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Many wonderful and exciting events have taken place over the last several
months. Among these was our annual Institute in Chicago. This Institute was a
huge success thanks to the efforts of Cook County’s Chief Probation Officer,
Nancy Martin, and all of her staff who served on the host committee. Also, Linda
Layton of the Georgia Department of Corrections, who was our program chair,
did an outstanding job in organizing all the training workshops and plena~ ses-
sion. All of the program track leaders who worked with Linda deserve our deep-
est appreciation for their effofts. Until you have worked in either one of these
capacities, you can never truly appreciate the amount of work involved in coor-
dinating an Institute. Of course, as usual, our staff at the secretariat pulled all
these activities together to make this Institute run smoothly.

One of the things which hit me in Chicago was the energy and excitement
wtich our national meetings generate. As an APPA member who started attending
these meetings 17 years ago, I have been able to witness how far this zsociation
has come. There has been a gradual evolution of the quality of these Training
Institutes that has, therefore, been reflected in the number of our colleagues who
attend. However, the most dramatic changes have come over the last nine years
since we joined The Council of State Governments as our secretariat. Much of
t.k has taken place under the stewardship of our association’s Executive Director,
Tlm Matthews.

As happens in all organizations, change is inevitable, and we are currently
experiencing it within our association again. On Aug@ 14, 1996, I informed
the board of directors that Tim Matthew had decided to leave APPA and had
tendered his resignation to me. In conversations with Tlm prior to his official
resignation, he had talked about some personal challenges that he wanted to
pursue outside of APPA. We both agreed that nine years was a long run for any
person to direct the operations of a young national association. It was with deep
regret that I accepted Tim’s resignation because I knew that we were losing an
indhidual who proved to be a guiding light and a true visionary.

It is beyond the scope of this letter to list all of Tim’s accomplishments while
he was our executive director. Tlm is a true professional in the best sense of the
word. In all the years 1have known Tim, as a member of the board of directors,
a committee chair, and now as president, I feel strongly that Tlm always tried to
do what was in the best interest of tlis association and the membership.

Tlm will be continuing his career with the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, and we wish him the best. He is a true advocate for community
corrections. He has fought many battles so that we can secure our proper posi-
tion within the criminal and juvenile justice systems, and I am confident that he
will continue this fight because of the depth of hls commitment to the “cause.”
Professionally, I will miss T~m’s advice and good counsel, and, personally, a
good friend is no longer working at the secretariat.

I hope that all of you will join me in thanking Tlm for his years of service,
dedication and commitment he has given to our association and our profession.
His ongoing legacy to us is that he has left us in a very good place to go forward.
Again, thanks Tlm and good luck! J
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by ReginaldA. Wilkinson,Director,Ohio Departmentof Rehabilitationand Corrections

“1had alwayswondered how to get
out of the hole I had dug myself in,
and when I went through treatment
. . . I receiuedthe tools to do just that.
Zwanted you to know that Iam work-
ing a full-time job. . . and I’m happy
to tell you that 1got my girk back.
Thank you for sending me some-
where where ~could receivehelp. 1’//
always be gratefu!.”

It’snot often that judges get letters
from offendersthanking them for the
sentencetheyimposed.Thequoteabove
isfroma letterreceivedbySummitCounty
(Ohio) Judge Jane Bond, sent by a
womanshe had sentencedto the Sum-
mitCountyCommunity-BasedCorrec-
tionalFacility(CBCF)insteadofprison.

A Look Back

Prison crowding in the 1970’s
spurred the Ohio Department of Cor-
rections and the Ohio Legislatureto
look for communitysolutionsto slow
the floodof offendersentering Ohio’s
prisons. A $650 millionprison build-
ing program began in 1982, and cor-
rections professionals had convinced
lawmakersthat “buildingour way out
of prison crowding”was not a viable
option.The generalassemblyprovided
the initiativefor a pilot probation pro-
gram in 1977.

A range of alternativepunishments
was conceptualized, from probation
and parole to Community-BasedCor-
rectionalFacilities.In 1981 the Ohio
Legislaturepassed a billprovidingfor
additionalCBCFS.The CBCFSwere to
reduceprisoncommitments,maximize
publicsafetyand providetreatmentand
a more effectivemethod of returning
offendersto the community.

The firstCBCFwas fundedthrough
a State Pilot Probation Subsidy.The
$310,000 subsidyfundeda residential
program in Dayton.That firstyear,83
offenders were diverted from state
prison. In 1982, the CBCF program
was expanded through $20 millionin
state funds. Since then, 11 additional
facilitieshavebeen builtand operation-
allyfunded. A total of 15 CBCFSare
projected to be completed by 1998.
Some CBCFScovermultiplecounties.
The goalisto eventuallyhaveCBCFac-
cessibilityforeachofOhio’s88 counties.

A “Last Chance” option

Sentencing to a CBCF is generally
the laststepbeforeprisonincarceration
for eligibleoffenders.Sentencing to a
CBCFalso incurslessof a stigmathan
incarceration in a state penitentiary,
allowingoffendersa better chance of
turningtheir livesaroundupon release.

Strong Partnerships

ElevenCBCFSare currentlyoperat-
ing in Ohio, with four more on the
drawingboard.Theyrange insizefrom
42 to 200 beds. The CBCFprogram
was developedthrough a strong part-
nershipbetweenthe State of Ohioand
localentities.The state provides1009f0
fundingforCBCFconstructionand op-
eration.The countyprovidesthe build-
ingsiteand communityresourcessup-
port. Ohio has allocated an annual
operationalbudgetof$19.2 millionand
a constructionbudgetof $52.8 million
to the CBCFprogram.

The facilitiesare controlledand op-
erated by local judicial corrections
boards representing common pleas

courts. This “win-win-win”situation
benefits the state, the county and the
offender. The state benefits through
diversions from state prisons. The
county benefits by having in place a
productive way of punishing local
offenders. The offender benefits by
avoidingprisonand participatingin in-
tensivetreatment to combat substance
abuse and other factors that lead to
criminalbehavior.

Other partnershipsalsobenefitfrom
the CBCFnetwork:

. Localserviceprovidersare
contracted to providetreatment
and aftercare.

. Federaldollarsare utilizedto
enhance adultbasicand literacy
education.

. The Departmentof Rehabilitation
and Correction’s(DRC)Ohio
CentralSchool System(the Ohio
BureauofEducation)and the Ohio
Department of Educationwork
together to developCBCF
educationalprograms.

The Programs

The Ohio CBCF program is treat-
ment intensive,offeringa highlystruc-
tured residentialinterventionprogram
to reduce factors that cause criminal
behavior.CBCFSutilizestate-of-the-art
technology from drug testing to com-
puterizedliteracyprograms. In allpro-
grams,emphasisison substanceabuse
treatment,employment,educationand
aftercare servicesin the community.

A combinationof serviceprograms
alongwithclosesupervisionand moni-
toring has a positive effect on recidi-
vism. One of the most effectiveways
to reduce criminalbehavior is through
relapse prevention, the recognitionof
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behavior patterns that eventuallylead
to a criminalact. Bymonitoringbehav-
ior in a controlledsetting, staffcan in-
tervene and prevent new crimes from
being committed.

For instance, “John” had servedhis
country as a Marine in Desert Storm.
Whiledrivinghome drunkfroma “wel-
come home” party, John was in an
accidentwhichkilledhisbest friendand
leftJohn paralyzed.He faced charges
of aggravated vehicularhomicide. In-
stead of sending him to prison, the
judge sentenced John to a CBCF.At
first. his wheelchair bound condition

positive outlook soon won everyone
over. John compIetedalcohol depen-
dencytreatment and availedhimselfof
the computer learning lab. Selfdeter-
minationalsohelped him abandon his
wheelchairfor a cane. John’s determi-
nation to overcomehis problemswon
himbackhisjobwiththe military,where
he is assignedto a recruitmentoffice.

CBCFresidentsare requiredtowork.
Wages earned by offenders facilitate
restitutionto victims,court costs and
the costsof incarceration.A lifetimeof
drug dependency and minor felonies
had landed “Frank” in a CBCF. He

was unsettling to others, but John’s performed63 hoursofcommunityser-

l-<ilfjp j . 6 ‘!’$$<-’!-(‘#i i-en(it?r”

CBCFresidentat the time of arrest:
Averageage ........................................................................... 27.7 years old

Gender:
Females ........................................................................................... 13.4%
Males............................................................................................... 86.6%

Race:
Caucasian 51.6V0.........................................................................................
African-American.............................................................................. 46.6%
Hispanic............................................................................................. 1.2V0

Employed............................................................................................ 14.4Y0
Education:

Grades O-7......................................................................................... 1.29+0
Grades 8-12 ..................................................................................... 53.5%
H.S./GED ........................................................................................ 37.2%
post grad ............................................................................................... 8%

Requireemotionalhealth assistance......................................................... 30.8%
Requiresubstanceabuse treatment .......................................................... 92.9V0
Mandatedto work in communityservice .................................................. 55.9%
Mandatedto pay court costs, finesand/or restitution................................. 72.9%

~*2\3g$,~.; i.<li(‘1-f%{lgt’&i~i3!.lata ““FY95

Employment:
Fulltime ........................................................................................... 50.3%
Part time ............................................................................................ 5.9%
Unemployed........................................................................................ 37%

Education:
Enrolledin ABE\GEDprogram ........................................................... 61.99fo
Completedvocationaltraining ................................................................ 13?lo

Treatment:
Communitymental health ................................................................... 13.1%
Communitysubstanceabuse

Residential..................................................................................... 30.4Y0
Outpatient..................................................................................... 31.5?40

Communityworkservice(6,960 hours).................................................... 55.9%
Successfulprogram termination ................................................................. 80!X0
Averagelength of stay .................................................................... 3.9 months

viceand wasableto earn a GED.After
three months at the center, Frankwas
able to get a job as a laborer and paid
back his court costs. Aftercompletion
of his six-month sentence, Frank’s
employer hired him full-timeand pro-
moted him to groundskeeper.

Zlel’lf.s

The Ohio CBCF program has at-
tained severalgoals:

. The elevenexistingCBCFSdiverted
1,915 offendersfrom state prison
inFY95, leavingmore prisonbeds
availablefor seriousoffenders.

. The cost per CBCFdiversionwas
$9,669 per offender,comparedto
a cost per prison inmate of
$15,330 in FY95.

● ~ven~-one ofOhio’s88 counties
utilizedCBCFservicesin FY95.

They providefor publicsafetyby ad-
dressingthe causesof criminalbehavior
and theyprovideforproductiveoffender
reintegrationintothe community.

Wide-Ranging Support

Communitycomectionsoptionswere
developedthrough cooperativeefforts
among such entitiesas the DRC,local
criminal justice and law enforcement
agencies, the Ohio Legislature and
other stakeholders.Ohio’sCommunity-
BasedCorrectionalFacilityProgram is
supported by both sides of the legisla-
tive aisle.

A vitalkeyto the successof commu-
nity corrections alternativesto prison
is the selectionof appropriate partici-
pants. They must be primarily non-
violent, first time offenderswho pose
little risk to public safety. The public
willsupportnon-traditionalpunishment
ifthey understandthe punishmentand
the circumstancesofthe offense.“Alter-
nativesentencingisperceivedas giving
judges more flexibility,as tougher on
criminalsthan probation, and as pro-
vidinga better chance for the rehabili-
tation of offenders,” saysSteve Farkas
ofthe PublicAgendaFoundation.“Citi-
zens have made it clear,however,that
alternatives are only appropriate for
those offenderswhotheysee as having



AmericanProbation and Parole Association 9

little potential for committing violent
crimesin the community.”

A 1993 surveyof citizens’attitudes,
conductedbythe OhioOfficeof Crimi-
nal Justice Services,found that a ma-
jority of Ohioans support the use of
alternatives to prison for non-violent
offenders,andthat creationofcommu-
nity treatment centers was the most
popularoffiveoptionsofferedforhan-
dlingprisoncrowdingin Ohio. “Wedo
very little to rehabilitate non-violent
property offenderswhen we put them
incrowdedprisons,”saysAllenTapley,
ExecutiveDirector of the Sentencing
Institute.“Itis not good businessprac-
tice. It is not good public policy. It
doesn’tmake us any safer.”

Communitycorrections in general,
and CBCFSinparticular,representsthe
choiceof maintainingoffendersin the
local community, offering treatment
and structure, and holding offenders
responsiblefor their actions and their
own rehabilitation. They also offer
judgesthe opportunityto tailorpunish-
ment, treatment and restitutionto the
individualoffender. “Any society that
depends on only two sentencing op-
tions — confinementor nothing at all
— is unsafe and unjust,”says Michael
Smith, Presidentof the Vera Institute.
“Weneed a fullarray of effectivesen-
tencingtoolsthat actuallysuitsour vari-
ous sentencingpurposes.”

!5mateBill2, Ohio’srecentlyenacted
“truthin sentencing”bill,has balanced
the impositionof longer sentences for
violentandrepeatoffende~,witha larger
budgetforcommunitysanctions.Senate
Bill2 givesOhio the tools to continue
to enhance and expand community-
based alternativesto incarceration.

Inadditionto the tangiblebenefitsof
Ohio’sCBCFsystem,the partnerships
that evolvebetweenstateand localgov-
ernmentsare justas encouraging.Ohio
has developed a teamwork approach
to dealingwithlow-levelfelonyoffend-
ers inan attempt to helpthem success-
fullyreintegrateback into their respec-
tive communities. The Ohio DRC is
proudto performa leadershiprolewith
this most needed component of the
criminaljusticeprocess. d

Atlastthere is a computertesttoeubanceyourassessment

The Abel Assessment for Sexual InterestTMI

?;.,”.:......... . .-.d:,,,.::.J;i:i+.,,,:”$:<\\.:.>.,>,. ,

Atiw .ti 2$ {: ,l\\j

MF v 0“15{3.83)

AdFB 0.01 (3.50)

Girls 2-4 yrs f 0.08(5.0)

Girls 8-10yrs 0.70(1.0)

Girls 14-16yrs 2.04(3

Women over 22 yrs 0.14 (5.33)

8oys 2-4 yrs 0.79 (1.0)

8oys 8-10yrs -0.62 (1.0)

Boys 14-16yrs 1 -0.49 (1.33)

Men over 22 yrs -0.09 (1.83)

Sadism AgainstWomen 1.65 (3.17)

Sadism AgainstMen 0.06 (2.33)
I I I I I I I I I I I

-3.0 -2.5 -2.0 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

(Excerpt from Abel Graph)

➤Get Objective Data
“ Objectivemeasuresof 22

sexual areas
. Sexual interest in

children – 2-4, 8-10,
14-16

● Sexualviolence against
adults

c Sadism
● Both Caucasianand

African-American stimuli
● To help you determine

● Most dangerous
c Least dangerous
● Most likely to re-commit

a sex crime

➤Get Fast Results
● Half hour per offender
“ Easyto interpret – one pagegraph

➤Any corrections
Setting
Usewith incarceratedoffenders and
offenders in community corrections

➤Software and Slides
$3000
Processing fees rangefrom
$37.50 to $75.00 pertest
depending on volume

Developedby
Gene G. Abel, M.D.,

internationallyknownfor his 25 yearsof researchwith sexualaggressives

NowAvailablefor SeparateUse:

AdultQuestionnaire Adolescent Questionnaire
21 Paraphilias 13 Paraphilias

Cognitive Distortion Scales DangerousnessRegistry
DangerousnessRegistry History as a Victim

Drug & Alcohol Use
Veracity Scale

Circle #4 on the info card.
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Victimsof Crime:The Conscienceof
CommunityCorrections
by JimSinclair,AssistantDirector,TarrantCountyCommunitySupervisionand CorrectionsDepartment,Texas

Perhaps like no other profession,
communitycorrectionsis giftedwitha
rare opportunityto viewa spectrumof
human behavior denied to even the
most ardent of researchers. Ours is a
worldinwhichcollisionsbetweenwhat
is and what ought to be occur with
mind-numbing regularity. There are
stark contrasts that are overwhelming
as we confront heinous crime and its
aftermath,onlyto attemptcomprehen-
sion in a quest to render the offender
again as a contributingmember of the
community.Indeed,the seeminglywell-
ordered legalisticmilieuof the court-
room often draws us to a lull,only to
be shocked upright by the circum-
stances of those individualswho pass
through our officesand facilitiesdaily.

It is true that correctionsprofession-
alsare great storytellers;our audiences
are kept in rapt attentionbya devotion
to detailwhichpaints a portrait of our
worldof contrasts in bright relief.Our
stories are paradoxicalas the illustra-
tions of justice defined and justice
deployed diverge effortlesslyto defy
explanation. Why we as a profession
feelkeenlyabout our stories,whilefail-
ing to ultimatelyconfront the riddling
clues to the meaning of our work,
speaksvolumesofa collectiveinsearch
of a conscience.

Why would anyone suggest that a
group of people, united perhaps only
by employmentin the same or similar
jobs, be in need of a communal con-
science?The negative implicationsof
that question are that an individual’s
moral and ethicaltools do not suffice,
provingto be markedlyinadequate in
confrontation with the ugly scenes
which play out dailyin probation and
parole. The fashionable cynicism so
evidentinour conversationswithpeers

might offer proof that we cannot
(though we really want to) reconcile
ourselveson a consistentandconfident
basis to the behaviorsand actions we
undertakeon behalfof ourcriminaljus-
tice system.To do a littlerealitycheck
of this proposition,we mightask on a
regularbasis,“Howdo ouractionspro-
mote justice?”Unfortunately,it seems
that whenever that question is posed,
a handy retreat to legalism as a re-
sponse is forthcoming.

In truth, many times we do not feel
good about what we do in our jobsbe-
cause we have allowedothers to de-
fine our profession, dictate the rules,
box us in witha myopicviewof crime
and punishment,and essentiallyassure
an aura of failure by measuring us
againstthe ignorant,onedimensional,
win-losedichotomyof offenderrecidi-
vism.How else can we explainfeeling
so threatened by the future that we
perenniallydebate the vey continued
existenceofprobationand parole?This
fear and tremblingis in our midstde-
spitethe recordnumbersofAmericans
under the dailysupervisionof commu-
nitycorrections.We have surrendered
ourdestinyand consignedour fateas a
professionto otherswhomwethought
wouldprovide a measure of security;
onlyto havethissmallcomfortwhisked
away amidst politicians’cries to abol-
ish parole, three-strikeoffenders, and
squashthe strugglingprograms which
were born of some hope for avoiding
a crime-addledfuture.

The notion of consciencenecessar-
ilyincludesa frame of reference as to
the goodness of an act, omission, or
thought, coupledwith the feelingthat
one ought to do right or good. On an
individualbasis,the formationofa con-
scienceis a complexmeldingof many

sourceswhichresultspersonallyinthat
most internal of auditors. Needlessto
say, for community corrections as a
collective,that frameof referencemust
indeed be the communityfrom which
we draw our legitimacy.This is in con-
trast to the law from which we draw
our authority. So, if agreement exists
on the premisethat communitycorrec-
tions is in need of a frameof reference
withwhichto gaugethe goodness,not
the legality,of its actions, then that set
of parameters can onlybe suppliedby
a constituencywithwhose values,atti-
tudes, and beliefswe can not onlyiden-
tify,but, infact,see ourselveslivingdaily
in that portion of our livesspent apart
from justicesystemduties.

To date, policymakers have given
probation and parole essentiallytwo
constituententities.The first,and most
intimate,is that amorphous classcom-
prised of offenders.Secondly,albeita
little trickier,we act on behalf of the
legalsystemwhichcreatedcommunity
corrections. Analogous to an elected
officialserving at the pleasure of the
voters,the institutionsofprobationand
parole continue through the support,
narrowlydefined,of the Americanjus-
tice system. It should be noted at this
point that significantefforts are being
made to align communitycorrections
with the appropriate constituenciesof
communityand itssubset—crimevic-
tims.The restorativejusticemovement
and organizationssuch as the Ameri-
can Probation and Parole Association
embrace a viewof correctionsworking
inand throughactivepartnershipswith
community stakeholders. Unfortu-
nately, these initiativeshave yet to re-
sult in appreciable overallpolicyshifts
(at least nationally)that would allow
probation and parole to engage in for-
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really assertive campaigns to solicit
widespreadcommunitysupport.

Givenour two current primarycon-
stituencies(i.e.,offendersandwhathas
evolved into today’s American legal
system)it issmallwonderthat commu-
nitycorrections lacksthe abilityto as-
sess the integrityof its mission. It will
come as no surpriseto those engaged
in the workofcorrectionsthat the con-
stituencyof offenderscannot align its
moral compass for those actions in
which we engage to control them —
whether under the rubric of commu-
nity protection or that of offender
(rehabilitation.Thoughwe try to keep
in mind that each offender is an indi-
vidual and avoid a cookie-cutter ap-
proach to supervision,it isevidentthat
exchangesbetweenprobation and pa-
roleofficersand offenders,more often
than not, are one-dimensional and
solelyfocusedon the presence of out-
ward signs of compliancewith condi-
tions of supervision.

Notwithstanding offenders’ moral
integrity,theirvalueas an entityto com-
munity corrections exists primarily
when definedmore specificallyas cus-
tomers or recipientsof services.They
are in effect not so much concerned
with the goodness of our actions, as
evaluatedagainst a more or less con-
stant set of communitynorms or ex-
pectations, but rather with our ability
to affecttheir livesthroughthe delivery
ofrewardsor punishmentsduringtheir
tenure of supervision. Unfortunately,
given the offender-centricorientation
ofhowcommunitycorrectionsisevalu-
atedbypolicymakers(i.e.ratesofrecidi-
vism),wefallalloverourselvespushing
program after program upon an often
resistant,ifnot outrightunwillinggroup.
Indoingso,weunconsciouslylegitimize
the notionofoffendersas constituents.
This is not to say the programs and
interventions we provide are futile.
However, our inabilityto divorce the
success or failure of offenders under
supervision from the self-image and
sense of worth of communitycorrec-
tions leadsus to an abjectdependence
upon the behaviorandthe ultimatefate
of offenders — outcomes which ulti-
matelywe cannot determine.

The secondconstituencyofcommu-
nitycorrectionsis looselyidentifiedas
the American legal system. Compo-
nents of this institution(e.g., prosecu-
tion, criminal defense, judiciary,and
ultimatelythe executiveand legislative
functionsofgovernment)not onlyhave
a fundamentalimpacton the operations
of probation and parole, but also help
to defineprobation’sand parole’sexis-
tencewithinthe criminaljusticesystem.

Perhaps the legitimacyofthe Ameri-
can justicesystem as a constituent of
community corrections ought to go
unchallenged. After all, our form of
governmentpresupposesthe vestingof
power in these entitiesby the people.
And too, of course, the ultimate
policymakersfor our agencies are in
place via free electionby the people,
albeitoften fewerthan 50% of eligible
voters. However,to our dismay,valid
andrespectedopinionpollsbringto our
attentionthe factthat citizenshavelittle
faithin the once-reveredinstitutionsof
justice.This is despite the fact that the
marking of a ballot ultimatelyshapes
those institutions.Furthermore, com-
munitycorrectionswonderswhetherits
genesisspeaksmore to faithinthe abil-
ityof humans to change for the better
(absent the consummate coercion of
brickand mortar)or rather to a limited
supplyof prison beds. From these in-
stitutionsof justicewe draw our legal
authority,funding,and mandates.Due
to self-imposedlimitations,these insti-
tutionscannot, and indeedshouldnot,
attempt to providecommunitycorrec-
tions with their framework for moral
self-evaluation.

Submittedfor considerationat this
time is the proposition that our local
communities,as representedbyvictims
of crime, can fulfillthe role of con-
scienceforcommunitycorrections.But
before we go there, it is important to
underscore(1)whyas a professionwe
need a conscience;and (2)whyweare,
or shouldbe, concernedwiththe good-
nessofouractionsasmeasuredbycom-
munity standards. These notions are
simpleand merelyreflectthe wordthat
is found in many departments’names
and missionstatements—justice.The
literalmeaningof “justice”is a state of

being in conformitywithwhat is mor-
allyuprightor good.Therefore,itstands
to reasonthat ifcommunitycorrections
uses the word, its actionsare bounded
by definition.

Restorativejusticeseekstohold
offendersaccountable,while
simultaneouslyrepairingthe
damagedonetospecificcrime
victimsandthecommunityatlarge.

Inthe future,communitycorrections
willcome to embrace crimevictimsas
its primaryconstituent group. Several
factors coalesce to enable such a pre-
diction.The firstofthese isthe increas-
ing politicalpower of victimsand their
advocates.ThroughouttheUnitedStates,
legislaturesare enactingcriminaljustice
legislationas a directresultof influence
broughttobearbythosewhohavebeen
harmed by crime. Recently,at the na-
tional level,a proposed constitutional
amendmenton victims’rightswasintro-
duced to Congress. As of this writing,
both presidentialcandidates have en-
dorsedthe amendmentwhich,ifpassed
and ratifiedby the states, willenhance
the stature of crime victimswithinthe
justicesystemsubstantially.

As entities of the legalsystem, pro-
bation and parole willcontinue to be
affectedfundamentallyby the increas-
ingpoliticalmomentum of the victims’
movement.Inresponse,manycommu-
nitycorrectionsagenciesare strivingto
develop,implement,and enhance ser-
vicesfor crimevictimswithintheir de-
partments. Itmakesintuitivesense that
ifprobation and parole’sresponsibility
for case supewision can extend over
many years, so can the opportunities
forprobationand paroleto restorevic-
tims of crime.And, victimrestoration,
as advancedby proponents of restor-
ativejustice,emerges as a salientcom-
ponent of much victim-relatedlegisla-
tion being writtenand passed today.

A second factor promoting the
ascendance of crime victims within
communitycorrectionsisthe aforemen-
tioned concept and operationalization
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of restorativejustice.Restorativejustice
seeks to hold offenders accountable,
whilesimultaneouslyrepairingthe dam-
age done to specificcrimevictimsand
the communityat large.Itdoesnot seek
so much to demand retribution as it
does to make whole what crime has
broken. This requiresa change in per-
spective from an exclusionaryjustice
system (the mechanismsof which are
entrustedonlyto “experts”)to an open
process in which all key stakeholders
are invited to participate. Growth in
probation and parole’s involvement
withcommunityserviceprograms,victim-
offendermediation,victimimpactpanels,
restitution collection and community
advocacygroups speak to the poten-
tial significanceof restorativejustice.

Finally,and mostsignificantlyforthe
futureof communitycorrections,isthe
premisethat victimsof crime,as a col-
lective with the support of the local
community, possess that perspective
whichcan allowus to accuratelygauge
the goodness of our professionalac-
tions. This is so for two reasons. The
first suggests that through their invol-
untaryexperienceswithcriminalvictim-
ization and subsequent journeys
throughthe legalsystem,crimevictims
are inan uniquepositionto conveythe
“bads”of our system of justice.From
the criminal(dare we say evil?)act to
an offender’s discharge from penal
sanction, a crimevictimis likelyto en-
counteradversitiessuchas: unpleasant
or indifferentattitudesbyjusticesystem
personnel;scant informationaboutthe
progressofthe case;exclusionfromthe

courtroom; secretiveand hastilycon-
structedplea bargains;and inadequate
restitution.From these vey failingsof
our justicesystem,victimscan, and do,
carrya messageto communitycorrec-
tions professionals.Albeitit is a mes-
sagewe oftendo not want to hear.The
message’scontent embodiesthe expe-
riencesof everyday communitymem-
bers who often come face-to-facewith
uglyand unintended realitiesof a sys-
tem that they previously may have
thought they understood. As a collec-
tiverepresentingallcitizensofthe com-
munity,victimstellus that our actions,
or lackthereof, many timesdo not re-
flectgoodnessbut rather the rote pro-
cessingof cases whichonlycan occur
when we have not available an ad-
equateframeofreferenceagainstwhich
to gauge our work.

Second, it is obviousthat the crime
victims’movementinthiscounty seeks
to support and encourage community
correctionsas an institutionthat, at least
in expressed principle,buildsmuch of
its activityaround hope for a better
future.Whyelse wouldprobation and
parole pay, at least, lipserviceto reha-
bilitativeprograrns?Consistently,victims’
groupsexpresstheirdesireto establish
and maintain ongoing dialogueswith
communitycorrections. Once knowl-
edgeableabout the missions,activities,
and constraints of probation and pa-
role agencies, victimsoften help pro-
mote community corrections. Of
course,as membersofthe community,
victimsrightfullyexpect accountability.
However,having been subject to the

On September 11, 1996,Jim Sinc!air was awarded the Senator Ralph YarboroughAl-
lied ProfessionalAwardat the Crime VictimClearinghouseConference inCorpusChristi,
Texas. This award is given to recognize outstanding leadership by a non-uictimservice
professional whose leadership and eflorts havemade a substantial contribution to victim
rights and services.

M Sinclair hasbeen instrumentally inwked in developingvictimservicesprograms at
the Tarrant County Community Supervision and Corrections Department. According to
MariaRuizat the TexasDeportment of CriminaiJustice Crime VictimCkaringhouse, Jim
Sinclair” ..continues to be supportive not only during workinghours, but also on his own
time by invoking himse!f with crime victimgroupsin the TarrantCountyarea.”

Jim Sinclair isan active member of the American Probation and Parole Association.He
servesas chairperson of the association membershipcommittee and isanactive member
of the victimissuescommittee.He alsochairs the victim issues committee of the Texas
CorrectionsAssociation.He has shown seljkss giving and dedication to the victimsof
crime.

evilsof crime they also seek to instill
goodness in our justicesystem.

As representativesof our communi-
ties, victimsof crime are in a position
to become the conscienceof commu-
nitycorrections.Manyinthe field,how-
ever, view victimswith discomfort—
for victimscome not to perpetuate the
status quo deemed adequate (or even
appropriate) by the constituenciesof
offendersandthe legalsystems.Rather,
victimscome to make us rethink not
only the mechanismsof justice,but to
challengeus to actuallydo justiceand
to be in conformitywithwhat is good
and morallyupright. It is good when
an offender pays a victimback for an
economic loss. It is good when an
offender sincerelyapologizesfor visit-
ing heartache on another. It is morally
upright for communitycorrections to
hold offendersaccountableto commu-
nitystandards.

For far too longwe inprobationand
parolehavepitiedourselvesas wehave
looked fruitlesslyto offendersand the
legal system as our primary constitu-
encies. In so doing,we have been able
to justifyour existence; but absent a
deliberatequestfortruejusticewehave
chosen not to flourish. Concern for
goodness pales in comparison to the
concern for funding.Healingthe com-
munitytorn bycrimedoes not seem to
make it to our prioritylist.Restoration
of victimsis somehow viewedmerely
as another add-on to our list of bur-
dens. Meanwhile, our fellow citizens
continueto lose faithin the justicesys-
tems we represent.

An informed consciencecan set an
individualon a path to goodness. By
embracing victimsof crime, commu-
nity correctionscan equip itselfwith a
constituencythat can propel it toward
that elusiveidealof justice.Can proba-
tion and parole affordnot to reflectthe
valuesupon whichfellowcitizensbuild
their lives?Doesourjusticesystemdare
to strivefor a time when itsactionsare
based on doing what is right? These
may be hard questions — tough to
grapple with and tougher to answer;
but these ultimatelyfor each one of us,
as wellas forthe survivalof our profes-
sion,are imperativeand unavoidable.J
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NH
Spending and Speculations
EdwinZedlewski,NationalInstituteof Justice

It’sbeen a stupendousyear for cor-
rectionsresearch.As we close out the
fiscalyear at NIJ, I am lookingback at
the biggestyearforcorrectionsresearch
in our history,or anybody’shistoy as
far as I can tell.Thanks to the Correc-
tions Program Officeof the Officeof
Justice Programs, and especially to
Larry Meachum, its director, NIJ was
able to sponsor about $3.5 millionin
correctionsresearchunder the Violent
Offender Incarceration/Truth In Sen-
tencingportion of the CrimeAct. We
alsofundedanother halfmilliondollars
in research on boot camps, this time
for new program models being sup-
portedwithCorrectionsProgam Office
funds.We’vealmost funded,but post-
poned untilthe fallto allowfor longer
proposalresponsetime,a milliondollar
arrayof evaluationsfor the Residential
Substance Abuse Treatment program
forstate prisoners,alsocourtesyof the
CorrectionsProgram Office.Another
NIJ partner — the Officeof National
DrugControlPolicy— has supported
our $1.5 milliondemonstration/evalu-
ationprogramBreakThe Cycle,which
willprovidean arrest-to-departurecon-
tinuum of treatment and testing of
offendersin a criminaljusticesystem.

ConsistentwithCongressionalintent,
the majority of these research and
evaluationfundsare focussedon study-
ing sentencingimpactsas feltthrough
incarceration.One largeevaluationwill
try to assess the cumulativeimpactsof
state reformsoverthe lifeof the Crime
Actlegislation.SeveralViolentOffender
Incarceration projects will track in-
creases in inmate populationscreated
bystatesentencingreforms,and others
willexaminehowvariousreformswere
implemented. Naturally, boot camp
research studiesboot camps, and resi-
dential substance abuse treatment
evaluations will focus exclusivelyon

prisontreatment programs.
Icouldn’thelpspeculating,however,

on a varietyof waysin whichcommu-
nity correctionsagencies are likelyto
be affectedby CrimeAct initiatives.

First of all, there will probably be
manysubtleimpactson countygovern-
mentsfromstateand nationalreforms.
Lookingat the repercussionsof Three
StrikeslegislationinCalifornia,one sees
immediatelythat county jails, county
courts, county probation, and eventu-
allycounty-basedparole systemshave
faced significantproblemsas the risks
of imprisonment increased and con-
victed offenders faced longer terms.
Similarripplingeffects can be gener-
ated byViolentOffenderIncarceration
and Truthin Sentencingefforts.Some
of the studiessupported by this year’s
CrimeAct dollarswilltrace the conse-
quences of these reforms for county
governmentsand agencies.

A more specificphenomenon that
probation officialsshouldwatch for is
the displacementofnon-violentoffend-
ers fromthe prisonsystem.States that
qualifyfor federalfundsmust increase
the numbers of violentoffendersthat
they incarcerate. Part of the increase
will be handled through additional
prison construction. It is unlikely,
though, that many states will build
enoughcellsto absorbthe totalimpacts
of increasednumbersof prison admis-
sionsand alsoof longerterms through
Truth in Sentencing. Some states, at
least,willconsiderchangesto sentenc-
ing patterns for non-violentoffenders
as a low-costsolutionto acquiringex-
tra confinementcapacity.The resultis
likelyto be a wider spread between
expected sanctions for violentoffend-
ers and other offenders,withmore vio-
lentoffendengoingto prison,andfewer
drugand propertyoffenders.his wid-
ening seemsto be supported by public

opinions about violence and by the
results of recent research on victims
harmed, whichsuggeststhat the social
costs inflictedbyviolenceare orders of
magnitude greater than the damages
inherent in drug and property crime.

Who is likelyto be displaced from
the prisons? My guess would be that
low level drug dealers and repeat
non-violentproperty offenderswillre-
ceiveextrachances.Thesepopulations
are particularlyvexing to community
correctionsbecause manywilltake the
opportunities afforded by these extra
chances and be arrested again in rela-
tivelyshort order.

Probationmanagersshouldbe think-
ing about new or expanded control
strategiesfor dealingwiththese some-
what more riskygroups over the com-
ingyears.One possibilityisdayreport-
ing centers. Another is expanded use
of electronicmonitoring,particularlyif
new position-monitoringsystems be-
come availablesoon. A third is more
proactive use of drug treatment and
coerced abstinence programs. NIJ is
sponsoring two research projects to
evaluate intensivedrug diversionpro-
gramsunder the CrimeAct in addition
to the Break The Cycleproject men-
tionedabove.Researchanddemonstra-
tion funds for stringent treatment and
testing programs should expand in
1997, and community corrections
managersought to prepare theiragen-
cies for possibleparticipation.

Strange as it might seem, parole
managerscouldfaceevengreaterchal-
lengesthanprobationofficialsasaresult
of Crime Act incentives.The cries to
abolishparole appear to have subsided
in most places and eligibilityrequire-
ments for federal truth in sentencing
funds have been relaxed substantially.
The primaryimpactsofthe federalleg-
islation now seem to be for longer
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prison terms but not necessarilywith-
outpost-releasesupervision.Readhere:
“Let’skeep an eye on them when they
get out.”

Wesee intenseinterestintransitional
programming, or aftercare, in both
adult and juvenilecorrectional circles.
Aftercare concepts received a boost
from the otherwise negative findings
fromboot campevaluations.Research-
ers discoveredthat boot camp gradu-
ates left institutionswith very positive
attitudesbutthat theseattitudesdecayed
fairlyrapidlywhenthe graduatesreturn-
ed to their neighborhoods. Programs
that provideda modicumoftransitional
supportseemedto do a littlebetterthan

those that dropped grads cold turkey.
This findinghas reinforcedan aware-
ness of the power of environmental
influenceson post-release success. It
has also intensifiedinterest in the po-
tentialbenefitsof surveillanceand ser-
vicesfor an interimperiod after prison
release.

Aftercaredoes not signalrestoration
of traditionalparole practices. It chal-
lengestheparolecommunityto develop
programsconsistentwiththe program-
mingdeliveredbythe institution:treat-
ment and testing for drug-addicted
inmates, appropriate job search and
placement to follow vocational pro-
grams, and mental health servicesfor

Attention
APPA Members!!!!

EffectiveOctober 25, 1996, APPA members willreceivea 10Yo
discounton the sale of all publicationslisted in the 1996-1997
Pubhcations Catalog. To earn your 10!Kodiscount,please include
you APPAmember number on the order form. Discountscannot be
creditedwithouta validAPPAmembershipnumber.

Quantitydiscountsare also availablefor allpublicationscustomers.
Ordersfor 25-74 copiesof the samepublicationwillreceivea 10Yo
discountwhileordersfor75 copiesofthe samepublicationwillreceive
a 15°/0 discount (Onlyone discountcan be applied to each order.
APPAmembers may take the membershipdiscountor the quantity
discount,not both.)

those diagnosed as mentallyillor im-
paired. Institutionsfor female offend-
ershavebeen offeringfamily-unification
transitionservicesfor some time, and
these effortsneed to be reinforcedby
the parole profession.

Transitional programming actually
posestwochallenges.One isto develop
programs that followlogicallyfromthe
programsdeliveredbyinstitutions.They
should deliverthe same message and
point toward the same goals. Drug
abusers who underwent substantial
treatment in prison should be placed
in some treatment program in the
community and treatment should be
reinforced by random drug testing.
Medicationandcounselingforthe men-
tally ill should be continued through
medicaland otherclinicalarrangements
after release. The second challengeis
to deliver this continuity of services
across the many geographies of any
state. The captivityof prisons allows
institutionalmanagers to delivertheir
programs daily to every targeted in-
mate. Oncethese inmatesare released,
they are scattered across the many
countieswithinthe state. Countieswill
not onlydiffersignificantlyin the avail-
abilityof treatment and mental health
services,but also in the numbersof cli-
ents requiringservices.The fewer the
clients,the fewerthe deliveryoptions,
and the greater the unit costs.

The combined challenges of time,
place, and service availabilityare so
formidablethat many agencies won’t
even try to start transitionalprogram-
ming. There is a logicalway to start,
however, and it involvessome simple
managerial steps: more timely and
more intensive coordination with the
institutions. By working with institu-
tional transitionteams, parole manag-
ers can begin to identifywho, where,
and what to concentrate their efforts
on. Morethan likely,manyinmateswill
return to a few cities and these cities
willhave some of the necessay ser-
vice-s.Workingoutthe delivexyofsound
transitionservicesinthese fewlocations
willhopefully suggest how to deliver
some servicesinmore remoteplaces..4
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NormentVoiceTrack
Howdoes the detentionindustrysolveallthe problemsassoci- Iackthereof.A remoteterminalprovidescase officerswithimme-

atedwithcourthouseandprisonovercrowding,shrinkingbudgets, diate access to alldata filesand up-to-the-minutereports on all
manpower shortages and publicdemands for justice? offenders.He can set any kindof schedulefor callsifnecessary.

Howdo we decrease prisonpopulations,ease
the burdensof probation, parole and pre-trailof-
ficialsand at the same time, keep the publicsafe
fromcriminals?Andhow do we do thiswithless
and lessmoney?

No one has allthe answers,but there isa new
correctionsalternativethat addressesquitea few
of them. It is calledvoicetracking.

Currently,NormentVoiceTrack(apartnership
between Norment, one of the nation’s largest
detention systems companies, and VoiceTrack
Corporation of Dallas,Texas)is supplyinglocal,
state and federal officialswith extremely accu-
rate and reliableMISdata for a fraction of the
cost generallyassociatedwith gathering “Who,
Whenand Where.” Itisworkingbeautifully.The
systemtrulybringsoffendersupervisionandman-
agement into the Zlq Century.

VoiceTrackis simple for offenders.After en-
rollinghisvoicetemplateand other information,
an offender is on the system. The VoiceTrack
system knows either to randomlypage him, to
page him at predetermined times, or to wait to
hear from him. He makes the call via an 800
number. In less than three minutes, the system
can determine who he is and if he’s made the
callat the proper time.

If there is a problem, the case officeris noti-
fied. If the offender is in compliance, the case
officerisn’tbothered. It saves people’s time like
no monitoringsystemever has.

In other words, you supplythe offendersand
the sanctions, the offenders supply their voice
over any telephone via an 800 number.
VoiceTrackkeeps everyone accounted for.

It may not be the answer to everyproblemin the corrections
VoiceTrackissimpleforagencies.There isno offenderequip- industry, but it is the best thing that has happened in many

ment needed, and no agency equipment to buy or lease. The years.
case offi~ersets the schedule,and the VoiceTracksystemdoes For complete technical information about Norment
the workof trackingand reportingthe offender’scomplianceor VocieTrack,please giveDavidBlanda callat (800) 633-1968.

APPA Vision

WESEEA FAIR,JUSTAND SAFESOCIETYWHERECOMMUNITYPmTNERSHIPSARERESTORINGHOPE
BY EMBRACINGA BALANCEOF PREVENTION, INTERVENTIONAND ADVOCACY.
We seek to create a systemof CommunityJustice where:
. A FULLRANGE OF SANCTIONS AND SERVICES providespublicsafetyby insuringhumane, effective,and

individualizedsentences for offenders,and support and protection for victims;
. PRIMARYPREVENTION INITIATIVESare cultivatedthrough our leadershipand guidance;

● OURCOMMUNITIESARE EMPOWEREDto own and participate in solutions;

. RESULTSare measuredand direct our servicedelive~;

. DIGNITYAND RESPECTdescribehow each person is treated;

. STWF ARE EMPOWERED and supported in an environmentof honesty, inclusion,and respect for differences;and

. PARTNERSHIPS WITH STAKEHOLDERS lead to shared ownershipof our vision.



22 Perspectives Winter 1997

The Non-PrisonSide of TrothinSentencing:
PreadjudicationServicesand
CommunityCorrectionsinOklahoma
by MichaelComelly, SeniorResearchAnalyst,MelissaMcLawhorn,StaffAttorneyand Paul O’Connell,
ExecutiveDirector,OklahomaTruthinSentencingPolicyAdvisoryCommission

Much of the rhetoric and attention
surroundingstructuredsentencingand
other guidelinessystems has concen-
trated on their impact on prisons, i.e.,
increasedpercentages of sentences to
be served and the subsequent rise in
prisonpopulations(BJA,1996). What
receivesless concern are the possible
opportunitieswhichth~sesystemscan
bring to non-prison supervision.The
currentcase ofOklahomaisinstructive
in this regard.

In response to publicconcern about
crime, prison overcrowding,and their
associated costs, in 1994 the Okla-
homa legislaturecreatedthe stateTruth
inSentencingPolicyAdvisoyCommis-
sion. Composed of representativesof
the major constituencies in the state
criminaljusticesystem,the commission
resembled similar bodies which had
deveIopedstructuredsentencingreform
policieson the federal and state level.
A guidingpremise of the commission
in formulatingits recommendationsto
the legislaturewas that reform efforts
had to addressthe criminaljusticesys-
tem in itsentirety— from arrest to re-
integration.Thus, unlikemost reforms
ofthistype,the commission’sproposals
greatlyemphasized, and should be of
interest to practitionersof, non-prison
treatmentandsupervision.Tothat end,
inspring1996 the commissionrecom-
mended three integratedpiecesof leg-
islation—the Trothin SentencingAct,
the PreadjudicationServicesAct, and
the CommunityCorrectionsAct.

The legislationmost conformingto
existingpractice,the TruthinSentenc-
ing Act classifiedfelony offenses into
various schedules of offenses based

upon similar offense characteristics.
Thisallowedeasier locationofcriminal
offenseswithinthe statutesand similar
punishment for similaroffenses. The
commissiondevelopedfour structured
sentencingmatricesto providepredict-
abilityand uniformityof sentencing. It
alsoassignedrangesof punishmentsto
different levels within the matrices.
Punishmentscouldbe increasedusing
specific“enhancers” based on aggra-
vatingcircumstancesof a crime.

The commission further recom-
mended uniform sentencing proce-
dures and forms to provide accurate
reportingofan offender’ssentenceand
to predict more accurately future re-
sourceneeds.The commissionensured
“truth in sentencing” by requiring
offendersto serveat least85Y0of their
sentences, thereby limitingthe author-
ityofthe statePardonandParoleBoard
andDepartmentofCorrections’“earn-
ed credit”systemto the remaining15%
of the sentence.

Clearly,the applicationof the 85%
requirement would mean significant
increasesinthe stateprisonpopulations.
In recognition,the commissionexplic-
itlydecided to focus prison resources
on violent and/or habitual offenders.
The questionthen became what to do
with the non-violentfirst- or second-
time offenderswho couldno longerbe
accommodatedwithinprisoncapacity.
The commissionthus soughtmeans to
provideauthoritiesthe abilityunderthe
act to identifyand filterthese offenders
into appropriate treatments and pun-
ishmentsoutsidethe traditionalprison
process. This led to emphasis on two
areas not traditionallycovered thor-

oughlybythesekindsofreforms,which
broadened the roles and functions of
non-prison programs and those who
implementthem. These areas were re-
flected in the titles of the other two
pieces of proposed legislation— the
PreadjudicationServices Act and the
CommunityCorrectionsAct.

The Preadjudication Services Act

Overview
The Preadjudication Services Act,

outlined in the schematic in Figure 1,
facilitated appropriate placement of
offendersin the communityor in treat-
ment-based programs on better infor-
mationabouttreatmentoptionsand the
offender’s amenability to treatment.
Specifically,these setices (1)provided
forsubstanceabusetesting,assessment,
and evaluation,(2)amended bail stat-
utes to allowrelease of offendersto be
conditioned on participation in treat-
ment programs, (3) strengthened de-
ferred prosecution procedures, (4) fa-
cilitateddiversion of first and second
offenders out of the system for treat-
ment, and (5) authorized counties to
create preadjudicationserviceagencies
to oversee the administrationof pre-
trial services.

The Goals of the Act
The goals of the act were: (1) to re-

duceviolentand propertyrelatedcrime
bycreatinga statewideeffortwithinthe
criminaljusticesystem to identifyand
treat substanceabuse addictedor abus-
ing offenders, (2) to provide an accu-
rate assessment and evaluationof an
offender prior to adjudicationto assist
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Figure 1: Oklahoma Preadjudication Services Act
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a court in determiningan appropriate the court, the prosecutor, and the of- offender’srelease,The offenderwould
sentence for the offender,(3)to moni- fender. This report would include a execute an agreement with the court,
tor releasedpretrialoffendersto ensure criminal history of the offender, any the districta~ornev, ~d tie treatment
complianceand conditions of release
imposedby the court, (4)to secure the
appearance of an offenderbefore the
court as a condition of bail, (5)to re-
ducethe instancesofpretrialrecidivism
and absconding, and (6) to establish
immediatetreatment opportunitiesfor
offenders.

HOLUthe Act Worked

The act providedforsubstanceabuse
testingupon arrest. The test wouldbe
administeredas soon as possibleafter
arrest or as a conditionof the release
ofthe offenderfromcustody.Ifoffend-
ers refused to be tested, they had to
receivea substance abuse assessment
andevaluationas a conditionofrelease.
This assessment and evaluation was
alsomandatedifan offender’scriminal
historyindicatedsubstanceabuse. The
assessmentandevaluationresultswould
includerecommendationsconcerning
the offender’sneed forsubstanceabuse
treatmentand the coursesoftreatment
whichwere necessaryand available.

By the initial court appearance, a
post-amestreport wouldbe providedto

substanceabusetest results,and a sub-
stanceabuseassessmentand evaluation.
Thus,under the act, more information
about offendersand their amenability
to treatment wouldbe availableearlier
inthe criminaljusticeprocess.Informa-
tion whichwas previouslyavailableat
sentencing or later wouldbe available
to allpartiesprior to adjudication.This
increased informationwouldfacilitate
the diversionof appropriate offenders
earlier in the process by allowingthe
courtto betterdeterminethe conditions
and placement of offenders.

The pretrial pericx!wouldbe avail-
able for offendersto show their ame-
nabilityand willingnessto rehabilitate
prior to adjudication.The court would
afford the offenders opportunities to
seek treatment, and the offenders’
agreementsto participatecouldbe used
as a condition in setting bail, Pretrial
conditional release would allow for
proper monitoring and treatment for
appropriate offenders.

If the offender agreed to enter into
court-orderedtreatment, participation
would become a condition of the

program.The wri{enagreementwould
includea scheduleof modificationsfor
non-compliance,This schedulewould
recognizethat relapse is a part of the
recovery process and would provide
meaningful and immediate conse-
quences for violations of treatment,
short of fullrevocation.The offender’s
progress while in treatment wouldbe
monitored by preadjudicationservices
agencies to be created by counties to
ensure compliance and reports to the
court of non-compliance.

The Community Corrections Act

Oueruiew
The Community Corrections Act,

outlinedin the schematic in FQure 2,
providedfor increased communityin-
volvementin the criminaljusticepro-
cess by creating community action
boards comprisedof citizensand local
criminal justice professionals. Those
boards would solicit funds and other
resources for localcriminaljusticeand
identify and recruit local community
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involvementto sponsor and promote
community sentencing options. The
boards would also coordinate with a
state communityactioncouncilto pro-
vide independent funding decisions
based on effectivecommunitycorrec-
tions programs. Withthe two acts dis-
cussed above, this act would allow
courtsto conditionoffenders’sentences
andto sanctionoffendersappropriately
into meaningfulprograms.

The Goals of the Act
The goals of the act were: (1) to

promote accountabilityof offendersby
requiringdirect financialrestitutionto
victimsof crimeand requiringcommu-
nity service opportunities from local
governmentsand communityagencies
representingthe community,(2)to pro-
tectpublicsafetyfromrepeat intermedi-
ate offenders receivinga community-
based sentence, (3) to provide a
continuum of treatment services and
programsforoffendersfromprobation
through imprisonment,(4)to increase
the use and availabilityof statutorily
authorizedsentencingoptionsthrough
encouragementof inputand resources
from the localcommunity,(5)to pro-
videopportunitiesto the localcommu-
nityto utilizethe expertise of criminal
justiceprofessionalsas to effectivesen-
tencingoptions and the means to sup-

port their availabilityin a county,(6)to
improvepublicconfidenceinthe crimi-
nal justice system by educating the
publicon the roleof community-based
sentencing options for appropriate
offenders,(7)to establisha localcom-
munityactionadministratorto serveas
a liaisonbetween systempractitioners
and the community,(8)to establisha
singlestate entitycomposed of system
practitionersto establishprioritiesand
allocate appropriated funding, (9) to
provideoptions to establishlocalcom-
munity action boards to provide re-
sources to increase the availabilityof
statutorily authorized sentencing op-
tions and to determine the long range
sentencingand treatment needs of the
community,and (10)to encouragethe
involvementof local officialsand citi-
zens in their criminaljusticesystem.

How the Act Worked
The act promoted community in-

volvementandinputintothe localcrimi-
nal justicesystem in developingcom-
munity sentencing options. It also
sought input from practitioners and
experts at the state and locallevel,ad-
vancingcollaborationamong criminal
justice professionals and community
leaders. The act used and enhanced
existingcriminalprocedures to allow
criminaljustice professionalsto tailor

sentencingand treatment to individual
offenders, rather than mandating a
“one size fits all” approach. The trial
judge was the pnma~ decisionmaker
as to placementofoffendersat the com-
munitylevel.

The actstmcturedlocalinputintothe
criminaljusticesystemthrough forma-
tion of localcommunityactionboards,
These boards would be created by a
county or group of counties within a
jurisdictionand be composedofvolun-
teer citizensand local criminaljustice
professionalsableto focuson problems
and solutionsunique to their commu-
nities. The boards would work with
electedcountyofficialsto increasetheir
choicesinmakingcriminaljusticedeci-
sions, i.e., identifyingand recruiting
localcommunitysponsors to promote
community sentencing options. The
boards would also promote improve-
ment inthe localcriminaljusticesystem
by solicitingfundsand other resources
on behalfofthe communityforproven
effectiveprograms and semiceswhich
could then be used by a court as sen-
tencingoptions.Thiscouldeveninclude
a preadjudicationservicesagency, de-
scribedabove.

The actalsostructureda linkbetween
state and localcriminaljusticeprofes-
sionalsand communitiesthroughcom-
munity action administrators. These

Figure 2: Oklahoma Community Corrections Act
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officialswouldprovidestaff assistance
to the particular board and assist in
determininglong-termsentencingand
treatmentneedsofthe community.The
local court would also rely on these
administratorsto report availabilityand
effectiveness of various sentencing
options.

l%e localboards’counterparton the
state level would be the Oklahoma
CommunityActionCouncil,composed
oftreatmentprovidersand lawenforce-
ment authorities. This council would
reviewand analyzeplans for commu-
nity sentencing and treatment as sub-
mittedbythe lmal boards.The council
would provide funding based on the
effectivenessofcommunitycorrections
options.Assistingthe councilin itsedu-
cationandcoordinationfunctionswould
be the Truth in Sentencing Commis-
sion, the state Department of Correc-
tions, and the state Department of
Mental Health and Substance Abuse
Services.Finally,the act wouldrequire
state conferences, training programs,
and continuingeducation on the role
and effectivenessof community-based
sentencingoptions.

Discussion

Thecommissionsubmittedthe three
acts describedabove late in the 1995-
96 legislativesession.Commissionlead-
ership plans further deliberation and
studyin the interimbefore the legisla-
tive session begins in 1997 and re-
submittal for approval at that time.
Whether or not the acts pass as de-
tailedabove,the importanceofthe rec-
ommendationsliesin their recognition
and careful deliberation of programs
andoptionsto handlethe likelyincrease
in prison population which willresult
from the passage of the Truth in Sen-
tencingAct.

The Preadjudication Services Act
* provides a model for other states to

considerto dealwithaccusedoffenders
at the “frontend”ofthe criminaljustice
processbeforeprisonresourcesareeven
considered.Channelingoffendersame-
nable to treatment into effectivepro-

gramsas conditionsof releaseor prior
to their adjudicationwillserve alljuris-
dictionsusingthe process in twoways.
One, it willleverageoffendersinto less
expensiveandmoreeffectivetreatment
options than prison.Two, it willdivert
manyofthose offendersfromthe paths
that lead to prison. Keyto the success
of this effort will be the quality and
quantityofsupwision that theoffenders
receive while in the treatment pro-
grams, extendingand broadening the
roleofnon-prisonofficialsintheprocess.

The Community Corrections Act
similarlybroadens the potential roles
of non-prisonpersonnel. Not onlywill
they likelybe responsible for the su-
pervision required in the alternative
sanctions applied, they willalso likely
be majorplayersinprovidingthe assis-
tance, expertise, and guidanceneces-
sary for the localcommunityboards in
the system.The communityactionad-
ministratorswho willoverseethe local
programswilllikelybe non-prisonoffi-
cialswith experience and expertise in
the areas alreadymentioned.

The public demand for more cer-
taintyin sentencing,coupledwithfear
of victimization,willcontinue to drive
policymakersto increasepunishments
for crimes and the actual time to be
served.Ifcurrentsentencingof offend-
ers remains the same, even construc-
tion of more prisons or the leasingof
bed space in private facilitieswillnot
likelyprovidethe capacityto meet this
demand.ThisWillbe especiallytrueover
the years as serious offendersdo not
“turn over” as they have previously.
Thus, current sentencing of offenders
logicallycannot remain the same. As
this realizationtakes hold, not just in
Oklahoma but in all the states with
structuredsentencingor those consid-
ering it, demand will also grow for
meaningful alternatives, not just to
prisonsentencingbut alsoto the “front
end” of the process.The two acts pro-
posed herein, in conjunction with
Oklahoma’sstructuredsentencingsys-
tem, willbe availableforallthese states
for use in managingthe difficultbut, as

shown, resolvable problems that will
arise.

Conclusion

In response to public concern and
demand about crime and sentencing,
the Oklahoma Truth in Sentencing
Policy Advisory Commission, from
1994 to 1996, developedrecommen-
dationsforthree separate piecesof leg-
islation.The Truth in Sentencing Act
created a familiarsystemof structured
and certain sentencing. Unlike pro-
posers of most such legislation,how-
ever, the commissionunderstood the
likelyincreased demands on existing
prison resources and expressly ad-
dressed the need for,and structureof,
non-prison alternativesin conjunction
withthe act.

The Preadjudication Services Act
provided “front end” alternatives for
courts, prosecutors, and even offend-
ers whichallowedtreatment and diver-
sion from prison. The Community
CorrectionsActsetup localalternatives
derived by practitioners but resulting
fromdeliberationwithlocalcommuni-
ties whichwould,in turn, support and
advisethe officials.The effect was to
create a sentencing system that
spanned the entire process — from
arrest to reintegration— and wouldal-
low appropriate punishments for ap-
propriate offenders at appropriate
costs. In a time of significantdemand
on correctional resources, this is no
mean feat. However,it does project a
substantiallyincreasedroleandfunction
fornon-prisonsupewisorsand person-
nelas the alternativesare implemented.
Regardlessof the eventualpassage of
these acts inOklahoma,these twopro-
posalsofalternativeprogramsand pro-
cesses offerusefuland useablemodels
for other jurisdictionsfaced with the
same needs and goals.
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l%e Districtof ColumbiaApproach:
ManagementInformationSystems
andDrug courts
by JohnA. Carver,J.D., KathrynR. Boyerand RonaldHickey,Districtof ColumbiaPretrialServicesAgency

Introduction

Muchis now known about the rela-
tionship between drug use and crimi-
nal behavior.We know, for example,
that hard-core drug users tend to be
concentratedinthe criminaljusticesys-
tem. We know that high rates of drug
use are associated with high rates of
criminality.Manyempiricalstudieshave
demonstrated that legal coercion or
court-mandatedtreatment —enforced
through regular urinalysis— can be
effectivein reducingdrug use and in-
creasingtreatment retentionrates. Fur-
thermore, judges already have broad
authorityto impose and enforce con-
ditionsof pretrialreleaseor probation.
We now have availableproven drug
testing technologies that are increas-
inglycheap, reliable,and quick. This
combination of practical experience,
legal authority, empiricalstudies, and
readily-availabletechnologypresents a
compellingcase for criminaljusticein-
tervention to break the cycle of drug
use and crime. Indeed, a central ele-
ment of our National Drug Control
Strategycallsfortreatinghard-coredrug
usersand encouragesthe expansionof
criminaljusticeinnovationssuchasdrug
courts.

Yetmanyjurisdictionsare onlynow
beginning to take advantage of this
opportunityto intervene.Mostjurisdic-
tions do littlesystematicallyto identify
thosedrugdependent individualsflood-
ing their courts every day. Requiring
frequent urinalysisas a condition of
pretrialreleaseor probationismorethe
exceptionthan the rule.Court-ordered
referrals to treatment — when they
occur — often are not enforced, sim-
ply because there is no reliablefeed-

backmechanismto let the judgeknow
if the defendant reported as required
and is participating.Even if the indi-
vidualkeeps his appointments and en-
rolls in a program, the judge has no
quickor easywayof knowinghow the
defendant is doing. To the extent the
justicesystemisunableto obtainquick,
accurate informationon a defendant’s
druguse or participationin treatment,
the court environmentis one in which
the addictcan remainindenialwithno
immediateconsequencesforcontinued
druguse. Ina veryrealsense, the crimi-
naljusticesystembecomesan “enabler”
for the addict.The judgeis in the dark,
the defendantknows the judgeisinthe
dark, and the “con games” continue.

Isitanywonder,then, that the justice
systemisviewedas ineffectiveindealing
withthe underlyingaddictionthat fuels
the problem?Is it surprisingthat there
is widespreadskepticismabout the ef-
ficacyof treatment and rehabilitation?

In the face of these failures,fortyor
fiftyjurisdictionshave developed new
approachesknownas “drugcourts”for
dealingwith the hard-core drug users
so prevalent among offender popula-
tions. Althoughthere is a great deal of
local innovationand experimentation
going on, several common principles
seem to be emergingfromthese treat-
ment-orienteddrugcourts. First,is the
recognitionthat the traditionaladver-
sarialsystemhas largelyfailedas a strat-
egy for dealing with drug offenders.
Unlessthe underlyingaddictionis ad-
dressed, defendantsjust cyclethrough
the systemoverand over.Second, ad-
dictionis a chronicand relapsingcon-
dition, in need of intensivelong-term
supervision, treatment and aftercare.

Third, judges have an important role
to playinthe supervisionandtreatment
of drug offenders. Rather than main-
taining the conventionalwisdom that
“treatment”and “criminaljustice”are
separate camps withdistinctgoals,ter-
minologiesand approaches, manyare
comingto realizethat the treatmentand
legalcommunitiescan be mutuallyre-
inforcing.Fourth, treatment interven-
tions shouldoccurearlyin the criminal
process. A crisis such as arrest is an
excellentopportunity for the criminal
justice system to begin the long pro-
cessof rehabilitation.Fifth,drugaddicts
are skillfulat finding“holes”insupervi-
sion and exploitingthose gaps. To be
effective,the justicesystemmustmain-
tain close supervisionover the defen-
dant and create an environmentthat is
honest, unambiguous,and responsive.
This means regularurinalysistied to a
system of rewards or consequences.
There isa premiumon immediacyand
certainty,sinceanythingelsepromotes
the vey ambiguity,irresponsibilityand
denialso oftenassociatedwithaddiction.

Tting these conceptsand goalsand
turningthemintooperationalprograms
is a major challenge for the criminal
justicesystem— a systemnot particu-
larlyknownfor innovation,technologi-
cal leadership or efficiency.Yet drug
courtsare findingwaysto succeed,and
the best programs relyheavilyon fre-
quent drug testing and welldeveloped
management informationsystems.

The followingarticle describes the
approach ofone jurisdiction—the Dis-
trict of Columbia— to integrate all of
the necessaryinformationand put it at
the fingertips of the judge. The drug
court describedbelowwas established



AmericanProbation and Parole Association 27

as a demonstration project funded by
the Center for SubstanceAbuseTreat-
ment (CSA~ withsupport by the Na-
tionalInstituteof Justice(NM).The five
yeardemonstrationprojectisdesigned
to test the effectivenessofseveraltreat-
ment interventionsinbreakingthe cycle
of drugsand crime.Allfelonydrug de-
fendantsinthe DistrictofColumbiaare
randomly assigned to one of three
master calendars. Two calendars are
devotedto differentinterventionstrate-
gies on a “drugcourt” model. One in-
volves immediate placement into an
enhanced treatment program. The
other involvesimmediateand escalat-
ingsanctionsforpositivedrugtests,but
no specialrequirementto attend treat-
ment. The thirdcalendarservesas the
“controlgroup” for the other two in-
terventions.Aschematicdiagramsum-
marizingthe program and evaluation
structure is includedas Table 1.The
principalinvestigatorforthe evaluation
is Adele Harrell,Ph.D., of the Urban
Institute.

The management information sys-
tem that isthe subjectofthisarticlewas
initiatedseveralyears prior to the fed-
eral demonstration project. It was as-
sembledon a smallbudget, usingonly
agencystaffand standardPC network
softwareandhardware.Thesystemwas
expanded and enhanced during the
implementation period of the drug
court demonstrationproject.

The Drug Court in Operation

Walk in to one of the three “drug
courts” in Washington, DC, and you
are likelyto see some fairlyunconven-
tional scenes. There may be a half
dozen defendants observing the pro-
ceedingsfromthe jurybox. The judge
maybehaving an intenseand personal
discussionwith a defendant regarding
druguse,completelyignoringthe pres-
ence of the defense attorney and the
prosecutor. A defendant may be
“steppedback”to a holdingcellor jail,
withouta word of protest and maybe
even without an attorney present to
“safeguardhis rights.” The judge may

be communicatingwiththe defendant
usingsome sort of speciallanguageor
code that the defendant clearlyunder-
stands,but ismeaninglessto the casual
observer.The judgemayadmonishthe
defendant for “too much red.” Or the
defendantmay,witha smileon hisface,
urge the judgeto “bringup the screen”
so the judge can see “allgreen.”

begins the discussionby turning to a
computer screen, positioned on the
benchbut inviewofallparticipantsand
spectators of the drug court. It is im-
mediately clear that the judge relies
heavilyon the informationdisplayedon
the computer screen. It is the founda-
tion ofthe drugcourt.Whileitcontains
muchmore than the resultsof frequent

In all of these scenarios, the judge urine tests, it is the immediateaccess

Table 1: Program and Evaluation Structure

All Drug Felony Cases
(Sale or Posession for sale)

Released on Own Recognizance
Drug use indicated

Placed on twice weekly urine
testing[1
o

Randomlyassigned to one of
three courts

4

court 1 court 2 court 3
GraduatedConsequences EnhancedTreatmentProgram ExistingTreatment.

Program

ScreenedbyProgram ScreenedbyProgram
Judgeplacesdefendantinprogram Judgeplacesdefendantinprogram

Casemanagerassigned
Twiceweektyurinetesting Attendtivedaysa week Twiceweektyurinetesting

Positivetestssanctionedby Urinetastingtivedayaa week
Judge Acupuncturedetox Referraltoexkthgtreatment

Iataandon ......3daysincourtroom Psycho-educationalmodules programsintheDktrict
2ndsanction.................3 daysinjail Individual&groupcounseling

3rdsand.on......7daysindetoxunit Literacytutoring

4thsanction..................7daysinjail
Vocationalassessment

Sentenced 4 to 6 months later Sentenced 6 to 8 months later Sentenced 4 to 6 monthslater

Review of defendant’s progress and
assessment for placement in probation
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to test resultsthat createsthe drugcourt
environment.Thisenvironmentis one
in whichthere are clear,unambiguous
measures of progress. It is a construc-
tive environment that does not foster
dependency, but empowers addictsto
take responsibilityfor theiractions.Itis
an environmentin whichthere are re-
wards for sobriety and consequences
for drug use, Those consequencesare
immediateand tangible.The language
of the drug court is clear, immediate
and universallyunderstood.The defen-
dant either appeared for drug testing
or didnot.The resultofa testwasnega-
tive or positive. The rewards or the
sanctions are completelypredictable,
and, more importantly, within the
defendant’spower to control.

Whatever is happening in these
courtrmms couldnot occurwithoutthe
support of the DrugTestManagement
System (DTMS)— a set of programs
designed and builtby the DC Pretrial
ServicesAgency(PSA)and runningon
a PC network accessibleto the judge
and pretrialservicesstaff.

The followingdescribesthe goalsof
the system,itsoperationalfeaturesand
its evolution.The system began as a
limitedundertakingdesigned to auto-
mate the collectionand processingof
urine samples in the agency’son-site
drugtestinglaboratory.Overtime, ad-
ditionalfunctionswere added to assist
withgeneralcasemanagement.Fkmlly,
fulldrug court capabilitieswere estab
lished,givingjudgesaccess to not just
testresults,butto a chronologicalrecord
describing in detail the defendant’s
progress in drug court.

Automating the Collection,
Processing, and of
Urine Samples

Since 1984 the DC PretrialServices
Agency has conducted routine drug
testing of virtuallyall adult arrestees
processed through the DC Superior
Court.In1986 juveniledrugtestingwas
added. Soon thereafter, as the crack
epidemic worsened, drug testing ser-
vicesexpandedyetagainto encompass

parents with child abuse or neglect
matters before the court.

By 1990 the agencywas testingup-
wardsof300 samplesperday.Foreach
sample,the chain-of-custodyhad to be
documented from collectionto analy-
sisto disseminationof results.Oncethe
urine sampleswere tested, resultshad
to be manually entered into the
agency’scomputersystem.Sinceeach
of these steps were repetitive,tedious
and subjectto human error, time con-
sumingsystemsof checks and double
checkshad to be builtinto the system.
Many pages of logs, worksheets and
annotated printouts were generated
each day, which then had to be orga-
nizedintoa manualfilingsystem.Ques-
tions about any step in the process
necessitatedtedioussearchesofseveral
possiblepaper records.

While the paper-based system
workedreasonablywell,it became ap-
parent that the agency couldnot sup-
port the increasingdemands for drug
testingserviceswithsucha labor-inten-
sive process. Since the agency’shigh
speed drug testing analyzercontained
botha communicationsport anda built-
in bar-code reader, the solution was
obvious.Eachstep inthe processwould
be tracked, not with manual logs and
hand-writtennotations,but witha bar-
coded controlsystem.

The first stage in the development
of the DrugTestManagementSystem
wasto builda specimenprocessingsys-
tem tiedtogether bythe agency’slocal
area network.The systemhad to meet
the followinggoals:

. Providean efficienttool for
processingdefendantsreporting
for testing;

c Reducethe possibilityof human
error byminimizingthe keystrokes
necessaryfor data entry;

. Insuresystemintegrityand quality
control through a direct interface
between the analyzerand the
computer network,removingthe
necessityfor any human
interventionin the testingprocess
and the recordingof results;and

. Implementthe systemwhile
stayingwithinthe agency’svery
limitedbudgetaryand personnel
constraints.

The firstversionof DTMSwent on-
line in June 1992. It automatedspeci-
men collection and chain-of-custody
through use of bar-coded labels and
scanners.Oneyearlaterthe systemwas
expanded to includea direct interface
with the laboratoryanalyzerand com-
plete defendant address, case and de-
mographic information.An automatic
electronic transfer of data between
DTMS and the agency’s venerable
mainframesystemwasalsoestablished.
Withthisimplementation,DTMSgrew
to support most of the agency’sdaily
operations.

into Drug
Court

The final step in the integration of
the DrugT@ ManagementSysteminto
drug court operations occurred when
personal computers were installedin
the courtroomsand a gatewaywas es-
tablishedbetween the court’sand the
pretrial services agency’s local area
networks.Forthe firsttime,judgeshad
instantaneous access to everythingin
the agency’scomputer files.No longer
didagencystaffhave to deliverprinted
test resultsto the courtroom.The judge
couldsimplydirect a defendant to the
drug testing facilityin the courthouse
and check the computer screen 20 or
30 minuteslater.Moreover,insteadof
just receivingthe most recent test re-
sult, the judge could reviewthe entire
history of tests and place the current
result in the larger context. A positive
cocaine test might indicatea relapse if
itwasprecededbythree weeksofnega-
tivetests. Or it couldindicateprogress
if previoustests showed chronic poly-
drug use.

Manyjudgeshave noted that access
to a defendant’stest resultshas meant
significantsavingsin the court’stime.
Without test results, judges often had
to engage in frustratingand time-con-
sumingdiscussionswithdefendantsre-
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garding drug use and\or progress in
treatment. The judge would question
the defendant, and the defendant —
knowinghe couldfoolthe judge—had
everyreason to deny drug use and as-
sure the judge that he was in compli-
ance with all court orders. However,
once the test resultsbecame available,
the judgecouldcut through allof these
pointlessdialoguesand focus immedi-
ately on the defendant’sprogress, re-
lapses or missed appointments. The
drug test resultshave become the un-
assailablemeasure of progress or lack
of progress in the drug court.

The integrityof the testing process
stems directlyfrom the design of the
managementinformationsystem.Chal-
lengesto the chain-of-custodyare non-
existent, since every step in the urine
sample collectionsystem is logged by
date, time of day, and name of techni-
cian — all done with bar-codes, pre-
define events, and bar-code wands.
Shoulda challengearise,the computer
systemis able to providea minute-by-
minuteaccountingof each step in the
collectionprocess, complete with the
identityof each employee responsible
fordefendantcheck-ins,samplecollec-
tion in the restroom, transfer of the
specimen to the laboratorystaff, and
finallyto the placement of the sample
on the drug testing analyzer. These
recordsare availableto prosecutorsand
defenseattorneys alike,and as a result
of these procedures, there have been
no challengesregarding the handling
of specimens.Consideringthat the lab
now processes over 150,000 speci-
mens per year, it is difficultto imagine
how the integrityof the process could
be maintainedwithout the computer-
izedsystem.

DTMS Flow of

The collection and processing of
urinesamplesisthe responsibilityofthe
agency’sDrugTkstingUnit. Each day
the DrugTestingUnitcollectssamples
from three distinctgroups of people:
detainees in the daily lockup, defen-
dants reporting for a regularlysched-

uled surveillancetest, and defendants
orderedby the court at arraignmentto
report for placement in the PSA test-
ing program,

Dailyprocessingbeginsearly in the
morning as the DTMSdaily filesare
built.DTMSreads the Person fileand
creates a drugtest record in the Speci-
men and Drug Events files for every
defendantwho isscheduledto test that
day. Each test record is assigned a
unique Specimen Number,which will
be used to track the urine sample as it
is processed. A Drug Status code of
“ScheduledforTest”isassignedto each
blanktest record.

The Workfileis constructedas part
of the daily file buildingoperation. It
contains a record for everydefendant
scheduledto test that day, as wellas a
recordfor everyperson who appeared
in the dailylockupsthe previousfour
days. The current day’s lockups are
automatically downloaded from the
city’sCriminalJusticeInformationSys-
tem (CJIS)and addedto the Workfile.
Nearlyallpeople who appear for pro-
gramplacementwerearrestedrecently;
therefore, the Workfilecontains infor-
mation for virtuallyeve~ person who
willbe processedthat dayby the Drug
TestingUnit.

The firsttask each morning for the
membersofthe DrugTestingUnitisto
collecta urine sample from everyper-
son in lockup. A specimen label is
printed in the Drug Testing Unit for
each detainee. h contains a unique
specimen number in barcoded form,
as wellas the person’scompletename,
fingerprintIDnumber,anddateofbirth.
The collectingemployee takes these
labels, empty specimen cups and a
hand-helddata collectorunit into the
cell block, where he or she observes
the prisonerproducea urinespecimen.
The prisoner is instructedto verifyhis
or her name on the labeland then to
attach it to the side of the specimen
cup. The agency employee then uses
a bar-codewandconnectedto the hand-
helddatacollectorto scanthe specimen
number and his or her own employee

ID (fromhis agency ID card) into the
data collector, which date and time
stampsthe event.Laterthat afternoon,
the data held by the hand-heldcollec-
tor willbe downloadedinto the DTMS
Chain-of-Custodyfile.

A defendant reporting to the Drug
TkstingUnit for a surveillancetest or
placement is checked in by an agency
employee at one of three computer
workstationsat the front counter. (At
peak periodsduringthe day,there may
be as manyas twentydefendantsat one
time to be checked in. Multiplework-
stationsare a necessity.)The employee
retrievesthe defendant’sdata records
by ID number or name. Then he or
she verifiesaddress and court appear-
ance withthe defendantand checksfor
messages to be delivered.He or she
may also log other pertinent informa-
tion into DTMSas an accompanying
remark to the test record. A specimen
label and an appointment slip are
printed, and DTMSautomaticallylogs
the date and time of the check-ininto
the Chain-Of-Custodyfile.DTMSalso
assignsa drugstatuscode of “Reported
for Test”for that specimen.

Another agency employeewillthen
escort the defendantintothe rest room
to collectthe urine sample. Upon exit-
ingthe bathroom, the escort stops at a
convenientworkstationto log the col-
lection,usinga bar-codewandto scan,
in succession, the specimen number,
the escort’semployee lD number and
the event code reflectingthe resultsof
the urine collectionefforts. If the de-
fendantwasunableto voida specimen,
that information is logged into the
Chain-ofGstody fileandthe defendant
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is giventhe opportunityto come back
later that day to try again. Ifthe escort
observes some kind of irregularity—
defendantshavebeen knownto tamper
with or intentionally contaminate
samples — he or she may reject the
sample and log it accordingly,

The escort takes the sample to the
laboratory,where he or she logs into
the Chain-of-Custodyfile in a similar
mannerthe act of “SpecimenTurn-In.”
The lab technician onduty logs in re-
ceipt of the specimen. The lab techni-
cian may also reject a sample if it ap-
pears abnormal;usuallya temperature,
specificgravityor pH checkwillbedone
to confirm suspicions. A rejection is
loggedinto the Chain-of-Custodyand
the reasonloggedintothe remarkssec-
tion of the record in the Drug Events
file.

Thesampleisnowreadytobetested.
The laboratory work counter where
specimens are processed is equipped
with a workstation with a bar-code
wand and bar-code printer attached.
The technicianuses the wand to scan
the specimenlabel,andDTMSaccesses
the specimen record and displaysthe
defendant’sname, IDand testingpro-
file(the drugs for which the sample is
to be screened).Upon visibleconfirma-
tion, the technician presses a key to
indicate acceptance. DTMS adds the
specimento the Loadlistfileand auto-
maticallygenerates a smallbar-coded
specimenlabel.Thetechnicianattaches
this labelto a test tube and pours urine
from the specimen cup into the test
tube.The filledtube isthen placedinto
one of the analyzer’scarousel trays.
Eachtraycan holdup to 60 test tubes.

The analyzeris capable of perform-
ing 600 drug screens per hour. Since
most samples are screened for three
or fivesubstances, this translates into
an averagethroughputof 150 samples
an hour. The analyzeris connected to
a LAN workstationvia a serial inter-
face. Once testingis initiated,the ana-
lyzerreads the bar-code on each test
tube and sends a request to the com-
puter host for the selectionofdrugsfor

which each sample is to be screened.
Resultsfor the first sample are trans-
mitted to the host computer approxi-
mately 10 minutes after initiation.
DTMScaptures this information and
stores it in the Downloadfile.Labora-
tory procedures require a confirming
retest for any positiveresult,so DTMS
automatically adds a retest to the
Loadlistfileupon receipt of a positive
result.

The technician reviewsthe test re-
sultsin the Downloadfile,checkingfor
errorsor inconsistentvalues.He or she
then releases the results, which are
postedbyDTMSto the LabResultsand
DrugEventsfiles.A recordisalsoadded
automaticallyto the Chain-of-Custody
file indicatingthe date and time that
the sample was released. Once this is
accomplished,the finalresultsare im-
mediatelyavailableto all users on the
system.Averageturnaroundtimefrom
defendant check-into release of final
results is about one hour, although
elapsedtimesof25-30 minutesare not
uncommon. Allsamples collectedare
tested the same day.

The followingday the DrugTesting
Unit generates a report which listsall
of the previousdays’computer-gener-
ated specimen numberswhichdo not
have a finaldisposition.For example,
those defendants who failedto show
for their test have a record with a sta-
tus of “Scheduled for Test.” These
records must be changed to “DidNot
Report.”Anytestsstillshowinga status
of “Reportedfor Test”are researched
to insurethat allcollectedsampleswere
tested.

The resultis a completelypaperless
system—fromcheck-intofinalresults.
Theaveragecheck-inproceedsthrough
an orderlysequenceof screens, requir-
ing onlya singlekeystroketo advance
to the next screen. Sincedemographic
information is extracted in advance
from other automated databases and
insertedinto DTMS,it is a rare occur-
rencewhena DrugUnitemployeemust
create a defendant’s record “from
scratch.”Evenwhena remarkisrequired,

it can usuallybe selectedfrom a menu
of pre-formattedstatements and auto-
maticallyinserted into the drug event
record.Thisfeatureimprovesaccuracy
and saves a considerable amount of
time — a benefit greatly appreciated
by both staffand defendants.

Conclusion

The preceding discussionhas pro-
vided a general overviewof the Drug
Test Management System (DTMS)of
the DCPretrialServicesAgency.While
the functionsofthe softwarehavebeen
highlightedin the context of their use
in the drug court, its use extends far
beyondthisarea. Comprehensive,rou-
tinedrugtestingisthe norm throughout
the courtsystem.The agencysupports
judges in 23 other criminalcalendars
in addition to the three “drug court”
calendarsdescribedabove.The agency
also serves judges in the FamilyDivi-
sion presidingon juvenileand neglect
calendars, Recentlythe agency began
drug testing of probationers for the
Court’sSocialServicesDivision.

Drug testing must be considered a
basicelementofanystrategyto use the
court’slegalpressureto enhance treat-
ment outcomes.Drugtestingisrelative-
lycheap and increasinglyreliable.The
problem of substance abuse is perva-
siveamongoffenderpopulations.Good
management informationsystemsare
a must for any largejurisdictionthat is
serious about doing something about
the problem.

The DrugT&tManagementSystem
is an exampleof what can be done us-
ing only moderate resources, off-the-
shelf-technologyand lots of imagina-
tion. Itwas shaped by those who use it
— judges,urine collectionescorts, lab
technicians,treatment counselorsand
case managers. It incorporates and
makes possible a philosophy of risk
management that appears ve~ prom-
ising. Finally,with its attention to the
needs of evaluators,it permitsthe kind
of researchthat israrelypossibleinthe
criminaljusticeand treatmentarenas. ~
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A Short-TermOutcome
~ theBaltimoreCi@ Drug

CourtProgram

Evaluationof
Treatment

by DeniseC. Gottfredson,KrisCoblentzand MicheleA. Harmon,Departmentof Criminoloav
and CriminalJustice,Universityof Maryland

Arrests for drug abuse violationsin
the United States steadily increased
duringthe 1980’s. Althoughthe rates
dropped slightlyin the early 1990’s,
the rateofamst in 1992 wasstillhigher
than in any year prior to the peak in
1989. Arrest rates for violent crimes
also rose sharply during the late 80’s
and early 90’s (FederalBureau of In-
vestigation,1993). Prisonpopulations
escalated,and prison beds were occu-
pied by drug offenders in increasing
proportions.

Datafromurinetestsofarresteescol-
lectedthrough the NationalInstituteof
Justice’sDrugUseForecastingProgram
(NationalInstituteof Justice, 1993) re-
veal high rates of drug involvement
among booked arrestees in 23 sites
acrossthe nation. Inthe fourthquarter
of 1992, for example, 64V0and 79Y0
of arrestees in Washington, DC, and
Philadelphia,respectively,tested posi-
tivefor at leastone of ten illegaldrugs.

Thisnationalpattern was replicated
in Maryland.In BaltimoreCity,felony
defendantscharged solelywith a con-
trolleddangeroussubstance(CDS)vio-
lationat the circuitcourt levelin 1992
made up 54Y0of the total charged, up
from just 36% sixyears earlier.At the
point of intake into the correctional
systeminMa@and,809’0ofthe inmate
populationhas significantinvolvement
with drugs (MarylandDivisionof Pa-
role and Probation,undated).

Traditional methods employed by
criminal justice systems for handling
drug-involvedoffenders have proven
ineffective (Falkin, Prendergast, &
Anglin,1994; Fishbein, 1991). Man-
datory minimumsentencing, intensive

supervision,and court-imposedspecial
conditions,alldesignedto “gettough”
on crime, have met with limitedsuc-
cess because they fail to address the
underlyingaddiction.DrugCourtTreat-
ment Programs are intendedto break
the cycleof crime by treating the ad-
dictionthat leadsto crime.

The Baltimore Drug Court Treat-
ment program (BDCT)began provid-
ing sexvicesto non-violent male and
femaleoffenderswithdrugabuseprob
lems in March 1994. Some of these
men and women are diverted from
prosecutioncontingentupon an agree-
ment to participateina drugtreatment
program. Others who are not deemed
eligiblefor diversionfrom prosecution
are required to participate in a drug
treatment program as a condition of
parole or probation.

Relapse is anticipated in any drug
treatment population.Intensivesuper-
visionandfrequentdrugtestingareused
to monitor each client. A drug court
treatment program isthen expectedto
apply graduated sanctions with non-
compliant offenders in an attempt to
maintaintheminthecommunityso that
treatment can continue. Incarceration
is imposed if an offender is judged to
be a risk to public safety or if an of-
fender failsto comply with treatment
or reporting requirements. Program
services may include education, job
readinessandplacement,housingassis-
tance, substanceabuse treatment, and
lifeskillstraining. The nature and ex-
tent of sanctionsand ofserviceshas not
been examined in the present study,
andthesefeaturesoftheBIXXprogram
are beyond the scope of this report.

The BDCT is funded by Bureau of
JusticeAssistancegrants administered
throughthe Governor’sOfficeofCrime
Control and Prevention (formerlythe
Governor’s Drug and Alcohol Abuse
Commission)andstatematchingfunds.
Inaddition,a grant fromthe Bureauof
JusticeAssistanceto developa Correc-
tionalOptions Program (a program of
graduatedintermediatesanctions)pro-
vides funds for similar treatment ser-
vicesand community-basedsupervision
for parolees.

In May 1995, The Divisionof Pa-
role and Probation (P&P) asked the
DepartmentofCriminologyand Crim-
inalJustice at the Universityof Mary-
land for assistance in evaluating the
beginning efforts of the BDCT pro-
gram. The goalsofthe evaluationwere
(a)to determinethe extentto whichthe
appropriate population was being tar-
getedforthe program, (b)to determine
whether the services provided under
this program were more effectivethan
those providedundertraditionalparole
and probation, and (c)to recommend
waysto strengthen the program.

Method

Subjects
The studyislimitedto offenderswho

entered BDCTthrough parole or pro-
bation. It was not po=ible to identify
an appropriate comparison group for
the allegedoffenderswhowerediverted
fromprosecutionbecauserecordswere
not kept on diverted individualswho
did not participate in BDCT.

BDCT Treatment Group
The treatment group in this study
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includes 145 offenders who were as-
signed to BDCT parole or probation
during the program’s firstyear of op-
eration: 84 districtcourt and 34 circuit
court cases who were assignedto the
BDCTand whose cases were opened
betweenMarch lst, 1994, and Febru-
ary 28th, 1995, and 27 districtcourt
violationofprobation(VOP)drugcourt
cases whose hearing dates were be-
tween November lst, 1994, and Feb-
ruary 28th, 1995. A few circuitcourt
VOPcaseswerealsoassignedto BH
during this period. They were not in-
cludedin the studybecause their num-
bers were too smallto permit separate
analysis.

Comparison Group
To assess the effectiveness of the

BDCT,it is necessay to compare the
performanceofBH participantswith
similaroffenderswhowerenot assigned
to BDCT. A comparison group was
drawnfromalldistrictand circuitcourt
drug court participants whose cases
wereopenedbetweenMarchlst, 1994,
and February28th, 1995, and district
VOPparoleandprobationcaseswhose
hearingwere heldbetween November
Ist, 1994, and Februa~ 28th, 1995.
From this pool were selected the ap-
proximately5,000 cases identifiedas
having a drug or alcohol problem at
P&P intake.These became the poten-
tialcomparisongroup members.

To the extent possible, the same
screening standards used to identify
BDH participantswere appliedto the
pool of potential comparison group
participants. Subjects whose alleged
instant offense involvedviolencewere
excluded.lThe resultingpoolofeligible
comparisonsgroupmemberswasthen
classifiedby gender and date of the
hearingwhicheither resultedinassign-
ment to BDCTor traditionalP&P ser-
vices.Becauseof the large number of
potentialcomparisongroup members,
individualswererandomlyselectedfrom
these strata in order to create a com-
parisongroup whose sizewas propor-

tionalto the BDCTpopulationinterms
ofsourceofcase (district,circuit,VOP),
gender,and beginningdate. Stratifica-
tion by time of program entry ensured
that each grouphad an equivalenttime
at riskfor reoffending.This procedure
resultedin a comparisongroup of 529
individuals:53 VOP,351 district,and
125 circuitcourt cases (seeAppendix
Table1).Thisstudycomparedthe per-
formance of all BDCT cases with all
comparisongroupcases,separatelyby
source (district,circuit,and VOP).

Data Sources
Demographic,criminalhistory,and

recidivisminformation was obtained
from the followingsources for every
studyparticipant:

● OBSYSprovidedintake informa-
tion, demographics, current offenses,
special conditions, type of case, case
status, and information on warrants,
hearings,technicalviolations,and revo-
cations relatedto the current offense.

. GJISprovidedcriminalhistoryfor
offenses committed in Maryland,and
the use of aliases.

. OBSYS& Microficheprovidedin-
formation regarding periods of past
supervisionand their outcomes.

. DJJ ISYSsystemprovidedjuvenile
criminalhistoriesfor those individuals
who grewup in Maryland.

. Urinalysisperformed by P&P at
intake for treatment group provideda
measure of drug involvement.This in-
formationwasunavailableforthe com-
parison group due to a lackof a com-
parableintakeurinalysisand equivalent
instrumentsregardingdruguseand his-
tory.

Analyses
Analyseswere conducted to (a)de-

scribethe drugcourt clientsand (b)ex-
amine the recidivismof the drug court
clientscompared to that whichwould
be expected in the absence of drug
court treatment. Descriptiveanalyses
compared drugcourt clientsto the en-
tire comparison group, separately by

sourceofclient(district,circuit,or VOP)
and gender, on measures of demo-
graphics, prior criminal history, and
characteristicsof the instant offense.

Because the BDCT treatment and
comparisoncases were not equivalent
at the time of entry in terms of their
levelof risk for recidivism,a series of
regressionanalyseswere conductedto
statisticallycontrolforthese pre-existing
differenceswhileexaminingthe effect
of the BDCTprogram. The following
recidivismoutcomes, each measured
during the 180 days followingintake,
were regressedon a set of predictors:

● Anyarrest
● Anyconviction
s Numberof days incarceratedas

a resultof a new offense
. Numberof days “freein the

community”(i.e.,number of days
from entry into the studyuntil
rearrest or revocation)

Results

Demographics
The typicalBDCTclientwasa single

black male in his early thirties, who
completed an average of 11 years of
education, was unemployedat intake,
and had a drug condition. Approxi-
matelyone-thirdof the clientsalsohad
alcohol conditions, but this varied by
source of case: 15Y0of VOP but 50V0
of districtcases had alcoholconditions
as well as other drug conditions.The
gender composition of the treatment
group also varied by source of client:
48?40ofVOP,61Y0ofdistrict,and 82Y0
of circuitBDCTclientswere male.

Intake Urinalysis
Nearlyhalf (489fo)of drug court cli-

ents tested positive for cocaine at in-
take; 44Y0tested positive for opiates
and 3Y0formarijuana.Noclientstested
positivefor PCP.

Criminal History
For most measures of criminalhis-

tory, significantdifferenceswerefound
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.
by source of client. Generally,circuit
courtclientshad more extensivecrimi-
nal histories than districtor VOP cli-

. ents. Also,the differencesbetweenthe
BDCTand comparisoncasesgenerally
dependedupon the sourceofthe cases,
indicatingthat differentselectioncrite-
riawereusedin the three sources.The
summaries below are broken out by
source for this reason. Unless other-
wise indicated,criminalhistoryevents
refer to events in the adultcourt.

District Co[!rt

● 990/0ofdistrictdrugcourtcaseshad
at least one ptior arrest, and 76Y0had
at leastonepriorconviction.Theaverage
numberofpriorarrestsandconvictions
was 6 and 3, respectively,and females
hadsignificantlymorepriorconvictions
than males, although the convictions
wereprimarilyformisdemeanorcharges.

● Mostdistrictdrugcourt clientshad
been arrested previouslyfor property
offenses (81$40)and drug offenses
(77%):52%and 50%,respectively,had
been convicted for these offenses.
About 27?40had been arrested for of-
fensesagainstpersons,butonly4%had
been convictedpreviouslyfor these of-
fenses. A large proportion of the fe-
male clientshad been arrested (39VO)
and convicted(33Yo)for sex offenses.

. The typicaldistrictdrug court cli-
ent had been convictedof 3 prior mis-
demeanor charges. Every fifth client
had a prior felonyconviction.

● me typicaldistrictdrug court cli-
ent was 26 years oldat his or her first
arrest, and 29 at firstconviction.Juve-
nilerecordswere foundfor 8Y0.

. Districtdrug court clientstypically
had between one and two prior peri-
ods of supervision,but lessthan halfof
the clients(.4)had a parolerevocation.

● fie “instant”offenses that led to
assignmentto the BDCTwere prima-
rily drug-related or property crimes:
53Y0of districtdrug court cases were
convictedof a charge involvingdrugs,
and 50V0for a charge involvingan of-
fense against property. No charge in-

volvedoffenses against persons. The
instant offense was more likelyto in-
volve a misdemeanor than a felony
offense.

tbwt

● 97°/0ofcircuitdrugcourtcaseshad
at least one prior arrest, and 88?40had
at leastone prior conviction.The aver-
age number of prior arrests and con-
victionswas 7 and 3.

. Mostcircuitdrug court clientshad
beenarrestedpreviouslyfordrugoffenses
(91%) and property offenses (68%):
74Y0and 41W’0, respectively,had been
convicted for these offenses. About
47% had been arrested for offenses
against persons, and 18?40had previ-
ouslybeenconvictedfortheseoffenses.

. ne typicalcircuitdrugcourtclient
had been convictedfor 3 prior misde-
meanor charges, but fewer than 1
(mean = .65) felonycharge.

. me &picalcircuitdrugcourtclient
was 24 years old at his or her firstar-
rest, and 26 at first conviction.Juve-
nile recordswere foundfor 6?40.

. Circuitdrug court clientstypically
hadslightlymorethan twopriorperiods
of supervision,but lessthan halfof the
clients(.4)hada priorparolerevocation.

● me con~ctionsforthe arreststhat
resultedin placementin the drugcourt
for97% ofcircuitdrugcourtcaseswere
for drug-relatedcrimes.Other charges
wererare. No instantoffensesinvolved
charges against persons. The typical
instant offense involvedat least one
felonycharge.

of (VOP)

● Priorarrest recordswere foundfor
81YoofVOPdrugcourtcases.WY 5~~
had at least one prior conviction.The
average number of prior arrests and
convictionswas 4 and 2, respectively.

● MostVOPdng C@ CtielltShZKibeeIl
arrested previouslyfor drug offenses
(78%)or propertyoffenses(48%):51%
and 22Y0,respectively,had been con-
victedfor these offenses. About 33Y0
had been arrested for offensesagainst

persons, but only4?10had been previ-
ouslyconvictedfor these offenses.

. ne typicalVOP drug court client
had been convictedfor 2 prior misde-
meanor charges, but no (mean = .07)
felonycharge.

. fie @ical VOP drug court client
was 25 years old at his or her firstar-
rest, and 27 at first conviction.Juve-
nile records were foundfor 15?40.

. Vop drugcourtclientstypicallyhad
3 (mean = 2.85) prior periods of su-
pervision,but only one quarter of the
clientshad a parole revocationprior to
the current one.

. For the instant offense, 780/oof
drug court cases were convictedof a
charge involvingdrugs and 15°4 for a
charge involving an offense against
property.No offensesinvolvedcharges
against persons. The offense typically
involved a misdemeanor and not a
felonycharge.

BDCTana’ Comparison Clients
Recallthat comparison cases were

randomlyselectedfroma largepool of
probationers whose cases were heard
duringthe sametimeperiodas the drug
courtparticipants,who were identified
as havinga specialdrugor alcoholcon-
dition,and whose current offensesdid
not involvea violentoffense.

Despite these attempts to identifya
similar group of clients, many differ-
ences were found between those cli-
ents referred to drug court and those
assignedto traditionalprobation. This
indicatesthat judges,prosecutors, and
other parties involvedin the selection
of clientsfor the drug court are apply-
ing additionalselectioncriteria. Given
the intent of the BDCTto providean
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effectivealternativeto incarcerationfor
drug offenders, one would expect to
findmore seriousoffendersamong the
BDCTclients(whowouldpresumably
have otherwisebeen imprisoned)than
among the cases assigned instead to
traditionalprobation(fromwhichgroup
the comparisoncases were drawn).

The actualselectionprocessappears
to have differedfor the three sources
fromwhichBDCTclientswere drawn,
so they willbe summarizedseparately.

1 {.‘(tu:-!

● Districtdrugcourt clientswere sig-
nificantlymore likelythan comparison
group clientsto be male, black, older,
unemployed,and to have been identi-
fied at intake as having a specialdrug
condition.

. Districtdrug court clientshad sig-
nificantlymore prior arrests and con-
victions,and these arrest and convic-
tions were more likelyto be for drug,
property,and sex(femaleonly)offenses
and less likelyto be for crimesagainst
persons.

● Districtdrugcourt clientswere sig-
nificantlymore likelythan comparison
groupclientsto havean instantoffense
involvingpropertycrimesand lesslikely
to have an instant offense involving
crimes against persons. The instant
offenseis more likelyto involvefelony
charges for the district drug court
participants.

. The length of the suspended sen-
tence imposedby the judge for the in-
stant offense was about twice as long
for the district drug court as for the
comparisoncases.The meaningofthis
differenceisambiguous.Itmayindicate
that judges, who would normally im-
pose incarcerationsentences for these
clients, suspended the incarceration
sentences for BDCTclients(consistent
withthe aim of the drug court).Itmay
alsomean, however,that judgeswould
not have imposed incarceration sen-
tences at all for these cases, but im-
posedlongsuspendedsentencesforthe
BDCTclientsto providean additional

deterrent to crime or to provide for a
longerperiodof treatment under court
supervision.Thislastpossibilityappears
especiallyplausible.Usually,if proba-
tionersviolatethe conditionsof proba-
tionor parole,the suspendedsentence
is imposed.

t:%)’ur$

. Circuit drug court clients were
demographicallysimilarto their non-
circuitdrugcourtcounterparts,butthey
were more likelyto be unemployed.

. Circuitdrugcourtclientsweresimi-
lar in their criminalhistories to tradi-
tional probationers, except that they
were more likelyto have felonydrug
charges in their histories.

● Circuitdrug court clientswere sig-
nificantlymore likelythan comparison
groupclientsto havean instantoffense
involvinga serious,felonydrugcharge
andlesslikelyto havean instantoffense
involvingcrimes against persons or
property.

. The len@ of the suspended sen-
tence imposedbythe judgeforthe cur-
rent offensewas longer for the circuit
drug court than for the comparison
cases, perhaps (asdescribedabove)in-
dicatingthat the judgeswere usingthe
circuitdrug court as an alternative to
incarcerationor to provide for an ex-
tended period of enforcedtreatment.

of

● vop drugcourtclientsweredemo-
graphicallysimilarto the comparison
group clientsexcept that femaleswere
over-represented.

● VOP drug court clients were sig-
nificantlyless likelythan comparison
group clientsto have prior arrests and
convictions,and lesslikelyto have had
prior convictions for crimes against
propertyandforserious,felonycrimes.

. VOP drug court clients were sig-
nificantlyless likelythan comparison
groupclientsto havean instantoffense
involvingpropertycrimes,and their in-
stant offensewaslesslikelyto involvea
felony. The number of drug charges

was,however,greaterforthe drugcourt
clients.

Summary
The BDCT succeeded in targeting

non-violentoffenderswith drug prob
lems. Drug court clients were histori-
cally frequent offenders even when
comparedwithothereligibleprobation-
ers, and their offenses more often in-
volveddrug and property crimes and
less often involved crimes against
persons. Offenses for which they had
been convictedwereas seriousor more
serious in nature than those of the
comparisongroupmembers,exceptfor
the BD~ cases contributed through
the VOP track. These cases had fewer
felony convictions and their current
offensewasofa lessseriousnaturethan
VOPcasesassignedtoregularprobation.

Large differences in the selection
processes utilizedin the three tracks
examined here suggest that different
profilescharacterizethe “ideal”BH
clientin the mindsof differentdecision
makers who control the flowof clients
into the BDCT.Relativeto the com-
parison groups from each track, the
VOP drug court cases are less serious
and the district and circuit cases are
more serious. The circuitcourt sends
almostexclusivelyitsfelonydrugcases.
Offenders from the other sources are
more likelyto be involvedwitha wider
varietyof crimes.

BDCT RecidivismOutcomes —
BDCT Clients.

Three quarters of the BDCTclients
avoided rearrest during the 180day
follow-upperiod.

● 23°/0,26°/0,and 180/0ofthe district,
circuit,andVOPBIXX clients,respec-
tively,were rearrested duringthe 180
days followingintake to the program.
The arrests were primarilyfor misde-
meanor property and drug offenses.
Only4Y0,6?40,and 7Y0,of the rearrests
from each source were for crimes
against persons.

. 7°/0,3°/0,and OO/oofthe district,cir-
cuit, and VOP BDCT clients, respec-
tively,werere-convictedduringthe 180
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days followingintake to the program.
These reconviction were primarilyfor
misdemeanorcharges involvingprop-
ertyanddrugoffenses.Onlyone BDCT
client was re-convicted for a crime
againstperson. Despitespeedytrialre-
quirements, few convictionscould be
expected for any offender population
in a 6-month follow-up.

. Only seven BDCTcases received
incarcerationsentences as a result of
new offenses.For these cases, most of
the incarceration sentence was sus-
pended. The average number of
unsuspendeddaysofsentencewas 182
for the sixdistrictcourt cases receiving
sentences, and O for the one circuit
court case.

. The averagenumber of days “free
in the community”(i.e., without rear-
rest or revocation)was 158, 149, and
159, respectively,forthe district,circuit,
and VOP BDCTclients— more than
5 months out of the 6 month follow-
Upperiod.

Differences Between BDCT Clients
and Comparison Group

Veryfew significantdifferencesbe-
tween BDCT and comparison clients
wereobservedforrecidivismoutcomes.
For the districtcourt cases, no signifi-
cant differenceswere observed.This is
a positiveoutcome giventhe initialdif-
ferences in the two groups which fa-
vored the comparisonclients.That is,
the treatment cases wouldhave been
expected to failmore frequentlygiven
their more seriousprior records.

For the circuitcourt cases, most dif-
ferenceswere insignificant,alsoa posi-
tivesigngiventhe initialdifferencesfa-
voringthe comparison clients.Never-
theless, among the subset of circuit
courtclientswhowerearrested,BDCT
clients had significantly more total
charges(1.4more, on average)andsig-
nificantlymore felonycharges(1more,
on average). These differences were
due onlyto the circuitcourtmales,and
they had no implicationfor eventual
days spent behind bars, as all of the
sentencesforbothBIXT andcompari-
son cases were suspended.

No significantdifferenceswere ob
servedforVOPBDCTclientsand com-
parisoncases.

The abovedifferences(or,more ap-
propriately,absenceofdifferences)are
ambiguous because the BDCT and
comparisoncases were not equivalent
to begin with.The comparisonproba-
tionersweregenerallybetter recidivism
risksthan the BDCTclients.These dif-
ferences were taken into account us-
ingregressionanalyseswhichcontrolled
for criminalhistoy and demographic
variablesand characteristicsof the in-
stant offense which differentiatedthe
groupsandweresignificantlyrelatedto
recidivism.Theseanalysesshowedthat,
controlling for initial differences be-
tween the groups:

● BDCTclientsfromallthree sources
were less likelyto be rearrested than
comparison cases. This differencefa-
voring BDCT clients was statistically
significantover all, and was especially
apparent for districtcourt females.A
differenceof the magnitude observed
wouldhavearisenbychancefewerthan
5 timesin 100. Participationinthe drug

court was associated with a 509’ode-
crease in the odds for rearrest.

. BDCTclientswere lesslikelyto be
re-convictedacross all three sources.
This directional difference favoring
BDCTclientsapproached significance
(adifferenceofthe magnitudeobserved
couldhave arisenbychance 9 timesin
100) only for cases in the VOP track.
For the districtand circuit tracks, the
positivetrend wasdue onlyto females.

● Amongdistrictcourt cases, the to-
tal days of incarceration served as a
resultof new crimes(i.e.,the totaldays
sentenced minus the days suspended)
was significantlygreater for BDCTcli-
ents than for comparisoncases. A dif-
ference of the magnitude observed
wouldhavearisenbychancefewerthan
5 times in 100. None of the compari-
sonsofseriousnessshowedsignificantly
greater seriousness for the BDCT
clients.

● BD~ clients enjoyed more days
free in the communityacross all three
sources.ThisdifferencefavoringBDCT’
clientswas statisticallysignificantover
all (i.e., a differenceof the magnitude
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observedcouldhave arisen by chance
lessthan 1 time in 100). When the re-
sultsare broken out by source of refer-
ral, the differencefavoringBDCT cli-
ents approached statisticalsignificance
onlyforthe districtcourtcases,andwas
due more to femalesthan to males in
this group. Figure 1 shows that drug
court clientsremainedfree in the com-
munity for about twelve days longer

than predicted on the basis of their
criminalhistorydata. Controlcases re-
mainedfreeapproximatelythree fewer
days than anticipated.

and
RecoKll!lleIlKiati(3ns

The preliminary evaluation of the
BDCTprogram produced positivere-
sults. Allthree tracks have succeeded
in targeting non-violent,drug-involved
offenders.The pattern of resultssug-
gests that the BDCTprogram for the
districtand circuitcourt clientsisbeing
usedas an alternativeto incarceration,
as the BDCTclientshave more exten-
sivecriminalhistoriesand their instant
offensesare of a more serious nature
than the probationers not referred to
the program. This findingis important
in lightofthe tendencyinother experi-
mental programs to place the best re-
cidivismrisksin the program. For the
VOP track, the pattern of resultssug-
geststhat the programisnotbeingused
as an alternativeto incarceration,as the
probationers sent to BDCT have less
extensive criminalhistories and their
current offenses are of a less serious
nature than those cases continued on

traditionalprobation.Wehave no data
on the characteristics of violators of
parole and probation who are incar-
cerated as a result of their violations,
but presumablythe more seriouscases
eligiblefor the BDCTare in factbeing
incarceratedrather than being sent to
the BDCTprogram.

The resultsfor recidivismoutcomes
are also positive.Because the follow-
up time period was brief, few new
crimes were convicted.But the trend
in the re-arrestdata suggeststhat par-
ticipationinthe BDCTprogramslightly
increases the number of days free in
the communitybyreducingthe percent-
age of clientsrearrested. This positive
findingis most statisticallydependable
for femaleBDCTclientsfrom the dis-
trict court track.

Although few incarceration days
were served as a resultof new crimes
whichoccurredduringthe brieffollow-
up period,one findingsuggeststhat the
system may be responding more
harshlyto BDCTre-offendersthan to
nondrug court re-offenders.The num-
ber of days spent behind bars as a re-
sult of new crimes was significantly
greater for districtcourt BDCTclients
than for comparisoncases when con-
trollingfor prior criminalhistoy and
characteristicsof the instant offense.
Recallthat one aim of the BDCTis to
decrease days spent behind bars.

The modestpositiveeffectsobserved
canmostlikelybe increasedbystren@h-
eningthe program.Thisevaluationwas
not designedto measurethe actuallev-
elsofdrugtreatmentreceivedbyBDCT
clientsor the extent and effectiveness
of the graduatedsanctionswhichwere
to have been applied.

The programwouldbe strengthened
ifthe Divisionof Paroleand Probation
clarifiedexpectationsfor(a)the amount
and type of drug treatment servicesto
be providedto each clientand (b)the
type of, and schedule for, graduated
sanctionsto be applied.The effective-
ness of this strengthened program
shouldbe studiedmore rigorouslythat
was possiblein the present study.The
studyshouldbe repeatedusinga longer
follow-upperiodto capturemorevaria-
tion in the recidivism outcomes. It

should be conducted with clientswho
entered in later months because it is
likely that the very early months of
implementationof the program were
atypical.The studyshould also be ex-
tendedto BDCTparticipantswhoenter
throughthe diversiontrack,as these cli-
ents mayreceivedifferenttreatment or
they may be more or lessamenableto
treatment.Randomassignmentofeligible
offenckmtoB~ andcontrolconditions
wouldalso stren~hen futurestudies.
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Edmtc?s

1Subjectswere excludedfrom con-
sideration if their alleged offenses in-
cluded murder, assault, rape, kidnap-
ping, domestic violence, violation of
probation, offensesinvolvingfirearms,
sex offenses, child abuse, robbery,
felonydrugoffenses,and anyattempts
of these offenses.

2A large propofionof the ‘erode
probationerswho violateconditionsof
probationandare eligibleforthe BDCT
are referredto the BDCT.The number
ofsuchoffendersavailableforthe com-
parison group was limited.Therefore,
the comparison group contains a
smaller proportion of women proba-
tion violators(2VO)than does the treat-
ment group (1OYO).-1
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Atides of Coks
ResidentsToward

County,Illinois,
Probation

SupervisionintheCommuni@
by WilliamReedBenedict,Ph.D., EasternIllinoisUniversityand MichaelHughes,Director,
Coles CountyCourtServices,Illinois

TheBureauofJusticeStatistics(1995)
report that the nation’sprison and jail
populationgrewfromjustoverone-half
millionin 1980, to nearly 1.4 million
in 1993—a three-foldincrease.Given
this,judgesare relyingheavilyon court
serviceand probation departments to
alleviatejail and prison overcrowding
(Benedict and Huff-Corzine, 1997).
During 1990, 2,670,234 adultswere
on probation in the UnitedStates (Bu-
reau ofJusticeStatistics,1991). Speci-
fically,Illinois’probation populationin
January 1990, at 93,944, wasthe sec-
ond largest in the Midwest.Increasing
1.9 percent in lessthan 12 months to
95,699 in December 1990 (Bureauof
Justice Statistics,1991).

One of the most fundamentalprob-
lems facingcourt servicedepartments
today is the public’sperception of the
ever-changingroleof probationwithin
the community.Moreover,the mostar-
duous obstacle faced by Allen (et al.
1979), in conductingresearchwas the
lackofa generallyacceptabledefinition
ofprobation. “Thewordprobationhas
been used interchangeablyto mean a
legaldisposition,a measureofleniency,
a punitivemeasure, an administrative
process, and a treatment method, not
to mentiona sub-systemofcorrections”
(Allenet al., 1979: 67).Thisambiguity
has been heightened by the increased
use of probation sentences for felony
offenders, specifically,the debate of
citizens’risk of falling “prey” to this
population of offenders. Some re-
searchers argue that, among felony
probationers,recidivismrates threaten
publicsafety (e.g., Irish, 1989; Peter-
silia,1985). However,most investiga-
tions (e.g.,Benedictand Huff-Corfine,

—

1997; Clarkeet al. 1988; McGahaet
al. 1987; Vito, 1986; and Whitehead,
1991) concludethat felonyprobation
is a viablealternativeto incarceration.
Further definitionalambiguityaccom-
panies such terms as IntensiveProba-
tionSupervision,ElectronicMonitoring
and House Arrest, allutilizedby many
courtservicedepartmentsinthe 1990s.
Henry C. Duffie,a veteran probation
officerof 17 yearsin MaricopaCounty
Arizonanotes that:

“The overall issue in probation —
now and through my entire career —
isthat most people don’tknowwhat it
is. It’snot viewedas a punitivesanc-
tion per se; usuallyit’sviewedas a slap
on the wrist.Ifyoutellthe averageciti-
zen that you’rea probation officer,he
or she usuallyhas no idea what you
do. Probationisalmostone of the best
kept secrets around” (CorrectionsTo-
day, 1987: 26).

Communitysupportwillemergeonly
aftercourt-sewicedepartmentsconduct
communityawarenesscampaigns.Ac-
cordingto Lurigio(1987: 23) “Educat-
ing the citizensabout IntensiveProba-
tionSupervisionand itsoperationscan
servegenerallyto enhance perceptions
of department creditabilityand profes-
sionalism,which is criticalin light of
lingeringnegativepublicopinionsabout
probationand itseffectiveness.”Court-
Servicedirectors shouldbe pro-active
whendealingwiththe media.Whilethis
effortmay initiallyappear deleterious,
it willlikelyresult in one of the most
effectivemeasuresin promotingone’s
department to the community. “You
can enlist the media to publicizethe
good worksof your department, help-
ing to educate and inform the people

in your community (many of whom
have littleunderstandingof the issues,
problems, ‘hard-realities’and alterna-
tivesolutionsto communitysupemision)”
(Brown,1996:9), One of the miscon-
ceptionscitizenshaveregardingproba-
tion isitslackofpunitiveness.Providing
citizenswith accurate probation infor-
mation and knowledge about current
programs, such as IntensiveProbation
Supervision, Electronic Monitoring,
House Arrest, Random DrugTesting,
and RestitutionCollections,willstress
punishment, and illustratethe valueof
probation as an integral community
sanction. Given factual information,
citizensmay discern the predicaments
with which court-servicedepartments
deal. Having community support will
likelystrengthen a department’s over-
allproductivity.

Setting and Methods

Setting
Coles County, with a population of

51,644, islocatedineast centralIllinois
onInterstateHighmy57 (Census,1990).
The two largest communitiesin Coles
County were used as the sampling
frame; Charleston and Mattoon. In
1990, (CensusBureau)20.7 percent
of the population were under the age
of 18, 26.0 percent were 25 to 44,
and 13.7 percent were 65 years and
older.The majordifferencebetweenthe
twocommunitiesisthe university(East-
ern Illinois University) located in
Charlestonwhichhas a student popu-
lationof 10,500 and employsapproxi-
mately 1800 people.

Methods
A three percent sample was drawn
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from both Charleston and Mattoon
employing CD ROM software of all
households represented in telephone
books across the Nation (ProPhone,
1995). Allbusinesseswere excluded.
Also,EasternIllinoisUniversitystudents
not being permanent residents were
excluded from our sample. The pur-
pose of this studywas to assess proba-
tion perceptions of residents livingin
Coles County. A systematicsampling
technique was then administeredand
evey householdwas chosen for inclu-
sioninthe sample.Toensureaccuracy,
the software generated sample was
double-checkedagainstthe 1995 Coles
Countytelephone directory.

Initially,thirty questionnaires were
sent out as a pre-test.Subsequently,all
questionnaireswere mailedout to resi-
dents in our sample. Postcard remind-
ers weresent out three weeksafter the
original mailing. The last mailing in-
cluded a revised cover letter and an
additionalcopyofthe originalquestion-
naire. Seventypercent of the Charles-
ton residents and sixty-sixpercent of
the Mattoon residents (N=206) com-
pleted the questionnaire.

statement‘CMPurpose

Probationor some form of commu-
nityreleaseisthe primarysentenceused
by all courts in the United States. Al-
though effective in its purpose and
muchlessexpensiveto taxpayers,since
itsinception,probationhas had a nega-
tiveperception by the public.Our sur-
vey was necessary to evaluate the
knowledgeor perception of probation
on a local levelto enable Court Ser-
vicesto focusitsviabilitywithinthe com-
munity.Furthermore, the objectiveof
the surveywas to developan informa-
tivedata base to addressthe most per-
tinent issues within the community.
Beforepromotingservicesprovidedby
Coles County Court Services, it was
necessaryto understandthe cognizance
and possible misconceptions held by
residentsof ColesCounty.

surveyResults

The ~rception portion of the sur-

vey consisted of fifteen closed-ended
questions measuring the public’sper-
ceptionofprobation.The resultsoffour
of these questions willbe discussed.
Two of the questions ascertain the
knowledgepossessed by residents re-
gardingthe rate at whichproperty and
violent offenders were granted sen-
tences of probation in Coles County.
These resultswere congruentwiththe
expectations of the researchers. First,
residentswereaskedthe percentage of
convictedproperty offendersin Coles
Countywhoreceivedsentencesofpro-
bation in 1995. Twenty-threepercent
of the respondents believedless than
25v0of ~1prope~ offendersreceived
sentences of probation upon convic-
tion. Thirty-eightpercent responded
within the category of 25-49?40,and
thirty-ninepercent indicatedthat more
than 50V0of these cases resulted in
probation sentences. In 1995, Coles
County had thirty-nineconvictionsof
property offenses(includedin this cat-
egory were the offenses of burglary,
theft,andcriminaldamageto property).
Eighteenof the thirty-ninecases (46Yo)
resultedin sentences of probation.

Seventy-sevenpercentofthe respon-
dents were of the opinion that fewer
than fiftypercent of violentoffenders
convictedinColesCountyreceivedsen-
tences of probation. Twenty percent
respondedwithinthe 50-749focategory
and fewerthan 4V0chose greater than
75v0.In 1995, COleSCountyt~ed and
convicted53 offenders for violentof-
fenses (aggravated battery, domestic
battey, robberyand aggravatedcrimi-
nal sexual assault).Thirty-one of the
total fifty-three(58.5%)cases resulted
in probation sentences, with the re-
mainder given a Department of Cor-
rections sentence. The overwhelming
majorityofresidents(77Yo)believedvio-
lent offenders do or should receive
prison sentences. This perception is
congruentwiththe generalfearofcrime
in the United States. Generally,indi-
vidualsare lessfearfulof being victim-
izedbyproperty offendersthan violent
offenders,andthusbelievea higherper-
centage of violentoffendersshouldre-
ceivesentences of incarceration.

One of the most compelling ar-
guments supporting community sen-
tencing as a practical alternative to
incarcerationis probation’scost effec-
tiveness.The residentsselectedfor our
sample were asked to givetheir opin-
ions regardingthe cost effectivenessof
probation,comparedto prison.Clearly,
more respondents believedsentences
of probation to be cost effective(F@-
ure 1). Fifty-eightpercent responded
within the YES category, while only
16~obelievedprobationwas not more
cost effectivethan prison. Probationis
unquestionablya cost-effectivesanction
for convictedcriminals.The total cost
for an offender being supervised in
Coles County is $572 per year. Four-
hundred-and-seventy dollars of the
$572 is subsidized by the taxpayer,
while$102 ispaidbythe offenderserv-
ing the sentence. In Illinois,however,
standard probation has an annual per
offendercostofapproximately$1,000.
An additional$3000 is added for of-
fenders granted Intensive Probation
Supervision.Incontrast,the annualcost
is approximately$18,000 for sending
a convictedoffenderto the IllinoisDe-
partment of Corrections, with a total
cost of $750 millionand an inmate
population of 38,000, compared to
$150 millionfor an activecaseloadof
95,000 offenders serving probation
terms (Probation and Court Services
StatisticalReport, 1995). The data in-
dicate that Coles County residentsun-
derstand the economic advantages of
probation over prison. Moreover,the
annual per offender cost in Coles
County is considerablylowerthan the
state average.This informationshould
be used in promoting probation to the
public.Whilemost residents likelyun-
derstand cost effectiveness,it isdoubt-
fulthey are fullycognizantof the stark
financialdifferencesbetween the two
forms of sanctions.

The last question evaluates the
public’sjudgment of probation effec-
tiveness. Seventeen percent of those
returning the questionnaire believed
ColesCountyprobationwas not effec-
tive, while the majority(73Yo)simply
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Figure 1: Cost Effectiveness: Coles Co. I%3bation
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didnot know(Figure2). Measuringthe role recidivismdata as a barometer,
effectivenessof probation is a difficult
and often controversialtask. For this
project,we measuredsuccessor effec-
tivenessversusfailure,based on recidi-
vismrates.Maltz(1984)examinedover
90 studiesusingthe term “recidivism”
and concludedthat “therecidivismdefi-
nition of choice appears to be...arrest
recidivism”(1984:66). Usingre-arrest
as the indicator of recidivismalso by-
passes problems associated with
prosecutorial, court and correctional
data whichare not as complete or reli-
able as arrest data suppliedby law-en-
forcementagencies.The recidivism(re-
arrest) rate in 1995 for Coles County
was between 38 and 46 percent. This
figureincludesthe followingfelonycat-
egories:property and violentoffenses,
drugviolations,and sexoffenses.Coles
County recidivismrates are consistent
with the most comprehensive proba-
tion studyto date; Langanand Cunniff
(Bureauof Justice, 1992) found that
43 percent of the total 79,000 proba-
tionersunder studywere rearrestedfor
a felonywithinthree years of receiving
their sentence of probation. Usingpa-

ColesCountyprobationiscertainlyef-
fective.A 1989 BureauofJusticestudy
representing approximately 109,000
prison releases discharged from pris-
ons in 11 states, found within three
yearsoftheirrelease,63V0ofthe prison
releaseeshad been rearrested for new
charges of felonies or serious miscle-
meanors (Greenfield,1992). Basedon
re-arrestrates,then, ColesCountypro-
bation is not only inordinatelycost ef-
fective,but effectivebased on recidi-
vismdata as well.The publicneeds to
understandthat incarcerationisa tem-
porary band-aidfor convictedoffend-
ers. The majority of these convicted
offenderswillultimatelyserve a large
portion of their sentences in the com-
munity.Moreimportantly,the criminal-
justicesystem is not usingcommunity
sanctionsout of choice, but necessity.
Ifsentencesofprobationare inevitable,
then the publicshouldunderstandit is
a viable alternative. Many offenders
sentenced to probation are punished
as wellas requiredto giveback to the
communityby way of serviceand vic-
tim compensation.

Summary and Conclusions

The present findingsilluminate
relevance of studies evaluating

the
the ~

public’sperception ofcourt-servicede-
partmentsinthe UnitedStates.The ap
prehension of the researchers,priorto
conducting this study, was twofold:
First, we did not know if there would
be any perception, due to the lowvis-
ibilityof courtservices,and second,we
were uncertain whether we wouldre-
ceivean acceptableresponse rate. The
apprehensionwasput to restwithvalu-
able informationwhichwillbe used to
conduct a communityawarenesscam-
paign, and a response rate of 689f0,
whichreflectsthe vestedinterestColes
County residentshave regardingtheir
community.

Residentsof Coles County had dif-
feringviewsregardingthe percentage
of convicted property versus violent
offendersgrantedprobationsentences.
This is not surprising,given the “get
tough on crimepolicies”implemented
over the past decade. The media have
further heightened the concern many
citizens have regarding their safety.
However, the fact remains that sanc-
tionswithinthe communityare feasible
alternativesto imprisonment.

The majorityof Coles County resi-
dentsunderstoodthe costeffectiveness
of placingconvictedoffenderson pro-
bation, as opposed to sentencingthem
to the Department of Corrections.
However,even though the majorityof
respondentsunderstoal the costeffec-
tiveness, they did not discern how ef-
fective community sentences were,
comparedto sentencesofincarceration
and ultimatelyparole. This ispertinent
information which should be used in
gainingsupport from the community.

Sentences of probation are increas-
inglybeing used as the primay alter-
native to overcrowdedcorrectionalin-
stitutions. This trend is not likelyto
change anytimesoon; thus, court-ser-
vicepersonnel need to work in unison
with the communities in which they
serve, not against them. Arming the
citizen~ with facts such as cost effec-

—.
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tiveness,re-arrestratescomparedto pa-
role statistics,and the implementation
of increased punitive measures, such
as Intensive Probation Supervision,
electronicmonitoringand house arrest
willlikelybolsterthe effectivenessand
ultimately, the community support
couti-servicedepartments sorelyneed
and deserve. The implementation of
community awareness campaigns,
however,can onlycome to fruitionaf-
ter departmentsunderstandthe dynam-
icsof their owncommunities.The best
way to promote one’s services is to
ascertainthe knowledgebase of one’s
specificcommunity.Havingthis infor-
mation,then, willnot onlyfacilitate,but
alsovalidatethe areas of greatest con-
cern. We need to regain the public’s
trust that community sentences will
work.Basedon the currenttrend, con-
victed offenders will continue to be
placed on probation at an alarming
rate. Thus, court-sewicedepartments
willincreasinglybe faced with the di-
lemmaof negativepublicperceptions.
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