics (Rounded) Equivalent '
(FTE) Dade County
Numbgr of Full-Time :
p Paid Employees .= Government .092 6 15
- '| 7 .
1-5 69 (41) Private 1.183 i4 3
6 - 10 97 (45) 2 t
( 11 - 15 47 (30) - 1.2 faw Madison
- 9 ‘
16 - 30 77 (19) ! : Government .178 2 2
2 4.8 g
over 30 192 (14) i Private 1.901 3 8
¢ \
. Program Type San Francisco
Residential 38 (36) .9 ;
Non-Residential o (72) 3.5 | Government 102 6 >
- Mixed 0 (29) 1.0 Private .342 26 12
{ % B
¢ ¢
g L3
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Dade, Madison and Honolulu all had programs in which volunteer

usage was a stated program objective. The Dade program actually doubled
its budget when volunteer costs and other donated services were taken
into account. A deferred prosecution program cost 18% more and a
counseling service to probationers cost 29% more. One program expli-
citly stated the value of the "free" resources it used at the hourly
rate for the prcfessional's time. Volunteers and other external
resources represent one major vehicle for an organization seeking to
foster some community involvement and reduce the total costs to its

funding source.

Total Budget

Correlai.ons were computed between a large number of independent
variables and two dependent variables measuring cost: total budget,
and average bed costs. Regression analysis was used on mean daily cost,
of chief interest because it translates the budget into costs for the
current client population. Regressions were run for the total number
of organizations, as well as for only private]y operated programs. In
each type costs were expressed and regression analysis run separately
for residential, non-residential and mixed (both residential and non-
residential) programs.

Generally, for residential, non-residential end mixed organiza-
tions, the major determinants of total annual budget were those asso-
ciated with scale and public monies. For residential programs, 94%
of the variation in this dependent variable was explained by total
government dollars.

Non-residential organizations had even more of their budget

73

variations explained by total government dollars: R2 = .976. Mixed

organizations exhibited the same influences with smaller magnitude.

The fact that many organizations received government money at some level
largely accounts for these results. Government money is substantial
enough that its variation alone will cause major fluctuations in an
organization's budget. Staff are a large enough budget component (over
60% of total cost) that additions or deletions will explain most of the
remaining variation. In a sense, the correlation with government

money is a sign that program budgets may be adjusted to the contribu-
tions of the government, rather than the other way around. On-site
visits reinforce this; several organizations with reductions in govern-
ment ailocations were forced to revise their budgets downward --

they were unable to make up the difference from other sources.

Mean Daily Costs (MDC)

Variation in these costs was less explainable by one or two
independent variables. In addition, different variables were signi-
ficant for each kind of organization.

Residential programs required six variables to explain 99% of
the average daily cost variation, of which capacity utilization and
total capacity explain 27%. In the case of capacity utilization, a
negative relationship implies lower MDC as more beds are filled, sug-
gesting a subetantial fixed cost component. In other words, a certain
core staff or physical plant may be adequate for a range of daily
populations. Since it is not always easy to hire fractions of people
or buildings, these resources will be underutilized with small popula-

tions and thevefore substantial increments will not be immediately
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TABLE 16 Mean Daily Cost:

for (R2), and simple correlation

A1l residential programs:
Variable

Capacity Utilized

Total Capacity

Total Budget

Total Government Funds
Number Referral Sources
Percent Admission Referred

A11 Non-residential programs:

Variable

Program Staff

Percent Admissions Referred
Total Capacity

Total Volunteer FTE

% Local Dollars

Number of Funding Sources
Turnover Rate

Total Admissions

Total Government Dollars
$Total Budget

% Corrections Referrals
Number of Programs

% Probation Referrals
Number of Referral Sources
% Federal Dollars

Number of Services

A11 Mixed programs: Mean daily cost

Variable

Total Staff FTE
Number of Services
Number of Programs
Total Capacity

Total Volunteer FTE

% Support Staff FTE
Total Admissions

% Corrections Referrals
% Probation Referrals
% DIV Referrals
$Total Budget

% Program Staff FTE

- Regression Analysis
Multiple correlations (R), proportion of variance accounted

R

.3406
.5154
.7297
.8168
.9987
.9994

(r)

_RZ

.1160
.2657
.5325
.6672
.9975
.9988

Mean daily cost

R

.3060
.3641
.4389
.4869
.5223
.5638
.5928
.6247
.6634
.7163
.8145
.9840
.9869
.9880
.9891
.9896

R

.7432
7911
8114
.8584
.8768
.8906
.9049
.9152
.9193
.9303
.9328
9344

RZ

.0936
L1325
.1926
2371
.2728
.3178
.3515
.3903
.4401
5131
.6634
.9683
.9741
.9762
.9783
.9793

.5523
.6258
.6584
7370
.7688
.7931
.8189
.8377
.8452
.8656
.8702
.8731

74
Change r
.1160 - .3406
. 1497 - .2426
.2668 .1642
.1347 .1423
.3303 .2412
.0013 2727
Change r_
.0936 .3060
.0389 1135
.0601 - .1993
.0444 - .1053
.0357 - .1664
.0450 .1494
.0336 +1581
.0388 - .0573
.0498 .1987
.0730 .2223
.1502 - .1096
.3049 - .1880
.0058 .2307
.0020 .0790
.0021 .1157
.0010 - .2288
RZ Change r
.5523 .7432
.0734 - .2025
.0326 .5298
.0785 - .1388
.0318 - .3140
.0243 - .1385
.0257 .1200
.0187 0121
.0075 - .1228
.0203 L1310
.0045 .6848
.0029 . .2673
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necessary as population increases. The daily client cost will decline

as it is spread over more clients.
[INSERT TABLE 16 HERE]

Total capacity, total budget, total government funds, number of
referral sources and the percentage of admissions which a criminal
justice system refers, account for nearly all the variance in mean
daily cost in residential programs. For non-residential programs, MDC
is a function of a larger number of variables: total program staff,
percentage of admissions referred from justice agencies and total
capacity are the highest contributors. For programs with both resi-
dential and non-residential programs, mean daily cost was a function
of total staff size, number of services offered (but negatively,
suggesting a quality, intensity or other aspect of program which we
have not measured) number of programs and total capacity. These four
account for 74% of the variance of MDC.

Daily cost assuming full capacity is highly correlated with the
actual mean daily cost; for residential prograns r = .78, for non-
residential r = .93. For mixed programs mean daily cost correlates .82
with this measure.

There is some interest in reducing the data set to only the pri-
vately operated programs. A reduced set of independent variables was
used omitting several budget variables, to determine the contribution

of non-monetary influences.

In the private sector the variables which account for variance in
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mean daily cost are similar across residential, non-residential and
mixed programs. The client staff ratio is the first variable to
enter in all three equations. The capacity utilized was always either
second or third, and the percentage of all referrals contributed by

probation entered third or fourth in all cases.
[INSERT TABLE 17 HERE]

While averages, medians and trends have been derived and discussed
for the organizations in this study, this is still an area that is
characterized by great diversity regarding what is being provided, how
it is provided, and for whom. If this system of social service delivery
is to grow in the future, substantially more economics research is
needed in order to:

1. develop better definitions of and measures for units of output;

2. better estimate and compare the costs associated with these
service units; this will require more complete and accurate
data on the contributions of the community at large (volun-
teers), other units of government (subsidy), and social service
agencies in general (manpower, welfare, drug rehabilitation,
etc.);

3. improve the quality of cdntracts which delineate the pro-
grammatic and fiscal relationships between the service
provider and the agency ultimately responsible for the client;

4. foster more understanding of and research on consumer pre-

ference -- how to more thoroughly involve the ultimate consumer

s
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TABLE 17

Private Residentfa] Only

Mean Daily Cost

Regression analysis: pl
of variance accounted for (RZ

DV = Mean Daily Cost

CSRATIO
CAPUTL
PCTSUS
PCTPRO
PCTDIV
PCTREF
TURNOV
PCTSAS
VOLFTE

Private Non-Residential Only

CSRATIO
PCTSAS
CAPUTL
PCTPRO
PCTREF
PCTDIV
PCTCOR
TURNOV
VOLFTE
PCTPGS

R

.4657
.6029
.6807
.6853
.6920
.6989
.7024
.7043
.7061

R

.35

.4063
.4509
.5113
.5970

.6345

.6547

.6650
.6689
.6695

N =25
R

.2169
.3634
.4634
.4696
.4789
.4885
.4934
.4960
.4987

multi

R2 change

.2169
.1466
.0998
.0062
.0093
.0096
.0049
.0027
.0027

37

2
R™ change

.1284
.0367
.0437
.0526
.0950
.0426
.0261
.0135
.0052
.0009

Private Mixed Residential and Non-Residential N

CSRATIO
CAPUTL
PCTPRO
PCTCOR
NSERVC
PCTPGS
TURNOV
PCTSAS
PCTREF
VOLFTE

R

.4332
.5701
.6228
.6632
.7140
.7463
.7550
7671
.7700
7730

R?

.1876
.3246
.3879
.4399
.5098
5570
.b852
.b885
.bh928
.5976

chhange
.1876
.1370
.0633
.0520
.0699
.0472
.0283
.0032
.0044
.0047

e correlations (R), proportion
), and simple correlation (r).

.4657
.3644
2177

.2746
L1163
.3196

.0330
.2178

.1223

.3583
.0418
.0245
.1997

.1185
.0680
.1243
.0370
.0442
.0623

.4332
.2680
.1694
.1685
.1999
1321
.0442
1174
.0765
.2572
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(the correctional client) in decisions regarding his

welfare.

IV. ISSUES IN PLANNING AND RESEARCH

Is There a System of Community Corrections?

Most of the community-based programs to which offenders are
referred by corrections or the court, have a mixed clientele of
offenders and non-offenders. OQutside of criminal Justice funded pro-
grams, clientele average about half justice agency referred.

For the criminal justice referral agent with responsibilities for
supervision and control over his client as well as rehabilitative
concerns, to narrow the choice to programs exclusively for offenders
and/or run or primarily funded by justice sdurces, would be to Teave
out the majority of services now available to and being used by justice
agencies. Most programs used by offenders (on referral) are also used
by non-offenders (or self-referred offenders). Most of the agencies
we surveyed left decision-making on referrals in the hands of individual
caseworkers whose knowledge of the programs available varied consider-
ably, as did their propensity to refer (and the correlation was not
always positive).

Given the absence of up-to-date and comprehensive city-wide
directories of community services available to correctional agencies,
the presence of caseworker autonomy (under conditions where typically
the caseworker is young, new to the job and handting a heavy caseload),
in a community where most services are available in general social

welfare programs, do we have a community correctional system at all?
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The experience of the five cities studied suggests more of a
dispersed array rather than a system. However, there are five
elements that portend the emergence of a system: (1) government
funded offender only programs contracted to private organizations;
(2) community-based programs run by corrections agencies; (3) coordi-
nating referral agencies; (4) offense-specific community programs;

and (5) state planning agencies and substance abuse consortia of

private and government service programs.

The Emerging System

1. Government funded offender only programs. LEAA (and other

government agencies) now fund residential and non-residential programs
for offenders only. In Dade County for example the Comprehensive
Offender Program funded by LEAA supports 5 programs, two privately run
halfway houses, and 3 privately run non-residential programs. CETA
funds support job training and job placement programs specifically
for offenders. These funds do not come directly from Washington, but
are funneled through state and/or county boards or planning agencies.

2. Corrections agencies run community programs. State Departments

of Correction, the Federal Bureau of Prisons and various state parole

and probation boards have entered community corrections programming

ether directly or via contracting. Thus in Florida the State Probation

and Parole Commission directly runs two halfway houses for parolees.
While more typically Departments of Correction either directly run or
contract for the running of pre-release centers, e.g., in Massachusetts

the Department of Corrections operates three pre-release centers; in
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Hawaii the Department of Corrections operates two pre-release centers;
the Federal Bureau of Prisons runs a community treatment center in the
San Francisco Bay area. Arrangements in which an offender may finish
out his sentence at a halfway house with a DOC contract also exist.

3. Coordinating referral agencies. Qur interviews showed that a

sizable number of persons did not simply get sent from an original
agency of jurisdiction to a program with services. Instead in most
places organizations have developed that bring together persons with a
similar problem, or criminal status. TASC (Treatment Alternatives to
Street Crime) is an attempt to identify and refer opiate abusers to
appropriate community-based facilities. Another agency refers all
persons convicted of an alcohol-related offense to appropriate community
programs. A number of programs for certain statuses of offenders (e.g.,
first offender, misdemeanants) also have emerged whose basic task 1is
to refer the offender to the proper in-community program to learn,
work or receive a treatment.

These agencies bring togéther persons and treat them as a genre
of client in need of help by community service providers and because
of the large number of clients involved become highly visible to

these service providers.

4. Offense-specific programs. These are programs that coordina-

tive referral agencies will often send their clients to. They are
normally focused on specific offenses (and do referring if at all as
a secondary, not primary task). The many drunk driving schools across

the country fit this model, as do various programs for illicit substance

users.
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5. Substance abuse consortia and state planning agencies. In

the area of drug and alcohol rehabilitation the Federal government

has moved strongly to require detailed information on programs in order
to be eligible for funds. Laws generally require that considerable
attention be given to record keeping and that programs be open'for
inspection. Further, funds may come from a single source such as a
unit of a state planning agency, or a counwty planning board. This

had Ted a large number of organizations to face similar hurdles in
gathering funds and clients from a few sources (a unit of local govern-
ment for funds, a coordinative referral agency for clients) and under
these conditions "trade associations" (groups of substance abuse
service providers collected into an association) have emerged to
bargain with planning agencies.

The Omnibus Crime Control Act itself, while an expressicn of "New
Federalism", mandated setting up State Planning Agencies for the
purposes of comprehensive planning for criminal justice improvement
and dispersing funds. Other Federal laws separately for alcohol,
drug abuse and mental health also induced states to set up single state
agencies to plan, coordinate and administer each of these domains for
rehabilitation services.

With the Federal government emphasizing comprehensive planning in
a_number of areas and requiring the development of single state agencies
to administer the overall state effort and distribute funds in those

areas, the beginning of a community correctional system can be seen.
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Comprehensive Planning ; . . . . . .
i private organizations. Service delivery will be paid for from various
The issues raised by cowprehensive planning efforts are fundamental. I E )
; sources: grants, entitlements and contracts.  Entitlements refer to a
There are many difficulties in achieving the objective of system : . e e . .
5 very large population of individual citizens; grants are broad and
coordination. Data on funding and contracting indicate that the system : .
p ' ; offer less opportunity for control over time. It appears currently
is complex, that LEAA (directly or via State Planning Agencies) by no P -
that contractors are preferred over either grants or entitlements by
means enjoys a monopoly on the funding of halfway houses; that organi- . . )
those responsible for designing and administering correctional pro-
zations other than halfway houses contribute a considerable amount of ) i .
. grams. . This trend seems Tikely to continue to be the preference
the services constituting community corrections. The legal and func- i e . . .
: in the immediate future.
tional arrangements in justice and corrections make acceptance of i ) ) ]
; In the present situation and in the foreseeable future, expansion
comprehensive planning of referral and contracting problematic at the 1 . ) )
e by community corrections is dependent on Federal aid, directly through
very least. : e . . i
- Washington or the State Planning Agencies, or indirectly through LEAA
The dilemma between the potential over-control of Federal regula- ! ‘ . . .
i funds via pass through State and local offices or subcontracts with
tion and the potential abuses of unregulated private enterprise is | . o
what we have called agencies of jurisdiction which have received sup-
not peculiar to corrections' or justice agencys' use of private ] )
port from State Planning Agencies or from drug abuse, Tabor (manpower)
organizations to provde services. It is a general problem where public _
and mental health funding. Ifleft to State and local budgets, pressures
needs are recognized and government introduces supports to specific .
b are strong to expend tax-based funds on existing agencies; if left to
programs to meet those needs. There are indications that future i . . , ,
i private contributions and United Way funding, programs remain more or
expansion of community-based programs in justice and corrections will
| less autonomous and may or may not comply with the legal or adminis-
raise the salience of the issue, as it already has arisen in other ) -
, trative rules for putlic offenders. In either event, such private
Federally stimulated programs. : i ) ) :
community-based programs are unlikely to receive many persons under
The relationship between organizations which provide correctional '
sentence toc corrections.
services, funding sources, and sources of referrals is comptex. If ) . _
If that is the case, community corrections presents an example
community-based corrections is to be responsible for any substantial - ) ) ’
of what some writers have referred to as internal foreign aid. Prob-
number of persons officially "diverted" from the court or under sentence ) ) _ e
lems in Federal programs for the relief of perceived crises in U.S.
to probation or corrections, this will Tikely include the private . ) . )
cities have been compared with the provision of foreign aid to under-
sector because today services are diverse and are supplied largely by : P ‘ ) .
; ' developed nations, specifically the need for donor agencies to set up
i



ﬁ. 3 e e
ST e S Ca
o

g s L

AN oy

e

SR senra e

e R e
Dc e A e T R,

LTS St R

Ao O
DR sy o

S

o o

e
PR Oy

sowne .z;n,x‘..mqlc,:m:m;w, .

T

oo

DR v o

R 2
B S TN i

e N, S A,




P, Y S it

A

s

sk

£y

=4

84

dependable channels for dispersement of funds and the need to have

working relationships with usually remote groups and individuals who

must implement programs supported. Although it is comparing foreign

aid with the Economic Development Administration in Oakland, the
following passage may easily be extended to contracting for correc-
tions services in the community.

"an important internal goal for an organization is the
rationalization of its work schedule. It must secure
for itself a stable flow of business so it can allocate
its time and resources. When many of the recipients...
are disorderly and unstable, this means the...donor has
an interest in establishing a steady flow of projects
requesting funds. Snould the recipient...be unable to
supply this flow the donor organization will stimulate
it by engaging in a form of vertical integration. It
sends out teams that suggest the kind of projects
desired and that may even help draw them out. It

seeks oases of calm and stability in the form of
autonomous organizations that do not have to follow
civil services regulations and that control their own
funds. The donor establishes genial relationships

with sub-units in the recipient nation....They have a
supportive relationship: one spends and the other
supp1i§s the money." (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973,

p. 137

Pressman and Wildavsky point out the great difficulty of imple-
menting projects after funding is arranged because of the many different
interests and layers of legal and informal clearances which are typically
involved in public programs, particularly and apparently inevitably
when local governments are involved. For this reason the donor agency
becomes concerned with local level coordination even though publicly
expressing the great value of local effort to solve local problems.

From the standpoint of either a community or the service provider,
contracts open the possibility of starting or extending services which

are felt to be needed. This is not without cost to the recipient. In
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interviews with personnel of agencies as well as directors of private

programs, contracting was often discussed in ambivalent terms. Those

in Tocal or state government or boards of directors of organizations

providing client services expressed concern over whether to venture
into a given program effort when the opportunity for support arose

(either assured or in the form of a RFP). On the level of local

‘government Pressman and Wildavsky write:

For the host...aid is both an opportunity and a
problem. It is an opportunity to overcome the
perennial shortage of funds for investments; it
is a problem because it is not easy to determine
which projects should be supported and because
the expenditures always include local funds that
are in perpetually short supply. (p. 138)
For the time being, little attention is being given to alternatives
to implementation of comprehensive planning. It might be appropriate
to simply attempt to work within the present diffuse system, providing
greater information about community services to agency caseworkers,
instituting training in case placement and monitoring and encouraging
or requiring sharing of referral information between caseworkers.5
Such efforts might be more beneficial than realizing a fully integrated
and coordinated system.
Despite an emphasis on the value of comprehensive planning, the
prospect of corrections increasing contracting with private organizations
is by no means assured; it is heavily dependent on Federal and State

funding and it is ultimately a question of the mix of private-government

5 For a successful program along these lines in a government job
placement agency see Blau (1955).
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management. Whether specific offices and agencies will find increased
contracting advantageous seems likely to depend on the extent to which
-the agency has the capability of monitoring the contractor. Without
oversight and auditing capability there is a real question whether
éontracting will deliver higher quality service. The agency needs to
know what service is delivered and at what cost. It needs to have a
reasonable assessment of program effects.

The view of a number of middle management persons interviewed in
both government agencies. and private service programs is that the
nature of the corrections agency changes when it shifts to contracting
out responsibility for direct client services. The primary concern
of the agency becomes the evaluation of programs rather than the
supervision of cases. A major concern of the contractor is to assure
a reasonably predictable flow of referrals (and reimbursements) to
meet payroll expenses and maintain organizational continuity from
one fiscal period to the next. For both parties, it is not sufficient

to learn what is being done only at the end of a budget period.

The Need for Jointly Planned Monitoring

One inescapable conclusion of the survey is the necessity for any
Jurisdiction contemplating greater reliance on contracting to set to
work to develop a procedure for monitoring these services. Contracting
will Tead to greater system efficiency only if monitoring capability
is developed from the beginning. With such extreme heterogeneity,
conventional tallies from supervising caseworkers simply do not show

that is going on. Nor is it Tikely that the organizations will be
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able to comply with one simple set of forms for tabulating client flow

or status. The absence of central data files, the difficulty of

-access of data both in the private organizations and in public agen-

cies and the potential privacy issues of client-based data make ad hoc
efforts costly and frustrating. Planning then should involve joint]y
both referral sources and private service contractors to develop a
mutually workable procedure. However, a sense of restraint is needed
in what may be reasonably expected from such a monitoring system. One
of the dilemmas of contracting is to decide the relative stress on
comprehensive planning versus private enterprise.

Private organizations are viewed as being more 1ikely to have ties
with the community in which they are located, to be faster at getting
building and zoning variance approved, and are felt to be more cost
effective and easier to dismantle after project usefulness is finished.
From the private vendor it is hoped that greater flexibility, faster
set up time, more innovative programs, higher street credibility,
lessened undesirable Tabeling of clients, lower political liability to
agencies, lower costs and greater efficiency may result. However, the
problems of resource allocation planning, administrative coordination,
and legal reguirements of due process, equity and protection of public
interests raise the issue of accountability. Particularly since it is
government through the exercise of criminal justice which is respon-
sible for persons becoming clients of the community program, it is
incumbent upon government not to abandon its responsibility to private
paties and thus smuggle in government by persons neither elected nor

appointed. Yet to impose governmental requirements beyond a reasonable
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degree upon private organizations is to defeat the very purposes of
contracting out for certain services. Clearly extensive contracting
-requires both accountability and the retaining of the free market
mechanisms. Admittedly this is hard to impiement. But only planning
which proceeds under these two priorities is likely to prove helpfui.

A coordinated and integrated system when working as planned is
more efficient than a dispersed system; it concentrates responsibility
while making its services more readily available and accessible to
clients. However, it also concentrates power, while it routinizes
services and the paths to services. Thus a comprehensive integrated
service provider system even when based on private suppliers loses
some of the flexibility attributed to the private sector. And just
as an integrated system may apply a "good new idea" to all of its
components, it may also block a "good new idea" from being employed
by any of its components.

The emerging system is a planned cne. The dispersed set it is
replacing gave considerable responsibility for service delivery to
individual caseworkers who worked out arrangements on a case-by-case
basis, with the quality of the feferring dependent on caseworker
information, talent and propensity to refer.

The benefits of planning are many. However, if the planned
economy comes to exclude the free market we may be prematurely fore-

closing on an important option for correctional service provision.

Avenues for Future Research

The experience of this research leads us to ask the following
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questions about community corrections in urban America:

1. Is the system of referral to community programs centralized
or dispersed? What is the number of independent referring agencies
and how are referral decisions made?

2. How many Tevels of the adjudication process permit diversion
to community programs?

3. Is the referral to an integrated network of service providers
a dispersed array or something in between

4. Is service delivery monitored by referring (or funding)
agencies and how is monitoriny done?

5. What is the volume of community corrections activity?

6. How rigid is the system of service provision (organization
turnover)? How many new service providers entered the market last
year, how many have disappeared over the last 12 months, and what
kind of changes have occurred in surviving programs?

7. How diverse is community corrections funding?

8. How close to capacity are programs operating?

The most needed and promising topics for immediate study appear

to us to be (1) studies on the capacity of community-based private

contractors for supervision and services to a determined number of clients

of various types, (2) the Togic of decision making in referring clients
to community-based programs, (3) contract monitoring. These will be

discussed very briefly in the concluding pages of this report.

Capacity of Community-Based Private Programs for Correctional

Supervision of Various Kinds of Referrals

The capacity of community-based programs in an adequate sample of
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potential service providers should include client flow characteristics
and characteristics of clients admitted.

1) Client flow characteristics include (a) program varieties:
services rendered, obligations and opportunities for clients. (The
time estimated for services to be delivered or client response.must
be assessed, since the present practice of largely unspecified time
periods is unlikely to be acceptable if contracting increases. Cer-
tain organiiations now operating on definite time periods could be
assessed to provide the experience base for development of an accept-
able set of standards.) (b) More needs to be known about the propor-
tion of clients screened; who are admitted, specific functional
intake criteria; proportion of admissions who prematurely witharaw
from the program (split); proportion of admissions who are expelled
from the program; proportion who are convicted of a new offense or
otherwise returned to custody or removed from the program by the
referring agency.

2) Characterisitcs of clients admitted to various types of pro-
grams include (a) personal, (b) prior criminal and correctional record,
(c) present commitment offense. More needs to be known about the
effect of various kinds of clients and services on costs of programs.

3) Capacity of community-based programs to be stated in terms of
(a) types of client referred, (b) amount of time supervised, (c) esti-
mated completion rate, (d) type of service delivered and whether
residential or non-residential.

4) The experience of the study just completed suggests data are

unlikely to be available without advance preparation for collection
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involving: (a) commitment from funding and referral sources, as well
as agreement of private contractors, to provide offender based and
organization based data to the study; (b) clearance to tabulate data
from protected files (such as CODAP and probation records); (c) real-
istic pre-survey of the agencies and contractors to estimate access
cost of a wide range of information items, and to plan realistic data
collection procedures; and (d) joint agency-contractor-State Planning
Agency-research project development of an acceptabile procedure for
tracking cases from sentence to referral to program termination.

Jurisdictional and data base problems would be reduced if state-
wide studies were conducted. While a separate problem, the investment
of the research should permit subsequent follow-up to assess recidivism

against a suitable comparison or control sample.

The Logic of Decision Making in Referring Clients to CBP

A separate or related inquiry should be made intu the means by
which referrals are currently made by caseworkers and agencies and
the development of a workable procedure for profiling existing community
organizations, pooling this information for ready access and display
to caseworkers, and follow-up on clients referred to any program. For
any large community it is 1ikely this information system would have
to be computer based with access from remote terminals and daily
up-date. Emergency service and placement within hours or days was
frequently mentioned in interviews as a primary need of supervising
agencies, and a usable information system must be able to provide

immediately current data on an interactive basis.
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Contract Monitoring

Program outputs cannot be assessed by either management or the
funding or referral source in the absence of realisitc and objective
standards of service delivery. Contract monitoring could be examined
by initially examining other forms of*human services contracting, as
well as in business and engineering services.

Contract monitoring in corrections should be addressed to problems
of: (a) accountability as just sentence alternatives, (b) providing
usable measures of service delivery and client response, (c) providing
usable cost estimates, (d) functioning as motivation for service:
efficiency and effectiveness. Particularly incentive contracting
(payment according to effects produced) should be explored. Comparative
data exist not only in other human services (such as education) but
in some European countries (notably the Netherlands) which have been
experimenting with incentive contracting in juvenile and adult correc-
tions.

Many of the above questions require data which can only be obtained
by a research oriented record keeping system. It is not realistic to
request such data from many agencies and organizations without prior
arrangements. A research effort should be prepared to support added
costs of such record keeping. Some benefit could be provided to the
organizations by subsequently translating the research record keeping
system into a managerial information system suitable to the small, non-
bureaucratized firm. Ultimately contract monitoring, managerial
effectiveness and accountability protective of clients' rights would be
served by the development of a realistic and functioning information

system for private contractors in corrections and justice services.
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