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President’sPresident’s  Message
by Mark E. Carey

Th e explosion of evidence-based practices research and training is transforming our work environments.  Th is long-believed 
now-proven realization that we can signifi cantly improve public safety through techniques that reduce recidivism certainly 
qualifi es as perhaps our fi eld’s most urgent “compelling and worthy cause.”  Other research that addresses how to improve 
pre-trial outcomes, reduce substance abuse and increase restitution collection is providing us with a roadmap.  In regard to 
reducing recidivism, evidence-based practices are pointing to a return to the relationship-oriented techniques we used in the 
1970s and early 1980s—but with a signifi cant twist. We now know that relationships alone are not enough. To be eff ective 
we have to focus on the criminogenic and responsivity needs of the off ender or delinquent in an intentional way, replete with 
proper dosage/intensity, fi delity, and sequencing. We must be like the marathon runner who is in the race over the long haul.  
Doing three things right (such as focusing on criminogenic needs, program placement based on responsivity factors and proper 
sequencing) and doing a fourth incorrectly (e.g., not developing a therapeutic alliance) will translate to ineff ectiveness.  It is like 
running a marathon: you have to do all the right things to have a chance at winning the prize.

So, what does reduction of recidivism require of us?  There are at least three foci for community corrections 
professionals:

1. Recruit lanky runners for the marathon.  
Have you ever seen an over-weight, untrained runner win a marathon?  To compete requires the right body type and 

training.  While it is certainly possible for all of us to complete a marathon, the only ones who stand to win are those who have 
both speed and stamina.  We are not all capable of winning a 26 mile race.  

We now have research that tells us what kind of corrections professional is required to motivate off ender or 
delinquent cognitive-behavioral change.  Dr. Craig Dowden and Dr. Don Andrews in their recent research (2004) 
provide us with staff  characteristics that are most eff ective at getting positive results with the medium and high 
risk off ender.  Th ey are:

Effective use of authority that is firm but fair, makes rules clear, gains compliance through positive 
reinforcement and gives choices with consequences;
Modeling and reinforcing pro-social attitudes through the use of positive and negative reinforcement, practicing 
pro-social behavior in concrete and vivid ways, providing immediate feedback on behavior and role playing with 
increasingly more diffi  cult scenarios;
Teaching concrete problem-solving skills by engaging off enders and delinquents in resolving issues that reduce satisfaction 
and rewards for criminal pursuits and help them to develop a pro-social plan, goals and alternatives;
Advocacy/brokerage of community resources by arranging the most appropriate correctional service  and speaking on 
behalf of off ender at home, school or work when appropriate; and
Establishment of relationships that are open, warm, genuine, enthusiastic, self confi dent, empathetic, fl exible, mutually 
respectful, directive, solution focused, structured and non-blaming.

Not everyone has the personality or desire to exhibit these traits.  When we put offi  cers who do not possess these traits 
in the position of changing off ender or delinquent behavior, we are minimizing their chances for success.  Th e evidence on 
the importance of a therapeutic relationship between the case manager and client is overwhelming, oft en overshadowing the 
selection of treatment intervention itself.  

Th ere is, however, a role for all personality and skill types.  Case managers who are well organized, handle time pressures 
well and are good writers can do an excellent job handling voluminous caseloads of low risk off enders and providing intake 
or pre-disposition report writing functions.  Case managers who are street savvy, highly observant, good at boundary setting/
holding and who like a fl exible schedule can be a perfect fi t for the extreme high risk off ender surveillance positions (like 
intensive supervision).  
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Th is has real-world implications for how we recruit and train staff , where we place them in our agencies and how we monitor their professional 
development.  It increases the challenges to those who work in rural areas as diff erential caseloads based on matching the correctional professional 
is diffi  cult if not impossible especially when there are only one or two people handling an entire offi  ce.  Use of volunteers, creative partnerships and 
careful selection of professionals with fl exible skills become critical in these areas.

For those who are line offi  cers, this means that it is imperative that they are acutely aware of their predispositions and skills.  Th ey should seek 
to expand their skills by diversifying their job experiences, attending trainings that stretch them and/or facilitating a cognitive behavioral group.  
Upon awareness of one’s strengths and predispositions, the individual can seek placement in an area that maximizes their contributions.

2. Don’t run through the forest when the road is paved for you.  
 A marathon runner who tries to cut through the forest will get disqualifi ed.  Th e road course is laid out and is carefully measured to cover 26 

miles.  In the same way, managers and administrators need to understand that there is a wide body of research that serves as a paved road for them.  
Data-driven decision-making reduces mistakes and improves the likelihood of successful outcomes.

Well known author Brian Tracy has written over 30 books on business, especially for entrepreneurs.  He makes the claim that 70 percent of all 
decisions by CEO’s are actually mistakes (with ninety percent for new CEO’s).  Th at is a startlingly high number.  If it is true, why might that be the 
case?  Administrators and directors have to make decisions oft en at breakneck speeds.   And hasty decisions are usually made on “gut” feelings.  It 
amazes me, however, how oft en decisions are made on gut when there is no urgency.  You hear justifi cations through statements like, “I have gotten 
good at making decisions.  It is what I do.  I make dozens every day.”  Or, “People can handle any decision.  It is not making decisions that drives 
people crazy.”  Th ese and other such statements contain a modicum of truth.  However, when decisions are made solely based on gut feelings and 
not on data, one runs the risk of becoming part of the seventy percent fi gure

Knowing the research is not just an administrative or managerial responsibility.  It is incumbent on every corrections professional to know 
what works.  We have a preponderance of evidence about what works in changing off ender behavior.  We have a lot of research about eff ective 
management techniques.  To ignore this data is just plain irresponsible.  To the fi eld’s credit, there are many progressive community corrections 
agencies applying data-dri ven decision-making to running their businesses.  As part of the APPA long term vision, we should be striving to make 
this the rule, not the exception.

3. Learn from defeat.
Out of 5,000 marathon runners, 4,999 lose the race.  Th ere is no shame in losing.  Th ere is shame in not learning from our mistakes.  If 70 

percent of all decisions by CEO’s are mistakes, how is it that our capitalistic society is thriving so well?  According to Brian Tracy, the diff erence 
between a successful and an unsuccessful CEO is not that the successful one makes fewer mistakes.  It is that he or she recognizes an error and 
quickly changes direction.  Th e unsuccessful CEO stubbornly sticks to his or her decision as the consequences pile up.  Community corrections 
professionals should heed this lesson when considering agency or case management strategies.

Some of the most progressive line staff  and correctional leaders I know frequently take calculated risks in an attempt to improve outcomes.  
Th ese individuals invariably are also well-read and love knowledge.  However, when I train on evidence-based practices I am stunned at how oft en 
no one raises their hand to this question:  How many in the room have read a professional journal or research article on community corrections 
in the last twelve months?  

Education does not end with a college degree.  It is just a beginning.  Successful evidence-based community corrections agencies are those who 
strive to learn and who expect that employees will improve their skills and knowledge.  We have a paved road and it is getting wider as the research 
grows.  We have a strong fi eld of dedicated professionals.  We have a vibrant association in APPA.  Let us run the evidence-based practices marathon 
with resolve, persistence and insight.  Only then will we truly move vigorously toward our mission of public safety.
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As I write this for the Spring issue, the weather here in the Mid Atlantic region has gone from the upper 70s to a harsh snow 
sleet and ice storm in just two days! Talk about an abrupt change. But we all coped with it, some better than others. It makes 
me think of the incredible array of challenges, situations and decisions that probation and parole staff  face on a daily basis. One 
literally never knows what to expect when answering the phone, opening the next email or making the next home visit. Yet we 
cope, surprisingly well.

Th e content of this issues helps to demonstrate some of the range of issues that face our fi eld today and others that will likely 
develop in the future. Our lead article on reentry court in Richland County, Ohio, describes the impact of this innovative model. 
Using a total off ender management philosophy, the court makes use of judicial involvement and support not typically found 
with off enders sentenced to prison.  Th e reentry court makes use of partnerships at all levels, showing the power of collaboration 
in a complex operating environment that crosses both levels and branches of government. Th e results, while based on modest 
numbers, suggest that this approach is having a positive impact.

In his article “Turning Away from Crime”, Patrick Griffi  n explores the issue of desistance. Th is is one of the major 
mysteries of criminology: why, when and how do off enders stop off ending? Imagine how a better understanding 
of this issue could aff ect our business. Th is project features a longitudinal study (eight years) covering hundreds 
of serious juvenile off enders in two major urban areas. Th e study will help us to understand the details of juvenile 
off ending and the responses of the juvenile justice system. We will see if the juvenile justice system plays a role 
in desistance and how, and that should help us to do better.

Th e challenge of “doing better” or being more eff ective is inextricably linked to the question of caseload 
size. Th e eff orts of the most informed, dedicated and resourceful probation/parole offi  cer will be confounded 
by a caseload that is too large. Th e issue of the proper caseload size is one that has bedeviled our fi eld for years. Th is 
organization has struggled with it, as have practitioners and policy-makers in jurisdictions large and small. Th e issue paper 
on caseload standards represents the latest eff ort to come to grips with this substantial challenge. So much of what we do now 
and what we hope to do in the future is dependent on having a reasonable size caseload. If we as an association can agree on and 
promulgate caseload standards, we can have an impact. In the short time that this issue paper has been in 
circulation, APPA staff  have received numerous positive comments. Please take the time to read the issue 
paper, refl ect on it and let us know your opinions. In the future, the caseload issue will either enable us to 
succeed or will hobble us with the status quo. Th is is a critical issue that demands our attention.

Th e changing demographics of our society make this topic of DeMichele, Crowe and Stiegal’s article 
on elder abuse something we should pay attention to. Th e emergence of this category of crime, previously 
unrecognized or unacknowledged, is but another example of challenge we need to be prepared to face. 
As the baby boom generation ages, the proportion of the world population that is retirement age and 
older is increasing. Many of these citizens will be vulnerable and need protection. Unfortunately, many 
of our off enders prey on the vulnerable. Th e list of off enses that could be involved ranges from violent 
abuse to fraud, embezzlement, exploitation and access to drugs. Staff  need to be alerted to this challenge 
and be trained on what to look for and on the resources available. We need to prepare for what can only 
be described as the inevitable.

Th e unknown nature of the challenges that face us each day struck our fi eld very hard in early 
February. Dennis Maloney, a leading reformer in juvenile justice, died suddenly. Dennis was well known 
and much respected by people across this country and around the world. His vision and passion for juvenile 
probation and community justice made him a compelling presence wherever he went. Th e impact that he 
had on our fi eld is substantial and long-lasting. We are pleased to be able to present a tribute to Dennis 
by some of our colleagues who knew him well.

We hope you enjoy this issue of Perspectives, and encourage you to let us know what you think of 
it. We look forward to your feedback.
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Each highly interactive and 
skill-based training topic 
will be open for registration 
nationally; but may be limited 
to 30 participants – REGISTER 
EARLY!!

Register online or for a complete list of available topics, please visit our website at www.appa-net.org - click on 
the button “Professional Development Training Opportunities.”

For additional information regarding APPA Professional Development Program, Selected 
Trainings contact:

Karen L. Dunlap, Training and Technical Assistance Coordinator
American Probation and Parole Association

PO Box 11910, Lexington, KY 40511
Phone: (859) 244-8211, Email: kdunlap@csg.org

Needed: Agency or affi liate to 
host an APPA Selected Training   

• Each sponsoring group agreeing 
to provide the appropriate training 
space and assist with registration 
will receive one free registration. 

• Each group attending the training 
and registering ten or more 
participants will receive one free 
registration. 

Current Trainings Open 
for Registration

Supervising the Sexual Offender
• September 10-11, 2007 - Los Angeles, CA

Facilitator Training for Delivering 
Cognitive Behavioral Curricula

• April 23 - 27, 2007 - San Leadro, CA
• April 30 - May 4, 2007 - Fairfi eld, CA
• May 7 - 11, 2007 - Chicago, IL
• May 21 - 25, 2007 - Fresno, CA
• June 18 - 22, 2007 - Detroit, MI

Survival Spanish for Probation 
and Parole Offi cers

• July 30 - 31, 2007 - Huntsville, TX
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Phone: 1.800.456.3003 or +1.416.492.2627 • www.mhs.com • customerservice@mhs.com

Despite the use of the label juvenile

delinquent as a catch-all term, each

juvenile has unique motivations and

influences, and each delinquent

incident may differ from the next. 

To address this diversity, the Jesness

Inventory–Revised (JI–R™) employs

over 20 subscales to give you a precise

picture of each respondent’s unique

personality and behavior. The JI–R

evaluates each youth using an

innovative subtype system that has

been widely endorsed by youth

psychologists, counselors, and social

workers. With the help of these

subtypes, youth are further classified 

in relation to nine separate behavioral

categories, and suggestions are

provided for their treatment.

Rehabilitation requires understanding

the juvenile behind the delinquent. 

Contact an MHS Client Service Specialist

today to learn more about the JI–R.

More than just 
juvenile delinquents



TechnologyTechnology  Update

National Institute of Justice Current Research Agenda

In this quarter’s Technology Update I 
would like to provide the APPA membership 
with some information about the National 
Institute of Justice’s current research agenda as 
it relates to community corrections technology 
as well as some new resources developed by 
the Traffi  c Injury Research Foundation on 
technologies that monitor the DWI/DUI 
off ender.

NIJ Funded Research
Th e National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 

funded Mitretek Systems’ Center for Criminal 

Justice Technology (CCJT) to perform a study 
to analyze existing GPS monitoring programs 
and document the best ways to implement 
and manage them.   Th e overall goal will be to 
identify lessons learned and share them with 
the fi eld of community corrections so that 
agencies are better prepared to implement 
GPS programs.  Some of the results of this 
study were presented at workshop during the 
Winter APPA Institute in Atlanta this past 
February.  The report has been completed 
and is currently going through the obligatory 
review process.  Look for this report to be 

released sometime during 2007.  
During the winter of 2006, NIJ opened up 

a number of solicitations that focused on the 
evaluation of technologies used in community 
corrections.  One solicitation, entitled 
Criminal Justice Technolog y Evaluation 
specifi cally called for proposals for research 
of alcohol monitoring and off ender tracking 
technologies to determine to what extent 
they prevent and reduce crime, and improve 
the functioning of the criminal justice system.  
A second solicitation, entitled Community 
Corrections: Evaluating the Eff ectiveness of 
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Electronic Monitoring of Moderate to High-
Risk Off enders Under Supervision asked for 
proposals for impact evaluations that ideally 
contain random assignment to treatment and 
control groups.  In addition, because of the 
recent countrywide proliferation of legislation 
mandating GPS monitoring of sex off enders, 
NIJ will give greater priority to proposals 
that focus on this portion of the offender 
population.  Hopefully these solicitations will 
result in strong research proposals that will be 
funded and published.  I will keep the APPA 
membership posted on any developments.

New Resources
Th e Traffi  c Injury Research Foundation 

(TIRF), an internationally recognized 
independent road safety institute, has recently 

released two publications that the APPA 
membership should be aware of.  Th e fi rst is 
entitled “Continuous Transdermal Alcohol 
Monitoring: A Primer for Criminal Justice 
Professionals.”  Th is is an important and timely 
publication due to the rapid proliferation of 
transdermal testing devices across the country.  
Th is primer contains a comprehensive summary 
of relevant research on transdermal testing, 
program applications and legal challenges. 
Also included in the primer is an overview of 
the only commercially available technology 
to date, Secure Continuous Remote Alcohol 
Monitoring (SCRAM).  

Th e second publication is a new primer 
developed for judges entitled, “Ignition 
Interlocks: From Research to Practice.”  Th e 
primer contains comprehensive information 

addressing the scientific, technical and 
practical challenges and issues that are oft en 
raised regarding interlocks. It explains the 
technolog y behind interlocks and also 
highlights compelling reasons to use interlocks 
ways that off enders avoid interlock usage and 
ways to overcome this. To obtain your copy 
of these publications please visit the TIRF 
website at www.traffi  cinjuryresearch.com

For further information on the APPA 
Technology Committee please feel free to 
contact Joe Russo at 800-416-8086 or email 
at jrusso@du.edu.

Joe Russo is Corrections Program Manager for the National 

Law Enforcement and Corrections Technology Center in 

Denver, Colorado and is chair of the APPA Technology 

Committee.  
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Safety
Minnesota Holds “Safety Summit”

and incidents in Minnesota.  The work 
paralleled the works of William Parsonage 
that were done in 1998 and 1990 under grants 
by the National Institute of Corrections.  In 

the study Ms. Arola found that 59.9 percent 
of the offi  cers surveyed were concerned about 
their personal safety during field contacts, 
with 62.5 percent believing that parole and 
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Spotlight on  Safety
by Robert Thornton

GO AHEAD…
            make a wish!

Drug and Alcohol Testing Products
Special Offers on CLIA-Waived and Other Rapid Drug Screens

Accutest offers a full line 
of drug testing products 
including:
• Integrated saliva tests
• Alcohol screens
• Imbedded adulteration screens
• Cup, dip and cassette formats
• Combinations of 12 different drugs

Accutest SplitCup 5 - CLIA 
Waived
Separate testing area insures 
integrity of samples

AMP • COC • mAMP • OPI • THC 
Catalog #DS02AC625 

AMP • COC • OPI • PCP • THC  
Catalog #DS03AC625 

Accutest 5 Panel CLIA-
Waived cassette tests
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Catalog #DS51 

Accutest 5 Panel (non-waived) 
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Catalog #DS01AC425 

BZO • COC • mAMP • OPI • THC  
Catalog #DS134AC425 

AMP • COC • OPI • PCP • THC  
Catalog #DS61AC425

Visit us at:  www.accutest.net  •  info@accutest.net 

For more information please call us at (800) 676-5565
Please mention offer “JPCW”

All you could wish for in drug 
testing products.

In December 2006 the State of  Minnesota 
held a two-day “Safety Summit” with the goal 
of bringing together managers and trainers to 
discuss how safety training in Minnesota can 
be provided on a more standardized basis.  
Minnesota community corrections, like 
corrections in many states, consists of three 
diff erent delivery systems for probation and 
parole services: the Minnesota Department of 
Corrections, County Probation Departments 
and Community Corrections Agencies.  
Minnesota lacks a central training agency 
or facility for training that covers all three 
entities.  As such, each agency is left  to develop 
and/or provide safety related training which 
has resulted in a wide variation of training 
amongst the agencies. In surveys conducted 
by the Minnesota Corrections Association 
(MCA) in 1996 and 1997 regarding safety 
training for agents, the surveys found  “...
no standard, consistent, ongoing training” 
(Arola 1997).

The Arrowhead Regional Corrections 
Department, under the leadership of  Director 
Tom Roy,  has been one of the more proactive 
agencies in the area of offi  cer safety training.  
Th ey have developed a cadre of trainers that 
have been certifi ed in various forms of safety 
training and related safety tasks, such as search 
and seizure and control tactics, and have been 
willing to provide training to other community 
corrections agencies.  Mr. Roy identifi ed the 
need for the establishment of a centralized 
process whereby all Minnesota community 
corrections agencies can be educated as to the 
current “best practices” in the area of safety 
training, and hopefully share resources toward 
the ultimate goal of more standardized and 
available safety related training in their state.

A 1997 study titled “Minnesota Probation 
and Parole Officers in Peril,” authored by 
Terryl Arola, studied hazardous duty issues 



probation work was more dangerous than in 
the fi ve years prior.

Regarding training received at that time, 
an average of 72.37 percent of the offi  cers 
polled reported receiving some form of 
confl ict managemen and or crisis intervention 
skills training.  However, only 25.1 percent 
had received training regarding any form of 
a continuum of force, while showing that 
approximately 55 percent had received some 
form of “unarmed self-defense training.”  On 
the surface this is problematic in that the 
fi gures would indicate that the offi  cers are 
being provided self-defense skills training, 
however they are not receiving training on 
when and against what type of assailant those 
skills can be used.  While some form of force 
matrix was probably contained within the self-
defense training, the fi gures would indicate 
that survey respondents did not internalize 
the information to the point they felt they had 
been trained in the continuum of force.  Th e 
case of  Davis v. Mason County, 927 F.2d 1473 
(1991), states that when use of force training is 
provided, training in the constitutional limits 
of that use of force must also be provided.  Th e 
survey would indicate that, at least at that time, 
had not been the case.

Content of the Safety Summit
The conference consisted of  86 

par tic ipants ,  representing the  thre e 
community corrections service providing 
agencies previously outlined.  Approximately 
half were administrators of varying levels 
and the remaining were staff involved in 
providing training within their respective 
agency. Th e fi rst day of the summit consisted 
of a program titled “Creating Quality Safety 
Training”presented by the writer.  This 
program is also available through APPA’s 
Professional Development Program.  The 
program dealt with liability issues, facts 
regarding how offi  cers are victimized, safety 
issues relating to fi eld and offi  ce contacts and 

current best practices in providing quality 
ongoing safety training.

Numerous questions regarding safety 
training and victimization of officers were 
posed by  participants and these issues were 
incorporated into the presention, with 
the ultimate goal of providing evidence-
based information on not only how offi  cers 
are victimized, but what training is most 
eff ective and also mandated by various court 
decisions.  The second day consisted of 
presentations by trainers from the Arrowhead 
Regional Corrections Department, and other 
trainers from throughout the state.  Various 
managers also shared information on how 
they have addressed safety issues within their 
departments.

As discussed during the conference, the 

ideal situation for any state is to have a 
centralized academy that all offi  cers  attend 
prior to beginning work with the respective 
agency.  As part of that academy officers 
would receive safety training in the modules 
relevant to their respective job tasks.  The 
training should consist of not only classroom 
instruction in the various safety areas but 
also simulation training to expose officers 
to situations they are likely to encounter on 
the job, thus allowing them to dynamically 
practice the skills learned.

However, for many states a centralized 
academy may not be practical due to separate 
entities that provide community supervision 
services, funding sources, and administrative 
issues.  Th us, the next alternative is for an 
association, a county, or group of counties, 
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to establish a safety academy.  Th is has been 
done by various counties or districts around 
the country.  New officers from various 
jurisdictions are sent to a centralized academy 
location and are provided safety training 
as previously outlined.  Some entities have 
elected to absorb the cost themselves, while 
others have used a fee-based system to defray 
the cost of the academy.  Either way, putting 
together an academy can result in a signifi cant 
commitment of time and resources on the part 
of those that provide the program. However, 
if agencies will contribute staff  and minimal 
fi nancial resources, this approach can be far 
more cost eff ective than each individual county 
and or entity within a county, providing the 

training independently.  
Whether a centralized academy approach 

is established, either to deal with all new 
offi  cer training or specifi cally the safety issue 
or individual agencies choose to conduct 
their own training, quality trainers, certifi ed 
by a recognized agency, must be obtained. 
Depending on the approach to training taken, 
it may be most cost eff ective to contract with 
outside training agencies.  If this is done, the 
service provider must be willing to train based 
upon the laws, policies, and procedures of 
the contracting agencies.  A one size fi ts all 
approach on the part of the training provider 
does not work.

 If your state has a centralized system that 

provides training, especially safety training, 
that meets the court mandated standards of 
being recent, relevant and realistic you are 
fortunate.  But if you are a state with a diverse 
approach to community supervision, involving 
many independent agencies, look to the eff orts 
of Minnesota and consider how your state can 
provide ongoing quality standardized training 
to all staff .  Th en, make it happen!  

Robert L. Th ornton is the chair of the APPA Health and 

Safety Committee and the Director of the Community 

Corrections Institute in Springdale, WA.
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Thank you sponsors!
Th e American Probation and Parole Association expresses its deepest gratitude to the following companies for their generous support 

of the APPA 2007 Winter Training Institute. Th eir contributions have enhanced the quality of the Institute. Only through this support can 
APPA maintain its high standards of Institute Training. Please convey your appreciation to these sponsors!

Platinum Sponsors

Gold Sponsors

Elmo Tech
Elmo-Tech is a global provider of leading 
presence and location verifi cation technol-
ogies, designed for monitoring individuals 
in the law-enforcement and corrections 
market. Elmo-Tech off ers and array of 
complementing technologies including RF, 
alcohol monitoring, biometric authentica-
tion, GPS and inmate tracking. Elmo-Tech 
systems are employed throughout the U.S., 
Latin America, and Pacifi c Rim.

Omnilink
Omnilink provides the fi rst single unit 
monitoring technology that actually works, 
in conjunction with an exception based 
web application that dramatically increases 
the productivity of corrections staff , thus 
allowing them to manage a larger number of 
off enders or work on other issues.  To learn 
more about Omnilink, visit www.omnilink-
systems.com

Western Union
Effi  cient. Cost Eff ective. Hassle-free. From 
court-ordered payments to commissary 
needs, automate your system. Western 
Union immediately adds an automated 
solution that can reduce manual processing 
of payments. With over 46,000 participat-
ing U.S. Agent locations for cash payments 
and over the phone and Internet credit card 
options, Western Union can simplify pay-
ments.



PUBLIC SAFETY
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Research
Recent Research on Background Checks and Employment

16 P e r s p e c t i v e s  S p r i n g  2 0 0 7

Research  Update
by David R. Karp and Alicia LaPorte

Scarlet Letters and Recidivism:  
Does an Old Criminal Record 
Predict Future Offending?
Megan C. Kurlychek, Robert 
Brame, and Shawn D. Bushway
Criminology and Public Policy 
2006.  5(3): 483-504

Criminal off enders face a “Catch-22” aft er 
conviction. Supporting them in fi nding work 
is a high priority for their probation and parole 
offi  cers (if they have one), and criminologists 
have established that employment signifi cantly 
reduces the risk of re-off ending. However, 
criminal conviction is not an attractive line 
item on a resume and increasingly the discovery 
of such convictions during background checks 
is used by prospective employers to eliminate 
candidates from their pools. What ex-
off enders need is a job and their prior record 
makes it diffi  cult to get one. 

In many fi elds, prior behavior is used to 
assess future behavior. Colleges use academic 
success in high school to assess applicants. 
Auto insurers use driving histories to assess 
premiums and mortgage lenders run credit 
checks. For the most part, the past is directly 
linked to the predicted behavior; past academic 
performance is used to predict future academic 
performance. Criminal history is diff erent 
because it is of broader concern. An individual 
with a great reputation as a house painter 
can still worry a painting contractor if that 
person has a criminal conviction. From a 
prospective employer’s perspective, having 
access to criminal histories is important to 
the evaluation of job candidates. Balancing 
the concerns of off enders and employers is the 
subject of this study. How useful are criminal 
histories to employers? How well do they 
predict future off ending? For how long should 
a conviction hang over the heads of off enders? 
Is there a time when the convictions are so old 

that they no longer provide useful information 
to employers, but only serve as “scarlet letters” 
to ex-off enders? 

Philadelphia: A Cohort Study
Th e authors draw upon a well-respected 

data set in criminolog y. University of 
Pennsylvania criminologist Marvin Wolfgang 
and his colleagues followed the lives of 
thousands of Philadelphia residents over time. 
Th is study used Wolfgang’s data to look at all 
13,160 males born in Philadelphia in 1958, 
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off enders. Not surprisingly, the risk of rearrest 
for violent off enders is slightly higher. 

Policy Implications
State data collection systems hold more 

than 64 million criminal history records. 
38 states provide public access to these 
records, and 28 provide on-line access to 
this information. Currently, 50 percent of 
employers conduct background checks for 
criminal histories, and 80 percent of large 
employers do so. Not surprisingly, 60 percent of 
employers claim they would not hire someone 
if they discovered he or she had a criminal 
conviction.  Unlike other background checks, 
such as for credit histories, no restrictions exist 
for how far back the criminal history can be 
examined. Many states impose lifetime bans 
on employing felons in certain industries such 
as working in private security as an unarmed 

and follows them through age 26. By age 18, 
1009 (eight percent) of these boys had been 
arrested at least once. One of the interesting 
features of this study is that every boy born in 
1958 was included, which is why this is called 
a “cohort” study. 

Kurlycheck and her colleagues are 
interested in “hazard rates,” or the risk of 
future arrest. In this case, the authors examine 
that risk between the ages of 19 and 26. Are 
the boys with arrest records by age 18 more 
likely to be arrested aft er age 19 than the boys 
who were never arrested? In other words, how 
much does their criminal record predict their 
future off ending? If their criminal records 
are a good indicator of future off ending, then 
employers would want to include them in 
their evaluation of job candidates. If not, then 
those histories unfairly prejudice employers 
against candidates with criminal convictions 
and unnecessarily impose 
an obstacle toward their 
occupational success.

Several fi ndings stand 
out in their analysis. First, 
it should be noted that 
this study is not looking 
specifi cally at felons, but 
at all arrestees, most of 
whom would not have 
been incarcerated or have 
a high risk of reoffense. 
Th e study does distinguish 
males with convictions for 
violence from those with 
convictions for non-violent 
off enses. By age 18, three 
percent of the Philadelphia 
boys had been arrested for 
a violent off ense (n=375), 
and fi ve percent for a non-
violent off ense (n=634).

Th e major fi nding of 
this study is that the risk of 

reoff ense declines dramatically over time (see 
Figure 1). Aft er seven years, the risk of arrest 
for those with criminal histories and those 
without are similar enough that prior record is 
no longer particularly useful to the prediction 
of future off ending. In other words, it may be 
reasonable to use prior record as a predictor 
shortly aft er conviction, but it becomes less 
reasonable to do so over the long term. 

For example, consider the hazard rate 
(risk of arrest) at age 19. Th e risk of arrest 
for the boys who had not been arrested by 
age 18 is 1.5 percent, but for the boys with 
a prior arrest, the risk is 15 percent. Th us, at 
the one year mark, criminal record is a strong 
predictor of rearrest. However, by age 24 
the risk of arrest for both groups converges 
below three percent, making them relatively 
indistinguishable. Th is pattern of diminished 
risk holds for both violent and non-violent 

Probability of Arrest
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Figure 1. Hazard rates (risk of arrest) for the Philadelphia 1958 male birth cohort. (Chart 
based on Kurlycheck et al. data.)
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security guard.
Th is study questions the use of criminal 

histories for employment decisions.  The 
authors acknowledge the risk that employers 
take when hiring an ex-off ender. For example, 
possible theft , unreliable workers, high rates of 
turnover and possible law suits surrounding 
negligent hiring. Th is study fi nds that while the 
risk of recidivism is never completely removed 
for ex-off enders, it does decline steeply as time 
passes since their initial criminal act occurred. 
Kurlychek and her colleagues recommend at 
minimum that background checks be limited 
to the seven previous years. 

Limitations on background checks may 
remove one obstacle that off enders face. But 
the results are not guaranteed. One problem 
is that criminal records may be restricted in 
statute, but not in practice. States have found 
it quite diffi  cult to expunge records once they 
have been disseminated to private holding 
companies and the public domain. 

Another problem is that employers, if not 
provided the information they are seeking, 
may very well make inferences based on 
other factors, such as race, age, education and 
prior employment histories. Th us, they may 
cause more harm by using proxy information 
to assess criminal history and discriminate 
against a wider population. Some nuance may 
also be needed in creating restrictions. For 
example, some occupations (e.g., teachers) may 
need more criminal information over a longer 
period of time (e.g., sex off enders) than other 
occupations and for other types of off enders.

While the authors looked at youthful 
offenders generally, much attention has 
focused on the challenges associated with 
prisoner reentry. With over 600,000 people 
released from prison each year, employment 
is crucial to their success. However, with this 
population, it is difficult to keep criminal 
history private and it may not be desirable to 
do so. In reentry, the issue for employment 

is less about protecting privacy than about 
creating a close working relationship between 
ex-offenders, parole officers, employers 
and others working to ensure a successful 
transition. It is possible, for example, to have 
intermediaries that can make contact with 
potential employers, discuss the goodness of 
fi t between ex-off enders and job positions, 
prepare offenders for employment and 
off er reassurance and a point-of-contact to 
employers. It is also possible to off er economic 
incentives to employers to hire ex-off enders, 
reducing some of the risk they incur by hiring 
them—a risk they are mostly unwilling to 
take today.

David R. Karp is Associate Professor and chair of  Sociology 

at Skidmore College in Saratoga Springs, New York. 

Alicia LaPorte is a senior at Skidmore College majoring 

in sociology. 

Research  Update, Continued
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Join the leading international organization of professionals 
dedicated to the concerns of probation, parole and community-
based corrections in both the adult and juvenile sectors, the 
American Probation and Parole Association (APPA). 

Stay current and connected with the following resources 
available to APPA members:

Perspectives -  APPA’s quarterly journal fi lled with timely articles, upcoming 
events and training, job opportunities and current news. 
APPA Training Institutes – participate in a variety of workshops, special 
sessions, resource exposition and networking opportunities with your peers. 
Members receive substantial registration discounts. 
Professional Development Training – save staff  time and money when you 
select training suited to your agencys needs and delivered directly to you. 
Information Clearinghouse – free access for members to fi nd answers to “who, 
why and where” in community corrections. 
CC Headlines & More – receive a free semi-monthly electronic newsletter 
containing the latest news, training events, job postings and more. 

Your Intangible Benefi ts
APPA members most oft en refer to the intangible benefi ts they receive from their 
membership when asked what they value most about being a member. Personal 
and professional relationships are built through connections made with your 
colleagues as you gain access to your peers on a national level. APPA staff  and 
leadership diligently serve on numerous policy committees and advisory groups 
that advocate or infl uence community corrections on a local, state and national 
level. Members stay connected on the issues facing the community corrections 
profession and gain increased credibility among peers and the public. 

•

•

•

•

•

Become an APPA Member Today!
Join at www.appa-net.org

Call 859-244-8207, or email at appamembership@csg.org
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Call for Presenters
American Probation and Parole Association

2008 Winter Training Institute
Phoenix, Arizona z February 10-13, 2008

Th e American Probation and Parole Association is pleased to issue a call for presenters for the 2008 Winter Training Institute 
scheduled to be held in Phoenix, Arizona.  Institute participants include community supervision and corrections personnel, the judiciary, 
treatment providers, criminal justice researchers and others who are interested in the fi eld of community justice. Presentations should 
relate to the following topics:

Th e above-suggested topics are not all-inclusive. Other topics related to the fi eld of community supervision and corrections are 
acceptable.

Submission Guidelines
Persons interested in submitting a proposal for consideration should provide the following information needed to comply with 

APPA training accreditation requirements and to apply for permission to grant continuing education units to a variety of professions 
(i.e., Social Workers, Substance Abuse Counselors, Continuing Legal Education, etc). 

Workshop proposals should provide the following information:
1. Length of Workshop:

• Workshop, 90 minutes (workshops held on Monday, February 11 and Tuesday,  February 12) 
2. Workshop Title: A snappy title that catches the attention of participants and identifi es the primary focus of the workshop. 
3. Workshop Description: A clear, concise, accurate description of the workshop as it will appear in the program (average length is 

30 words; submissions in Microsoft Word are preferable). 
4. Training/Learning Objectives: Describe the measurable skills, knowledge and/or new capacity the participant will gain as a result 

of workshop (i.e., at the end of the training, participants will be able to list fi ve of 10 causes of suicide.) List a minimum of three 
training/learning objectives. 

5. Faculty Information: Provide name, title, agency, address, phone and email for all proposed faculty. Panel presentation should 
consist of no more than two or three persons; however, a fourth can be added as a moderator. 

6. Resume or Vitae: Include brief resume or vitae of each faculty member. 
7. Primary Contact: Submit name and complete contact information for person submitting workshop proposal. 

Presentation summaries may be emailed by Friday, May 18, 2007 to laytonl@djj.state.ga.us.  Questions regarding submissions 
should be directed to the National Program Chair:

Linda W. Layton
Director
Georgia Department of Juvenile Justice
Offi  ce of Classifi cation Services
3408 Covington Highway, Suite 3.330
Decatur, Georgia 30032-1513
Phone: (404) 508-6535
Fax: (404) 508-7298
Email: laytonl@djj.state.ga.us

Workshop proposals should be received no later than Friday, May 18, 2007 and must be received in electronic format in order 
to be considered. Winter Institute program committee members will contact the person who nominated the workshops(s) to indicate 
their selection for the Institute. Please note that it is APPA’s policy that, regrettably, expenses and fees associated with participation 
cannot be reimbursed by APPA.

• Diversity
• Judicial
• Technology
• Federal and APPA Initiatives
• Leadership and Management
• Off ender Programs and Supervision
• Organizational Development

• Local Issues 
• Staff  Health & Safety 
• International Issues 
• Restorative Justice
• Juvenile Justice                                                                     
• Victims
• Evidence - Based Practices and Research
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by Jeffery B. Spelman
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America’s 
First and 
Largest 
Reentry 
Court: 

Reducing 
Felony 
Recidivism 
in Richland 
County, 
Ohio

In 1999, planning commenced in Richland County, Ohio 
for a new off ender reentry court model that would be based 
fundamentally on the court’s involvement with offenders 
throughout their experiences in the criminal justice system.  By 
the fall of 2000, the Richland County Reentry Court accepted 

its fi rst reentry client.  As of today, over 575 clients have participated in 
this reentry program.  Th e fi rst aim of this discourse is to discuss and 
reveal data from the initial 213 reentry court clients who participated 
in this program from November 1, 2000 through March 31, 2003.  Th is 
group represents 124 graduates of the program (completed one year 
in the program) and 68 terminated clients. In addition, there are 21 
clients that are neither among the graduates nor the terminated. Th eir 
circumstances will be explained as well.  Th e second purpose is to discuss 
the recidivism and demographic issues with respect to the 124 clients 
who graduated from this reentry court program prior to March 31, 2003 
and as a result, had the opportunity to remain in the Richland County 
community for at least three years following prison release. 

With a population of approximately 128,000 residents, Richland 
County employs two common pleas court judges and maintains both 
a substance abuse court (drug court) and a reentry court (U.S. Bureau 
of Census, 2000). Each judge handles approximately 430 felony cases 
annually. Total off ender management is the philosophy of Richland 
County.  To this end they operate a substance abuse court program 
(drug court), a standard probation program, an intensive supervision 
program with electronic monitoring and an electronic monitoring 
program for pre-trial release clients.  Richland County Court Services 
Adult Probation Department employees also participate in a partnership 
program with community policing. 

Prior to the Richland County Reentry Court program, inmates 
being released from prison received the same supervision as most 
other state prison inmates returning to their communities.  Th is means 
that state parole offi  cers alone provided supervision for state released 
inmates under parole or post release control (PRC).  When these state 
release clients violated their supervision conditions, they would face 
a revocation hearing in front of a parole board hearing offi  cer or full 
parole board.  Th is could result in a client’s return to prison.  When 
inmates were released from prison by the court under split sentencing 
or judicial release (formerly called shock probation), they would also 
be supervised under probation (community control).  If these clients 
violated their supervision conditions, they would appear before a judge 
and could also be sent back to prison.

The reentry court program has changed the way convicted 
off enders are processed in Richland County.  Th e Richland County 
Reentry Court Project pursues the community corrections goal by 
protecting the community fi rst and then reintegrating off enders into the 
community using the restorative justice concept.  Now that the Richland 



24 P e r s p e c t i v e s  S p r i n g  2 0 0 7

County Reentry Court has teamed up with the Ohio Department 
of Rehabilitation and Corrections, the court assesses the convicted 
off ender for individual risks and or needs and recommends specifi c 
off ender treatment in a reentry risk and needs plan prior to sentencing.
Th is plan accompanies the off ender to prison. Th e off enders who are 
being considered for the reentry court program are also monitored 
by institutional case managers and treatment staff .  In addition, the 
Richland County Reentry Court Treatment Coordinator monitors 
off ender’s compliance to the reentry plan and thus their eligibility for 
judicial release while they are in prison.  If an off ender completes the 
suggested treatment he or she may be recommended for release into the 
reentry court program.  Prior to release into the community, the inmate’s 
community reentry supervision/treatment plan is prepared and is agreed 
upon by the judge, the treatment coordinator and supervision staff .  For 
parole and post release control (PRC) off enders who will be supervised 
in the community by state supervision offi  cers, the Richland County 
Treatment Coordination coordinates the same reentry/supervision plan 
and coordinates release services given to judicial release off enders.

Upon release from prison, reentry clients must appear in court 
each month with other reentry clients in a specialized reentry court 
session before the original sentencing judge and in some cases, also a 
parole board member (reentry joint authority) to discuss their progress.  
Specifi cally, clients released by the court appear before a judge, whereas 
clients released by the State Adult Parole Authority appear before 
the judge and the parole board member.  Th is monthly meeting is 
elemental in the reentry court program (drug court operation also 
possesses this fundamental component).  Th us, each off ender/client 
is receiving individual attention monthly as the judge or parole board 
member reviews his or her progress.  Sanctions or incentives may be 
given at this time by the court or parole board member.  Reentry court 
supervision is not only intensive throughout this one-year program but 
it is also a requirement for graduation from this program.  Reentry court 
supervision contacts are another prime component in this program.  In 
this program, contacts average about 12 per month.  Unlike 80 percent 
of U.S. parolees supervised on a regular caseload who receive less than 
two 15-minute face-to-face contacts per month, supervision offi  cers in 
Richland County, Ohio are required to complete at least 33 percent 
of their contacts with the reentry court client aft er 5:00 p.m. and on 
weekends (Petersilia, J. and Turner, S., 1993).

Excellent supervision by the staff  is vital for this program’s success.  
Because reentry court maintains the goal of reducing off ender recidivism, 
supervision consists of the following:

A minimum of 12 face to face contacts are to be made monthly 
with the client, either offi  ce visits, at the client’s employment or at 
the client’s home. With 12 client contacts a month, there is a higher 
probability that supervision staff  will recognize potential problems 

•

quickly and deal with them before they end in client recidivism.
At least 33 percent of supervision contacts occur on weekends 
and/or aft er 5:00 p.m. on weekdays.
Utilization of employment, housing, job training and/or education 
assistance is vital.
Supervision offi  cers are expected to participate with community 
police offi  cers in an attempt to verify that the client’s conditions 
of supervision are being met.
If the supervision offi  cers detect a pattern of non-compliance 
(including above items or a pattern of criminal thinking) the 
reentry court prefers to terminate the client prior to a commission 
of a new crime. Th is however does not preclude the off ender’s re-
acceptance into the reentry court. Placing the community’s safety 
fi rst is a key concept of reentry court. Th e off ender may return to 
Richland County Reentry Court to attempt success.  

Richland County accepted its first reentry court client on 
November 1, 2000 and by March 31, 2003, 213 clients had participated 
in the reentry court program. Th is number includes 82 parole and post 
release control clients (state referred) and 131 common pleas court, split 
sentence and judicial release clients (county referred).  Of the clients who 
were no longer active in the reentry court program as of August 31, 2003, 
124 clients had graduated (successfully completed the mandatory one 
year of supervision) while 68 clients were terminated from the program.  
Although they had completed one year in the reentry court program, the 
remaining 21 clients were not evaluated in this study because they were 
categorized in one of two designations.  Nine of the original 213 clients 
were placed into the designation called Positive Administration Release. 
Th is means that the client entered reentry court on post release control 
(PRC) and that his or her commitment for supervision by the Adult 
Parole Authority had expired. Th e client may have been transferred 
to an alternative benefi cial program. Two such programs are the Teen 
Challenge Program (an 18 month program) and drug court. 

Th e remaining 12 clients who continued in the program but were 
not graduates or terminated clients received a sanction of time in either 
a community corrections center, an in-house drug or alcohol treatment 
center or an in-house residential program. When released from this 
sanction, clients are placed back into the reentry court program.  Since 
the mandatory time period of this reentry court program is one year 
of living within the community, the client’s time ends when he or she 
is placed into a residential in-house program. When an additional 
obligation is imposed within a community based correctional or 
residential treatment facility, this time is not considered a part of the 
one year community supervision requirement for reentry court. 

Th erefore, the 21 clients who continued in the reentry program 
past March 31, 2003 have been labeled neither graduates nor terminated 

•

•

•

•
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clients.  However, they are counted as part of the 213 clients participating 
in reentry court prior to March 31, 2003.  While it may be accurate to 
consider them successful owing to the fact that they remained in the 
program for one year, it is equally possible that future choices will result 
in their termination prior to successful graduation.  Since they have not 
been terminated from the program, only future evaluation will establish 
their success or failure within the reentry court system. 

Contrast and Comparison of Reentry Court Graduates and 
Terminated Clients

Since one year of successful community supervision is a 
requirement for graduation from this reentry program, if a client has 
received judicial release or has been discontinued from supervision, 
he or she may be stepped down to standard probation aft er one year 
in reentry court.  Two hundred thirteen off enders entered the reentry 
court program between November 1, 2000 and March 31, 2002 and 
therefore had the opportunity to complete one year by March 31, 2003.   
Of the 213 clients who had this opportunity, 124 successfully graduated 
from the reentry court program and 68 clients were terminated from 
the program within a one year period.  Termination in this program 
occurs as a result of a new arrest, multiple technical violations or one 
serious technical violation.  Consequently, of these 213 clients who 
had the opportunity to complete a year in reentry court, 192 clients 
either graduated or were terminated from the program. Th e remaining 
21 clients, although they had completed one year in the reentry court 
program, were not contrasted and compared.  Th e 21 clients were 
continued in reentry court past August 31, 2003 and consequently were 
labeled neither graduates nor terminated clients.  Nevertheless, they are 
counted as part of the 213 clients participating in reentry court prior 
to March 31, 2003.  

Reentry’s 124 Graduates – 68 Terminated Clients: 
Contrast and Comparison

Th e 192 clients who graduated or were terminated by March 31, 
2003 are categorized below based on their origination into the reentry 
court system.  Th e court began placing clients into the reentry court 
program November 1, 2000 while the state began placing parole and 
PRC cases into the program January 1, 2001. Th erefore, reentry planners 
anticipated more clients would be placed by the Common Pleas Court 
than the State Parole Board during its fi rst year of operation.  Today 
the adult Parole Authority (state) and judicial release admit about 
equal numbers of clients (approximately 60) into the reentry court 
program yearly.

Terminated Reentry Court Clients – 68 Terminated 
due to arrest or technical violation

31 Parole and PRC clients 2 new arrests 29 technical violations
37 Judicial Release client 7 new arrests 30 technical violations

Of the 68 terminated clients, only nine (13 percent) were 
terminated within their fi rst year having been charged with a new felony 
criminal law violation.  It should be noted that three of the nine felony 
arrests were a result of clients cutting off  their electronic monitoring 
bands and consequently these clients were charged with felony escape.  
Th e fact that there were only nine felony arrests (four percent of 213 
released off enders) is a noteworthy detail which places the reentry court 
concept in a positive light.  Th e main goal of the Richland County 
Reentry Court Program is to protect the community and this appears 
to indicate a certain degree of success when measuring recidivism by new 
felony arrests. Th e other 59 clients (28 percent) were terminated because 
of misdemeanor off enses or technical violations or a combination of 
the two.  Consequently, 32 percent is the total failure rate for this 
reentry court’s fi rst 213 clients within their fi rst year of participation 
in this program.  Th e 59 clients terminated due to technical violations 
committed one or more of the following violations: failed one or more 
drug test, failed to comply with supervision, refrained from following 
required treatment guidelines and or program expectations, failed to 
seek employment, failed to provide restitution to the victim or were 
charged with a misdemeanor crime.    

Anytime a client is charged with a misdemeanor offense, the 
client’s supervision offi  cer and supervisor staff  review the off ender’s 
reentry supervision history. It is the client’s overall behavior and 
criminal thinking that is being reviewed.  If the regular sanction process 
is used repeatedly but has failed to modify the client’s behavior, and 
if it is believed that future continued criminal activity will result, a 
recommendation to terminate supervision will be forwarded to the 
reentry court to be reviewed at the team meeting prior to the reentry 
court session. Th e fi nal decision to continue or to terminate the client 
from the reentry program is up to the judge if it’s a judicial release case. 
Th is decision is up to the parole board representative when the case is 
a parole or PRC case. 

If the supervision offi  cers detect a pattern of non-compliance or 
a pattern of criminal thinking behavior, the reentry court may choose 
to terminate the client prior to a commission of a new crime. Th is 
however does not preclude the off enders from being accepted back into 
the reentry court.  Th is is a key concept in the reentry court plan.   By 
placing the community’s safety fi rst, the off ender may return to Richland 
County and try again to achieve success through the reentry program.  

COVER STORY
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Demographics of the 192 Reentry Court Clients Graduated or Terminated Within Their First Year 

Breakdown of Client Origination

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Parole or Post-Release Control         44 (35%) Parole or Post-Release Control         31 (46 %)

Judicial Release (ISP)                          80 (65%)    Judicial Release (ISP)                        37 (54 %)

Males 108 (87%)    Males 65 (96 %)

Females 16 (13%)    Females  3 (4 %)

It should be noted that the state parole and PRC clients were not placed into reentry at the same pace of judicial release at the beginning of 
the program. Today the numbers of clients originating from the adult Parole Authority (state) and judicial release are about equal. Approximately 
60 clients from both agencies enter the reentry program each year.

While the vast majority of prison inmates are male, female clients in the reentry program appear to have a high success rate. In fact, 16 of the 
19 females graduated in this early program comparison.

Race and Ethnicity

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Caucasian 60 (48%) Caucasian 37 (54%)

African Americans 59 (48%) African Americans 30 (44%)

Hispanic 2 (2%) Hispanic 1 (1%)

Bi-racial 3 (2%) Bi-racial 0 (0%)

Fift y one percent of this reentry court’s fi rst 192 clients were White and 46% were African American.  Sixty one percent of Whites graduated 
while African Americans had a slightly higher graduation rate of 66 percent.

Frequently newly released inmates involve themselves in some type 
of criminal behavior and the rearrest of released off enders oft en occurs 
very quickly. Rearrest statistics for Ohio’s fi rst reentry court reveal nine 
felony arrests for the 213 clients (four percent) within their fi rst year.   
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) data from a 15 state recidivism study 
in 1994 indicates that approximately 44 percent of released inmates 
were rearrested within their fi rst year, usually for a new off ense (almost 
exclusively felony or serious misdemeanor)  (Hughes, T., Wilson, D. 
Beck, A., 2001).  Th e contrast between the reentry court’s four percent 

felony rearrest rate and the BJS 44 percent rearrest rate within one year 
of release is remarkable.

In this report, the 124 reentry court graduates were placed side by 
side with the 68 terminated reentry court clients for an initial inquiry 
to observe how these two sets of clients may diff er.  Although Richland 
County has the oldest and largest reentry court in operation today, this 
reentry court project remains a relatively new concept and, as such, the 
statistics are derived from a limited number of clients.  Th is information 
may generate questions demanding further investigation.  
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Educational Level

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Some College  10 (8%) Some College  4 (6 %)

High School Graduate 42 (34%) High School Graduate 9 (13 %)

GED 25 (20%) GED 10 (15%)

9-12 Grade (no diploma) 44 (35%) 9-12 Grade (no diploma) 44 (65%)

0-8 grade (no diploma) 3 (2%) 0-8 grade (no diploma) 1 (1%)

Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Th e educational gap between reentry graduates and those terminated from the program is notable.  While 42 percent of Richland County 
Reentry Court graduates completed high school or higher, only 19 percent of terminated clients were high school graduates or higher. While it is 
well documented that prisoners oft en have a lower educational attainment than non-criminals, the results of this study continues to highlight to 
both prison and community correction providers the importance of education in ending recidivism.

Employment

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Some College 88 (71%) Empoyed                                  36  (53%)

High School Graduate 34 (27%) Unemployed                          32 (47 %)

GED 2 (1%) GED 0 (0%)

Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

          Employment appears to be another critical factor in ending recidivism. Clients are apt and or more able to meet fi nancial responsibilities 
when employed. Th e above reentry court data reveals the importance of employment in the role of successful community reintegration.
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Marital Status

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Single                       82 (66%) Single 51 (75%)

Married 19 (15%) Married 7 (10 %)

Divorced 14 (11%) Divorced 6 (9%)

Seperated 8 (6%) Seperated 4 (6%)

Widowed 1 (1%) Widowed 0 (0%)

Of the 192 clients, 111 (58 percent) have dependant children. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Although it appears that reentry court clients are normally more likely to be single than married, the percentage of single terminated clients 
was nine percent higher than the percentage of single clients who graduated.  

Age

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

19 or under                    0 (0%) 19 or under                    1 (1%)

20 to 29 41 (33%) 20 to 29 34 (50 %)

30 to 39 49 (40%) 30 to 39 22 (32%)

40 to 49 19 (1%) 40 to 49 8 (12%)

50 to 59 14 (11%) 50 to 59 2 (3%)

60 or over 1 (1%) 60 or over 1 (1%)

Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Th e signifi cance of a client’s age is not a revelation to criminal justice offi  cials. Th is study reinforces the fact that crime is more apt to be 
committed by the young. Even so, several interesting facts are worth noting. Th is data shows that 83 percent of the terminated clients were younger 
than 40, while only 33 percent of graduating clients were younger than 30.  Just over half (51 percent) of all terminated clients were younger than 
30 years of age.
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Felony Conviction Level of Clients Entering Reentry Court
Note:  If clients may have been convicted of multiple off enses, the most serious felony is recorded.

Ohio felony levels / off ense examples
Felony 1: voluntary manslaughter, felonious assault on a peace offi  cer, aggravated robbery, aggravated burglary and rape 
Felony 2: aggravated vehicle homicide, felonious assault, robbery, burglary, theft  $25,000 to $100,000, aggravated drug traffi  cking
Felony 3: reckless homicide, aggravated assault of a police offi  cer, theft  less than $25,000, sexual battery, burglary
Felony 4: aggravated assault, patient abuse and neglect, theft  less than $5,000, drug traffi  cking schedule I or II substance, gross sexual 
imposition, receiving stolen property
Felony 5: breaking and entering, theft  from elderly, forgery, drug traffi  cking schedule III, IV or V substances, aggravated possession of drugs, 
domestic violence, non-support

Felony Conviction Level

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Felony 1                       14 (11%) Felony 1                       5 (75%)

Felony 2 44 (35%) Felony 2 19 (28 %)

Felony 3 23 (19%) Felony 3 11 (16%)

Felony 4 24 (19%) Felony 4 16 (24%)

Felony 5 19 (15%) Felony 5 17 (25%)

Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Off ense Type

124 Reentry Graduates      68 Terminated Clients

Violent                      43 (35%) Violent                      28 (41%)

Property 51 (41%) Property 26 (38%)

Drug 21 (17%) Drug 10 (15%)

Sex 9 (7%) Sex 4 (6%)

Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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As with other categories, it is diffi  cult to draw defi nitive conclusions 
based on this new program’s limitations. Early studies seemed to reveal 
that the reentry program’s drug and sex off enders were likely to become 
graduates.  More recent studies reveal that 69 percent of sex off enders, 
68 percent of drug off enders, 66 percent of property off enders and 61 
percent of violent off enders graduated from the reentry program. Drug 
and sex off ender successes may be linked to the excessive supervision 
contacts, the required monthly reentry court appearances, the frequent 
drug testing and the use of electronic monitoring. 

One objective of this analysis was to review the recidivism rates of 
the 124 graduates who not only successfully completed one year in the 
reentry court, but also remained in the community for an additional two 
years (a total of three years in the community). To accomplish this task, 
a thorough criminal record check was completed for the 124 graduates. 
Th e following information was established and deemed as noteworthy as 
the largest study done on released off enders which indicated 67.5 percent 
of the off enders studied were rearrested for a new off ense within three 
years and that these off enses were almost exclusively felonies or serious 
misdemeanors (Langan, P., Levin, D., 2002).  Of the 68 terminated 
clients in the reentry study who recidivated within the fi rst 12 months of 
the program, only nine (13 percent) were terminated because they were 
charged with a new felony criminal law violation.  Of the 124 graduates 
of reentry court, 24 were arrested within two years from graduation 
for felonies and 17 were arrested for misdemeanors.  When measuring 
recidivism by arrests, 41 (33 percent) of the 124 graduates recidivated 
during the two years following their successful graduation (one year in 
the program), and 83 (67 percent) of the 124 completed three years in 
the community without criminal arrests.

One key program goal was to reduce felony recidivism of reentry 
clients. Th e data gathered aft er three years (following 213 post-release 
clients) revealed that nine clients were charged with a felony off ense 
during their fi rst year in the reentry court program, 24 reentry court 
graduates were charged with felony off enses (one year aft er release and 
prior to completing three years in the community), and of the 21 clients 
who were not included in these demographics (as explained earlier in 
this report), seven were charged with a new felony off ense within three 
years. In total, 40 (19 percent) of the 213 clients were charged with a 
new felony off ense within three years of their release from prison. 

Recidivism Data by Felony Arrest and Technical Violations
Of the 213 clients leaving prison and participating in this reentry 
court project from November 1, 2000 to March 31, 2003, nine 
clients (four percent) were terminated from the program having 
been charged with a new felony off ense within their fi rst year of 
participating in reentry court.

•

Of the 213 clients leaving prison and participating in this reentry 
court project from November 1, 2000 to March 31, 2003, 59 
clients (28 percent) were terminated from the program having been 
charged with a technical violation and or a misdemeanor off ense. 
When considering the nine felony arrests with 59 technical 
violations for these 213 clients who participated in reentry court 
during their fi rst year and were subsequently returned to prison, 32 
percent is the failure rate. Th e fact that there were only nine felony 
arrests (four percent) during these 213 clients’ initial years within 
the reentry program is noteworthy.
Of 124 clients who graduated from reentry court and were in the 
community a total of three years, 24 (19 percent) were charged with 
a new felony off ense within two years aft er graduation while 17 (14 
percent) were charged with a misdemeanor off ense. 
Some terminated reentry court clients returned to prison within 
one year of their release because of a felony off ense or technical 
violation and were again returned to the reentry court program 
from prison. Some of those who were returned to prison from 
reentry court completed their original sentence and were released 
into the community or received a new sentence for a new crime.  

Th e underlying principle of the Richland County Reentry Court 
Model is the court’s involvement with the off ender throughout his or 
her experiences in the criminal justice system. Th is is accomplished 
by establishing a comprehensive community-wide approach to the 
management of criminal off enders with court oversight that links the 
various stages of the crime cycle from arrest to conviction, sentencing, 
incarceration to release, and supervision to termination. When this 
unique approach is fully achieved, reentry court proponents in the 
criminal justice system believe that they are truly addressing the crime 
problem as a community goal or crime priority for the safety and benefi t 
of both the reentry client and the community. 
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by Matthew T. DeMichele, Ann Crowe and Lori  A. Stiegel

Abuse, neglect, and exploitation 

of the elderly – commonly called 

elder abuse – have existed for a 

long time. Th e professional and 

public perception of elder abuse 

is slowly changing fr om being 

a socially acceptable form of 

familial control; to a relatively 

minor, hidden social problem; to 

a crime that must be addressed 

by the criminal justice system. 
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This article explains why it is important for community 
corrections offi  cers to become aware of elder abuse 
(e.g., knowing what constitutes elder abuse), develop 
the skills needed to recognize abusive situations 
(e.g., types of abuse, abuse indicators, risk factors, 

consequences for victims), and form strategies to respond eff ectively 
to elder abuse (e.g., notify appropriate investigative services and work 
with other service providers to fashion an appropriate response). With 
funding from the Offi  ce for Victims of Crime, Offi  ce of Justice Programs 
within the U.S. Department of Justice , the American Probation and 
Parole Association, in conjunction with Justice Solutions and the 
American Bar Association Commission on Law and Aging, recently 
created and pilot tested a curriculum to train community corrections 
offi  cers to identify and respond to potential elder abuse.1 

The Aging U.S. Population
Public policies are shaped by social, political and economic 

conditions. A signifi cant demographic shift  under way suggests that 
by the year 2030 nearly one fi ft h of the total U.S. adult population will 
consist of people age 65 and older (Cheesman-Day, 1993). Th e 2000 
U.S. Census documents indicate that there are presently more than 
35 million people at least 65 years old, and the 50- to 65-year-old age 
group presently constitutes nearly 15 percent of the population (Meyer, 
2001). Growth in this age group presents challenges for future service 
delivery among several types of public organizations. Community 
corrections offi  cers are not immune from the service demands, and 
the growing elderly population represents added responsibility and 
challenge for these public safety offi  cials presented by a growing elderly 
population as those in this age group become victims of crimes. 

Victimization of Older Persons
Th e elderly presently make up about 15 percent of the US 

population and account for seven percent of all crime victims, based 
on average annual fi gures between 1992 and 1997 (BJS, 2000; 
Administration on Aging, 2003). Upon fi rst glance, this might appear 
to be an insignifi cant issue since elderly victimization rates are less 
than their population size. However, when considering older persons’ 
vulnerability for victimization and the fact that these crimes oft en 
go undetected, it becomes plausible that current criminal justice and 
social service responses are insuffi  cient. Th e vulnerability of the elderly 
to abuse, neglect and exploitation necessitates an offi  cial justice system 
response. 

Th e justice system traditionally has been slow to intervene in 
family matters (e.g., elder abuse, intimate partner violence) even when 
extreme violence is present. Sengstock and Hwalek (1986) found that 
law enforcement offi  cers had very little involvement in elder abuse 
cases due to neglect of domestic disturbances, victim reluctance to 
report and low conviction rates for domestic and family violence 
cases in general. Nearly two decades ago, they suggested the need for 
a change in police cultural defi nitions of elderly victimization and 

greater interagency cooperation between the police and other service 
providers such as adult protective services. 

Payne and Berg (2003) surveyed police chiefs to determine law 
enforcement attitudes toward elder abuse and recommended penalties 
for this crime. Th eir report revealed that police chiefs hold more 
stringent attitudes toward traditional crimes against the elderly, but 
tend to miss the importance of holding off enders fully accountable 
for neglectful acts. While chiefs fi nd robbery, theft  and physical 
abuse worthy of law enforcement intervention, they do not view elder 
neglect as seriously. Th e authors suggest that although major steps 
were taken during the 1990s to criminalize elder abuse, specifi c law 
enforcement training on how to handle elder abuse and more reliance 
on multiagency cooperation is needed. Th ey argue that many of the 
police offi  cers and chiefs do not have suffi  cient training or knowledge 
of elder abuse as a general phenomenon or as a criminal occurrence. 

To date, there is little research discussing the role of community 
corrections in elder abuse. Th e lack of research and training in elder 
abuse elevates the need for community corrections offi  cers to become 
aware of potential elder abuse whether they are supervising someone 
for a specifi c elder abuse charge or for some other, nonrelated charge. 
In fact, it may be that community corrections offi  cers have the greatest 
opportunity to recognize elder abuse during home contacts or other 
interactions with individuals on supervision for crimes other than elder 
abuse. While there may not be many off enders currently on probation 
or parole for elder abuse off enses, the potential exists for off enders 
under community supervision to be living with an elderly relative, to 
live in neighborhoods near older residents, or to be employed in elder 
care agencies. 

Studies on elder abuse have found that only a small portion 
of incidents are ever reported to adult protective services or other 
authorities (NCEA, 1998). Elders may be victims of general crimes or 
they may be abused by someone in a trust relationship.2  Understanding 
the victim-off ender relationship demonstrates the need to be more 
attentive to potential abuse perpetrated by friends, family members, and 
others known to the victim. 

In a recent elder abuse case in San Diego, California, a 51-year-old 
nephew was living with his 82-year-old aunt. Th e elderly aunt went to the 
hospital aft er suff ering minor injuries in a fall. During the hospital visit, 
physical evidence of sexual assault was revealed and the aunt admitted that 
her nephew attacked her (NBCSandiego.com, 2004). Family members 
are not the only perpetrators of elder abuse; non-familial caregivers also 
frequently abuse their elderly clients. A caregiver in Lansing, Michigan, 
for example, was charged with illegally obtaining a signature with the 
intent to cheat or defraud. Th is case involved a 28-year-old, in-home 
caregiver assisting an 89-year-old woman recovering from an automobile 
accident. Th e elderly woman, who was taking several pain medicines at 
the time, was convinced by her caregiver to accompany her to a car lot 
to sign “some insurance papers.”  Th e papers the elderly woman signed, 
unfortunately, were not insurance documents, but rather a lease for a 
new car (Michigan Attorney General Press Release, 2005).   
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Elder Abuse:
Challenges for Community Corrections

Justice system agencies are beginning to take a more assertive 
stance against elder abuse by creating special court dockets and 
prosecutorial investigative units. Heisler and Stiegel (2002) report 
that law enforcement offi  cers, prosecutors, civil lawyers and judges in 
certain jurisdictions are starting to receive training on elder abuse. Th e 
District Attorney General in Nashville, Tennessee, for example, has 
a special unit with a trained counselor to assist elderly persons who 
attend court, informing them of the court process and sentencing 
considerations, arranging transportation to court and providing 
other services (Folk & Tucker, 2005). Several years ago in Oakland, 
California, many criminal justice professionals noticed the diffi  culty 
elderly persons had when participating in normal court processes. 
Th is prompted Superior Court Judge Julie Conger to create a special 
court docket that hears elder abuse cases once a week (Flaherty, 
2004). Community corrections offi  cers can follow the lead of these 
criminal justice practitioners and begin preparing for elder abuse now, 
before the number of cases becomes overwhelming. To help achieve 
that goal, APPA and its partner organizations developed an elder 
abuse curriculum that informs community corrections offi  cers and 
administrators about the potential for encountering elder abuse while 
performing job duties.

Elder abuse is defi ned generally as criminal and noncriminal 
abuse, neglect, and exploitation of persons who are at least 60 years 
old. All 50 states and the District of Columbia have passed legislation 
addressing elder abuse. Th e common features of elder abuse off enses 
can be summarized as (Miller & Johnson, 2003, p. 3):

Intentional acts to infl ict physical or psychological harm;  
Non-consensual sexual contact (abuse); 
Illegally taking one’s assets or property (exploitation); or 
Failure to provide for taking care of one’s basic life needs (i.e., food, 
care, housing, Medical attention, or other necessities) – neglect.

However, statutes vary regarding ages of victims, defi nitions 
of elder abuse, classifi cation of the abuse as criminal or civil, types 
of abuse covered, reporting requirements, investigation procedures 
and remedies. Agencies are advised to become familiar with their 
jurisdiction’s defi nitions of elder abuse and reporting requirements 
(for mandatory reporting requirements, see http://www.abanet.org/
media/factbooks/eldt1.html.)

Community corrections professionals may encounter elder abuse 
in their work with off enders and so they are a vital component in a 
community’s response to elder abuse victims. Pretrial, probation and 
parole professionals may supervise off enders charged with elder abuse 
or related crimes (such as domestic violence). Community corrections 
services are increasingly being used to supervise elder abusers. Recently 
a 74-year-old woman was swindled out of her entire life savings by a 
29-year-old man claiming to be a fi nancial advisor. Unfortunately, he 
was not a real fi nancial advisor; instead he slowly siphoned her bank 
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account of about $85,000 over eight months. He was expected to receive 
probation and work toward repaying the stolen money (Newsday.
com, 2005). In another case, a Florida woman was expected to receive 
probation for neglecting her elderly aunt. Th e perpetrator allegedly 
lacked the ability to care for her ailing family member, resulting in her 
leaving the elderly person in such unsanitary conditions that bedsores 
developed and became infected, forcing doctors to amputate the 
aunt’s left  foot (Geary, 2005). Alternatively, community corrections 
professionals may discover elder abuse during contacts with off enders. 
For example, offi  cers may become aware that off enders have acquired 
money they are unable to account for legitimately, have access to an 
elder’s medications or are living with an elder or employed in elder 
care facilities with vulnerable older adults. Offi  cers should recognize 
the potential for an individual under community supervision to abuse 
elderly persons. To do so, offi  cers should: 

Become aware of and informed about elder abuse and learn why 
elder abuse oft en is underreported.
Understand the impact of elder abuse on victims. 
Recognize indicators of potential elder abuse among family 
members, friends, or other elders with whom offenders have 
contacts.
Develop ways to obtain more information to respond appropriately 
to suspected elder abuse
Take a proactive approach to identifying, responding, and reporting 
situations where elder abuse is suspected.

Identifying Possible Elder Abuse
Offi  cers need to recognize elder abuse indicators and risk factors 

and report suspected abuse cases to appropriate investigative agencies 
such as adult protective services or law enforcement. Indicators are 
warning signs that alert an offi  cer to the possibility that elder abuse 
is occurring. Indicators do not necessarily mean the person is being 
abused, neglected or exploited, but they should heighten a community 
corrections professional’s suspicions and signify that further steps 
should be taken. Exhibit 1 provides a list of some of the indicators of 
elder abuse that might be observed by a community corrections offi  cer 
during interactions with an older person with whom the off ender 
under supervision has contact.

Offi  cers may learn of elder abuse from a victim in several ways. 
Some may make direct assertions of abuse such as, “My son is taking my 
Social Security checks,” or “My daughter keeps taking my medication.” 
Others might make more subtle, indirect statements such as, “Th ings 
haven’t been so good since my granddaughter came to live with me,” 
or “It has been hard to pay bills since my son started handling the 
checking account.”  Offi  cers also may learn of the potential for elder 
abuse from a family member, another service provider, a neighbor or 
through their own observations. In a current New Jersey elder abuse 
case, calls to the police reported a foul odor coming from a home. 
When the police arrived to investigate, they found an 82-year-old man 
who had been dead for several weeks, lying on the fl oor amid horrible 
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Exhibit 1
Indicators of Elder Abuse

Indicators of physical and/or sexual abuse

Repeated or untreated injuries that don’t seem to be related to a person’s medical 
condition and that don’t seem to fi t the explanation of how they occurred
Signs of confi nement or restraint, e.g., rope burns, marks from bindings
Withholding of medications, overmedicating, inappropriate medicating
Physician or hospital hopping ( i.e., frequent changing of doctors or 
hospitals)
Frequent need for emergency medical care
Behavioral indicators of fear, distress, phobias, mistrust, particularly around 
certain people or in caregiving situations
Self-destructive or suicidal behavior
Coded disclosures 

Indicators of neglect 

Dehydration and malnutrition
Decubitis ulcers (oft en called “bed sores”), especially if they are not treated
Untreated medical conditions 
Absence of dentures, hearing aids, glasses, wheelchairs or other assistance 
devices
Absence of indicators of caregiving (e.g., food, water, heat, clean linens, etc.)
Abandonment at a hospital or other public place

Indicators of financial exploitation 

Banking activity or credit card use inconsistent with the older person’s history 
or ability (e.g., ATM use by a homebound person)
Recent acquaintances expressing aff ection for or residing with an older person 
with assets
Recent changes in the older person’s property ownership or management plan, 
especially if the older person seems confused about these changes or the changes 
favor new acquaintances or are inconsistent with the older person’s history
Disconnected utilities, foreclosure, eviction or lack of amenities or health care 
when an older person can seemingly aff ord those things
Missing property, documents, pension or retirement benefi ts
Forged or suspicious signatures on documents
Failure to receive services for which payment has already been made
Missing mail or mail redirected to a diff erent address
Implausible explanations about the older person’s fi nances

Indicators of emotional abuse

Being emotionally upset or agitated
Being extremely withdrawn and noncommunicative or nonresponsive
Exhibiting unusual behavior such as sucking, biting or rocking that is oft en 
attributed to dementia
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conditions (e.g., fl ies, maggots, dog feces). Th is case is 
unusual because it also involved child neglect charges 
related to the fact that the homeowners required their 13-
year-old foster daughter to act as the primary caregiver for 
the elderly man (Russell, 2005).     

Risk factors are circumstances and characteristics 
that oft en co-occur with abusive behaviors; their presence 
should alert offi  cers to heighten their scrutiny of cases. Th e 
following list includes the risk factors found by researchers 
and practitioners to co-occur with elder abuse:  

Abuser’s dependence on the victim for financial 
assistance, housing and other needs 
Victim’s dependence on the abuser for financial 
support or physical care
Disturbed psychological state of the abuser or the 
victim (e.g., mental illness, substance abuse, personality 
disorder)
Frailty, disability or impairment of the older person 
(physical and mental)
Social isolation of the older person
A caregiver’s previous history of abuse
Besides awareness of the types, associated risk factors 

and some of the common indicators of elder abuse, it 
is helpful to consider some of the specifi c strategies 
community corrections offi  cers can apply to potential 
elder abuse cases. Offi  cers need to determine if off enders 
live with an elderly person, work in an elder care facility or 
have access to an elderly person’s bank account, credit card 
or other economic resource (e.g., writing checks, money 
market accounts, social security, cash). Elder care facilities 
have come under scrutiny for failing to protect residents 
adequately from staff  and other residents. A recent 
example of such potential malfeasance involved the rape of 
a comatose 77-year-old nursing home resident by another 
resident. Th e rapist, although 83-years-old, had a history 
of perpetrating child sexual molestation, sexual assault 
and other criminal charges dating as far back as 1945. 
Th e nursing home did not conduct background checks 
for elderly residents unless they had prior knowledge that 
the individual had the potential to commit a violent or 
felonious act (St. Petersburg Times, 2004). 

Many housing properties and landlords have 
restrictions for drug convictions and other crimes that 
make it especially diffi  cult for off enders to fi nd housing on 
their own. Th ese housing restrictions may leave off enders 
with few options other than staying with a family member 
or friend. When off enders live with an elderly person, 
offi  cers should determine how expenses are paid and 
identify the main source of household income. It is also 
important to determine whether the off ender is caring 
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for the elderly person and, if so, what those caregiving duties 
involve. For example, is the off ender responsible for the elder’s 
health care?  Does the off ender have access to medications?  Is 
he or she responsible for household cleaning and maintenance, 
grocery shopping or meal preparation?  Is he or she managing 
the older person’s funds?

While it is benefi cial to discuss with off enders 
their involvement with elderly persons, it is equally 
benefi cial to discuss living conditions and safety issues 
with potential elder abuse victims living with people 
under community supervision. Offi  cers should make 
attempts to speak with potential victims outside the 
presence of potential abusers. Offi  cers should determine 
whether the older person feels safe or would feel safe 
if the off ender were to live with him or her. Exhibit 2 
provides some general questions that may be useful in 
screening older persons for possible victimization.

Responding to Elder Abuse
Elder abuse, similar to other family violence, is 

signifi cantly underreported. Th e National Center on 
Elder Abuse estimates that only one in fi ve incidences 
of elder abuse is ever reported (NCEA, 1998). While 
there are many reasons to explain why some victims do 
not report elder abuse, offi  cers should look for signs of 
cognitive or physical impairments that make getting help 
or reporting victimization more diffi  cult. Elder abuse 
victims oft en are isolated socially and may be unaware of 
social service assistance. Proactively working against elder 
abuse requires offi  cers to consider some of the reasons 
an older person might not report that he or she is being 
abused, such as:

Fear of being institutionalized
Being dependent on the abuser for care or fi nancial 
support
Loyalty to relatives and caregivers
Lack of knowledge that services and help are available
Being unaware of their rights
Fear that services will make the solution worse than the problem

It also is understandable that victims are reluctant to participate in 
the criminal justice process and it is crucial for offi  cers to realize that the 
criminal justice system can be an intimidating institution, sometimes 
making people slow or unwilling to report cases. 

Many elderly victims may not feel comfortable discussing their 
abuse, especially if the perpetrator is a family member. Offi  cers need 
to let potential elder victims know they are there to improve the older 
person’s life situation, not just to get the abuser “in trouble.”  Offi  cers 
can allay an elder victim’s concerns about the stressful, awkward and 
embarrassing nature of the criminal justice process. To confront the 
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Exhibit 2

Screening Questions for Older Persons

Are you afraid of anyone in your family or household?

Has anyone close to you tried to hurt or harm you recently?

Has anyone close to you called you names, put you down, or made 

you feel badly recently?

Does someone in your family make you stay in bed or tell you that you 

are sick when you know that you are not?

Has anyone forced you to do things you did not want to do?

Has anyone taken things that belong to you without your 

permission?
Source: Hwalek-Sengstock Elder Abuse Modifi ed Screening Test
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inherent intimidation caused by the court process, several jurisdictions 
have devised programs that investigate elder abuse cases, work with elder 
abuse prosecution and provide elderly victims with crisis and follow-up 
services to improve their safety and diminish their anxiety related to 
the court process.  

Community corrections professionals can always voluntarily report 
suspected elder abuse to adult protective services or law enforcement 
agencies and in some states are mandated to report their suspicions to one 
or both of those agencies. Additionally, community corrections offi  cers 
have the opportunity to act as a conduit between local elder service 
providers and abused older persons, providing helpful information 
about the potential abuse, how the justice system works and their roles 
and abilities to assist both the elder and other professionals.

Conclusion
As the elderly population grows, the possibility that older persons 
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will experience increased neglect, physical and sexual abuse and 
fi nancial exploitation also expands. With this in mind, the criminal 
justice system and other service providers need to prepare for the 
increasing demands of meeting victim needs, holding off enders 
accountable and contributing to off ender behavior change.   

Th is article provides community corrections offi  cers, policymakers 
and researchers with a brief overview of current demographic shift s 
in the elderly population, how these shift s might aff ect community 
corrections practices, a description of types and indicators of elder 
abuse and a recommendation to notify the proper agency (e.g., law 
enforcement, adult protective services) of suspected elder abuse. 
Elder abuse has real eff ects upon its victims as they may suff er social, 
psychological, physical and fi nancial trauma from their abuse, with 
much of this abuse delivered by a family member or a caregiver. 

A cultural shift  is needed for community corrections offi  cers to 
respond more eff ectively to elder abuse encountered while supervising 
off enders. Many criminal justice practitioners and policymakers, as 
well as the general public, view elder abuse as an insignifi cant problem. 
Until this perception is countered, very little improvement in offi  cer 
response to elder abuse cases is likely. Th rough training, community 
corrections offi  cers can learn that elder abuse negatively aff ects older 
persons’ lives in many ways, that the bulk of these cases are believed to 
go unreported (only an estimated 20 percent are reported), that the 
elderly population is growing rapidly, and that community corrections 
offi  cers are increasingly being involved in partnerships to respond to 
this emerging social problem.
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Elder Abuse Resources
Accessing State and Local Services

To fi nd local aging services and adult protective services, area agencies on aging, legal 
services, or long term care ombudsman programs contact:

Eldercare Locator, (800) 677-1116, www.eldercare.gov, a nationwide toll-free 
service that helps older adults and their caregivers fi nd local aging services. Th e Eldercare 
Locator toll-free service operates Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
Eastern Time.

To fi nd your state adult protective services administrator, contact:
National Adult Protective Services Association, 1900 13th St., Suite 303, Boulder, 

CO 80302, (720) 565-0906.

Obtaining More Information about Elder Abuse
National Center on Elder Abuse, 1201 15th Street NW, Suite 350, Washington, 

DC 20005, (202) 898-2578, website: www.elderabusecenter.org
U.S. Department of Justice, Offi  ce for Victims of Crime – www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ovc

Endnotes
1Th e Offi  ce for Victims of Crime (OVC), anticipates off ering this training curriculum 
through their annual OVC Training Calendar.  For more information on all off ered 
OVC training and technical assistance, please visit the OVC Training and Technical 
Assistance (TTAC) website: www.ovcttac.org.

2Trust relationships include familial and friendship associations as well as employer-
employee, paid or unpaid caregiver roles, relationships in which one person has a 
responsibility to act as a fi duciary for another person (including those between an 
individual and an agent to whom the individual has given a power of attorney), and 
other relationships in which there is a societal expectation that one person should act 
in a trustworthy manner toward another given the nature of their relationship.
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The American Probation and Parole Association (APPA) 
has struggled for some time with the question of the 
ideal caseload size for probation and parole offi  cers 
(PPO). That struggle was first documented in an 
issue paper developed by the Association in the early 

1990s.1 In brief, the issue paper did not recommend specifi c caseload 
standards, but recommended that probation and parole agencies adopt 
a workload strategy2 to determine staffi  ng needs and caseload size on 
an individual agency basis.

The issue remains a contentious one, difficult to resolve and 
critically important to the fi eld of community corrections. Th e APPA 
headquarters offi  ce regularly receives queries from legislative staff ers 
and the media as to the recommended caseload size. Th e question of 
“what is the ideal caseload size?” has critical implications for the staffi  ng 
levels of probation and parole agencies across the country. Absent any 
defi nitive national professional standards, ideally backed up by empirical 
research, policy-makers and funding bodies are left  to muddle through 
the decisions about resource levels. Some probation and parole agencies 
have had success with the development and deployment of workload 
models and weighted caseload formulae, but for the most part staffi  ng 
decisions for community corrections agencies are made in a relative 
vacuum of reliable direction as to the right or appropriate level of staffi  ng. 
As a result, average caseloads in many jurisdictions are larger, oft en 
much larger than experienced professionals would recommend. Absent 
recommendations or guidance from the professional organization 
representing probation and parole practitioners, decisions about 
the allocation of resources to community corrections are left  to the 
vagaries of the political and budget processes at the local county and 
state levels.

What is the Right Caseload Size? Why is this 
Question So Hard to Answer?

As the earlier issue paper noted, this seems like this question should 
be easy to answer. “Why can’t the professionals in a well-established 
fi eld, assisted by capable researchers, provide a defi nitive answer to the 
question of how many off enders a caseload offi  cer should carry?”3 Th e 
answer, like the landscape of community corrections, is complex. Th e 
diversity of size, structure, geographical area covered, organization 
and clientele that characterizes probation and parole in the United 
States and Canada makes it very diffi  cult to make defi nitive statements 
or recommendations that will apply to all, or even to a majority of 
the agencies. While probation and parole agencies use the same basic 
terminology and general practices, there are key diff erences that produce 
signifi cant variations. Th ese diff erences include:

Not All Off enders Are Alike – they vary in their age, gender, off ense 
seriousness, risk factors and service needs.
Not All Court/Parole Orders Are the Same – Judges and releasing 
authorities vary widely in terms of the conditions they place on 
offenders, in terms of the number, complexity and workload 
demands the conditions place on the supervising offi  cer.
Not All Jurisdictions Are the Same -- Th e statutory, political and 
policy environments of the hundreds of jurisdictions that provide 
probation and parole services vary greatly. Th e impact of these 
jurisdictional variations can have signifi cant impact on the work 
of the PPO.

Based on all of the above factors, the case plan and supervision 
strategy for a given off ender can vary signifi cantly from one department 
to the next. As a result, it is diffi  cult to prescribe an ideal caseload size 
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that will apply broadly across the fi eld of community corrections. 
However, the diffi  culty of this challenge should not deter APPA from 
addressing it.

The Importance of Caseload Size
Th e importance of caseload size to the eff ectiveness of probation 

and parole supervision cannot be overstated. Off ender supervision is a 
human capital intensive activity. Th ere is no technological or automated 
solution to this problem. While technological innovations have certainly 
transformed the work of the PPO, they primarily have improved the 
monitoring capability of the offi  cers and their access to information, 
but have done little to change the core correctional practices that 
comprise case management. People, in the form of PPOs are the core 
correctional resource.

Th e challenge faced by education can help to illustrate this issue. 
Th e optimal class size has been a hot topic in education for years. In much 
the same way that probation and parole have struggled, the educational 
establishment has struggled to defi ne the “right” or optimal class size. 

Generally speaking, smaller classes are better than larger ones. 
Teachers have fewer students to monitor, and so can devote more time 
to each. Th ey can deliver quality educational services and better monitor 
student progress. When problems develop, teachers can detect them 
sooner and take remedial action. Having adequate time is critical to the 
question of teacher eff ectiveness.

Th is rather short and perhaps simplistic description of education 
leaves out one critical factor. Small classes alone are not enough. Th ey are 
necessary, but not suffi  cient. What teachers teach and how they teach it 
are critical variables in the eff ectiveness of education. Teachers must use 
proven educational strategies and techniques to transmit knowledge, 
and they must have suffi  cient time to work with each student to the 
extent necessary to achieve the educational objectives.

Returning to probation and parole, officer caseloads are the 
equivalent of teacher class size. Th ose caseloads must be of a size that 
provides offi  cers with enough time to devote to each off ender to achieve 
supervision objectives. Just as teachers with overly large classes will be 

reduced to just maintaining order and sending misbehaving students 
to the principal’s offi  ce, PPOs with overly large caseloads can do little 
more than monitor the off enders and return the non-compliant ones to 
court. Appropriate class and caseload size is the necessary precondition 
to effectiveness in these two systems. Without adequate time for 
supervision, eff ectiveness is just a pipe dream.

A Failed Experiment with Smaller Caseloads
The field of probation and parole has a substantial body of 

experience to draw upon when looking at the questions of caseload 
size and eff ectiveness. In the 1980s, almost every jurisdiction in the 
U.S. experimented with some form of intensive supervision probation 
or parole (ISP). While these programs varied signifi cantly in their 
programmatic details and strategies, they all featured caseloads that 
were smaller than the norm and supervision that was more intensive 
(frequent) than the norm. Since many of the ISPs were started in 
response to prison and jail crowding, the ISPs were aggressive in their 
surveillance and punitive in their sanctioning. With a small number 
of exceptions, the ISPs did not emphasize or even provide services or 
treatment for the off enders.4

The results of these ISPs were uniformly dismal.5 While the 
caseloads were small, and the offi  cers had much more time to devote 
to supervision, the ISPs did not reduce recidivism or jail or prison 
crowding. In many instances, the aggressive and rigid enforcement 
policies exacerbated jail crowding. Th is massive policy experiment in 
community corrections has defi nitively shown that reducing caseloads 
alone will not produce better results. Th e promise of that smaller 
caseload approach was erased by the pursuit of a punitive, ‘get tough’ 
approach to community supervision, an approach that had no grounding 
in or support from empirical research.

Doing What Works 
Within the generally dismal results of the ISP experiment lie 

several positive exceptions. A small number of jurisdictions took a 
diff erent approach to their programs and implemented a more balanced, 

“Why can’t the professionals in a well-estab

provide a definitive answer to the question

should carry?”
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evidence-based approach to supervision which included an emphasis 
on working with off enders on their criminogenic problems through 
counseling, services and treatment.6 Th ese ISPs showed positive results 
in terms of reducing criminal activity and technical violations, and 
increasing pro-social behaviors like working, avoiding substance abuse, 
performing community service and paying court-ordered obligations, 
such as restitution and child support.

Th ese programs demonstrate that small caseloads, combined with 
eff ective strategies can produce improved results. It is in the area of 
eff ective strategies that the most progress has been made since APPA last 
addressed the issue of caseload size. Th e emergence in the 1990s of the 
body of research on correctional treatment eff ectiveness known as ‘What 
Works’ (now referred to as Evidence-Based Practices) has transformed 
the knowledge base of the fi eld of corrections. Th is growing assemblage 
of empirically based strategies, practices and programs designed to 
facilitate off ender behavior change has developed into a robust set of 
principles of eff ective correctional treatment. Th e question of what 
to do (eff ective strategies) when caseloads are reduced has now been 
answered defi nitively.

Successful Examples from Recent Practice 
Two recent evaluations of probation and parole supervision 

provide powerful support for the combination of reduced caseloads 
and supervision strategies based on the principles of evidence-based 
practices.7 Th e evaluations examine the supervision of off enders in two 
diff erent jurisdictions. In Maryland’s Proactive Community Supervision 
(PCS) program, moderate and high risk probationers and parolees were 
supervised in reduced caseloads of 55 (compared with the normal 100), 
according to an evidence-based model of intervention. Th e evaluation 
included 274 randomly selected cases for PCS, matched with 274 cases 
supervised under the traditional model (non-PCS). Th e results reveal 
that the PCS cases had signifi cantly lower rearrest rates (32.1 percent 
for PCS vs. 40.9 percent for non-PCS) and signifi cantly lower technical 
violation rates (20.1 percent for PCS vs. 29.2 percent for non-PCS). 
Th e PCS off enders have a 38 percent lower chance of being rearrested 

or being charged with a technical violation, as compared with the non-
PCS off enders.8

In Connecticut, probationers at risk of violation and off enders 
being released from prison were supervised in caseloads of 25, also 
according to an evidence-based model of intervention. Th e evaluation 
results showed that both programs were able to reduce the rate of 
technical violations among the probationers, most dramatically among 
those who were failing under regular supervision and were referred to a 
special unit for supervision.9

An older (1992) study of a drug off ender ISP in Colorado shows 
similar positive results.10  While this program preceded the most recent 
developments in EBP, it was based on the core elements of eff ective 
correctional treatment. Drug addicted off enders were randomly assigned 
to one of three options: intensive supervision (caseloads of 40) alone, 
intensive supervision with cognitive skills development and traditional 
probation (caseloads of 160). Th e combination of intensive supervision 
and cognitive skills programming produced signifi cantly better results 
than ISP alone, and much better results than traditional supervision. Th e 
improvements were even more pronounced with higher risk off enders 
and those with greater drug and alcohol needs.

Th ese results are clear – caseload size is important in probation and 
parole. Manageable size caseloads are necessary for eff ective supervision, 
but they are not suffi  cient. Offi  cers must provide supervision using the 
principles of evidence-based practice. Only with this potent combination 
can the potential of probation and parole supervision be achieved.

Can We Agree on the Right Caseload Size? 
Despite the fact that it is very diffi  cult to defi ne an optimal caseload 

size for all the reasons listed above, a general consensus seems to be 
emerging from the research, practice and dialogue in the fi eld. While not 
defi nitive, the consensus supports the development and promulgation 
of caseload standards for the fi eld by APPA. Th e work of a professional 
organization in an allied fi eld provides a supportive example of how to 
approach this challenge.

Th e Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) has published 

blished field, assisted by capable researchers, 

n of how many offenders a caseload officer 
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caseload standards for each of the eleven program areas of child welfare 
services. Just as APPA represents a broad and diverse collection of 
community corrections agencies, the CWLA represents a similarly 
broad and diverse set of agencies engaged in child welfare and protective 
services. Th e CWLA standards are designed to promote best practices 
and to guide decision-makers as they seek to build and strengthen services 
to children, youth and families.11 In much the same way as this paper has 
discussed the importance of the substance of supervision as well as the 
caseload size, the CWLA standards include “those practices considered 
to be most desirable in providing services”.12  Th is is an important point 
to consider. Caseload standards are typically thought of as means for 
driving staffi  ng decisions and not much else. In the CWLA, they start 
with number of cases and then go well beyond that to recommending 
best practices for each child welfare case type. APPA should consider 
adopting the same approach, making these caseload standards the fi rst 
step towards broader adoption of evidence-based practice.

Using Caseload Standards in Probation and 
Parole

Th e caseload standards for probation and parole should be viewed 
as the fi rst step in a process that involves a thorough review and analysis 
of each agency’s individual workload, resources and policies. Th e terms 
workload and caseload are oft en used interchangeably, and incorrectly. 
A caseload is the number of individual off enders13 assigned to an offi  cer 
or team for supervision or monitoring. Workload is the total amount 
of time that the required tasks and activities in a particular caseload 
generate for the individual PPO or team. Th e discussion of workload only 
begins with the caseload, or number of cases assigned. It must proceed 
to a review of agency policy, which determines what will be required 
for an individual case. Other factors such as statutes, standards and 
administrative regulations will also aff ect the workload dimensions of a 
case. Only when such a thorough analysis is done can the true workload 
impact of a given caseload number be ascertained. As the CWLA notes 
although the standards recommend “caseload ratios for each area of child 
welfare practice, workloads are best determined through careful time 
studies conducted within the individual agency.”14

Workload studies have been common in probation and parole for 
more than two decades. Th ey were a component of the National Institute 
of Corrections (NIC) Model Systems Project for probation and parole 
case management. A thorough and helpful manual on the subject is 
available from the NIC Information Center.15 An excellent example of 
a recent workload study is one done by the Utah Juvenile Court.16

Determining Caseload Standards
As the history of APPA’s eff orts in this area suggests, determining 

the “right” caseload size is a challenge in such a large, complex and 
diverse fi eld as contemporary probation and parole. Nonetheless, this 

is a critical task that needs to be addressed and resolved by APPA. 
Agency specifi c workload studies will drive the details, but the fi eld 
needs national caseload standards to provide direction for practitioners 
and policy-makers.

Th e critical question is how to determine the standards. Th e best 
method for this task in this environment is to tap into the best thinking 
of experienced and thoughtful practitioners in probation and parole. A 
consensus model for developing and refi ning caseload standards is the 
best, and perhaps the only feasible method for this task.17 Th is paper 
provides a starting point for those discussions by presenting the following 
suggested caseload standards.

Suggested Caseload Standards for Probation and 
Parole Supervision

Similar to the CWLA caseload standards, the following caseload 
standards are designed to drive eff ective practices and guide decision-
makers. To make these standards fl exible and useful, they are stated in 
terms of ratios of cases to offi  cers, and are framed as numbers not to be 
exceeded. Th e ratios allow agencies where teams are utilized to use the 
standards. Framing the standards as numbers not to be exceeded helps 
to reduce the chance that better staff ed agencies will not be forced to 
allow caseloads to increase because of the standards.

Cases are grouped or classified into several broad categories, 
based on key criteria such as risk of re-off ending, off ense type and 
criminogenic needs. Th is diff erentiation of cases on relevant criteria is 
critical. It ensures that off enders are matched with the appropriate level 
of supervision and services.

Adult Caseload Standards

Case Type Cases to Staff  Ratio
Intensive 20:1
Moderate to High Risk 50:1
Low Risk 200:1
Administrative No limit? 1,000?

  Juvenile Caseload Standards

Case Type Cases to Staff  Ratio
Intensive 15:1
Moderate to High Risk 30:1
Low Risk 100:1
Administrative Not recommended
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Case Assessment
One of the principles of eff ective correctional treatment is accurate 

case assessment at intake and at regular intervals during supervision.18 It 
is essential that valid and reliable instruments be used to assess risk and 
needs and guide decisions about case assignment. Accurate classifi cation 
of cases will allow the allocation of resources and the scaling of caseloads 
in the most eff ective fashion. Th e evidence suggests that staff  resources 
and services should be targeted at intensive and moderate to high risk 
cases, for this is where the greatest eff ect will be had. Minimal contacts 
and services should be provided to low risk cases.

At fi rst glance, the reaction to the caseload standards will be that 
many more staff  will be needed to put them into practice. In reality, 
reallocation of staff  and cases in a comprehensive way will allow staff  to 
be shift ed to the supervision of higher risk cases and away from lower 
risk. Supervision resources should be concentrated where they can do 
the most good (moderate and high risk) and be shift ed away from areas 
where they are not needed as much, if at all (low risk). Community 
corrections agencies need to stop wasting time on what does not work 
or what may even do “harm” and focus their resources on what does 
work and does do “good” in terms of public safety.

Implications for Future Efforts
If APPA is to avoid the pitfalls of previous eff orts to lower caseloads, 

it is clear that caseload standards must be accompanied by a concerted 
eff ort to defi ne eff ective practices across the board. In the same way that 
the CWLA calls their caseload standards “Child Welfare Standards of 
Excellence”, APPA should use this eff ort of defi ning caseload standards 
as a springboard for a larger initiative to codify best practices for 
community corrections. Th is would provide individual agencies and 
jurisdictions with the blueprints they need to implement these practices. 
Having done that, they can conduct the requisite time studies and 
develop their own specifi c staffi  ng patterns, suffi  cient to support quality 
services and produce successful outcomes.
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It ’s 
called “the age-crime 

curve” and it’s one of the surest 
things in all of criminology.  If you graph, 

say, violent crime arrests by age group—for any 
period of time, for any population—you always get 

the age-crime curve: a line that climbs steeply through 
the teens, peaks in late adolescence or early adulthood 

and then plunges again, almost as steeply, in the twenties.  
It works when you use self-reports of crime rather than offi  cial 

arrest or court statistics.  It works if you single out particular types 
of crime, like robbery or assaults.  It works with old data as well as new.  

It just works.
But what is it?  Or rather, why is it?  Th ere’s obviously a naturally 

occurring pattern being refl ected in these statistics, a general human tendency 
to “age out” of crime.  Most young off enders settle down, somehow.  Th ey wise 

up.  But the phenomenon—usually termed “desistance” by researchers—isn’t 
well understood.  What other kinds of life changes are associated with desistance?  

What factors or conditions make it more likely?  Do diff erent kinds of youth desist in 
diff erent ways, at diff erent times or for diff erent reasons?  Does treatment have anything 

to do with it?  Do sanctions?
Answers to these questions are beginning to emerge from an ambitious program of 

longitudinal research called the “Pathways to Desistance” study.  Guided by a team of researchers 
at the University of Pittsburgh, Temple University in Philadelphia and Arizona State University, 

the Pathways project has been engaged since 2000 in following the progress of a very large sample of 
serious juvenile off enders—primarily in order to shed light on how, why and under what circumstances 

they grow out of off ending.  

A Mountain of Data
Th e Pathways study is a huge undertaking, supported over the years by the federal Offi  ce of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Justice, the National Institute on Drug Abuse, 
the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency, the Arizona Governor’s Justice Commission and a 

number of private foundations.  Its basic purpose, in the words of principal investigator Edward Mulvey, professor 
of psychiatry and director of the Law and Psychiatry Program at the University of Pittsburgh’s Western Psychiatric 

Institute and Clinic, is “to provide a rich picture of how serious adolescent off enders change in late adolescence and the 
factors that infl uence these patterns of change” (Mulvey, 2004).  For that, Pathways researchers needed a sample of serious 

by Patrick Griffi n

 Turning 
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off enders big and diverse enough to be broadly representative, 
a tracking system capable of keeping up with them for a very 
long time and an ongoing measurement strategy that would yield 
real insight into how and why their lives unfold the way they do.

Th ere have been longitudinal studies in the past, tracking huge youth 
cohorts over long periods of time.  Th at’s why we know what we know about 
risk factors for delinquency—because researchers, by following large samples of 
young people through big chunks of their lives, have been able to isolate those that 
got into trouble with the law at some point and determine what factors they had in 
common.

Th e Pathways study is diff erent, in that it starts with a large sample of youth who are 
already deeply in trouble.  In a sense, it looks at the problem of delinquency from the other 
end.  Th e “risk” part of the game is over.  Now what happens?  

“It’s probably the largest sample of serious-off ending kids ever followed comprehensively,” 
Mulvey says.  “Th ere are larger samples followed for shorter time periods.  And there are larger samples 
with less elaborate measurement.  But I think it’s probably the largest sample of serious-off ending kids 
with an elaborate measurement strategy.”

Th e study sample was recruited from among juvenile off enders being processed in two large urban court 
systems, Philadelphia and Phoenix, Arizona.  (See sidebar, “Two Cities: A Tale.”)  To be eligible, a youth had 
to have been adjudicated (or transferred to criminal court) for a felony, a misdemeanor weapons off ense or a 
misdemeanor sexual assault committed between the ages of 14 and 17.  During the period when researchers were 
seeking subjects, from late in 2000 through early 2003, more than 10,000 individuals were petitioned for eligible 
off enses in the two sites, and 3,823 of these were adjudicated or transferred and convicted.  Of this total pool, 1,355—
701 in Philadelphia and 654 in Phoenix—were successfully enrolled in the study (Schubert et al., 2004).  

Being enrolled meant, in essence, agreeing (in exchange for money, and with parental consent) to a long series of long 
interviews.  For every subject enrolled since the study began six years ago, Pathways staff —there are thirteen or fourteen full-
time-equivalent interviewers based at the Phoenix and Philadelphia sites at any one time—have been getting the following:

An exhaustive “baseline” interview, conducted in two two-hour sessions soon aft er the youth’s adjudication on a qualifying 
charge, exploring background characteristics, individual functioning, development and attitudes, families, neighborhoods 
and personal relationships.  
A separate “collateral” interview with an adult informant (usually the youth’s parent), covering the same domains at about 
the same time.
Twice-a-year follow-up interviews—wherever the youth may be, in or out of custody—for three years, and then annually 
for another fi ve years (up to about age 24 for most of the sample).  
Annual collateral follow-up interviews with peers who have known the participant for at least three years.
“Release” interviews conducted whenever the participant is released from any stay in a residential facility.
Th orough inspection of offi  cial records pertaining to participants, such as court and arrest records.

•

•

•

•

•

•

   Away 
 from Crime
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Everyone in the study will be followed for a total of 96 months, 
meaning follow-up interviews will not be completed until 2011.  As of 
this writing, the Pathways research team—which includes investigators 
in Philadelphia, Phoenix and the Coordinating Center in Pittsburgh—
are working with the fi rst three years of data for the whole sample, 
comparing each wave of six-month follow-up interview data with what 
was learned from previous interviews, in order to detect patterns of 
change.  But many of the study subjects are far past their 36-month 
interviews and the earliest enrolled are hitting the 72-month point.  

In other words, the mountain keeps rising.  A single interview 
might involve getting answers to thousands of questions.  Approximately 
18,000 interviews have been conducted for the Pathways study to 
date— logging nearly 40,000 total interview hours.  

In fact, the richness of the information being amassed on these 
youth and the eff ort it has cost to collect it, are pretty hard to convey.  
To take one example: in order to assess and explore a study participant’s 
contact with caring adults during a reporting period (just one of many 
elements in the “Personal relationships” domain), interviewers may ask 
as many as 64 questions on the subject.  According to Carol Schubert, 
a research program administrator at Western Psychiatric Institute 
and Clinic, who directs the Pathways project from the Pittsburgh 
Coordinating Center, getting at the truth about a youth’s relationships 
with caring adults may require a series of questions that serve as “gates,” 
leading interviewers to the issues that really matter: “‘If you won an 
award, who could you tell?’” she says, by way of example.  “‘If you had 
a problem in your life, who could you tell?’  

A Composite Portrait 
Lots of subjects, glimpsed from lots of angles: the result is one 

of the most detailed portraits of seriously delinquent youth ever 
generated.  

In broad strokes, they are 86 percent male.1  About three-quarters 
are minorities—44 percent black and 29 percent Hispanic—although 
the mix varies depending on the site.  On average those studied had just 
turned 16 at the time of enrollment, and four out of fi ve were living at 
home with at least one of their biological parents.  Most (72 percent) 
were still in school as well, at least offi  cially.  But their average IQ was 
85—putting them in the 16th percentile among their peers.

About three-quarters reported some kind of serious trouble—
getting high, stealing, fi ghting, disrupting school, etc.—before age 11.  
By the time of enrollment, two-thirds of the sample had been in court 
before.  (Th e average age at fi rst petition was 13.9.)  One section of 
the baseline interview asked juveniles whether, in the year preceding 
the interview, they had engaged in any of a long list of antisocial 
activities, ranging in seriousness from fi ghting , shoplift ing and even 
murder.  Among Philadelphia males, almost 90 percent reported 
some delinquent behavior, and more than half reported more than 
ten instances.  Even among Philadelphia males who had no arrests 
leading to court referrals in the preceding year, the median number 

of delinquent acts reported was eight.  For those with two arrests in 
the preceding year, the median number of self-reported off enses was 
50—most of which, clearly, were far below offi  cial radar (Brame et al., 
2004).

From a public safety standpoint, self-reported off enses were not 
trivial.  About half of the youth interviewed said they had used a gun 
in the past to commit robbery or some other antisocial act.

Obviously self-reports regarding off ending may in some instances 
be unreliable.  But Pathways researchers were able to confi rm that the 
self-reported off ending numbers were positively correlated with the 
offi  cial arrest numbers for this group (Brame et al., 2004).  (In other 
words, the more delinquent activity a juvenile reported, the more 
arrests and referrals were indicated in the juvenile’s records.)  Th at 
suggests that self-reports bear some relationship with reality—and that 
the juvenile criminal activity that is offi  cially recognized may be just 
the tip of the iceberg.

In any case, by the time of enrollment, nearly all the juveniles in the 
Pathways cohort were offi  cially adjudicated felons.  (A small number—
six percent of the sample—were adjudicated for misdemeanor weapons 
off enses or misdemeanor sexual assaults.)  Again, the off enses that 
got them into the study tended to vary depending on the site, with 
aggravated assault and burglary predominating in Phoenix and robbery 
and property off enses topping the list in Philadelphia (Schubert, 2004).  
Of course, if  Pathways researchers had simply chosen at random among 
juveniles with felony adjudications, drug off enders would no doubt 
have swamped the sample at both sites.  Because they were hoping 
to learn as much as possible about desistance patterns for a range of 
serious off enders, however, the research designers imposed a 15 percent 
overall cap on the number of male drug off enders participating.  

Even so, a very high proportion of the sample had substance abuse 
problems.  Over 85 percent had used at least one illegal drug and about 
38 percent met clinical criteria for a substance abuse or dependence 
diagnosis—somewhere between four and seven times the rate usually 
seen in community samples. 

Mental illness rates in the sample were abnormally elevated as 
well: about one in four met clinical criteria for one of several selected 
mental disorders unrelated to or co-occurring with substance abuse.

Early Findings on Treatment, Sanctioning
Although investigators have been able to examine data on only 

three years of change in the lives of Pathways youth, the study is 
already yielding some interesting and suggestive fi ndings—including 
some that could prove to be of vital importance to the juvenile justice 
fi eld.  “We’re starting now to get to the point where we feel like we have 
something to share,” says Schubert. 

Apart from confi rming the strong link between drug and alcohol 
use and various indicators of delinquency—including offi  cial arrests 
and levels of self-reported off ending—the Pathways data show that 
treatment works, both to lower substance use and signifi cantly reduce 
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off ending, at least in the short term.  Th at sounds like a truism.  But 
in fact, most of what was previously known about the positive eff ects 
of drug and alcohol treatment for juvenile off enders concerned 
“research-based” treatment administered under controlled conditions 
by trained personnel—in other words, not the kind of treatment that 
most youth in the juvenile justice system actually get.  Analysis of the 
Pathways data shows that even the treatment that occurs in what the 
investigators call “the natural environment”—that is, “non-research 
treatments…typically delivered under non-standardized conditions 
by providers who are not highly-trained”—tends to yield signifi cant 
benefi ts (Chassin et al.).  

But are youth in fact getting the treatment they need in the 
juvenile justice system?  Th e results are more mixed.  Aft er looking at 
follow-up data on study subjects who had clear substance use or mental 
health problems, researchers found that about two-thirds of those 
with identifi ed needs received treatment—a much higher proportion 
than among youth outside the juvenile justice system.  But most of 
this treatment occurred in facilities.  In fact, somewhat surprisingly, 
youth were more likely to be matched with the services they needed in 
secure public facilities—detention centers and state-managed training 
schools.  

But for all youth in placement, Pathways investigators found a 
pattern that they describe as “relative parity in risk and need scores 
across diff erent settings within each site” (Mulvey et al.).  Which, 
roughly translated, means that, when the levels of risks and needs 
exhibited by study subjects were compared with the types of placement 
facilities into which they were sent—the two didn’t match.  Th at is, the 
system didn’t seem to be sorting youth very well.

You might say the same thing about the system’s sanctioning 
performance—that is, its ability to match level of sanctioning with 
level of off ending.  Broadly speaking, you’d expect the juveniles who 
do the most off ending to spend the most time in institutions.  But the 
fi rst three years of Pathways data don’t seem to bear that out.  Youth 
who reported consistently high levels of off ending spent about the 
same amount of time locked up as youth whose reported off ending fell 
sharply over the three-year period.  And even youth who consistently 
reported relatively little off ending spent a lot of the three-year period—
about 30 percent—in institutional care.

Mulvey is cautious about interpreting this apparent disconnect.  
“I believe there is a logic to it,” he says.  “I don’t think we’re just locking 
kids up for no reason.  But it is kind of striking, that you could have 
so many kids saying they are not doing these things and still spending 
30 percent of their time, while in court-involvement, in institutional 
care.  But in terms of policy recommendations, or policy directions 
where this might lead—if those fi gures all hold up—it sure seems as 
if we could be saving some money here, while not compromising the 
public safety.”

Attitude Adjustments
Another interesting question raised by the fi rst three years of 

Pathways data concerns juveniles’ attitudes about the legitimacy and 
fairness of the justice system and the extent to which they change—or 
don’t change—their behavior over  time..  

“Why do some people obey the law and some people don’t?” 
Mulvey asks.  “Most of the literature would say it has to do with 
whether they see it as a legitimate system, whether they think they have 
a voice in it; how cynical they are about it.”  We generally assume that 
these attitudes have behavioral consequences and need to be addressed 
as part of the rehabilitation process.  Th at’s why, as Mulvey points out, 
“we spend a fair amount of time lecturing these kids about the law, and 
how they have to respect it.”   

Th e Pathways researchers thought they might see some eff ects 
from all that eff ort.  “We expected a fair amount of shift  in attitudes 
toward the legal system and perceptions of procedural justice,” Mulvey 
says.  “About whether kids think they’re getting a fair shake in the 
system, that sort of thing.”  Th ey didn’t fi nd it.  What they found 
instead was remarkable stability in juveniles’ perceptions over time.  
Little in the way of developmental change in these attitudes seemed 
to be occurring among Pathways youth, whether they were examined 
overall or in subgroups defi ned by age, number of prior off enses, or 
institutional status (Piquero et al., 2005). 

“We thought there would be diff erent groups,” Mulvey says, 
“some of whom became much more cynical over time, some of whom 
became more trusting of the system over time or something like 
that.  We found diff erent levels…Th ere’s variability in how the kids 
see the system.  Th ey distribute reasonably well across scales of these 
perceptions.  It’s just that they don’t move much over the time that we 
have followed them.”  

Could this be one area in which, even at fourteen, people are 
too old to change?  “One possibility is that these perceptions of the 
system—especially in kids this far into the juvenile justice system—may 
well be set before we’re picking them up at age fourteen,” Mulvey says.  
“Th ey probably have their own perspective of how police work, how 
courts work well before they are up for their second or third off ense

Again, Mulvey cautions against speculation based on too little 
data.  Later waves of follow-ups might show movement that is not 
apparent to researchers yet.  But even the initial fi ndings should make 
practitioners think twice about too much short-term emphasis on 
changing juveniles’ attitudes about the legal system. “It’s a resource 
allocation issue really,” he says.  “Maybe we should be spending that 
time doing something else.”

Desistance
But what about the main issue?  With information from three 

years of follow-up interviews, Pathways researchers have succeeded in 
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isolating a group of desisters—about 15 percent of the males in the 
sample—who started out at high levels of self-reported off ending but 
appear to have dropped off  sharply, for whatever reason.  Th e question 
is, what’s the reason?

“All the kids that started off  with high levels of off ending are not 
going to stay at high levels of off ending,” Mulvey says.  “How did some 
of them drop off ?  When did they drop off ?  What sorts of things 
happened within that group?  Are there identifi able groups that follow 
trajectory pathways of getting out of possible sanctioning?…What’s 
the turning point?  Is it age, relationships or solid employment—what 
pushes them from one level to another?”

Pathways researchers have been comparing the desisters in the 
sample with another, smaller group—about eight percent of the 
males—whose self-reported off ending has remained consistently high 
over three years.  Th ey’re looking for subtle ways in which desisters and 
persisters might have diff ered from the start (or “at the baseline”), in 
terms of background, demographics, history of antisocial behavior and 
substance abuse problems, maturity, attitudes and so on.  But they’re 
also looking for diff erences in the things experienced by the two groups 
over time—diff erent sanctions justice interventions, and treatment, 
services, workplace experiences and diff erent lifestyles.

So far, according to Mulvey, nothing in the baseline data gathered 
on the two groups makes it easy to predict their diff erent off ending 
trajectories.  And as has already been noted, diff erences in the justice 
system’s sanctioning of the two groups don’t seem to be the explanation 
either.  At least, persisters and desisters spent the same proportion of 
the three-year follow-up period—about half of it—in institutions.  
For the most part, there were no marked diff erences in the types of 
institutions in which the two groups spent time or in the services they 
received.

But there is a distinguishing factor to which the data seem to 
be pointing, Mulvey says, and that is substance use over time.  At 
this point, he describes it as “a hunch suggested by the data.”  But it’s 
clear, fi rst, that off enders in the Pathways sample are more likely to 
have used alcohol and various categories of drugs (marijuana, cocaine, 
ecstasy, hallucinogens) than their peers, that they have higher rates of 
diagnosed substance use disorders in their backgrounds and that the 
males in the sample with substance use disorders consistently report 
more non-drug off enses than those without these problems.  It’s also 
clear that there is variability in substance use over time among the 
Pathways males—with many whose reported substance use declined 
sharply over three years, as well as signifi cant groups of abstainers and 
infrequent users.  And these substance use patterns have been found 
to be related to off ending patterns.  Not only were abstainers far 
more likely to report low levels of off ending.  But when desisters—
those whose reported off ending declined sharply—were categorized 
according to substance use patterns, the largest proportion was made 
up of those whose substance use also declined sharply.  Additionally 
the converse was also true: the largest proportion of persisters were 

among those who also reported consistently high substance use over 
the three years of follow-up.  Th e two seem to go together.

According to Mulvey, the Pathways data suggest that the justice 
system is pretty good at getting treatment to youth with identifi able 
substance use problems—at least in institutions.  In the short term, 
treatment assists in the reduction of substance use in this population.  
But the two caveats also highlight how much work there is to be done.  
If it turns out that desistance among serious young off enders is going 
to depend in part on access to substance use treatment, policymakers 
had better start looking for ways to facilitate that access outside of 
institutions.  If treatment eff ects wear off  quickly—if this is the kind 
of chronic disorder that doesn’t respond to a one-shot “inoculation”—
then that access will have to be constant and long-term.

Reentry and Reintegration
Th e Pathways researchers have been exploring other patterns 

and themes in the data—like the links between diff erent parenting 
styles and juvenile off ending (Steinberg et al., 2006), and the exact 
mechanisms by which “bad neighborhoods” and “bad parenting” 
combine to help produce serious delinquency (Chung et al.,  2006)—
and publishing their fi ndings in scholarly journals.  But they don’t 
want their work to be limited to an academic audience.  Th ey think it 
is potentially of great use to those in the practical end of the juvenile 
justice profession—including people who set policy, allocate resources, 
make decisions and attempt to reclaim individual youth.

Take the practical problem of how to reintegrate off enders 
returning to the community from placement facilities.  Philadelphia, 
one of the Pathways study sites, recently kicked off  an ambitious 
eff ort to overhaul the way it approaches this problem and Pathways 
researchers are helping to inform that eff ort with data.  By looking only 
at those Philadelphia youth in the study who were placed in residential 
institutions and isolating data showing what happened to them in the 
six months following their release from institutional care, Pathways 
investigators have been able to piece together a detailed, real-life look 
at the aft ercare experience in Philadelphia, prior to reform:

School reintegration.  Almost nine out of ten school-eligible youth 
were found to have returned to high school during the aft ercare 
period and had at least one month in which they did not miss 
fi ve or more days for any reason.  Which sounds great: school 
reintegration was a success.  Th e hitch lies in the term eligible.  
“What we were reporting was all the kids that should be in school,” 
explains Schubert.  When you toss out the youth who are already 
18, or have already gotten a GED or a high school diploma while in 
custody, there aren’t many left : only a little more than a third of the 
whole sample was school-eligible by the time they returned to the 
community.  Which means aft ercare providers may need to think 
in completely diff erent terms about how to reintegrate them.
Employment.  Here again, what looks like good news from a 
distance doesn’t look so good when you get up close.  “Everybody 

•

•
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says, ‘Get a kid a job, get him legitimate work,’” says 
Mulvey.  “Well one of the things we’re seeing in the data 
early on—and we’ve seen in other data—is, yeah, kids 
get jobs.  And they lose them.”  Nearly half of the sample 
managed to get some job working at least ten hours a 
week, aft er an average of about a month of searching.  But 
they kept those jobs an average of only two months.
Crime.  Data on arrests, probation revocations, new 
adjudications and reinstitutionalizations all give us 
information on post-release recidivism from an offi  cial 
point of view.  Th e Pathways data contribute something 
else: information on offending as reported by the 
youth themselves. Th irty percent of the juveniles in the 
Pathways sample reported at least one month in which 
they engaged in two or more anti-social acts during the 
six months following their release from institutions—
activities for which they were not necessarily caught.  
Eighteen percent said they had such a month within six 
weeks of release.

What works, in aft ercare?  Pathways researchers 
looked for links between outcomes suggesting successful 
post-release reintegration—community engagement, low 
reported off ending, lack of further system involvement—
and the duration and intensity of aft ercare supervision 
and services.  What they found, in a broad sense, was that 
duration of supervision clearly reduced negative outcomes, 
while  intensity (the number of contacts per month) seemed 
to matter less.  Th ere is a strong association between 
ineff ective parenting, antisocial peers and reintegration 
failures suggested that aft ercare programs should seek to 
minimize affi  liation with deviant peers and improve the 
quality of parenting as well.  Th e Pathways team will soon 
publish a paper summarizing these fi ndings, which should 
be of vital use to the many individuals and groups currently 
working for aft ercare reform in the justice system.

Connecting with the Field
Pathways researchers are confi dent that what they are 

learning can answer other questions that are important to 
the fi eld—but they need to hear more from the fi eld about 
what those questions are.  “We probably know some things 
that we can communicate immediately,” says Mulvey.  “But 
the more we’re ahead of the curve about what people are 
thinking, the more we can actually address those issues in the 
dataset that require some more elaborate investigation.”

Obviously, neither framing the questions nor coming up 
with the answers will be easy.  Th ere has always been a pretty 
big divide between academic research and juvenile justice 

•

Two Cities: A Tale
Pathways researchers needed to pick study sites 

with high enough rates of serious juvenile crime to 
generate a large and diverse sample of offenders.  
But the sites also needed to be different enough in 
their policies and operations to enable researchers to 
compare contrasting approaches to juvenile crime.  

On both measures, Philadelphia and Phoenix fit 
the bill.  They had plenty of crime: in the course of a 
subject enrollment period of a little over two years, 
the two sites generated a total of more than 10,000 
petitions alleging offenses qualifying as “serious” 
under the Pathways criteria.  And they offered plenty 
of useful contrasts.  For instance, offenders in the 
Philadelphia sample tend to be African-American, 
while those from Phoenix are predominantly White 
or Hispanic.  The offense mixes in the two sites are 
markedly different as well: for instance, juvenile 
burglars are a big part of the Phoenix sample (25 
percent), and a small part of the Philadelphia one 
(three percent).

But some of the starkest differences concern 
the Phoenix and Philadelphia approaches to juvenile 
crime.  In comparison with those in Philadelphia, 
youth in the Phoenix sample were far less likely 
to receive treatment in a privately run facility, 
as opposed to what Mulvey calls “a sanctioning 
environment.”  Not only does the Phoenix system 
place a far lower proportion of its serious offenders 
in contracted residential treatment facilities, it has 
fewer treatment options to choose from.  

“The systems really, at the front end, screen 
cases differently,” Mulvey explains.  “What that 
means is, if you’re charged, in either locale, you 
stand about the same likelihood, in the end, of going 
somewhere out of the community.  But you’ll go by a 
different path in each place.  And the environments 
will be different.  In Phoenix, you will be much more 
likely to be in a secure environment.”

The Phoenix system also makes far more use of 
transfer: of the total of 240 youths being processed 
as adults in the sample, 191 were from Phoenix.  (Of 
the 49 Philadelphia juveniles transferred for adult 
criminal processing, nearly a third were accused of 
murder.)  

Contrasts like these are enabling Pathways 
researchers to gauge the effects of a variety of 
different kinds and intensities of sanctions and 
services on the course of juvenile offending.
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practice.  “It’s very diffi  cult as a policymaker or a service provider to 
step back and think more abstractly about data,” says Mulvey.  “It’s a 
diff erent mindset….Th ey don’t do it for a living.”  At the same time, 
researchers don’t do practice for a living, and don’t always know how 
to mine the gold out of their mountains of data. In addition, how 
to isolate fi ndings that matter from a practical point of view.  “We 
probably know more than we think we know at this point, but we are 
probably just not clear what matters most to people who are facing 
these issues every day,” Mulvey admits.

But that’s a good problem to have.  Th e fact is, the Pathways study 
is comprehensive enough in its design, and broad enough in its scope, 
to be capable of answering an almost infi nite variety of questions 
about the ways serious juvenile off enders change and grow over time—
including many that nobody’s thought of yet.  And the data are still 
coming in.

As Mulvey points out, “We’re sort of building this car as we’re 
driving.”

If you’re curious about the Pathways data, have practical questions 
that Pathways researchers might be able to help you with or want to 
suggest research questions the Pathways project should try to tackle in 
the future, contact:
Carol Schubert, M.P.H.
Pathways Coordinating Center 
University of Pittsburgh Medical Center
3811 O’Hara St.
Pittsburgh, PA 15213
Phone: (412) 647-4760
Fax: (412) 647-4751
E-mail: schubertca@upmc.edu
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APPA
Many who knew him had plans to fl y to Bend, OR for Dennis Maloney’s funeral. No 

matter what the cost and hassle. We would get whatever tickets we could and probably do 
a Portland roundtrip to get the best rate out on Friday morning and drive through to Bend 
arriving late that night. We would go to the funeral and then fl y back out of Portland early 
Sunday morning, getting in late in the night. However, most of us were unable to make it 
for a variety of reasons. Th ere was already a plan to honor Dennis’ legacy at our upcoming 
national restorative justice conference and I knew that Denny had been honored at the APPA 
Winter Training Institute.  I am also sure that many others in this publication and in journals 
to come will detail the specifi cs of his contribution to the fi eld of criminal and juvenile justice 
and beyond. 

Perhaps it is enough to say that his vision has done much to revolutionize how we now 
think about community supervision and intervention generally, and especially for young 
people. Dennis’ vision was one of based on his belief in the strength and capacity of people in 
trouble, in the strength of those they have victimized and of the communities and professionals 
who seek to reach out to them.  He believed that together they could heal and achieve.

Two days later, I thought about how tired I felt—both from not sleeping and from calling 
and emailing people for the last two days. But I thought mostly about something that came 
to me on the evening that I heard the news. I had spent most of the day in my offi  ce calling 
people with the sad news. I spent an almost equal amount of time assuring my secretary and 

a group of students and faculty who always hang around that I was really okay—I must not have looked okay….thus the concern. 
What occurred to me that evening was that most of the day I had been telling everybody that “my best friend” had died. I had never referred 

to Dennis in that way  before or really even thought about it and now it seems kind of pitiful to have a best friend that you only saw fi ve or six times 
a year and then mostly around work stuff . What also occurred to me that night was that I was probably one of about a thousand people who might 
have thought of Dennis Maloney as their “best friend”—even if they, like me, never expressed it. 

Dennis was a dude that most everybody who knew him thought of as their best friend. People bonded with Dennis because he made us all feel 
good about whatever we did and what we had to off er. He, of all people didn’t really need any more friends. He just did stuff  wherever he went to 
make people feel better about themselves or about their day. Th e best examples were the young people he would bump into and fi nd some way to 
complement them on something they were doing. A kid working hard in a fast food restaurant who Dennis would look at and say, “Th anks, you’re 
really doing a great job,” and then sometimes ask them to come and work for him if they decided to leave the joint. 

His leadership was partly based on brilliance and partly on willingness to step out and say what needed to be said; while at the same time 
telling probation offi  cers what a great job they were doing. But it was also based on just making all of us, everyone he encountered, feel pretty good 
about themselves. 

Th e profession of community corrections is stronger and more committed due to the vision that Dennis Maloney gave us. We know that our 
service is to those who have harmed, those harmed and the communities that they both live in. We know that if we focus on the strength and worth 
of each person, we will be helpful and will be working for the common good. We know that “our kids” as Dennis would say, need all of us. Denny 
will be missed for his vision, his common sense and his ability to bring us all to a common focus. So salute and honor to our “best friend”.

Dennis Maloney - Everyone’s Best Friend

APPA  News
by Gordon Bazemore
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Calendar

To place your activities in Calendar of Events, please 
submit information to:

Darlene Webb, American Probation and Parole 
Association, P.O. Box 11910, Lexington, KY 40578

fax (859) 244-8001, email dwebb@csg.org

Calendar  of Events

2007
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April 23-25, 2007 First Annual NIATx Summit. Henry B. 
González Convention Center - San 
Antonio, Texas. for more information visit: 
www.NIATx.net 

  
May 27-31, 2007 Advanced Evidence The National 

Judges College 2007 Seminar Series. 
Philadelphia, PA. More information: 
www.judges.org 

June 3-7, 2007 Conducting the Trial The National Judges 
College 2007 Seminar Series. Sun Valley, 
ID. More information: www.judges.org 

June 18-20, 2007 National Center for Victims of Crime 
National Conference Advancing 
Pract ice,  Pol icy,  and Research. 
Washington, DC  visit www.ncvc.org for 
conference updates

June 26-28, 2007 7th Annual IAFMHS Conference Working 
Together: Interdisciplinary in Forensic 
Mental Health Montreal, Quebec, 
Canada Email: tmoropito@iafnms.org, 
www.iafmhs.org 

July 8-11, 2007 APPA’s 32nd Annual Training Institute 
Phi ladelphia Downtown Marr iott, 
Philadelphia, PA. Program Chair: Rhonda 
Grant Phone: 803-734-9241 www.appa-
net.org

July 10-23, 2007 Drug Court Prosecutor Training 2007 
Comprehensive Drug Court Practitioner 
Training Series Judicial Training Center, 
Annapolis, MD Point of Contact: Bobbie 
Taylor 703-575-9400, ext 16

Sept 10-11, 2007 APPA Professional Development Training, 
Survival Spanish for Probation and Parole 
Offi cers. Huntsville,. TX. See the APPA 
website at www.appa-net.org for more 
information.

August 26-30, 2007 Current Issues in the Law The National 
Judges College 2007 Seminar Series. 
Bar Harbor, ME. More information: www.
judges.org 

September 2-6, 2007 Dispute Resolution Skills The National Judges 
College 2007 Seminar Series San Francisco, 
CA. More information: www.judges.org 

Sept 10-11, 2007 APPA Professional Development Training, 
Supervising the Sexual Offender, Los Angeles, 
CA. See the APPA website at www.appa-net.
org for more information.

Sept 15-20, 2007 12th International Conference on Violence, 
Abuse and Trauma Town and Country Resort 
& Convention Center, San Diego, CA. More 
information: www.IVATcenters.org

Sept 17-21, 2007 Drug Court Coordinator Training 2007 
Comprehensive Drug Court Practitioner 
Training Series Adams Mark Hotel, Dallas, TX 
Point of Contact: Bobbie Taylor 703-575-9400, 
ext.16

October 3-5, 2007 8th National Conference on Preventing Crime 
Log on to www.ncpc.org/National Conference 
2007 to learn about Call for presentations 

October 20-24, 2007 American Association for the Treatment of 
Opioid Dependence National Conference 
National Conference Sheraton San Diego 
Hotel and marina San Diego, California Visit 
www.aatod.org or call 1-856-423-3091 for 
further information 

October 23-27, 2007 Drug Court Judicial Training  2007 Comprehensive 
Drug Court Practitioner Training Series Judicial 
Training Center, Annapolis, MD Point of 
Contact: Bobbie Taylor 703-575-9400, ext.16

Oct 28-Nov 1, 2007 Enhancing Judicial BenchSkills The National 
Judges Col lege 2007 Seminar Ser ies. 
Charleston, SC. More information: www.
judges.org



Where It All Happens
All APPA workshops, intensive sessions, general sessions, resource expo 

and receptions will take place in the Philadelphia Downtown Marriott, 1201 
Market Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

It Pays to be an APPA Member
APPA members save $60 in registration fees. It is not too late to take 

advantage of the savings. You can become a member of APPA when you 
register for the Institute. Just complete the membership section on the 
registration form, and your savings start immediately!

How You Will Benefi t!
• Learn fresh, new ideas from well-known experts.
• Experience innovative programming.
• Participate in stimulating discussions with your peers.
• Enhance your current abilities and qualifi cations.
• Discover “what works” from professionals in the fi eld.
• Network with your peers and learn from their diverse experience.
• View and compare the newest correctional products, technologies and 

services.
• Increase your current program’s eff ectiveness.
• Take part in exciting and fun social events.

Who Should Attend?
Th is Institute is “not to be missed” if you are a corrections professional 

involved in:
• probation
• parole
• juvenile justice
• treatment
• social work
• education or training
• victim services

APPA – At Your Service!
Discover what APPA can do for you. APPA staff  and board members 

will be on-site to answer your questions and help you get the most out of your 
membership. Visit the APPA booth in the Resource Expo to get immediate 
assistance.

Saturday, July 7
12:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Institute Registration
9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Leadership Institute

Sunday, July 8
8:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. Institute Registration
8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Intensive Sessions
9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Leadership Institute
10:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Special Training – Center for Sex 
    Off ender Management
1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. APPA Board of Directors  Meeting
4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m. Resource Expo Viewing
6:00 p.m. - 7:30 p.m. Opening Session
7:30 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Opening Reception in the Resource Expo

Monday, July 9
7:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Institute Registration
8:30 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. Plenary Session
10:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. Resource Expo Viewing
11:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m. Workshops
12:30 p.m. - 1:45 p.m. Lunch in the Resource Expo
1:45 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. Workshops
3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Workshops
4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m. Resource Expo Viewing
5:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m. Reception in Resource  Expo

Tuesday, July 10
8:30 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. Workshops
9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. Resource Expo Viewing
11:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m. Workshops
12:30 p.m. - 1:45 p.m. APPA Luncheon 
2:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. Workshops
3:45 p.m. - 5:15 p.m. Workshops

Wednesday, July 11
8:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m APPA Membership Meeting
9:45 a.m. – 11:15 a.m. Closing Session

• residential programs
• judicial system
• pre- and post-release centers
• restitution
• law enforcement
• public policy development
• academic studies
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11:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.

Special Session: Turning the Corner on Prison 
Policy:  Recent Studies of Incarceration

Focusing on Violent Off enders

A.T.T.I.T.U.D.E.:  Th at Eight Letter Word

Advancing Accountability: Moving Toward 
Victim Restoration

Th e Evaluation of Off ender Risk/Needs in the 
21st Century: Risk, Need, Responsivity (RNR) as 
the Driving Force in Reentry Assessment

Nip It in the Bud: Th e Use of Active GPS 
Monitoring in Curbing Truancy and Juvenile 
Delinquency

In Search of Th e Perfect Caseload: An 
Introduction to Th e NIJ-Sponsored Evaluation 
of Caseload Size and Evidence-Based Practice 
Implementation

Making Probation Work: Lessons from the 
Coerced Compliance and Treatment Program in 
Hawaii

Th e Supervision of Sex Off enders - Th e Role of 
Parole and Probation

Juvenile Drug Court: Creating a Drug Court 
Culture within Probation

Assessing the Role of County Probation in Jail 
Crowding: Part of the Problem vs. Part of the 
Cure? 

Pharmacotherapy of Addiction in the Criminal 
Justice Population

1:45 p.m. – 3:15 p.m.

What Works 103: A PO’s Guide to Implementing 
Evidence Based Practices in Day to Day Case 
Management

Listening to the Voices of Women: An Executive 
Response

Treating the Substance Abuse Off ender:  A 
Continuum of Care

Does the Juvenile Justice System Measure Up:  A 
Foundation, Method, and Strategy for Measuring 
Performance of Juvenile Justice

Sharing Information among Law Enforcement 
Departments much less Probation, Who are You 
Trying to Kid??

Harnessing the Power of the Relationship:  
Utilizing an Off ender-Directed, Outcome-
Informed Approach

Supervising Sex Off enders - What Victims Need, 
What Probation/Parole Can Deliver

Terrorism: You Have a Role in Preventing It, Be 
Aware of It!

Is Web-Based Training for You? Identifying and 
Responding to Elder Abuse: Th e Vital Role of 
Community Corrections Professionals

Truth in Drug Testing

Getting it Right: Selecting and Implementing a 
Case Management System

Victims Rights and the Court Process: An 
Overview for Judges

3:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.

Adapting Evidence-Based Practices to 
Correctional Treatment: Ethical and Philosophical 
Considerations

Colorado Probation University:  Adapting 
Professional Development to Today’s Times

Th e Westchester Way:  Probation Services for 
Victims of Domestic Violence Creative Solutions 
for Enhancing Victim Safety 

FutureForce: Developing and Maintaining the 
Community Corrections Workforce for the 21st 
Century

Reducing Youth Homicides: Th e Youth Violence 
Reduction Partnership 

F.A.S.T. -- Fugitive Apprehension Search Team  

Th e Good, the Bad, the Ugly: Lessons of Women’s 
Leadership from Trailblazers

Evidence-Based Electronic Monitoring: Th e Legal 
landscape and (Inconsistent) Evidence

Changing the Future of Alcohol Testing in a DWI 
Program

Philadelphia’s SAV Unit:  An Evidence Based 
Approach to Violence Reduction

Program and System Challenges for Transitioning 
Community Corrections Clients with Mental 
Illness and Co-Occurring Disorders

Th e Pennsylvania Story:  Advancing Balanced and 
Restorative Justice 

Monday, July 9, 2007 
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3:45 p.m. – 5:15 p.m.

Hometown Security is Homeland 
Security: Community Corrections’ 
and Prosecutors’ Roles in Combating 
Terrorism

Job Court: Looking at a “First” in 
the Nation

Traumas of Law Enforcement 

Hitting Close to Home:  Looking at 
Victims of Domestic Violence

Hosting a Career Fair in your 
District

Being Competent in Competency 
Development

Reentry Happens – And Not Just At 
the Back End

Interstate Compact for Adult 
Off ender Supervision 

Reentry of Methamphetamine 
Addicted Off enders

Batterer Accountability and Victim 
Safety: Supervision and Treatment 
Services for Domestic Violence 
Off enders

RR EE
Tuesday, July 10, 2007 

8:30 a.m. – 10:00 a.m.

Rehabilitating through Resolving 
Rage and Restoring Relationships

Community Corrections:  Surviving 
in the New Millennium

What Works with Juvenile 
Off enders: Reducing Recidivism and 
Developing Programs that Work

Evaluating Alternative Sanctions

Project Safe Neighborhoods: 
Involving Probation and Parole in 
Fighting Gun Crime

Judicial Considerations of the 
Interstate Compact for Adult 
Off ender Supervision

Cybercrime Supervision Strategies 
- Tools and Policies for the Probation 
Offi  cer of the 21st Century

Jail Reentry and the Impact on 
Community Corrections

Systematic Truancy Prevention and 
Intervention

Working Together: Families and 
Community Corrections

11:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.

Supporting Reentry Eff orts through 
Web-Based Distance Learning: Th e 
Lancaster County Prison

Using the Character Development 
Model to Examine the Eff ectiveness 
of Cognitive-Behavioral Treatment 
Programs

Mission Crime Control:  Adapting 
Police Agencies’ “CompStat” Model 
to Community Corrections 

Critical Th inking, Decision-Making 
and Prepared Mind Leadership

Substance Dependence is a Brain 
Disease that Deserves Medical 
Treatment

Identifying and Responding to 
Economic Abuse by Domestic 
Violence Off enders

Sex Off enders and the Th ree 
(Maybe Four) R’s: Risk, Residence 
Restriction and Registries

Promoting Success for Hispanic 
Youth

Caseload or Workload: Which 
Model Works Best for Getting the 
People You Need to Get the Job 
Done

Proving the Cost-Eff ectiveness of 
Alternatives to Incarceration 

2:00 p.m. – 3:30 p.m.

Implementing Evidence-Based 
Substance Abuse Treatment 
for Off enders in Community 
Corrections Settings:  Lessons from a 
Consensus Conference

A Reentry and Sanctions Center 
Experience

Victim Impact Classes:  What Are 
Th ey, Do Th ey Work? 

Technology in the Field – Beast or 
Blessing? 

Providing Eff ective Community 
Supervision of Impaired Driving 
Off enders

Th e Integration of New Testing 
Technology

Sugar & Spice, Naughty or Nice?

Communicating a Message of Hope 
to Juveniles When Th ings Look 
Hopeless

Pressure Point Control Techniques

Assessment and Barriers of 
Employment:  Creating or 
Enhancing Your Workforce 
Development Program

RR EE
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New! Student Registration –
Attend Tuesday, July 10

Student registration includes all workshops and exhibit hall entrance 
for Tuesday, July 10. (Rate does not include lunch, however tickets may 
be purchased.) Student registration is available to full-time students not 
employed in the corrections fi eld. Copy of student ID required with 
registration form. Student registration ends July 10.

Intensive Training Sessions
Th e intensive training sessions may only be attended by individuals 

who are full registrants of the Institute. Class size is limited for each intensive 
session, so pre-registration is required. If your intensive session choice is fi lled, 
you will be notifi ed and off ered an alternative session or refund.

Family Institute Registration
A special low registration fee is available to immediate family members 

of Institute registrants.  Only immediate family members not employed 
in the corrections fi eld qualify for this special rate. Th e fee is only $75 and 
allows the family member to attend workshops and the resource expo. Th e 
fee does not include admission to any intensive session. Th e luncheon is not 
included; however, tickets may be purchased separately for this event.

Luncheon Ticket
A ticket for the luncheon is included in the early or regular registration 

fee. Registration fees for family members and students do not include a 
luncheon ticket. Luncheon tickets may be purchased for $55. Extra tickets for 
guests may also be purchased separately.

Institute Dress
All activities of the Institute are casual dress. A sweater or light jacket 

is recommended for the air conditioned meeting rooms that tend to vary in 
temperature.

Agency Members  – How to Register for Your 
Membership Discount

If your agency is a current APPA agency member, you can attend 
the Institute at the member rate. Your agency’s membership must be 
valid through July 2007. Registration forms must be completed for each 
individual, mailed to APPA as a group with your agency’s name clearly 
marked on the registration forms.  Agency memberships will be verifi ed. You 
are required to pay the regular registration fee if your agency is not a current 
APPA agency member.

Registration Procedures
By Mail – Registration for the APPA Institute can easily be done 

by mail. Just send your check, government purchase order or credit card 
information with your completed APPA registration form to the address 
shown on the form. All registrations postmarked by June 20, 2007 will 
receive written confi rmation.

By Fax – For your convenience, when payment is by credit card, you 
may fi ll out the APPA registration form and fax it to:  (859) 244-8001, 
Attention — APPA Institute.  All registrations faxed by June 20, 2007 will be 
confi rmed by mail.

Internet – Register for the APPA Institute at www.appa-net.org

Payment
Payment in full for all Institute activities must accompany your 

registration form. Check, money order, VISA, Master Card or American 
Express are accepted as payment for the Institute’s registration fees. Checks 
must be made out to the American Probation and Parole Association and 
payable in U.S. dollars. Payments received in Canadian dollars will be 
invoiced for the conversion diff erence plus a $10 service fee. Registrations 
postmarked on June 16, 2007 or later are not eligible for the early registration 
fee and must include the regular registration fee. Agencies required to use a 
purchase order should submit the registration form with the purchase order 
in lieu of a check. Invoicing will be processed immediately upon receipt of 
the purchase order and, in all cases, payment will be due immediately.

Cancellation/Refund Policy
A full refund, less a $50 processing fee, is available until June 15, 2007. 

No refunds are available aft er June 15, 2007. In order to receive a refund, 
written requests must be sent the APPA Institute, c/o Th e Council of State 
Governments, P.O. Box 11910, Lexington, KY  40578-1910 or faxed to 
(859) 244-8001.  All requests for refunds must be postmarked or faxed by 
June 15, 2007. Registrations are not transferable.

APPA Accredited Training Contact Hours
All APPA Institute workshops have been approved by the APPA 

Training Accreditation Committee for 1.5 contact hours.  Workshops have 
also been accredited by the National Association of Alcohol and Drug 
Addiction Counselors. 

If you need verifi cation of your attendance at Institute workshops, 
check the Contact  Hour section on the Institute Registration Form on page 
39.  You will receive an attendance verifi cation form and specifi c instructions 
at registration.  Please note only paid Instiute registrants are eligible to receive 
the Certifi cate of Verifi cation.  A $10 processing fee will apply. 

Why are contact hours valuable? 
Ensures workshop training/learning objectives 
Provides offi  cial verifi cation of attendance at Institute workshops
Meets professional licensing requirements  

•
•
•

Important Dates to Remember
June 15 Last day to take advantage of early registration rates.
June 15  Deadline for early registration refund.
July 8 Institute activities begin.

Directory
Institute Registration  (859) 244-8204

Resource Expo  (859) 244-8205

Philadelphia Marriott Downtown (800) 266-9432

United Airlines  (800) 521-4041

Avis Car Rental  (800) 331-1600

Sightseeing Information  www.philadelphiaUSA.travel

  www.gophila.com

APPA Website  www.appa-net.org
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Includes general sessions, exhibit receptions  Early Rate   On or Aft er
and workshops. (All fees are per person.)                                  Before June 15               June 16  Amount

Member of APPA or co-supporting Assn. $315 $365 $ ____________
 To qualify for this rate you must be a member of one of the following
(please mark those that you hold current membership in) 

� APPA Member - Please indicate your membership category and your membership number.
 � Individual member � Agency member  
 

Membership #

� PA Assn. on Probation, Parole and Corrections 

Non-member $375 $425 $ ____________
If you are not a member of APPA or or the co-sponsoring associations, you are required to pay the regular registration fee.  
Memberships will be verifi ed.

New! Student Registration – Attend 7/10 $49 N/A $ ____________
Student registration includes all workshops and exhibit hall entrance for Tuesday, July 10. (Rate does not include lunch, 
however tickets may be purchased.) Student registration is available to full-time students not employed in the corrections 
fi eld. Copy of student ID required with registration form. Student registration ends June 15.

APPA Accredited Contact Hours $10 $10 $ ____________

Intensive Sessions $35 $35 $ ____________
Available only to registrants of Institute.  Attendance at intensive sessions only is not permitted.
Specify Intensive Session #___________________ 

Family Registration $75 $75 $ ____________
Th is rate is available to immediate family members not employed in the corrections fi eld.
Allows entry into general sessions, exhibit receptions and workshops. Luncheon is not included.
Specify Family member’s name  _____________________________________________________

Luncheon Ticket ( July 10) $55 $55 $ ____________
One luncheon ticket is included in full registration.  Registration fee for family members or students does not include a 
luncheon ticket

APPA Membership $50 $50 $ ____________
One year of individual membership. � New Member � Renewal

 Grand Total Enclosed $ __________

Registration Fees

APPA 32nd Annual Training Institute  July 8-11, 2007  Philadelphia, PA
Please use a  photocopy of this form for each registrant. Please print clearly.  

Last Name: _________________________________________ First Name: __________________________________

Title: _____________________________________Agency/Organization: __________________________________

Business Telephone: _______________________________________Business Fax: ____________________________

Address: _______________________________________________________________________________________

City: _______________________________ State: ___________________________ Zip: ____________________

Email Addresss: _________________________________________________________________________________

Expiration Date

(location where confi rmation should be sent)

61-16-00-2072-44010

Special Assistance  
� Please list any special needs that you might require under the American Disabilities Act. Attach a written description of needs.

Confi rmation/Refund Policy
A full refund, less a $50 processing fee, is available until June, 15 2007. No refunds are available aft er June 15. In order to receive a refund, writ-
ten requests must be sent to the APPA Institute, c/o Th e Council of State Governments, P.O. Box 11910, Lexington, KY 40578-1910 or faxed 
to (859) 244-8001. All requests for refunds must be postmarked or faxed by June 15.

To better plan Institute workshops and ac-
tivities, please supply us with the following 
information. 
Job Jurisdiction
� Federal
� State
� County
� City
� Private fi rm/business
� Academic Institution
� Province
� Nonprofi t organization
� Other _______________________
Primary Work Area
� Juvenile Probation & Parole
� Adult Probation & Parole
� Adult Probation 
� Adult Parole 
� Juvenile Probation
� Juvenile Parole/Aft ercare
� Residential
� Non - Residential
� Treatment Provider
� Academia
� Other _______________________
Length of Experience in Corrections
� Less than 2 years � 16-20 years
� 2-5 years � 21-25 years
� 6-10 years � More than 26 years
� 11-15 years
Highest Level of Education
� Graduate Equivalency Diploma(GED)
� High School Diploma
� Associate’s Degree
� Bachelor’s Degree
� Master’s Degree
� Doctorate
Geographical Area
� Urban (pop. over 50,000)
� Rural (pop. under 50,000)
Gender 
� Male � Female

Professional Category
� Line Personnel � Attorney
� Commissioner/ � Educator/   
 Director/Chief  Researcher
� Administrator � Private Sector/
� Consultant  Corporate
� Trainer � Retired 
� Parole Board � Student
 Member � Other
� Judge 

Race/Ethnicity
� African American � Native American
� Caucasian � Asian
� Hispanic � Other
Mark all Expenses that are Reimbursed
� Registration � Travel-Ground
� Travel-Air � Meals

Mark Past Attendance at APPA Annual 
Institute
� First Time � 7-9
� 2-4 � 10 or more
� 5-6

Payment 
�  Check Enclosed    � Government Purchase Order Enclosed; PO # ______________________________________  

Charge to:  �   VISA    �   MasterCard    �   American Express

Card Number: _________________________________________________________________________________

V code: _____________________________________________________ Expiration Date: ____________________

Signature: ______________________________________________ Date: ______________________________  

APPA Federal ID # 56-1150454

61-16-00-1000-40200

Registration Form

(3 digit code located in the signature line on the back of the card immedialty following credit card number) 

Mail this form to: 
APPA Institute 
c/o Th e Council of State Governments
P.O. Box 11910, Lexington, KY 40578

or Fax to: 
(859) 244-8001 

or register online at www.appa-net.org
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