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CASE MANAGMENT SYSTEMS IN PROBATION

A case management system is the way in which a probation agency organizes
itself to apply resources to its clients in order to achieve its Purpose.,
The broad concept of "applying resources" includes within it, among other
things, workload allocation, personnel‘structure, appropriateness of
activities, approach to decision making, and lines of communication. Since
all probation agencies organize themselves in some fashion and are intent

on reaching their Purpose, clearly, all probation agencies have a case
management system.

It is a common experience in many agencies that the current case manage-
ment system was developed and is bPerpetuated in an "unintentional® manner
that is without sound long-term or short-term Planning. 1In this time of
diminishing resources and of heightened demand for accountability, it ig
necessary to raise the question of whether an agency's existing case
management system is the best suited to help that Probation organization‘

system, a fuller understanding of what is meant by case management system

is necessary. There are two central concepts in any case management

system: the first is the agency's burpose; the second is the way in

which the agency organizes itself, or its organizational structure.
Therefore, understanding these concepts, agency Purpose and organizational
structure, and their relationship with one another is crucial in the develop-
ment of any case management system. s

Purpose may be loosely defined as the agency's reason for existance. For
brobation, one might loosely ¢Gefine burpose as the Statement which would
answer the questions "Why is there a need for probation, what is it supposed
to do?" A clear articulation of Purpose is important because it tends to =
focus the organization's energies and activities in a specific direction. It

Studies concerning the formulation of an organization's Purpose have shown
it to be influenceq by both the bersonal attitudes of staff as well as the
surrounding environment. For example, whether a probation agency sees its
Primary purpose as providing surveillance and control rather than services
and rehabilitation is usually a function of the personal attitudes of ¥
administrative ang Lime staff of the agency. Often, there can be disagreement
between the members of such an organization as to what should be the Primary

.
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purgo§e of the agency.2 When this is true, fragmentation and conflict in
activities of staff can occur.

. Tpe definition of agency purpose is also a function of the environment
within which that agency operates. The environment limits the possible
range of purposes which a probation agency might chose to adopt. - Experienced
magagers are well aware that the environments in which correctional systems
exist can differ, sometimes dramatically. Such differences can include the
amount of community support for human services agencies, the level of un-
empl9yment, the size of the offender population, as well as the prevalent
pubilclatgittde toward certain types of crimes. This difference in environ-
ments leads to concomitant Qiff i i i
Capported in oo differences in the type of Probation agencies

Structure

The second aspect of a case management system is the organizational
stracture. The "structure" may be defined as the way in which people and
other resources are organized by the agency to carry out the agency's purpose
An aggncy'§ burpose and structure are inter-dependent, and the way an agency )
organizes 1ts resources will have an impact on the degree to which its
purgose can be attained. When managers make decisions about organizing
their staff, they often do so without thinking through the relationship‘be—"
twgen sFructure and purpose. The result is an organizational structure
which, if it does support the agency's purpeose, does so merely by chance.

Qus? as organizations can develop structures that are functional to
ach1ev1ng burpose, it is also true that dysfunctional structures can exist
Often t?ls occurs as a result of changes in the environment which create ’
?hange in the agency's purpose without the necessary organizational changes
in gtructur?. For example, in the last decade, support has developed for a

relgt§grat1ve approach" in corrections,3 however, all too frequenzly the
traditional structure supporting casevork therapy developed to support’ a
rehabilitation approach has been retained.

The concept of organizational burpose and structure and their inter-
qependenc¥ are relevant for an understanding of case management systems with-
in probation agencies. At the most basic level, the way in which the agenc
current%y oFganizies'its resources, its orxganizational structure, is the Y
concretization of the agency's case management system. That is 'case manage-
men? at'the organizational level in probation, is defined by boéh the or--g
ganlzatlon of people and resources (structure) andthe policies and assumptions
%nherent in that organization (purpose). Since structure and purpose are
1gterdependent, -the case mangement system of any probation agency wili
elthgr support the agency in attaining its goals or will impeée such goal
a?talnment: For example, a traditional caseload structure may interfere
with a policy such as maximizing the use of community services through
referral which derives from a reintergration purpose.

Therefore, two points are impcrtant to stresss. First, the structuring of
& case management system cannot be effectively accomplished without a con-

sideration of agency purpose. The second point follows from the first:

since different agency purposes require different case management structures,
there can be no universally ideal case management system. Each system must
be tailored to the specific agency on the basis of its purpose and environ-
mental constraints. In oxrder to establish such a fit between structure and
prupose, probation managers rely on information about the agency and its

environment.

Information

Every probation organization keeps information in order to operate its
case management system. The kind of information an organization needs to
keep depends on the case management approach it is using--that is, not all
agencies will have the same information needs: this will vary as will purpose
and enviornment. However, typical kinds of information some agencies use
for case management include client information (including background infor-
mation and data on service needs), information on the community and the
usefulness of its resources for clients of probation and data on staff
skills. Sometimes this information is kept systematically, at other times
it is haphazardly collected and kept only in the minds of administrative
decision-makers or more typically by individual probation officers themselves.

Unfortunately, many probation agencies try to keep toc much information
in these various areas, especially client related information. Much of the
information retained is irrelevant to the agency purpose or structure.
The result is an overload of paperwork for staff, much of which iz of
extremely limited usefulness to management. The result of this "information
overload" is that those who record the information--line probation officers—--
find it difficult to take the "forms" seriously,4 in part because managers
find it impossible to use the complicated information in this overloaded
format to improve decision-making or monitor the appropriateness of past
decisions.’ Though most organizations typically try to keep too much in-
formation, often they also fail to maintain certain types of data that would
be of great assistance to decision-making and goal attainment. Ideally,
organizations should keep, in a routine manner, only that data that is needed
to monitor goal attainment and the case management process.

Al

Four Case Management Models -

For purposes of understanding case management systems, the concepts of
"structure" and "purpose"” can be translated into two dimensions of case-
management, and information needs and organizational dynamics can be discussed
given these dimensions. The structural dimension is concerned with the dis-
tribution of resources within the organization. Specifically, this dimension

is expressed as the dichotomy between the organizing of staff as "generalists,"

requiring each to be responsible for a large variety of functions; or the

organizing of staff as "specialists,".requiring each staff member to limit his

Y

N

Y



B

or her area of responsibility on the basis of specific skills pozi:ii:i
i been assigned. Moreover, gen
the area to which he or she has _ Moz 2 .
ziructures are normally "hierarchical," while specialist structures are o

the "program" variety.6 ’

» - M . h
The "purpose" dimension, as applied to case management, 1; conc;izsinglt
i elies on "external" sources for ac
the degree to which the agency r 1al Qurces Lor achievin
i i i i dichotomy, specifically be : .
its aims. This also involves a : : e e tinct it
i h as community service agencies, ‘
upon outside resources, suc Vi J o8 for ceating ¥
i i ff resources within the ag y :
clients or the reliance on sta . . : e adire
i i i i 1 implications for purpose,
ients. This dimension has severa : -
E;e degree of control or surveillance potential oflth:hagenziszzistgzphaeizing
i ice~delivery. In general, ose has
of direct concern for service . : mphas
their primary purpose, change
e use of external resources have as . ‘ Ll
Eiose stressing internal resources have as thelr‘prlmary purpose, contr

While each dimension has been described as dichotogous, a mz?i r:ii;z:;;ous
icti i tinuum running between the respective
epiction is to present a con : . ; ¢
gozitions. It is therefore possible to locate a probation agency at

specific point along each continuum.

Figure 1l: Case Management Continua

SPECIALIST INTERNAT,

EXTERNAL GENERALIST

These two continua can be combined to identify four case management system

models; traditional caseload madel, program mode}, advocacy model, and broker‘

model.

Pigure 2: Case Management Models
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However, rather than treat each continuum independently, since actual case
management systems take both dimensions into consideration, they may be
more appropriately represented as intersecting continua, and it is on the
basis of this representation that the models of Case management systems have
been derived.

in order to more fully understand the complexities of each case management
system and its impact on a probation agency, each model will be examined in
detail. In describing each of these models, the implications of the models
to purpose and structure and for several organizational characteristics will
be assessed, including: information (the data required by management to
operate the case management systemn), decision-making approaches, staff
interaction, rewards (the means by which staff are motivated to work) 7 and
the leadership styles which tend to occur.8

It is important to stress that these models are stereotypes. While none
is purely reflective of any existing probation agency, an examination of
the characteristics of each intended to provide a fuller understanding of
the complexities involved in case management systems as well as the impli-
cations for an agency as it moves toward any one of these pure types.

I. Traditional Caseload Model

This model is identified by a generalist orientation to the use of
staff and a focus on internal resources rather than resources external %o
the agency. The formal staff structure is hieracrhical: the traditional
model in which authority is centered at the top and flows downward through
the organization. Policy decisions usually emanate from the top and are
dispersed.downwanithroughout the agency, and there is little formal oppor-
tunity for input from line staff into these policy decisions. The line
staff are provided with general caseleads of clients who are not differen-
tially assigned to officers. .

The information required for decision making concerning the agency's
workload into these units is usually simple. In some agencies, for example,
caseloads are organized by geographic area, and the individual's Place of
residence is all that is required to make the client distribution decision.
In agencies which try to maintain a uniform caseload size, all that is
necessary to decide where toassign clients is an accurate count of the
current caseloads of officers. Since in this model clients are distributed
randomly into caseloads without attention to differences between clients,
and’ since each probation officer is a generalist, the assumption is made
that the officer will have the ecapacity to effectively handle the variety
of persons assigned to a caseload.

The principal activity engaged in by agency staff, the agency's basic
technology, is counseling. However, counseling may range in focus from a
rehabilitative or medical model appreoach to simple surveillance. Regard-
less of the focus, the full responsibility of supervision rests with the
individual probation officer. Decision making concerning the must productive
activities for the agency to be engaged in with respect to an individual
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are left with the officer as well. This approach creates a situation similar
to that observed by Wilson in his research on police: discretion increases in
scape as one moves down the hierarchical lines of authority.? as a result, the
information relied upon to make case decisions varies from officer to officer.
In addition, this information is rarely specified so that its appropriateness
for decision making can be examined.

The individual caseload concept serves to isolate staff from one another.
The sharing of problems and seeking of advice depends on each officer's initiative.
Some may be reluctant to admit that they are having difficulty by asking for
assistance. Often, assistance from an officer will only be offered in the con-
text of informal officz interaction. There is no formal mechanism for increasing
the influence of effective staff. Some officers may also be hesitant to discuss
their own accomplishments for fear of adding to their own work. Officers with
problem cases of a specific type might be only too happy to turn them over to
another officer who has demonstrated a facility for working with this type of
client.

Since almost all activities and decision-making remain isolated in these case-
loads, it is very difficult to assess the agency's effectiveness in working with
clients. Records are frequently kept in a highly individualized manner, with
individual officers deciding what information to keep and how to organize it. .
Because of the failure to standardize information used to identify successful and
unsuccessful cases the agency and it's officers receive no feedback which can be
used in judging which approaches are the most effective. Also when agencies
attempt to systematically keep records, the isolation of the officer from the
management uses of the information in these records often will lead to questions
regarding the significance of the information and, utltimately, to haphazard
approaches to "filling out the forms."

This case management system has a distinctive reward system: it is primarily
dependent upon the personal satisfaction each officer derives from working with
his or her caseload. Since administrators cannot tell, except in extreme cases,
the varying degrees of effectiveness each staff member is attaining, the agency
can contribute little in the way of meaningful rewards, other than small monetary
incentives and other rewards that have limited motivating potential.lO

The leadership style common in this model .is typically bureaucratic and
authoritarian. The chief administrator is expected to establish policy and to
be available for consultation when requested. The administrator does not
usually become involved in decisions affecting individual clients, except when
asked. .

In fact, while the chief probation officer has the responsibility for making
policy decisions affecting the organization as a whole, the responsibility for
the agency's activity decision, how each probation officer supervises the cases
in his caseload, is left in the hands of each staff member.

One of the strengths of the traditional model is that it is fairly simple
to administer. It' requires a minimum of information to maintain the
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structure, individual responsibility for problems that arise can frequently
be easily determined, and highly-skilled, independent staff are free to
bursue their skills in handling cases. Thus, the lack of ability to super-
vise staff that characterized this model has its positive side--staff are
given a arest deal of flexibility in decision-making. Because the.model is
simple, ‘the management functions of planning and coordination are also
simplified. The primary issue is whether the lack of complexity in this
model prevents the agency froa effectively responding to what is often

a complex array of clients, thus interfering with goal attainment.

II. Program Model

This model is characterized by a specialist staff orientation and a pre-
ference for the use of internal agency resources rather than resources ex-
ternal to the agency. Staff are typically provided with caseloads of
clients differentiated on the basis of some criteria the agency has selected.
Often probation officers with similar caseloads will be grouped tcgether in-
to specific units. For example, clients may be separated into caseloads
of persons with drug-alcohol problems, marital problems, employment problems,
etc. Caseloads may also be divided by risk based on some criteria which_
assesses the potential for recidivism and subdivided into intensive,
moderate and minimum supervision. Sometimes, program model agencies
differentiate clients on the basis of offense: sex offender caseloads, drug
offender caseloads, and so forth.

The infornatic1requirad to make decisions concerning the distribution
of clients is certainly more complex than that required in the Traditional
Caseload Model. The precise information needed depends on the caseload
differentiations made. For example, assignment to a drug/alcohol caseload .
can be determined by chance or by information provided by client, police,
family or friends concerning the client’s use of drugs or alcohol. Or,
more detailed "risk" assessment instruments may be used to determine the
need for supervision, as has been suggested by the General Accounting Office.ll
In any case, the Program Model case management system relies on information
about clients that is more detailed than that found in the previous model"’
to assist in the case allocation decision.

Therefore, presentence investigations are often structured and used in
this agency model to identify particular client Rroblems. Usually, pre-
determined criteria are used to place probation clients into groups with
other clients with similar characteristics. The assignment of probation
clients in this model can be even more complex, using information relating
to both client and staff member, matching the client's needs to the staff
member's expertise as a case management policy. Once the assignment decision
has been made, however, any further decision-making concerning the most
appropriate supervision strategy remains in the hands of the probation officer,
as is true with the Traditional Caseload Model.

This approach to supervision carries with it a particular problem. A
person under supervision may require the skills of more than one probation
cfficer, Typically, a determination is made at "intake" as to the most
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by each officer.

sharing similar types of caseloads, the

each other may serve as a motivating factor.
may depend on the degree to which different "speciality"

example promotion,

areas come to be defined as important or "successful,"
be based lesson fact than on the Perception of successfulness.

If the office is a large one,

with several officers

informal recognition given to
However, formal rewards, for

a judgement which may
When this

is true, a result can be increased conflict for rewards between specialized

units or caseworkers.

The authoritarian apprcach is againconsistent with the leadership style

of this mogel.

Since high level administrators are only infrequently

involved in decisions concerning cases,and since there are no formal way

to review decision making practices of each officer,

there is little for the.

administrator to do other than issue policy directives and intervene when

requested.

The major strength of the Program Model is its basis in the recognized
no one officer can be responsive

limitations of the Traditional Model:

to the wide array of problems all clients face.

uf officers, the Program Model attempt.
in handling specific client Problems.
model are first that clients will often
complexity greater than a single agency
admistrative approach to caseloads agai
one another and from policy-making.

ITI. Advocacy Model

This model is chracterizeg by generalist staff who are involved in using

external resources to deal with client

Advocacy Model may be ideological and reflected in the Statements; "It's the
responsibility forthe community to deal with the problems that caused these

clients to engage in law-breaking behavior" or
of a greater range of experienceeuuiprofessional expertise, can do a

better job providing services to clients."

is similar:

various non-probation human Service agencies,
job training Programs and'drug treatment bPrograms.

mental health centers,

To administer this kind of
about the client, at least initially.

client is involved with, though this i

available to the pProbation manager.
-

Because the Advocacy Model is based
without specializing staff, some probl
time. One obvious broblem is that off

case management system requires little information

Once the client is under supervision, however, it (
becomes impor+tant for the officer to keep information on the agency the

In specializing the tasks
to increase the skills of officers
The two major shortcomings of the

have multiple problems of a
¢can respond to, and second that the
n tends to isolate officers from

needs. The rationale for the

"Community resources, because

such as family counseling or

As was true of the Traditional Model,

nformation need not be made Systematically

on the need to maximze resources
ems can emerge in such an agency over
icers differ in their capacity or
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desire for locating useful resources. This is a task which often requires
out-of-the-~office footwork, salesmanship and persevence. Thus, some officers
will be better at finding jobs than others; others will be experts at locating
appropriate sources for therapy. If the client is to benefit maximally from
probation, it will depend in part on being placed in the caseload of an officer
whose skills match his or her needs.

A second problem may arise because of the above: officers may be placed
in competition with each otber in finding outside resources: Particularly when
resources are scarce, officers may tend to keep them "hidden" from colleagues.
For example, officers in areas of high unemployment may be tempted to hold
confidential information about a new job opening until omeof his or her clients
becomes unemploved, even though the clients of other officers are in need of
jobs. Obviously, this zero-sum strategy can be detrimental to the interest of
probation clients.

Finally, large caseloads may affect this case management approach as well.
Since the Advocacy Model requires more time to be spent on cases, there may
develop a general strategy of finding places to "put" a case so that the officer
can turn his or her attention to other clients. Thus, large caseloads may make

follow-up a low priority for officers, thereby leading to a loss of control over
cases.

Because the structure is heirarchical, officers are again isolated from the
policy-making levels of the agency. The leadership style that develops can be
one of "hands off" leaving the maximum amount of discretion to line officers.
However, for Advocacy Model officers, this can lead to a difficult dilemma:
the development of conflicts between outside agency policies and probation
client needs. This conflict should be resolved by the action of the probation
manager, but because of the isolation, there may ke no formal means for alerting

the administrator to this developing conflict, and it may be difficult to charac-

terize the policy problem as going'beyond a simple case-by-case problem-solving
approach. Therefore, needed management support of staff activities may be
lacking.

The principal technology is related to resource development and surveillance.
Since external resources are responsible for bringing about change, the use of
counseling by probation officers is discouraged. Probation officers activities

are limited toreferral to outside resources and follow-up to determine if the client

is complying with the requirements of the resource. '

Staff rewards flow primarily from the nature of the work, but there is a
potential for a high degree of staff frustration. The Advocacy agency's task is
offender change through sexrvice proyision, but the change programs are run by
agencies not under the control of probation. Thus, much of the credit for
successful cases and responsibility for appropriate programming for clients?
needs falls outside of the probation officer's hands. Under conditions of high
workload, it is possible that many officers will "burn out" because of the
inability to get intensive satisfaction from the job.

;Mwm;xﬁ.,—su»m i
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The Advocacy Model has its heritage in the older "street worler"
concept, that clients need to be handled "on their turf" and that communities
must be made to change in response to client problems. That is the strength
of this model--the tasks themselves are conceptually sound. The problems
with the model stem form heavy workloads under conditions of isolation of
staff and minimal feedback about effectiveness of activities.

IV. Broker Model

This model is characterized by an emphasis on the use of external re-
sources and the organization of staff into speciality areas. The structure
is very similar to the Prcgram Model in that probation clients are organized .
into caseloads on the basis of common problems. The rationale for using
outside resources flows from the realization that the probation agency cannot,
or should not txy to, devé;op the range of services needed by its clients
while maintaininy quality of services.

Since thereis a reliance on external resources, the information needed
for decision making is more complex than that seen in previous. models. It
is not enough to have information concerning problem areas for clients and
simply match these with the resource strengths of staff; the agency must also
have an accurate picture of the resource strenghts of the community, as
well, so that clients can be matched to these resources. This is often
accomplished by having the agency undertake a resource inventory of the
community. While conducting such an inventory, the Broker Mcdel' case
manager must also consider the suitability of clieénts for the community
resources, including the willingness of these community agencies to handle
probationers. Thus, the agency in this model is using information concerning
clients, probation officers and community resources and is attempting to
work out the best fit involving all three. Staff is specialized because
it is felt they can become more intimately acquainted with the community
resources in this way and therefore provide a better match.

In this model the probation officer's task is to provide prescreening
before referral of the client to a community resource. The extent to
which he or she can do this accurately will often influence the availability
of the resource for probationers in the future. Prescreening is designed
to determine client needs and provide appropriate referral in as expeditious
a manner as possible. The responsibility, however, does not end at referral.
Surveillance is relied on as a technology in addition to screening, but
surveillance consists of the probation officer's follow-up on all referrals
with appropriate action taken in the event that the probationer refuses
to comply with the referral ordgr.l3 .
The formal lines of communication, as defined by the organization's
structure, and the potential for interagency competition and conflict are
the same as with the Program Model,with staff placed in conflict over whose
"speciality" is more reeded by clients. However, the competition that exists
in the Advocacy Model between staff for outside resources is reduced by the
specialization of staff. Specialization also creates a need for managers
to coordinate functions. Therefore, the tendency is for the administrative
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case that unit may be contacted for feedback.

. A major difference between this model and the Program Model is found

in the ?eward System. Under the Broker Model, the agency is not designed
to pr?v1de increased responsibility and recongnition for'achievement both
of wh1c§ are key motivating factors; if anything, this model reduces'both.
The adminsitrator is no better equipped to judge staff effectiveness. 1In
fact, when dramatic changes are seen in a Probationer's behavior, these are
often.attributed to the community resource and not the probation officer
that is, the "nhew Program" is credited with helping clients stay out of '
trouble, not the probation officer. Much like the Advocacy Model, this
model also has the Potential for staff "burn-out" and other moralé Problems
because of this lack of recognition of effectiveness. There may also
develop a tendency for some staff members to supervise cases traditionally

oxr tg be lgss willing to extend themselves bevond what they must in their
dealings with outside resources.

Problems. As a strategy for meeting clients' needs, it is the most complex
and can handle the widest array of clients. If the intrinsic rewards of
thg jOP are reduced because the officer-client relationship is limited
primarily to referral, reduced staff morale becomes a key problem for the
manager to be concerned with, in addition to reduced control over‘cases.

An Integration of Case Management Models

From the foregoing discussion, it should %e clear that no single approach
to casg management will be free from Problems, and no single ap roach'.'l
be opFlmal for all or even most agencies. Because of the complgxitiesw;oét
age?c1es face, with respect to variety of clients and staff as well as
political and economic environments, most managers will want to design a
Ccase management system that combines aspects of each of these stereotypical
models. This approach begins with the realization that it is legitimate

sources. Either will be appropriate depending on the client's situation

As a matter of fact, to be most effective, a case management system shouid

?f :bée"to quickly respond to a ?hange:uxpurpose for a client as the situation
dCitates. .For exanple, some clients may need to be brought under control
before any intervention are applied with“the intent of achieving long-term
changes‘ln behavior. For some cases this latter burpose may never be
approprlate,‘and in some cases the need for control of the offender may

never be an issue. What is important is that the agency's case management,

system should be able to pursue different purposes wi LEf i
simultaneously. purp with different clientg
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was what most experienced probation officers tried to do anyway. The
strength of the traditional caseload has been that is allows the individual
probation officer to get to know his or her cases as individuals, and to be
able to decide what approaches would be most effective in dealing with each
person. While the intention is good in the ideal, we know that the reality
has not worked quite that well. Probation officers cannot always be expected
to decide on the best approach to take; partly because they cannot have all
the knowledge in all the cases and partly because, being human, they cannot
be totally objective and will tend to favor certain approaches over others.
The final point is that the traditional caseload is never managed by probation
administrators; caseworkers, in making the day~to-day decisions regarding
supervision, actually take over the management functions of planning and
operational policy-making. The purpose of case management should be to
place the ability to manage these decisions within the control of the
probation agency's administration.

The major benefit of an integrated case management system comes from the
organizational structure it requires and the procedures and techniques it
devises to carry out its purpose(s). The formal articulation of structure
and procedure consistent with the system's purpose increases the probability
that the purpose will be achieved. In order to implement an intergarted
case mangement system, there are three primary conditions which must be met.

The first reéﬁirement is for a structure which can be flexible enough
to tolerate changes in the purposes of probation and in the kinds of clients
nandled by probation. Moreover, the agency will need to employ technologies
for handling clients which reflect the complexities of client needs, even
given varying purposes. A structure which is highly suited to flexibility
in management is the "matrix" or team structure. This structure allows
officers and managers to be organized according to the requirements of
given tasks, so that the people with the relevant skills are working together
to solve a problem about which they have expertise. It is a particularly
appropriate structure when tasks are complex, require a variety of skills,
and for which there is no simple solution.}® This is true of the integrated
case managment approach, and the flexibility of a matrix structure is a
key ingredient to success.

Second, the manager must have availahle on a routine basis informatian
which is helpful in making decisions about structuring resources and moni-
toring the use of resources. To do this effectively, information is
required concerning the nature of the client and the cliient's "needs", the
supervision activities of the probation office, 'the nature of the community
resources and how useful those resources are in assisting clients. This
kind of information will allow a manager to make decisions about the kind of
staff specialization . needed as well as the degree to which any specializa-
tion is required. In addition, the manager will be able to determine how
great the need is for external resources to meet client needs. In other
words, the manager will be able to determine the appropriate mix of case-
management for his or her agency.

Third, a participative leadership style is neceésary. In complex case
management systems, the manager needs to be able to learn of Problems and
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staff concerns when they occur. Moreover, the staff need to be involved
in the administration of the system so that inappropriate decisions
regarding use of staff are avoided. Unilateral leadership styles will
prevent this level of input. Under a matrix Structure, it is possible to
encourage a wide degeee to staff barticipation in policy decisioéns and
evaluation/monitoring activities.

Because of the shortcomings of traditional case management approaches,
probation managers will find it increasingly necessary to develop new
Structures for handling cases, structures which reflect the unique array
of clients, community influences and staff skills. This development
task, involving establishing an integration of the case management models

presented above, is the key aspect of systematic case management. Develop-’

in appropriate case management approaches is also the key to improved -
probation. . '

10.

11.

12.

13.

15.
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