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Foreword

The field of correctional services for convicted offenders has as much reason
to be grateful to the authors of this report as the average citizen concerned with
his personal safety. Recent survey studies have clearly shown that most people will
admit to the commission of a crime for which they might have been sent to jail or
prison under existing law. Yet the vast majority of these same people go on to lead
productive lives that contribute to the general growth and prosperity of the coun-
try. The basic crime problem, then, is the crime repeater who engages in serious
and frequent criminal acts as an integral part of his way of life. How we can get
enough well trained professionals to bring about the law-abiding adjustment of
these persistent offenders to life in the free community is the central concern of
this report.

There is a remarkable emerging consensus among experts in the field of
criminal justice about the strategic value of the community-based treatment of
offenders. Potentially confirmed offenders must be identified early and assisted by
a strong and versatile mixture of corrective community services so they can meet
the essential requirements of a law-abiding existence. This was the central recom-
mendation on correctional programs offered by the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of justice in 1967.

The study reported in this volume does not try to enumerate and evaluate
the rehabilitative programs which might be used in the community for serious
offenders. Instead it surveys and reports what leaders of criminal justice agencies,
universities, academic departments and professional schools have to say about
what we must do to staff good probation and parole services with enough well-
trained people to make the rehabilitation of convicted offenders in the commu-
nity a realistic and trustworthy prospect.

Rarely have the facts of a survey spoken so clearly for themselves. Here are
the ambitions and hopes of a field of work, its needs, prospects and conflicts in
direct confrontation. Instead of idle speculation about these matters there is
offered a series of possible strategies that point out the value decisions and esti-
mations of cost and utility that must be faced. The analysis culminates in a clearly
articulated preference for a network of national centers as the most rational and
practical solution. Yet this is not just the conclusion of the authors. It reflects the
cumulative answer of a majority of the nation’s principal agencies of corrections-
and law enforcement, its university administrators, its professional schools of law,
social work and psychiatry, its speciaily created centers for training in crime and
delinquency and the academic disciplines of sociology and psychology. The clarity
of the answers is a tribute to the relevance of the questions, their saliency, and
their logical implications for future programs and policies for staffing rehabilita-
tive services for offenders in the free community,

Of course, it is easy to see that a fully explored national policy for correc-
tionai treatment must also examine the content of professional training, the effec-
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tiveness of proposed treatment programs and the integration of programs and
policies with those of other criminal justice and social service agencies. From this
broader perspective this report emerges as an initial thrust toward a larger task.
Subsequent volumes in this series will fill in more of the factual ground on which
a reasonable public policy for the recruitment and training of criminal justice
personnel must rest. Perhaps others will be urged by the value of this work to
explore still other issues and to develop equally trustworthy guides to a sound
national policy for corrections.

Lroyp E. OHLIN
Law School of
Harvard University
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Preface

This is the first of three volumes that assess the problems facing the field of
criminal justice with respect to qualified manpower and suggest guidelines for
new policy.

The “manpower crisis” in probation/parole and strategies for its solution
are covered in this volume. Volumes 2 and 3 will provide similar analyses for
correctional institutions and law enforcement.

The three volumes of this study are organized by separate fields so as t& per
mit convenient use by readers with particular interests. Certain sections of each
volume sre applicable to all three fields and are therefore summarized to mini-
mize repetition. A major section that analyzes findings on new institutional re-
sources for criminal justice is contained in its entirety in volume 1. The results
of this analysis are summarized in volumes 2 and 3.

The manpower schema developed by this study has proved to be of great
value in analyzing the nature, sxtent, and location of manpower problems. in
probation/parole. We believe that the schema can readily be applied to other
fields, especially those of social welfare. The fact that over 1,900 criminal justice
agencies and a :ademic institutions took the time and trouble to complete the ex-
tensive policy questionnaire required by the schema demonstrates its relevance
to the vital concerns of these organizations with problems of manpower and
education for criminal justice.

It is our hope that these volumes will be useful in formulating national
policy that will deal more effectively with the critical problem of producing
sufficient qualified manpower for criminal justice.
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CHAPTER 1

Schema for the Assessment of

Manpower Shortages and Strategies

Introduction

This study of probation/parole represents one

hase of a larger project on manpower and train-
ing for the field of criminal justice. It reflects a
continued effort to develop new solutions for the
shortage of qualified manpower in criminal justice
agencies that has recently become the focus of na-
tional attention.

In part, this attention has been generated by a
continuing increase in the number of crimes re-

orted in both urban and rural areas. Agencies of
aw enforcement are being called upon, to a greater
degree, to halt and reverse this trend. Criminal and
juvenile courts are expected to process suspected
and adjudicated offenders by means which are
speedy, just, and—whenever possible—rehabilita-
tive.

Probation agencies are required to aid in the re-
habilitation and long-term control of that substan-
tial number of offenders who are assigned by the
court to the community. Correctional institutions
are expected to provide physical care, and to voca-
tionally and emotionally retrain their inmate popu-
lations, within the confines of the isolated commu-
nity. And in the last stage of the criminal justice
process, parole agencies are assigned rehabilitation
and control functions in the community with large
numbers of offenders newly released from correc-
tional institutions.

This brief statement only begins to hint at the
magnitude and complexity of tasks and problems
confronting our criminal justice systems. Perhaps
the most common response to many of these proll)»
lems is “more and better trained personnel,” that
is, more policemen, probation anci) parole officers,
guards, cottage parents, psychiatrists, etc.

The “manpower crisis” in these agencies is often
attributed to a static public policy that fails to pro-
vide sufficient positions or salary. Another explana-
tion focuses on the failure of universities and pro-
fessional schools to provide an adequate supply of
graduates who are trained for work with offenders.

However, discussions of the nature and extent of
the manpower shortage in probation/parole, and
solutions designed to alleviate it, seldom specify the
critical relationship between recruitment conditions
and training patterns. Most assessments and recom-
mendations are too global to permit the specifica-
tion required for viable policy. Seldom are tge bases
and ramifications of particular recommendations
articulated.

2-3

This volume provides a set of guidelines for the
development of a national policy regarding proba-
tion and parole manpower and training. The
guidelines are established through systematic em-
pirical assessment of manpower shortages and stand-
ards, and of several strategies designed to deal with
the need for qualified personnel in criminal justice.

Dimensions of the Manpower Schema and its
Applicability to Various Fields

The study has developed a schema to organize
and analyze data on manpower problems and solu-
tions in criminal justice. The ceniral dimensions
of the schema, which may be applied to other fields
of work, are as follows:

I. Extent of the manpower shortage in each posi-
tion, according to designated criteria (e.g., 5,600
additional probation/parole officers are needed, ac-
cording to top executives, for the most effective
operation of their agencies (see chapter 2)).

II. Availability of qualified personnel for each
position, according to designated criteria of rele-
vant sources (e.g., approximately 250 social work
graduates are available each year for all probation/
parole positions; social work training is the stand-
ard of employing executives (see chapter 3)).

1I1. Feasibility of expanding the designated pool
of qualified personnel, considering internal condi-
tions of the training institutions (e.g., 98 percent
of social work schools are ready to expand student
training for work with offenders if funds are made
available) and external conditions of its environ-
ment (e.g., 87 percent of college presidents and
other key academic groups legitimate M.S.W. pro-
grams with a specialization in corrections (see
chapter 4)).

IV. Strategies and costs of expanding the desig-
nated pool of qualified personnel sufficient to pro-
vide a full complement of needed manpower (e.g.,
it would cost approximately $450 million to pro-
vide the minimal number of social workers needed
for probation/parole at the current rate of graduate
recruitment (see chapter 5)).

V. Strategies for improving agency efficiency in
recruiting the designated pool of qualified person-
nel (e.g., greater professionalization and substan-
tially increased salaries that are not competitive in
97 percent of probation/parole agencies (see chap-
ter 6)).

V-I.) )Strategies designed to alleviate the manpower
shortage by recruiting from sources other than the




designated pool of qualified personnel (e.g., about
250 graduates are available each year from correc-
tions degree programs; they constitute a secondary
manpower pool by the standards of probation/pu-
role executives (see chapter 6)).

VII. A strategy to create new institutional re-
sources designed to add trained manpower and
relevant scientific knowledge for the particular field
(e.ﬁ., a national network of University Crime and
Delinquency Centers for training, research, dem-
onstration, and consultation is strongly supported
by 86 percent of 1,115 criminal justice systems and
academic institutions (see chapter 7)3.

This volume is organized around the specific
questions and findings required to apply the man-
power schema to probation/parole. However, the
manpower schema appears ap%licable to various
other fields and occupations. This may be illus-
trated by suggesting how the schema might be ap-
plied to a manpower analysis of academic sociolo%zf.1

The parallel of academic sociology with proba-
tion/parole is inexact in several ways for purposes
of manpower analysis. One apparent difference has
to do with the clear separation in probation/pa-
role between the hiring agencies of the field and
the schools that serve as training institutions for
new Fersonnel. Such a distinction is not organiza-
tionally clear in academic sociology in that t%)e col-
lective hiring entity of the field (universities or
deFartments offering courses in sociology) is often
reterred to by the same term as the training insti-
tutions that produce qualified academic sociologists
(graduate departments of sociology). In point of
fact, many universities and sociology departments
that employ sociologists do not offer a Ph. D., so
they must try to recruit their faculty from the train-
ing institutions that do.

A difference of some importance between proba-
tion/parole and academic sociology, for illustrative
purposes of manpower analysis, is the competitive
prominence of each field among those who are for-
mally qualified. Probation/parole is not a prestig-
ious field among social workers and is generally
neglected by the schools. In contrast, academic so-
ciology is probably more highly esteemed among
saciologists than is any other employing field (in-
dustry, market research, government).

Moreover, graduate departments of sociology gen-
erally focus on producing academic sociologists and
deemphasize specialized training programs designed
to produce graduates for industry, market research,
or government.

'The manpower schema as it might be applied to
academic sociology is as follows:

I. EXTENT OF MANPOWER SHORTAGE

1. How many people are employed as sociologists
in academic institutions (lecturers, assistant pro-
fessors, research associates, etc.)?

'For a recent expression of concern over the shortage of
qualified academic sociologists, see Melvin J. Williams, “Some
Observations on Recruitment in Sociology,” The American
Sociologist, May 1968, pp. 127-129.

2. How many people are needed to fill all such
positions?

3. What are the criteria that determine the num-
ber of academic sociologists needed?

II. AVAILABILITY OF QUALIFIED PERSONNEL

1. What formal standards determine who is (Bmli-
fied to work as an academic sociologist (Ph. D. in
sociology, M.A. from a first rate university, etc.)?

2. What are the most appropriate sources for de-
termining these standards (chairmen of sociology
departments, full professors, the American Sociolog-
ical Association, etc.) ?

8. How many qualified people, according to the
designated criteria, are new employed as academic
sociologists?

4. How large a pool of qualified sociologists is
being made available each year to fill the desig-
nated academic positions? Where do the other so-
ciologists go?

5. Is the annual pool of qualified sociologists that
is recruited to acamﬂ:mic positions sufficient to meet
the manpower need?

ITI. FEAs1BILITY OF EXPANDING THE PooL oF
QUALIFIED PERSONNEL

A. Internal conditions of relevant training institu-
tions

1. Are the training institutions that produce qual-
ified sociologists (presumably graduate departments
of sociology) likely to increase their output in the
near future?

2. Do graduate departments of sociology concur
on the standards of what constitutes a qualified
academic sociologist?

3. Do the administration and faculty of grad-
uate sociology departments legitimate special pro-
grams designed to increase the number of academic
sociologists (as contrasted, for example, with train-
ing programs for sociologists going into industry,
market research, or government)?

4. What specific resources are needed by grad-
uate departments of sociology to increase their out-
put of academic sociologists?

B. External conditions in the university and pro-
fessional complex

1. Is there consensus among university adminis-
trators and faculty of other degartments regarding
the formal standard for a qualified academic sociol-
ogist?

2. Do these related academic and professional
groups legitimate special programs designed to in-
crease the number of academic sociologists?

3. To what extent have these related groups in
the university and professional complex previously
supported programs of the graduate sociology de-
partment for producing academic sociologists?

IV. STRATEGIES AND COsTS OF EXPANSION

1. How much does it cost to train a qualified aca-
demic sociologist?

2. What is the total cost required to train a suf-
ficient number of additional academic sociologists
to meet the manpower need—assuming the current
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rate of recruitment to industry, market research,
government, etc.?

3. What is the total cost required to train a suf-
ficient number of academic sociologists—assuming
perfect success in recruiting all recent Ph. D.’s to
acacemic positions?

4. Is academic sociology getting its fair shave of
sociology graduates? How is this fair share deter-
mined?

5. Which graduate sociology departments produce
a high ratio and which a %Z;w ratio of academic
sociologists?

6. How would the manpower shortage be af-
fected if all graduate sociology departments pro-
duced their fair share of academic ’sociologistsg)

V. STRATEGIES FOR IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF
UNIVERSITIES IN RECRUITING ACADEMIC SocloL-
OGISTS

1. How do salary levels of academic sociologists
compare with those of sociologists going into indus-
try, market research, government, etc.?

2. What specific professional conditions are likely
to increase tﬁe efficiency with which universities re-
cruit sociologists (prestigious faculty, small teach-
ing load, extensive resources for research, etc.)?

3. Which particular target grou[f)s of qualified so-
ciologists are the most favorable for a higher rate
of recruitment to academic positions (women, dis-
enchanted market researchers, etc.) ?

V1. STRATEGIES FOR RECRUITMENT OF ALTERNATIVE
SocioLocicAL M ANPOWER

1. Do a substantial proportion of standard-setters
endorse a secondary manpower pool for academic
sociology (M.A. in sociology, Ph. D. in anthropol-
ogy, etc.) ?

2. How large is this secondary pool, and what are
its prospects for expansion?

VII. STRATEGIES TO CREATE NEW INSTITUTIONAL RE-
SOURCES DESIGNED TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL AcCA-
DEMIC SOCIOLOGISTS AND NEW SOCIOLOGICAL
KNOWLEDGE

l. New institutional resources appear necessary
insofar as the following conditions were found to
exist:

a. A need for qualified manpower that is far
greater than the number now employed

b. A relatively few qualified persons becoming
available from existing training institutions

¢. A major expansion of training programs and
personnel that is costly and probably not feasible

d. Increased efficiency in recruitment that is
not apt to reduce substantially the need for quali-
fied manpower

e. Recruitment from secondary sources that
will not add appreciably to the pool of available
personnel and may be undesirable in any event
because it represents a change in standards.

2. What new institutional resources may be cre-
ated to upgrade existing personnel and recruit sub-
stantial numbers of qualified persons who would
otherwise go elsewhere?

a. What support is available for this new type
of institution?

b. What programs are endorsed for its opera-
tion?

¢. What should its administrative structure be?
d. Who should comprise its faculty or staff?

€. What means are likely to best ensure its ac-
cess to key targets for trainiing and recruitment?

f. What sources can provide its funds?

The task of developing a rational mangower pol-
icy for academic sociology, or any other field, must
depend on obtaining relevant empirical daia to an-
swer the kinds of questions outlined in the above
schema. The task 1s further complicated when a
field or position requires a particular type of work
experience or set of personality characteristics in
conjunction with formal training.

For example, qualifications for a juvenile court
judge may mcluge a certain amount and type of
legal practice in addition to a professional law de-
gree. An alternative set of qualifications may re-
quire clinical pra-tice with children in addition to
professional training in psychiatry.?

Insofar as additional qualifications can be clearly
identified and established, they can be built into
the component parts of the manpower schema.
However, the failure to clearly specify qualifica-
tions, or the absence of a reasonable consensus on
the specific qualifications, makes it all but impos-
sible to empirically assess manpower needs and to
rationally formulate manpower and training policy.

The remainder of the volume is devoted to this
task for the field of probation/parole and the edu-
cational institutions that can provide it with quali-
fied manpower.

Sample and Methodology for Analysis of
Probation/Parole Manpower

In order to apply the manpower schema to pro-
bation/parole, relevant policy data were obtained
from the populations listed below.3

*Such extreme differences in professional education are not
fanciful in relation to the training recommended for juvenile
and family court judges. Project surveys found that two-thirds
of the law school deans (67 percent) recommended a profes-
sional law degree for these positions (only one dean out of 58
rccommended psychiatry). Among 135 directors of psychiatric
residency centers, psychiatric training was recommended for
the juvenile or family court judge by more respondents (30
percent) than were general law and criminal law combined
(25 percent) .

*A substantial number of additional organizations com-
pleted questionnaires for the project. These organizations are
not represented here because policy items were omitted from
their manpower, training and education questionnaires. See
volumes 2 and 3 of this series for analysis of the need for
qualified manpower in correctional institutions and law en-
forcement (forthcoming).
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Number of Organi- Return

zations rate
Sur- Re- Per-
Type of viganization veyed sponded cent
Criminal Justice systems:
All probation and
parole systems ................ 1,647 807 49.0
Major correctional institu-
tion SYStems ....ccecoeceecnne 210 93 44.3
Major law enforcement
systems 237 108 45.6
Colleges and universities (other
than professions schools)...... 838 511 61.0
Professional schools:
Social work 58 50 86.2
Clinical psychology ............. 67 44 65.7
Psychiatry 234 184 78.6
Law ) 133 83 624
University Crime and Delin-
quency Centers ...woeeee.. 27 26 96.3
Total 3,451 *1,906 *55.2

» Bxcludes late returns and completed questionnaires that did not
contain policy items for this study.

The composition of populations other than pro-
bation/parole is described in appendixes A to E.4

Probation/Parole Systems.’ The 807 probation
and parole systems from which data were drawn
for this analysis constitute a 49 percent return of
the 1,647 systems in the United States which were
listed in a comprehensive agency directory ¢ and to
which project questionnaires were mailed from
February to June, 1966.7

Table 1 gives the distribution of responding pro-
bation and parole systems among nine regions of
the United States.

The composition of responding probation and
parole systems by function and age of offenders is
contained in table 2.

The distribution of responding probation and
parole systems by the level of government at which
they are located is shown in table 3.

The probation/parole systems that responded to
project questionnaires are located in 49 States and

‘A more detailed descripton of the criminal justice and
college populations is found in Herman Piven and Abraham
Alcabes, Education, Training, and Manpower in Corrections
and Law Enforcement (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Juvenile Delin-
quency and Youth Development, 1966), Source Books I-1V.

5 A probation and parole system was defined as follows: all
departments, divisions, and branch offices of a public organ-
ization whose functions include probation or parole work or
administration, and whose personnel were recruited to and
operate under the direction of the same top probation/parole
executive.

¢ National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Probation
and Parole Directory, United States and Canada (New York:
1963). This directory was updated in 1965 through corre-
spondence with relevant state departments and reports from
ficld staff of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency.
Nineteen systems were removed from the population (and the
number was adjusted to 1,647) because of post office recurns
for “no such address” or letters stating that the organization
rerformed no probation/parole functions or was part of a
arger probation/parole system that received a project ques-
tionnaire.

?See appendix F for a copy of the probation/parole ques-
tionnaire (long form).

TABLE 1.—Responding Probation and Parole Systems
Classified by Region

Number and percent of

Region * responding systems

Number  Percent
New England . (56 6.9
Middle Atlantic ..... 109 13,5
East North Central 214) 26.5
West North Central (71) 8.8
South Atlantic 120 14.9
East South Central......... 40) 5.0
West South Central 55) 6.8
Mountain ....... 64) 79
Pacific ... 77) 9.5
All regions of the US." 1) 1
Total ... (807) 99.9

% The nine regions correspond to those used by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation for purposes of their Uniform Crime Reports. Fed-
eral district probation and parole offices were assigned to the region
containing that city in which the district office was located.

b Centralized federal system serving all regions of the country.

TABLE 2.—Responding Probation and Parole Systems Classified
by Function and Age Level of Offenders

Function and age Number and percent of
level of offenders responding systems
Number  Percent

Probation (only):

Adults (only).... (79 10
Juveniles (only) 5242 30
Adults and juveniles 170 21
Subtotal ... (491) 61
Parole (only):
Adults (only) 16) 2
Juveniles (only) 10) 1
Adults and juveniles 4) <1
Subtotal .. .......... (30) 4
Probation and parole:
Adults (only) (23) 3
Juveniles (only).... . (120) 15
Adults and juveniles (142) 18
Subtotal (285) 35
L8] 116 [:F: 1 O (1) <1
Total .. (807) 100

TABLE 3.—Questionnaire Returns From Probation and Parole
Systems Classified by Level of Government

Return
Number of questionnaires rate

Government level Sent Returned percent
Federal . 74 47 64
State cooeceene .. 126 80 63
L7111 113 —— 1,355 633 47
Municipal .....coeroeennece 92 47 51
Total oo 1,647 807 49

the District of Columbia.® Michigan is represented
by the largest number of probation/parolle): systems
§70),9 followed by Ohio (57), New York (51), Cali-
ornia (43), and Massachusetts (42). Those states
with the smallest representation are Wyoming and
West Virginia (2 each), and Alaska and Vermont
(1 each).

A detailed questionnaire of 14 pages (long form)
was mailed to 247 probation or parole systems con-
sidered most likely to engage in extensive training.

* Rhode Island is not represented.

*Includes all probation/parole systems located within the
State regardless of government level. :
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These systems were of the following types: (1) cen-
tralized systems on the State and Federal levels;10
(2) systems with 10 or more full-time probation or
parole officers!* on any level of government. The
return rate from these “larger” systems was 74 per-
cent.

A briefer questionnaire of four pages (short form)
was sent to 1,400 smaller probation/parole systems
whose staff included less than 10 full-time proba-
tion/parole officers.’? The return rate from these
smaller systems was 45 percent. A substantially
higher rate of questionnaires was returned by larger
systems than by smaller systems at each of the four
levels of government. The rate of questionnaire re-
turn by government level and size of system is sum-
marized in table 4.

TABLE 4—Questionnaire Returns From Probation and Parole
Systems Classified by Level of Government and Size of System

Number of questionnaires Return

Level of government rate
and size of system Sent Returned percent
Federal:

) 51— 12 9 75

71 F:Y | [ —— 62 38 61
State:

Large e 91 64 70

Small e 35 16 46
County:

Large ..o 130 101 78

Small ..o 1,225 532 43
Municipal:

Large eoeocceemncens 14 8 57

Small - 78 39 50

LT [ ——— 1,647 807 49

Manpower findings that are reported in this
volume are extrapolated from 807 responding pro-
bation/parole systems to the 1,647 such systems in
the population at the time of survey. The maximum
overestimate is shown below, indicating that “large”
systems are overrepresented in the sample by 7.6
percent.

Size of
probation/parole system  Population Sample
Percent Number Pereent Number
Large* 15.0 (247) 226  (182)
Small® .eeeee 85.0 (1,400) 774 (625)
100.0 (1,647) 100.0 (807)

% “Large” systems are those which are centralized on the State or
Federal level or employ at least 10 full-time probation/parole officers.

b “Small” systems employ fewer than 10 full-time probation/
parole officers.

1 A centralized system was defined as one which had pro-
bation or parole jurisdiction over an entire geographical-gov-
ernmental unit (e.§.. an entire State). A decentralized system is
operationally autonomous but has jurisdiction over only one
part of a geographical-governmental unit (e.g., Federal district
probation/parole offices).

U This is as indicated in the Probation and Parole Directory,
op. cit.

13 Followup questionnaires to nonrespondents were also
short-forms. Questionnaires were addressed personally to the
chief probation/parole officer or his administrative equivalent.

No adjustment was made for the differential rate
of response between “large” and “small” systems.
Manpower figures may therefore be slightly over-
estimated. However, there are several reasons for
believing that manpower figures may be under-
estimated.

First, all agencies in the original population that
failed to report data on staff size to the NCCD direc-
tory were automatically classified as “small” (fewer
than 10 officers). An unknown proportion of the
1,400 “small” systems in the directory population
employ a staff of at least 10 officers. Small systems
therefore constitute somewhat fewer than 85.0 per-
cent of the total population. Study findings indicate
that 80.6 percent of the responding systems employ
fewer than 10 probation/parole officers.13

A sccond reason for believing that manpower
findings may underestimate the population is the
fact that two-thirds (67.6 percent) of the responding
probation/parole systems employ five or fewer offi-
cers.14 One-seveni of the systems (14.2 percent) re-
port no such staff member: and appear to be over-
represented in the sample® This latter group is
comprised of agencies with some probation/parole
functions but which employ no professional staff
“whose major assignment is direct practice with
cases.” 10 It also includes organizations which are
assigned some probation/parole cases but whose
primary service functions are in public welfare.l”
These organizations are technically classified as
probation/parole systems even though the, may
not employ any full-time probation/parole offi-
cers.

In sum, then, it appears that manpower findings
from the study sample may reflect an overestimate
from one known factor and an underestimate from
another set of factors.

The manpower figures that follow are based on
the judgment that no special weights be assigned
in either direction. Manpower findings are there-
fore extrapolated directly from the 807 responding
probation/parole systems to the 1,647 systems in the
population at the time of survey.

Chapter 2 will analyze the extent of the man-
power shortage for each of the following roles: (1)
probation/parole officers; (2) administrators and
supervisors; and (3) training officers.

1BSee Education, Training, and Manpower in Corrections
and Law Enforcement, op. cil., Source Book III, table 4, p. 4.

U Ibid.
15 Ibid.

v For example, the Division of Probation, Administrative
Office of the United States Courts.

7 For example, Baldwin County, Ala., Department of Pen-
sions and Securities, See Probation and Parole Directory, op.
cit., p. 14.




CHAPTER 2

Extent of Manpower Shortages

The extent of the manpower shortage in proba-
tion/parole depends mainly on the criteria used
to determine how many such personnel are needed.
The analysis that follows provides two rates of
shortage: (1) the official shortage rates based on the
number of official vacancies in relation to the num-
ber employed; (2) cxecutive assessment shortage
rates based on the number of personnel needed in
relation to the number employed.

As shown by the findings below, official vacancy
rates in probation/parole represent a substantial
manpower shortage. However, on the basis of ex-
ecutive assessments of the number of personnel
needed for the most effective operation of their
agencies, the manpower shortage in probation/
parole reaches critical proportions.

Overview of Probation/Parole Manpower

Number Employed. An estimated 26,600 persons
were employed full-time on the professional staffs of
all probation/parole systems in the United States
at the end of 1965. This total includes approxi-
mately 21,100 probation/parole officers, 5,100 ad-
ministrators and supervisors, and 450 training staff.
At the time of the survey,! the average size was
slightly over 16 professional staff members per
agency for the 1,647 probation/parole agencies in
the United States. The ratio of probation/parole
officers to administrators and supervisors was just
over 4 to 1. There was approximately 1 training
officer to every 60 staff members.

Official Vacancies. At the beginning of 1966,
there were approximately 2,100 probation/parole
positions that were budgeted but unfilled. These are
official vacancies and they constitute 8.1 percent of
the total probation/parole work force actually em-
ployed at the time. The official vacancy rate of 8.1
percent may be regarded as the scope of the man-
power shortage for probation/parole by the stand-
ard of official public policy.

The highest rate of official vacancies at the be-
ginning of 1966 was that for training officers, with
almost one vacancy for every five positions that were
filled.

! The probation/parole survey was conducted from F ebruary
through June, 1966. Agency listings were drawn from the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Probation and
Parole Directory, United States and Canada (New York: 1963).
This directory was updated in 1965 through correspondence
with relevant state departments and reports from field staff
of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

in Probation /Parole

Manpower Needed for “Most Effective Opera-
tion” of P1 Dation/Parole Agencies. According to
top probation/parole executives, almost 8,800 more
staff members—or an additional one-third—were
needed at the beginning of 1966 for their agencies
to function most effectively. A further increase of
approximately 9,100 staff members was considered
necessary for the following year. The probation/
parole executives thus foresee a need for a total
professional work force of approximately 44,500
by the beginning of 1967. This amount represents
an addition of 17,800 probation/parole personnel,
or 67.0 percent more than the number actually em-
ployed a year earlier. By the standard of executive
assessment, then, a considerably higher manpower
shortage exists in probation/parole than is pre-
scribed by official public policy.

The highest rate of shortage was that for train-
ing officers; almost four additional staff members
were needed for every one employed.

Table b summarizes the scope of the manpower
shortage for professional staff of probation/parole
agencies.

TABLE 5.—Estimated Size of Probation/Parole Staff Employed
and Needed in the United States, 1966—67 ¢

Needed
Employed  Beginning Beginning
Source of standard end of 1965 1966 1967
Official public policy........ 26,633 28,780 ™
Probation/parole executives 26,5358 35,394 44,468

* Based upon data from 807 probation/parole systems. Includes
officers, administrators, supervisors, and training staft.
* Data not available at the time of survey.

Chart I shows the manpower shortage rates for
probation/parole staff. Each shortage rate is deter-
mined by the percentage increase needed in the
work force beyond the number actually employed
at the end of 1965.

CHART I.—Estimated Rates of Manpower Shortage for
Probation/Parole Staff in the United States, 196667
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Probation/Parole Officers (Line Practitioner)

Number Employed. At the end of 1965, approxi-
mately 21,100 full-time probation/parole officers
were employed in all probation/parole agencies
throughout the United States.? This is an average
of 12.8 officers for each of the 1,647 probation/
parole systems in the country on every level of gov-
ernment. However, most agencies (67.6 percent)
employed five or fewer probation/parole officers.
Approximately 26 systems, or 1.6 percent of all sys-
tems, employed more than 10C officers; these systems
employed almost one-third (31.2 percent) of the
probation/parole officers in the country.

Official Vacancies. At the beginning of 1966,
there were approximately 1,650 positions? for pro-
bation/parole officers that were budgeted but un-
filled. These official vacancies constituted 7.8 per-
cent of the total probation/parole work force for
that time. This official 7.8 percent vacancy rate may
be regarded as the scope of the manpower shortage
for probation/parole officers with respect to the
standard of official public policy.

Officers Needed for “Most Effective Operation”
of Probation/Parole Agencies. In the judgment of
top probation/parole administrators, approximately
26,700—or 5,600 additional officers—were required
for the most effective operation of their agencies.
In terms of this executive standard, the shortage was
26.6 percent of the total officer work force, or one
vacancy for every four officers employed.

An even greater need for probation/parole officers

. was anticipated by agency executives for the follow-

ing year. Changing factors, such as an increase in
caseload, led them to expect a need for approxi-
mately 34,600 probation/parole officers by the be-
ginning of 1967. This means an additional 7,900
officers, or 29.6 percent over the amount needed for
effective agency operation the previous year. More-
over, it represents a total increase of 13,500 proba-
tion/parole officers, or 64.1 percent more than the
number actually employed a year earlier.*

2 This total does not include supervisors, administrators, or
training officers, who will be discussed separately.

3 Personnel standards for these. positions varied somewhat
among agencies. Qualifications for the probation/parole officer
will be considered in detail in chapter 3.

4 Figures reported to the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice show a manpower
shortage of 88.4 percent for probation/parole officers and
supervisors at the beginning of 1966. The number of person-
nel needed (26,711) is based on quantified worklead standards
of the Special Task Force on Correctional Standards as follows:
(1) an intake officer for each 450 to 500 cases referred annually;
(2) a workload of 50 units, where each case under active super-
vision is rated as 1 unit, cach regular probation investigation
is rated as 5 units, and each preparole investigation is rated as
8 units; (3) a full-time supervisor for every 6 full-time officers.

According to the above standards, almost one additional
staff member was needed for each officer and supervisor ac-
tually employed at the beginning of 1966.

See National Council on Crime and Delinquency, “Correc-
tion in the United States—A Survey for the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,”
Crime and Delinquency, January 1967, pp. 240, 268, and 271.
The NCCD survey was conducted from February to Septem-
ber 1966.

Table 6 summarizes the scope of the manpower
shortage for probation/parole officers.

TasLe 6.—Estimated Number of Probation/Parole Officers
Employed and Needed in the United States, 1966—67

Needed
Employed Beginning Beginnin
Source of standard end of 1965 1966 8 g;967 ®
Official public policy........ 21,082 22,735 ™
Probation/parole executives 21,082 26,681 34,587

* Data not available at the time of survey.

Chart II shows the rates of manpower shortage
for probation/parole officers.

CHART I1.—Estimated Rates of Manpower Shortage for
Probation [ Parole Officers in the United States, 196667
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* Percentages are based on number of officers needed for the most
sffective operation :f the agencies compared with the number of offi~
sers employed at the end of 1965.

Probation/Parole Administrators and Supervisors

The manpower pattern for administrative and
supervisory staff in probation/parole is very similar
to that for probation/parole officers.

Number Employed. Approximately 5,100 full-
time supervisors and administrators were employed
in 1,647 probation/parole agencies at the end of
1965 (mean=3.1).

Official Vacancies. Approximately 400 adminis-
trator and supervisor positions were budgeted but
unfilled at the beginning of 1966. The official va-
cancy rate for these personnel therefore constituted
8.1 percent of the total of such personnel in the
work force.

Administrators and Supervisors Needed for
“Most Effective Operation” of Probation/Parole
Agencies. Executives of probation/parole judged
that their agencies would need approximately 7,100
supervisors and administrators for the most effective
operation at the beginning of 1966. This would
mean approximately 2,000 additional staff members,
or 38.7 percent more than the number actually em-
ployed. A need for about 800 more supervisors and
administrators was anticipated for the following
year. Accordingly, approximately 7,900 supervisors
and administrators would be required for the most
effective operation of probation/parole agencies in
the beginning of 1967. This represents 54.8 percent,
or 2,800, more supervisors and administrators than
the number actuaﬁy employed a year earlier.




Table 7 summarizes the extent of the manpower
shortage for probation/parole administrators and
supervisors.

TaABLE 7.—Estimated Number of Probation/Parole Supervisors
and Administrators Employed and Needed in the United
States, 196667

Needed
Employed Beginning Beginning
Source of standard end of 1965 1966 1967
Official public policy........ 5,106 5,518 *)
Probation/parole executives 5,106 7,082 7,905

* Data not available at the time of survey.

Chart III provides the rates of manpower short-
age for supervisors and administrators of proba-
tion/parole agencies.

CHART II1.—Estimated Rates of Manpower Shortage for
Probation [ Parole Supervisors and Administrators in the
Inited States, 196667
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2 Percentages in these columns are based on the number of ad-
ministrators and supervisors needed for the most effective operation
%G%he agency as compared with the number employed at the end of

Training Officers in Probation/Parcle

Number Employed. At the end of 1965, approxi-
mately 450 staff members in 1,647 probation/parole
agencies were engaged in training as their major
assignment. There was thus an average of about
one training officer for every four probation/parole
agencies in the United States.

Official Vacancies. There were about 80 training
positions that were budgeted but unfilled. The offi-
cial manpower shortage of training officers consti-
tuted 18.4 percent of the total work force of these
personnel.

Training Officers Needed for “Most Effective
Operation” of Probation/Parole Agencies. Ad-
ministrative emphasis on upgrading staff through
in-service training can be seen in the widespread
need for additional training officers. Probation/

parole executives reported that for the most effective
operation of their agencies they required approxi-
mately 1,625 training officers at the beginning of
1966. This would be an increase of 1,200 training
officers or almost triple the number actually em-
ployed. A need for approximately 350 more training
officers was anticipated for the following vyear.
Thus, the number of additional training officers
needed by the beginning of 1967 exceeded 1,500, or
was 344 percent more than the number actually em-
ployed the previous year.

Table 8 records the range of the manpower short-
age for probation/parole training officers.

TABLE 8.—Estimated Number of Training Officers * Employed
and Needed in the United States, 196667

Needed
Employed Beginning Beginning
Source of standard end of 1965 1966 1967
Official public policy........ 445 527 (*)
Probation/parole executives 445 1,631 1,976

* Probation/parole staff members whose major assignment is to
plan, organize, and conduct ageney training programs.

* Data not available at the time of survey.

Chart IV provides the rates of manpower shortage
for training officers of probation/parole agencies.

CHART 1V.—Estimated Rates of Manpower Shortage for Pro-
bation/Parole Training Officers in the United States, 196667

500% —

400% —
% 344.49%
300% — 266.7%
200% —
100%
Official Executive Executive
public policy assessment assessment

(beginning 1966) (beginning 1966)2 (beginning 1967)*

2 The percentages in these columns are based on the number of
training officers needed for the most effective operation of the agency
as compared with the number employed at the end of 1965.

The findings of this chapter reveal that public
policy differs greatly from executive and profes-
sional judgment with regard to the number of per-
sonnel needed in probation/parole. By the stand-
ards of official public policy, the manpower shortage
is of sufficient magnitude to be of serious concern.
By the standards of executive and professional judg-
ment, it is of such a magnitude as to constitute a
manpower crisis.
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CHAPTER 3

Availability of Qualified Personnel

The previous chapter identified the number of
probation/parole personnel needed. Who are the
potential recruits who could qualify for these posi-
tions? The problem is not merely one of “bodies”
but of persons qualified to engage in practice with
delinquents and adult offenders.

The real crisis in social welfare is manpower—
not merely quantity but quality; not merely
ﬁllin% jobs but rendering a valuable profes-
sional service; not merely being employed in
any agency but working in soundly managed
agencies in which professional skills are utilized
to their fullest extent.!

This chapter is addressed to the following ques-
tions: To what extent is qualified manpower bein
made available for recruitment to probation an
parole? Is the pool of qualified man%ower likely to
increase or decrease? Will the pool be sufficient to
meet the manpower shortage?

Two kinds of data are needed in order to answer
these questions. First, one must identify the educa-
tional programs that formally qualify personnel for
practice in probation/parole. Second, one must de-
termine the number of graduates who constitute the
pool of qualified manpower available for recruit-
ment.

Educational Standards and Qualifications of

Existing Staff

The number of qualified persons available for
recruitment to probation/parole obviously depends
on the standards used to determine who is qualified.
Throughout this analysis, our primary source of
reference for qualifying standards will be that of
executive judgment. Additional sources and stand-
ards of qualification will be identified from project
surveys, the literature, and private correspondence.

There are two reasons for selecting agency ex-
ecutives as the primary source of standards: (1)
these executives are most likely to be knowledgeable
about the particular problems and needs of their
agencies; (g) they are in a key position to control
the hiring and firing of agency personnel. It is im-
portant to emphasize the strategic importance of
agency administrators in an analysis of manpower
shortage if it is to be of relevance for policy. It
seems unlikely that new manpower policies and
programs can succeed unless the pool of personnel
considered qualified by the agency executives, who
must recruit them and evaluate their work perform-
ance, is expanded.

1 Joseph Weber, “Manpower: The Real Crisis in Social Wel-
fare,” Personnel Information, vol. 11, No. 1, January 1968, p. 1.

1

for Probation/Parole

The probation/parole executives whose educa-
tional recommendations are reported throughout
this study represent 146 major probation/parole
systems in the United States. A major system is one
at employs at least 10 full-time officers, or is cen-
tralized on either the Federal or State level.® Fifty-
six percent of these systems are probation agencies,
156 percent are parole agencies, and 29 percent have
responsibility for both probation and parole.
Thirty-one percent of these systems serve only juve-
nile offenders, 25 percent serve only adult offenders,
and 44 percent provide services for both age groups.
The 146 systems reFresented in this study consti-
tute 59 percent of all 247 major probation/parole
systems 1n the country at the time of survey. They
are distributed as follows by level of government.:
(a) 75 percent of major Federal systems (9 of
12).

(b } 54)percent of major State systems (49 of 91).

(c) 62 percent of major county systems (81 of
130).

(d) 50 1))ercent of major municipal systems (7 of
14).

RECOMMENDED EDUCATIONAL STANDARDS, So-
cial work is the formal training that probation/
parole executives strongly advocate as qualification

TasLe 9.—Education Recommended by Probation/Parole
Executives to Quelify Personnel for Probation/Parole Practice

University area  Percent of

Work role recommended * executives ®

Probation/parole officer Social work........... 46.3
(adult caseload).

Probation /parole officer Social work ........... 56,8
(juvenile caseload).

Probation /parole Social work ......... 36.9
administrator.

Three probation/parole Social work........... °51.8
roles combined.

Training lcader in Social work ........... 514

their agency.

s More executives advocate this university arvea for a degree than
any other from among 11 choices.

b Percentages are based on responses of top executives of 146
major probation/parole systems and do not include nonrespondents
to the particular item.

¢ The rank order of the remaining flve university areas that were
advocated by at least some executives is as follows: corrections; so-
ciology (general); criminology; psychology (general); and public
administration. The following five university areas were not advo-
cated by a single executive: law (general); law (criminal); police
science; psychiatry; and psychology (clinical).

2 A centralized system was defined as one which had proba-
tion or parole jurisdiction over an entire geographical-govern-
mental unit (e.g., an entirc State). A decentralized system is
operationaily autonomous, but has jurisdiction only over one
part of a geographical-governmental unit (cg., Federal dis-
trict probation/parole offices).
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for probation/parole practice. As shown in table 9,
social work consistently ranked highest among the
11 university areas from which agency executives
were asked tc szlect an appropriate education for
probation/parole.?

QUALIFICATIONS OF EXISTING PROBATION/
PAROLE STAFF, The educational qualifications of
most probation/parole personnel vary sharply from
the standard set by their executives. There is some
evidence that the educational level may be decreas-
ing in probation/parole. This pattern runs con-
trary to the rising educational level in most social
welfare programs. According to the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, the proportion of social welfare per-
sonnel with two or more years of graduate study
increased between 1950 and 19404

A recent survey done for the President’s Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice found that only a few probation/parole
agencies set an educational qualification that re-

uired graduate social work training.5 The educa-
tional standard for employment of juvenile proba-
tion officers was described as follows:

Only 4 J)ercent of the agencies maintain the
preferred educational standard of a master’s
degree in social work or one of the allied so-
cial sciences.®

The parallel figures reported by the NCCD sur-
vey for other probation/parole personnel are sum-
marized in table 10.

TABLE 10.—Percentage of Probation/Parole Agencies With an
Educational Standard of a Graduate Degree ©

Work role
Type of agency Officers Supervisors Administrators
Percent Percent Percent
Juvenile probation.... 4.0 (;) 0
Juvenile parole............ 25 275 g‘)
Adult probation®_.___ 0.9 44 3
Adult parole .............. 0.0 39 *)

2 Data for officers and su?ervisors are from the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, “Correction in the United States—A Sur-
vey for the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice,”” Crime and Delinquency, January 1967, table
'152, p.d 21%21 Data for administrators are from the same source, pp.

an .

b Excludes ‘‘misdemeanant probation’ because figures could not be
combined for an overall percentage.

* No data reported.

Several earlier studies report somewhat higher
percentages for the educational level attained b
staff members of probation/parole agencies. A Chil-
dren’s Bureau survey indicated that approximaiely
10 percent of 2,000 juvenile probation officers pos-
sessed a graduate degree.” A 1962 study by the

*For the educational standards recommended by other pro-
fessional and academic groups, see chapter 4.

¢ See Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor,
Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare Manpower
in 1960 (New York: National Social Welfare Assembly, Inc.,
undated), p. 38.

# See National Council on Crime and Delinquency, ‘‘Correc-
tion in the United States,” op. cit,, table 15, p. 242.

¢Ibid., p. 57.

?U.S. Children’s Bureau and National Institute of Mental
Health, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Re-

port to the Congress on Juvenile Delinquency, 1960, p. 42.
Cited in ibid., p. 57.

12

Western Interstate Commission for Higher Educa-

tion covered the educational achievement of proba-

tion/parole officers in 12 western States (see table

11).

TabLE 11—Percentage of Juvenile Probation/Parole Officers
With 2 Years or More of Graduate Education ®

Work role: ' '

Peroent
Probation officer 248
Parole officer 37.0

" Data are drawn from Western Interai~.e Gommission for Higher
Education, An Interstate Approach to Juvenie Delinguency (!foul-
der, Colo.: 1968), table 4, p. 7; perzantages are based on responses
of 226 probation officers lntf, 88 paruie officers.

A 1960 national survev by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics showed that among personnel who provide
services to adult offenders and court services for
children about 8.5 percent held a graduate degree
in social work. The national average for personnel
in all social welfare programs was 17 percent.?

Table 12 summarizes the educational attainment
of the two personnel groups that are relevant to
probation and parole.

TABLE 12.—Educational Achievement of Social Welfare Per-
sonnel Who Provide Services to Adult Offenders and
Court Services for Children®

Program
Services to  Court services
Educational achievement adult offenders for children
Percent Parcent
High school or some college ... 23 31
Bachelor’s degree or some
graduate Work...cooemcene.c 57 52
Master’s degree in social work 8 9
Other graduate degree ............ 12 7
Total e eeecreececanene 100 99
Number of personnel... (5,254) (4.928)

* Data are drawn from Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpowsr in 1960 (New York: National Social Welfare Assembly,
Ine., undated), table 18, p. 39.

Two surveys conducted by this project indicate
that social work training is highly atypical in the
probation/parole agency. Table 13 summarizes find-
ings on education from a survey of probation/
parole personnel. It shows that about one proba-
tion/parole staff member in 12 holds a graduate
degree in social work. This finding is virtually
identical to that shown by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in the study described above. :

TasLE 18.—Educational Achievement of Probation/Parole
Personnel *

Educational achievement Personnel
Percent Number
High school or some college........cceeune.ee 15.3 (156)
Bachelor’s degree or some graduate work... 67.3 (687)
Master’s degree in social work .......cccoon...... 8.6 87
Other graduate degree 8.9 ng
Total personnel 100.0 (1,021)

% Data are based on responses of officers, supervisors, and admin-
istrators from 25 probation/parole systems. Twenty-four systems are
on the State level; one is a large municipal agency.

Table 14 reports findings on the most typical
educational background of probation/parole agency
personnel. It shows that less than one agency in 20
1s recruiting a sizable complement of new officers

8See Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpower in 1960, op. cit., table 18, p. 39.
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trained in social work. It also reveals that recent
employees of the probation/parole agency are even
less likely than experienced officers to be qualified
by social work or other graduate training. Some of
the latter personnel, however, may have received
their training after employment in probation/
parole.

TaABLE 14—Typical Education of Staff in Probation/Parole

Agencies *
Work role
New  Experienced
Typical education Trainee® officer®  officer?
) Percent  Percent  Percent

High school or some college. 20.0 4.8 5.7
Bachelor’s degree......... 80.0 884 75.9
Master's degree in social work 4.3 12.6
Other graduate degree........ ... 29 5.7

Total 100.0 99.9 99.9

Number of agencies ..... (40) (64) (87)

& Data are based on agency descriptions of the most typical educa-
tion of their probation/parole personnel engaged in in-service train-

ing durinf 1966,

A trainee was defined as a full-time employee who would become
s Member of the professional staff only upon completion of his on-
the-job training apprenticeship.

¢ A new probation/parole officer was defined as a member of the
professional staff fox less than 6 months.

An experienced probation/parole officer was defined as a member
of the professional staff for at least 6 months.

* Five systems are represented twice because the typical education
of their new officers was equally characterized by two of the listed
cateRories.

The central facts that emerye from study data and
other sources reveal a wide disparity between the
educational qualifications of probation/parole staff
and the standaras held by probation/paroie ¢xecu-
tives. Very few agencies maintain an educational
standard that requires social work training as for-
mal qualification for employment. Onlw{ a small per-
centage of probation/parole personnel are trained
in social work. Newer recruits to the probation/
parole staff are less likely than more experienced
staff members to be trained in social work.

It seems reasonable to infer from these findings
that the stress of the manpower shortage is being
reflected in a lowering of educational standards for

probation and parole personnel.

Availability of Social Work Graduates for
Probation/Parole?

To what extent are qualified graduates becom-
ing available for recruitment to probation and
parole agencies? This section will describe study
findings on the number of trained practitioners pro-
duced by graduate schools of social work over the
past 2 years and their rate of recruitment to proba-
tion/parole.

Undergraduate Programs. Relatively few aca-
demic institutions offer an undergraduate degree
program in social work. A recent listing shows 190
undergraduate departments of colleges and univer-

*“It is a startling fact that today no one knows how many
social workers are needed to staff the programs already au-
thorized. Even though precise figures are lacking, the picture
is dismal. There are many more positions than social workers
to fill them.” Wilbur ]J. Cohen, “The Role of the Federal
Government in Expanding Social Work Manpower,” Health,
Education, and Welfare Indicators, March 1965, p. 9.
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sities “offering courses with social welfax® con-
tent.” 1 Undergraduate courses are generally lo-
cated in departments of sociology and sociologgr/
anthropology. Only about a fourth (46) of the de-
partments listed are described as social work, pre-
social work, social welfars, or social service. The di-
versity of undergraduate courses and programs
makes it difficult to assess the number of students
who graduate from a degree program in social work,
The task is further complicated by the absence of
clear criteria about what constitutes an undergrad-
uate social work program.

The wide variety of social welfare offerings as
well as the variety of methods used by the 190
(undergraduate) member institutions in ac-
counting for their student enrollment makes
comparable statistical reporting very difficult.}?

Graduate Programs. The master's degree in so-
cial work is widely acknowledged as that which
would professionally qualify one for social work.
At the time of this survey, there were 58 accredited
schools of social work in the United States that of-
fered the master's degree.l? Fifty of these schools
(86 percent) responded to the project mail question-
naire of ap{)roximately 10 pages. Questioiiniaire
items were highly structure(F and precoded. Ap-
proximately two-thirds of the questionnaires were
fidled out by the dean or director; the rest were
completed by respondents in other administrative
or teaching positions of the school.1®

The 50 graduate schools of social work from
which data were drawn for this report are located
in 31 States and the District of Columbia. Their
regional distribution is shown in table 15.

TABLE 15.—Location of Responding Social Work Schools

by Region
Number of Return
Region schools rate
Percent
New England 4 80
Middle Atlantic 9 75
East North Central 10 91
West North Central 7 100
South Atlantic 7 88
East South Central 1 50
West South Central 5 100
Mountain 2 100
Pacific . 5 83
Total 50 86

The graduate school of social work is located at
a university and is usually an autonomous profes-
sional school. The master of social work program

¥ See Council on Social Work Education, Statistics on Social
Work Education 1966 (New York: 1967), table 130, pp. 15-18.

1 bid,, p. 18.

12 §ee Council on Social Work Education, Graduate Profes-
sional Schools of Social Work in Canada and the U.S.4. (New
York: January 1965). Brandeis was excluded because it offered
only the doctoral degree at the time of study. Puerto Rico
was excluded because it could not be assigned to one of the
50 states and parallel data for manpower needs in Puerto
Rican probation/parole were not available.

13 See appendix F for a copy of the questionnaire for gradu-
ate schools of social work.




requires 2 academic years of full-time training. Pro-
fessional accreditation of the school is carried out
through the Council on Social Work Education,
Classroom courses and field experience are integral
parts of the program.*

SOCIAL WORK GRADUATES IN THE ACADEMIC
YEAR 1965-66. The total number of master’s
degree graduates from all schools of social work in
the U.S. for the academic year 1965-66 was 3,653.
No school awarded more than 200 degrees and the
mean was 62,18

SIZE OF THE M.S.W. MANPOWER POOCL FOR
PROBATION/PAROLE. The total number of social
work graduates may be regarded as the maximum
potential manpower pool available for recruitment
during the year to all positions for which the social
work degree is considered qualification.!®

Several factors substantially reduce the number
of social work graduates that are likely to be avail-
able for recruitment to probation and parole posi-
tions. The most important of these is the compe-
tition for graduates from other practice fields and
programs.!” The Bureau of Labor Statistics survey 18
lists the following programs (other than programs
providing court services for children and services
to adult uifenders) as employing 105,622 persons in
social work positions in 1960: public assistance,
other family services, noninstitutional child wel-
fare, institutional child welfare, school, social work,
rehabilitation services, medical social work in lios-
pitals, medical social work in other health settings,
psychiatric social work in hospitals, psychiatric
social work in other health settings, services to
aged in institutions, group work, community or-

¥ See appendix D for further description of social work
schools in the sample and population.

5 See Statistics on Social Work Education, op. cit., table 206,
p. 24, (excluding Puerto Rico). Project findings are virtually
identical; they show a mean of 60 graduates from the schools
in the U.S. that were accredited in time for the survey.

19 This assumes that no appreciable pool of trained social
workers enters the labor market during the year from any
source other than the graduate schools. An active recruitment
of trained housewives could, for example, conceivably modify
this condition.

7]t is assumed that the mobility of trained social workers
already in the labor market is fairly evenly distributed from
one practice field to another.

" Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare Man-
power in 1960, op. cit., p. 39. This study showed a personnel
total of 115,799 in all programs. Two program categories
clearly include probation/parole personnel: (1) court services
for children, employing 4,923 persons (4.3 percent of the
total); and (2) services to adult offenders, employing 5,254
persons (4.5 percent of the total).

For purposes of this analysis, the figures above probably
underestimate probation/parole manpower in 1960 by a major
factor. This underestimation derives from the fact that some
probation/parole programs are not separately identifiable
from the BLS survey and are apparently included under
broader categories (e.g., juvenile parole under noninstitutional
child welfare work). An overestimation derives from the fact
that some programs other than probation/parole are included
under “services to adult offenders” (e.g., adult correctional
institution personncl). Seec ibid., pp. 119-~123.

ganization, teaching social work, and recreation
programs.!® The National Commission for Social

ork Careers estimates that 130,000 persons were
employed in all social service positions in the U.S.
as of 1967.80

Disqualification by school evaluation is a second
factor that is apt to reduce the social work man-
power pool for probation/parole. Deans of social
work schools considered about one-third, or 1,200,
of their master’s degree graduates in 1965-66 as not
trained for practice 1n correctional settings.?!
Whether or not these 1,200 social work graduates
are objectively as well ciualiﬁed for probation/pa-
role practice as their fellow graduates is less rele-
vant than is the likelihood that they will be en-
couraged to seek careers in other practice fields and
disqualified from probation/parole through school
evaluations and letters of reference.??

A third factor that substantially reduces the pool
of social work graduates available for probation/
parole is the specialization interest and experience
of students. An estimated total of 750 social work
graduates in 1965—-66 completed a year of field ex-
perience in a correctional agency during their 2
years of social work training.?3

Table 16 lists the five graduate social work schools
that had a comparatively large share of master’s .
gree students located in correctional agencies 10:
field instruction during 1965—66. These five schools
had a total of 143, or 12.7 percent, of their full-time
students placed in correctional field agencies as of
November 1, 1965.

®Some authorities prefer to exclude personnel in “recre-
ation programs” from discussion of social work manpower,
thus reducing the total by 10,448 in 1960. See U.S. Department
of Health, Ecucation, and Welfare, Closing the Gap in Social
Work Manpower, Report of the Departmental Task Force on
Social Work Education and Manpower (Washington, D.C.:
1965), table 9, p. 34. See also National Commission for Social
Work Careers of the National Association of Social Workers,
Manpower—A Community Responsibility (New York: 1968),
p. 58.

®See Manpowecr—A Community Responsibility, op. cit.,
p. 58. This figure apparently excludes recreation workers.

"t Based upon school responses to the following question-
naire item: “Approximately what proportion of these students
(awarded a master’s degree through your school this academic
year) are trained so they can practice in correctional settings?”

® Disqualification from corrections by school evaluation may
relate to the fact that about 60 percent of social work students
are women. See Statistics on Social Work Education 1966, op.
cit., table 205, p. 23.

®This figure is based on school responses regarding the
number of first and second year master’s degree students with
fiekdwork placements in probation/parole agencies, correc-
tional institutions, and “other correctional agencies.”

Data from the Council on Social Work Education indicate
a somewhat smaller figure of approximately 600 master's de-
gree students in correctional field placements during the aca-
demic year 1965-66 among 60 schools. This figure is derived
as follows: 547 students already in correctional field place-
ments as of November 1965, plus approximately 60 students
from the pool of those in combined fields and those not yet
assigned (in proportion to the existing distribution of 7.5 per-
cent in correctional field placements). See Statistics on Social
Work Education 1965 (New York: 1966), table 255, p. 28.
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TABLE 16.—Five Schools of Social Work With a Large Share
of Master's Degree Students in Correctional Field Placements,

November 1965
Students in correctional ~ Rank among
field practice schools—

Graduate school  Number of Rank among number of

of social work students schools =~ M.S.W.students
University of

Michigan................ 87 1 2
University of Cali-

fornia, Berkeley...... 34 2 8
University of

Washington ........... 29 3 8
University of Wis-

consin, Milwaukee. 22 4 28.5
Tulane University...... 21 5 7

" Data are drawn from Council on Social Work Education, Statis-
tics on Social Worlk Education 1965 (New York: 1966), table 2665,
p. 28. Puerto Rico not included.

. Table 17 lists the five largest social work schools
that had a comparatively small share of master’s
degree students located in correctional agencies for
field instruction during 1965-66. These five schools
had a total of 51, or 3.9 percent, of their full-time

students placed in correctional field agencies as of
November 1, 1965.

TABLE 17—Five Largest Schools of Social Work With a Small
Share of Master’s Degree Students in Correctional Field
Placements, November 1965 ¢

Students in correctional  Rank among

field practice schools—

Graduate school ~ Number of Rank among  number of
of school work students schools M.S.W. students

Columbia University....... 10 18.5 1
University of Chicago..... 3 44 4
New York University....... 19 7 5
Fordham University........ 17 10.5 6
Florida State University. 2 48 9

" Data are drawn from Council on Social Work Education, Statis-
tics on Social Work Education 1965 (New York: 1966), table 256,
p. 28. Puerto Rico not included.

The 750 social work graduates with fieldwork ex-
perience in corrections may be regarded as the
yearly manpower pool with a likely potential for
recruitment to probation/parole. Even this pool of
196566 graduates with likely recruitment potential
must be further reduced for two reasons. First, al-
most all of these graduates have also completed a
year of ficld experience in agencies other than cor-
rections. It is as likely, then, that they will pursue
their specialization interests and experience in other
fields as that they will do so in corrections. The
graduate pool with high potential for recruitment
to corrections is thus halved to 375.

A further reduction occurs because probation and

parole must compete with other correctional agen-

cies for the limited pool of 375 annual social work
graduates (in 1965-66) who are likely to pursue
their specialization into the correctional field.

It is estimated that about two-thirds of the social
work graduates recruited to corrections take posi-
tions in probation and parole agencies. About
one-fourth take jobs in training schools and other
correctional institutions.2* The remainder go into
various other programs, such as work with street

* A companion volume will analyze parallel data on man-
power and education for correctional institution systems.
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gangs and agencies such as the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, the John Howard Asso-
ciation, and the Society for Prevention of Cruelty to
Children.

Reports from social work deans furnish the dis-
tribution of the 375 recent M.S.W. graduates who
were likely to be recruited into corrections during
1965-66. As table 18 shows, the recent graduate is
most likely to take a position as a probation/parole
officer if he goes into the correctional field.

TABLE 18.—Positions Usually Filled by Students of Social
Work Schools Who Go Into Corrections Upon Graduation ®

Percent of
social work schools

Position usually filled
by M.S.W. graduates:

Probation or parole officer........cccoeeeeen.e 70
Supervisor or administrator in

probation and pavole.........ccocoeccee 48
Staff member in correctional institution 46
Supervisor or administrator in

correctional institution .................. 32
Other correctional position .................... 28

® Data are drawn from responses of social work deans concerning
“the types of positions usually filled by those of your students who
g0 into corrections upon graduation from the master’s program.”

The distribution of correctional personnel pro-
vides a second basis for estimating the proportion
of graduates likely to be recruited into probation/
parole rather than other correctional positions.
Table 19 shows the approximate number of per-
sons in the types of agencies and positions included
in the Bureau of Labor Statistics survey of social
welfare manpower in 1960.
TABLE 19—Estimated Distribution of Personnel Employed in

Correctional Agencies and Positions Classifiable as Social
Work,* End of 1965

Number Percent

Probation and parole ... 26,633 68.1
Correctional institutions .. ... 9,500 24.3
Other correctional agency or position ¢...... 3,000 7.7

Total ..o 39,133 100.1

" See Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Sai-
aries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare Manpower in 1960
(New York: National Social Welfare Assembly, Inc., undated), pp.
119-124. Departures from the BLS classification are as noted.

U Figures are based on project data for probation/parole officers,
supervisors, administrators, and training officers. See tables 5, 6, 7,
and 8 above.

¢ This is' probably a conservative figure. It is based on the follow-
ing estimates for staff of all 1,242 correctional institution facilities
in the U. 8., excluding personnel in local jails: (1) approximately
4,660 classificaton and general counseling staff; (2) approximately
2,800 of the diagnostic and treatment staff for clinical services;
(3) approximately 2,160 of the superintendents, wardens, research
workers, social service and cottage-life supervisors, and other admin-
istrative positions designated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. See
Volume 2 of this series on Correctional Institutions.

d This is a tentative figure and is not supported by concrete data.

According to these data, probation and parole
agencies throughout the country could expect to re-
cruit approximately 250 new social workers in 1965~
66 from the pool of 375 graduates likely to go into
corrections. These 250 graduates comprise 6.8 per-
cent of all 3,653 M.S.W. graduates for the academic

on

year.25

% A parallel analysis based on fieldwork data from the
Council on Social Work Education would yield somewhat
smaller figures: 303 graduates for corrections, of which 202
would be available for probation/parole. Thus, probation/
parole would recruit 5.5 percent of all M.S.W. graduates for
the academic year.




This pool of social work graduates is sufficient to
fill about one-eighth of the official manpower va-
cancies in probation/parole at the beginnir;g of
1966. It would fill about 60 percent of the official
vacancies for supervisors and administrators.?0 It is
less than the number needed to meet the manpower
requirements for additional staff as reported by the
executive of a single large probation/parole agency.

SOCIAL WORK GRADUATES IN THE ACADEMIC
YEAR 1966-67. The most recent available figures
indicate that the total pool of qualified personnel
produced by graduate schools of social work ex-
panded by about 250 graduates, or 6.8 percent, from
the academic year 1965-66 to 1966—67.27 The num-
ber of accredited graduate schools in the U.S. was
increased to 63, and the total number of M.S.W.
graduates rose to approximately 3,900 (excluding
Puerto Rico).28

There was an expansion of about 10 percent in
the number of social work graduates with special-

® Criminologist Daniel Glaser recommends that the best
staff use for master’s degree graduates from social work or
Esychology is as case supervisors. See his “The Prospect for

orrections,’ in Charles S. Prigmore (ed.) Manpower and
Training for Corrections (New York: Council on Social Work
Education, 1966), p. 31.

It may be argued that a policy which minimized job per-
formance and experience as criteria for promotion is likely
to be dysfunctional to staff morale and recruitment.

7 The increase from 1964—65 to 1965-66 was 475 graduates,

or 14.9 percent (excluding Puerto Rico).
®» The National Commission for Social Work Careers re-

ized interest and experience in corrections.?® Ap-
proximately 825 master’s degree graduates in 1966—
%7 had obtained student field experience in a cor-
rectional agency during their social work training.
Probation and parole could expect to recruit about
275 of these graduates.

The proportion of social work students that ob-
tained field experience in corrections remained con-
stant over the 2 academic years.3® The increase in

ports 64 schools in 1967 and 3,969 graduates for 1966-67.
These figures apparently include Puerto Rico and Brandeis.
See Manpower—A Community Responsibility, op. cit.,, p. 58.

The Council on Social Work Education lists 63 accredited
schools offering a master’s program as of November 1, 1966,
including Puerto Rico. See Statistics on Social Work Educa-
tion, 1966, op cit., table 103, p. 12.

® Figures reported by the Council on Social Work Educa-
tion show 617 master’s degree students assigned to correctional
agencies for fieldwork as of November 1, 1966, compared with
547 students a year earlier. See Statistics on Social Work Edu-
cation 1966, op. cit., table 255, p. 30 and Statistics on Social
Work Education 1965, op. cit., table 255, p. 28. These figures
do not include students not yet assigned to field instruction
for the academic year and students in combined ficlds.

% Master's students assigned to correctional field placements
constituted 6.6 percent of all students as of November 1, 1966
and 6.7 percent as of November 1, 1965. See Statistics on Social
Work Education 1966, op. cit., table 255, p. 30, and Statistics
on Social Work Education 1965, op. cit., table 255, p. 28.

The adjusted totals are 7.5 percent for both 1966 and 1965.
These latter percentages eliminate the students that will not
be in field instruction and prorate those not yet assigned and
in combined fields.

CHART V.—~Manpower Needs in Probation/Parole During 19661967 and the Availability of Qualified Personnel for Recruitment

Additional  Qualified personnel available *
manpower ~ Maximum Likely  Expected

Work role needed ® pool¢  pool? recruitment ®
Probation/parole officers:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 ... 1,650 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 ...........ccoorcooeeeee. 5,600 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1967.............ccooeeo 13,500 3,900 825 275
Probation/parole administrators and supervisors:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 400 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 .... 1,975 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1967..............ccoooooo oo 2,800 3,900 825 275
Probation/parole training officers:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 ...........o.c..oooemomeomoees e+ e 75 - 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 .. ... 1,175 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1967 ......... oo 1,525 3,900 825 275
Total professional staff ¢:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 2,125 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 ..............ccocee....... 8,750 3,650 750 250
Executive assessment, beginning 1967......... - 17,825 3,900 825 275

* Qualified by the criterion of executive judgment. Social work was
the university area strongly advocated for a degree by probation/
parole executives in order to qualify personnel for each position. See
table 9 above.

. b The number needed in addition to those employed in 1,647 proba-
tion/parole agencies at the end of 1965. All numbers are rounded to
the nearest 25. See tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 above.

¢ The total number of master’s degree graduates from the U.S.
schools of social work during the relevant academic year. See ‘“So-
cial Work Graduates in the Academic Year 1965-66”’ and ‘‘Social
Work Graduates in the Academic Year 1966-67" above.

4 The total number of social work graduates who had completed a
yvear of specialized field experience in a correctional agency. See
“Size of the M.S.W. Manpower Pool for Probation/Parole,” above.

¢ The total number of social work graduates with correctional field
experiénce who were apt to be recruited to probation/parole rather
than another practice field or another type of correctional agency.
Sge “Size of the M.S.W. Manpower Pool for Probation/Parole,”
above.

f Includes probation/parole officers, administrators, supervisors,
and training staff.




graduate specialists therefore depended mainly on
new schools and an expanded student body.

Most social work schools (66 percent) reported to
this project that the number o? their master’s stu-
dents enrolled in corrections programs for 196667
would be about the same as that for the previous
academic year. One-third of the schools (34 percent)
expected an increased number of students in field-
work or classroom courses in corrections. No school
reported a decrease. The increase in graduate spe-
cialists among established schools is not evenly dis-
tributed but concentrated in a minority of social
work schools.

Chart V summarizes findings on the number of

trained social workers available in relation to man-
ower needs of probation/parole during 1966 and
967.81
It is apparent that the available pool of social
work graduates is far too small to narrow appreci-
ably the manpower ﬁap in })robation/parole. The
following chapter will, therefore, consider the feasi-
bility of expanding this pool.

% As stated earlier, this analysis assumes that the number
of trained social workers leaving probation/parole during the
year for other fields of practice is about the same as the
number being recruited into probation/parole from other
practice fields.

|




CHAPTER 4

Feasibility of Expanding the Pool of
Social Work Graduates for Probation /Parole

As was shown in the previous chapter, social work
schools provide the professional training that pro-
bation/parole executives consider most appropriate
for practice in their agencies. It was also shown that
the pool of social work graduates available for
probation/parole is but a small proportion of the
manpower needed in the field. This chapter will
consider whether it is feasible for social work pro-
grams to increase substantially the number of
graduates who are likely to be recruited into pro-
bation/parole. '

The feasibility of social work expansion in rela-
tion to probation/parole depends first on conditions
within the schools. Do the sociai work schools con-
cui that the M.S.W. is the most appropriate educa-
tional standard for probation/parole practice? If
they do concur, are they prepared to expand their
programs, especially the ones that produce gradu-
ates with student experience in probation/parole?
Do the educational resources exist and can they be
mobilized for major expansion?

Feasibility of social work expansion also depends
on outside support from the academic and profes-
sional community, Is the M.S.W. generally endorsed
as an educational standard for probation/parole?
Would specialized social work training for this field
be acceptable to key academic and professional
groups? Without a consensus on these points, social
work schools are unlikely to consider, or be able
to implement, expanded programs for probation/
parole.

The next section describes study findings on con-
ditions within the social work schools as related to
expansion for probation/parole. It is followed by
an analysis of consensus and support among strate-
gically located academic and professional groups.

Conditions Within Graduate Schools of Social
Work

Concurrence of Schools and Agencies on Edu-
cational Standards. Expanding the pool of social
work graduates for probation/parole depends in
part on whether or not the schools concur with pro-
bation/parole executives that social work training
is the appropriate standard for this field. Expansion
is unlikely if there is no agreement on educational
standards for recruitment between those who train
and those who hire.

Social work deans strongly advocate social work
training for probation/parole personnel. As table
20 shows, almost all social work deans maintain this
standard for each work role in probation/parole.
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TasLe 20.—Education Recommended by Social Work Deans
to Qualify Personnel for Probation/Parole Practice

University area  Percent

Work role recommended *  of deans®
Probation/parole officer Social work ............... 97.1
(adult caseload).
Probation/parole officer Social work......ccoee.o. 97.1
(juvenile caseload).
Probation/parole administrator ~ Social work................ 794
Three probation/oarole
roles combined. Social work................ 93.9

2 University area “strongly advocated” for a degree from among
11 choices.

b Based on responses of deans from 50 social work schools. Per-
centage excludes nonvespondents to the particular item.

Faculty and students provide two additional
sources of educational standards by which social
work schools can be characterized. These groups
were surveyed to determine the applicability of the
M.S.W. standard to the “real life” choice confront-
ing prospective students and employees. Is the mas-
ter’s degree program worth the 2 years of study that
is generally required? Does the degree program pro-
duce a more qualified practitioner than would 2
years of agency work experience?

As can be seen in table 21, social work facuiiy
throughout the country overwhelmingly subscribe
to the standard of an M.S.W. for probation/parole
officers. By contrast, faculty who teach courses in
corrections, delinquency, and criminology in other
schools and departments are evenly split on the
standard of a master’s degree from their own
programs.

A similar disparity is revealed when responses
from student groups in social work and public ad-
ministration are compared. About half the appli-
cants to schools of social work are convinced that
their master’s degree program produces a superior
probation/parole officer. Almost 90 percent of the
applicants to public administration, however, be-
lieve that 2 years of probation/parole experience
produces a better officer than does the public ad-
ministration program.

By the time of graduation, 85 percent of the
social work students subscribe to the standard of an
M.S.W. for the probation/parole officer. About half
the public administration graduates believe their
M.P.A. program is better preparation for the pro-
bation/parole officer than are 2 years of agency
work experience.

These findings are summarized in table 2l.
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TABLE 21.—Recruitment Standard for Probation/Parole
Officers Among Faculty and Student Groups

Recruitment standard

Master's degree  B.A. plus 2
from own years' agency
Source of standard program " experience
Faculty groups: Percent Percent
Social work (casework)®...... 927 7.3
Corrections, delinquency,
and criminology “............. 51.5 48.5
Student groups:
Applicants—social work °........ 51.8 48.2
Applicants—public
administration * ... ... .. 11.5 88.5
Graduating students—
social work ... . 857 14.3
Graduating students—
public administration .___._.. 55.5 44.5

A Data are drawn from responses to a questionnaire item that
read as follows: “There are two applicants for a position as proba-
tion (parole) officer. One applicant has the master’s degree from a
program such as yours and no paid agency experience. A second
applicant has a B.A. plus 2 years of paid experience in a similar
agency. Which applicant should be hired?”

b Percenta'ges' calculated on responses to the two given choices. Re-
sponses of “‘indifferent” were prorated.

¢ Data are based on responses of 160 faculty members teaching
casework courses in 50 graduate schools of social work. A replicate
survey yielded very similar results.

d Data are based on responses of 45 faculty members teach!ng cor-
rections and related courses in 37 schools and departments of public
administration, corrections, and sociology.

¢ Data are based on responses of 509 applicants to three schools
of social work in different cities.

f Data are _based on responses of 38 applicants to a graduate
school of public administration.

¢ Data are based on responses of 118 graduates from three schools.
h Data are based on responses of 13 graduates from one school.

These findings clearly indicate that social work
faculty and students, as well as deans, endorse their
M.S.W. program as the appropriate educational
standard for probation/parole personnel.

Legitimacy of Specialized M.S.W. Programs in
Corrections. Probation/parole recruited approxi-
mately 250 M.S'W.’s from the graduating class of
196566 (and about 10 percent more the following
year). This group was part of a pool of 750 gradu-
ates with specialized interest and student field ex-
perience in corrections.

A primary target for expansion of social work
graduates to probation/parole is the pool of social
work graduates with specialized training in correc-
tions. There are three reasons for focusing on an
expanded program for this group: (1) They are
most likely to pursue careers in probation/parole;
(2) they are generally considered superior candi-
dates for recruitment by probation/parole execu-
tives; (3) they are most apt to be knowledgeable
about practice with offenders.!

Most social work deans believe that the M.S.W.
program should include an extensive specialized
course of study in corrections. Three-fifths of the
deans (61.0 percent) expressed their approval of the
following program: “Master of Social Work pro-
grams with a ‘concentration’ (12 or more credit

! Some of the special knowledge areas for the social worker
in probation are identified in Merritt Gilman and Alice M.
Low, Training for Juvenile Probation Officers, Children’s
Bureau Publication No. 398, 1962.

A
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hours) in corrections.”? Thirty-nine percent of the
social work deans disapproved of such programs at
the university or approved of them only as special
noncredit programs.

These findings indicate that most social work
deans recognize that the way in which their schools
will produce qualified graduates for correctional
positions is through specialized M.S.W. programs
in corrections.

Readiness of Social Work Schools to Expand
Student Training for Work with Offenders. So-
cial work schools are ideologically committeed to
training students for probation and parole. They
adhere to an educational standard prescribing the
M.S.W. for probation/parole practice. And their
deans generally legitimate a specialized M.S.W.
program in corrections.

A question that arises is whether the social work
schools are prepared to translate this ideological
commitment into expanded programs. As table 22
shows, almost all social work schools report that
they are ready for expansion if additional funds are
made Guuilable. Forty-six schocls {95.8 percent) are
prepared to employ additional faculty for training
students to work with offenders. Almost as many
schools (93.8 percent) are prepared to use additional
scholarship funds for training students to work with
offenders. More than half the schools (52.1 percent)
are prepared to expand their physical facilities
for training students to work with offenders. And
about one-fourth of the schools (27.1 percent) are
ready to assume responsibility for a Crime and De-
linquency Training Center. Only one school of
social work (2.1 percent) reports that it is not inter-
ested in Federal funds for additional training of
students to work with offenders.3

TABLE 22.—Readiness of Social Work Schools to Expand
Student Training for Work With Offenders if Federal
Funds Ave Made Available

Percent of schools

Training resource earmarked Prepared  Not prepared
for work with offenders to use funds  to use funds
Salaries for additional faculty..... 95.8 4.2
Scholarships to students ................ 93.8 6.2
Expanded physical facilities...._.... 52.1 479
Crime and Delinquency Training
Center responsible to school ..... 27.1 729
Total schools ........ ... 97.9 2.1
Number 47) 1)

In summary, graduate schools of social work are
apparently willing and ready to expand their pro-
grams and their number of graduates for work with
offenders if additional training resources are made
available to them.

? Almost nine out of 10 (86.7 percent) college presidents and
deans of professional schools other than social work approved
of this as a degree program at the university. These findings
will be described later in the chapter in the section on “Con-
ditions within the University and Professional Complex.”

® By way of comparison, 28.2 percent of the departments of
clinical psychology (Ph.D.), 19.2 percent of the psychiatric
residency centers, and 2.5 percent of the law schools report
that they are not interested in Federal funds for this purpose.




Training Resources Needed by Social Work
Schools for Expanded Programs in Corrections.
Can the social work schools mobilize vital training
resources for expanded correctional programs if
funds are provided? This depends in part on the ex-
tent of expansion. Project findings suggest that addi-
tional money will alleviate some problems but not
all. Almost two-fifths of the schools (39 percent)
report that for the academic year 1965-66, their
classroom and field courses in corrections were not
hindered by lack of funds.

Virtually all social work schools report that their
correctional programs were hindered by faculty
overload and limited space. In most instances, these
two difficulties could be solved directly by addi-
tional funds.

In about half the schools, good faculty for cor-
rectional courses were in short supply, as were
suitable agencies for student field training. Both
problems could be somewhat alleviated by a larger
school budget. However, they also require long-
range solutions that involve recruitment and train-
ing of new facu'ty and = more active campaign for
additional training agencies.*

There is apparently no shortage of high quality
social work students available for training in cor-
rections.

Findings on needed training resources are sum-
marized in table 23.

TABLE 23.—Training Resources Needed by Social Work
Schools for Programs in Corrections

Needed Resource: ofP ,":;‘;'33;2,5
Lower faculty workload ... . .. 83.3
Space - 774
Funds ... : e 61.0
Suitable agencies for field placements __._____. 55.0
Good faculty ... ; 47.4
Good students ... ... . 10.7

Total schools lacking at least
one training resource ... .. 90.7

a Dnt_;a‘are based on responses of 50 schools_concerning the factors
that hindered them in_planning or organizing fieldwork or class-
room courses in corrections for the academic year 1965-66.

b Percentages exclude nonrespondents to the particular item.

Conditions Within the University and Professional
Complex

The extent to which social work schools are able
to expand their educational programs for correc-
tions depends in part on the support or opposition
of a number of strategic groups within the univer-

* The problem of providing suitable agency training facili-
ties for social work students can only be mentioned here. It is
complicated by the fact that social work has no clear objective
standards about what constitutes a suitable training agency.
Unlike clinical psychology, social work has no professional
machinery to determine agency suitability. Individual schools
of social work set their own “standards” and make their own
assessments.

For data on the willingness of correctional agencies to pro-
vide fieldwork training facilities, see table 27.
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sity and professional complex.® Major expansion of
social work programs is not likely to occur, even if
financial subsidies are made available by founda-
tions or the government, unless these programs are
acceptable to key groups in the university and pro-
fessional communities.

Secial Work Training for Probation/Parole—
Consensus and Divergence on Standards, Do key
academic and professional groups endorse social
work training as the appropriate educational stand-
ard for probation/parole personnel?

Almost all key groups that were surveyed by the
project “strongly advocate” social work training to
qualify personnel as probation/parole officers. As
table 24 shows, social work training ranks highest
among top executives of each academic and agency
group except law school deans.S

TABLE 24 —Education Recommended by Academic and
Criminal Justice Executives to Qualify Personnel as
Probation/Parole Officers

Number
Surveyed

University area

Source of standard recommended *

Academic executives:
College presidents and
department chairmen ......... 511
Directors—clinical psychology 44
Directors—psychiatric

Social work
Social work

residency 184 Social work
Deans—law 83 Corrections ®
Directors—Crime and

Delinquency Centers ........... 26 Social work

Criminal justice executives
(other than executives of
probation /parole agencies):
Correctional institution
SYSLEMS .o 93
I.aw enforcement systems ... 108

Social work
Social work

* More executives advocate this university area for a degree than
any other from among 11 choices.

b Social work ranked second in the selection of law school deans.

Educational standards for probation/parole per-
sonnel are advocated by a number of influential
organizations. The National Council on Crime and
Delinquency gives priority to advanced social work
training (M.S.W.) as educational qualification for
the probation/parole officer,” supervisor, and ad-
ministrator.8

The Special Task Force on Correctional Stand-
ards, appointed by the staff of the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration

“It is of interest to note that two social work schools that
produce a disproportionately large number of correctional
specialists are located in Wisconsin (Milwaukee and Madison).
The correctional system of that State has actively recruited
M.S.W.s to both probation/parole and correctional institu-
tions since 1949, first under Russell Oswald and more recently
under Sanger Powers.

% Sce appendixes A to E for a description of academic insti-
tutions and Criminal Justice agencies in the sample and
population.

" National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Standards
and Guides for Adult Probation (New York: 1962), p. 19;
Standards for Selection of Probation and Parole Persomnel,
mimeographed, March 1966, p. 4.

? Standards and Guides for Adult Probation, op. cit., p. 22;
Standards for Selection of Probation and Parole Personnel,
op. cit,, p. b.
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of Justice, gives priority to advanced social work
training (M.S.W.) “or comparable study in correc-
tion, criminology, psychology, sociology, or a related
field of social science.” This broad set of educa-
tional standards is advocated for the probation
officer, supervisor, and administrator in probation
and parole.?

The Task Force Report of the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice sets its optimum educational standard for
the probation/parole officer as requiring “2 years
of graduate study.”19

The U.S. Children’s Bureau has long advocated
graduate social work training as educational quali-
fication for the juvenile probation officer and ad-
ministrator.!! A workshop report of the Bureau also
recommended graduate social work training for
the juvenile probation officer but emphasized the
need for additional materials from the delinquency
field.12

The Arden House Conference of Junc 24-26,
1564, set uo specific level or university area of
training as qualifying personnel for probation/
parole.13 However, a prominent participant of the
conference, Daniel Glaser, advocated a B.A. degree
for the probation/parole officer without indicating
any particular university area.l* Glaser's educa-
tional standards for the probation/parole supervisor
are a master’s degree in social work or psychology.!3

The Federal Probation Officers Association con-
siders the probation/parole officer educationally
qualified with 2 years of graduate training in social
work or one of the social sciences.!6

The U.S. Department of Labor classifies proba-
tion and parole officers under the professional cate-
gory “Social Workers.” 17

In summary, graduate social work training for
most probation/parole personnel is an educational
standard that is widely endorsed. Virtually all key

® National Council on Crime and Delinquency, “Correction
in the United States,” op. cit., pp. 268 and 271.

10 The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections
(Washington: 1967), p. 95.

1 Gee, for example, their Standards for Specialized Courts
Dealing with Children, Children’s Bureau Publication No.
346, 1954, p. 86. The standard of graduate social work training
for juvenile probation work was shared by two other organi-
zations cooperating in this report: The National Council of
Juvenile Court Judges and the National Probation and Parole
Association (later the National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency). See also Bernard Russell, “Current Training Needs
in the Field of Juvenile Delinquency,” Juvenile Delinquency
Facts and Facets, No. 8 (Washington, D.C.: Children’s Bureau,
1960), p. 3.

12 Gilman and Low, Training for Juvenile Probation Officers,
op. cit., pp. 34-36.

13 See “Decisions of the Conference,” in Prigmore, op. cit.,
pp. Xi—xxv.

1 Op. cit., p. 31.

15 Ibid.

10 Federal Probation Officers Association, Professional Stand-
ards Endorsed by the Federal Probation Officers Association,
April 1965, p. 6.

17 See Occupational Outlook Handbook, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Bulletin 1450, 1966-67 edition, p. 269.
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groups and organizations advocate a social work
degree to qualify the probation/parole officer and
supervisor. No identifiable educational standard is
advocated as a preferable alternative by professional
organizations or substantial numbers of academic
executives.

EDUCATIONAL STANDARDS FOR THE PROBA-
TION/PAROLE ADMINISTRATOR. There is far less
consensus regarding educational standards for the
administrator in probation and parole. Most aca-
demic groups advocate training in public adminis-
tration for this role, as do executives of correctional
institution systems and law enforcement depart-
ments, This standard seems to reflect a primary con-
cern with the managerial responsibilities of the pro-
bation/parole administrator. Social work training is
advocated by probation/parole executives, deans of
social work schools, the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency, the Special Task Force on Cor-
rectional Standards!® and the U.S. Children’s Bu-
reau. This standard seems to reflect a primary con-
cern with the responsibility of the probation/ parole
administrator for substantive practice matters.

Among academic and agency executives, deans
of social work schools are the only group which
concurs with probation/parole executives that social
work training best qualifies personnel as probation/
parole administrators. From table 25 one can see
that public administration generally ranks highest
for administrative roles in probation/parole.

TAbLE 25.—Education Recommended by Academic and
Criminal Justice Executives to Qualify Personnel as
Probation/Parole Administrators

Number
surveyed

University area

Source of standard recommended

Academic executives:
Colleg= presidents and
department chairmen 511
Directors—clinical
psychology (Ph.D.).. 44
Directors—psychiatric
 GEE 1110 — 184 *)
Deans—Ilaw ..ocooooeeeecens 83 Corrections
Directors—Crime and
Delinquency Centers. 26
Criminal justice executives
(other than executives of
probation /parole agencies):
Correctional institution

Public administration

Public administration

Public administration

EIEIT) 11— 93 Public administration
Law enforcement ] )
SYStemS oo oo e 108 Public administration

* Item omitted for this population.

Findings suggest widespread academic and pro-
fessional support for a national policy that would
expand social work training programs designed to
produce a substantial pool of probation/parole
practitioners. However, a policy to expand social
work training for probation/parole administrators
is likely to meet with opposition from many impor-
tant academic and professional groups.

Legitimacy of Specialized M.S.W. Programs in
Corrections. It was suggested earlier that a primary

18 §ocial work or “comparable study” in a related field of
social science.
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target for expansion of social work graduates to
probation/parole is the pool of students with spe-
cialized interests and experience in corrections. Do
universities and professional schools legitimate a
specialized social work degree program in this field?

Data in table 26 shows overwhelming academic
approval for an M.S.W. program that includes ex-
tensive study in corrections.

TABLE 26.—Extent to Which Universities and Professional
Schools Legitimate Master of Social Work Programs
With a Concentration in Corrections ®
Approve as Do not approve as
degree programs degree programs®
Percent Number Percent Number

Academic population
College presidents and

department chairmen ... 87.6  (296) 124 (42)
Directors—clinical
psychology (Ph.D.) 90.9 (30) 9.1 (3)
Directors—psychiatric
residency ... 832  (129) 168  (26)
Deans—law ... 87.7 (64) 12.3 9)
Total academic
respondents® ... 86.6 (519) 13.4 (80)

% Twelve or more credit hours in a defined program of study.

b Includes respondents who disapprove of these programs at the
university and respondents who approve of them only as special
noncredit programs.

¢ Comparable figures for social work deans are 61 percent approve
(N=25) and 39 percent do not approve (N=16).

The M.S.W. program with a specialization in
corrections received more widespread academic ap-
proval than any of five other proposed specializa-
tion programs in criminal justice. LL.B. (J.D.) pro-
grams with a concentration in criminal law were
approved by 84.0 percent (or 494) of the same aca-
demic respondents. Undergraduate programs with
a concentration in police science were approved by

56.2 percent (or 376).

These findings suggest that failure to institute
social work degree })rograms that are designed to
produce correctional specialists cannot be attributed
to lack of academic sanction. A national policy to
inaugurate such programs would receive strong sup-

TABLE 27.—Agency Willingness to Provide Fieldwork Training
Facilities for Social Work Students

Willing to provide
Correctional system facilities for social work
. Percant  Number
Probation/parole * 81.0 (81)
Correctional institutions® 715 (55
Total systems 795¢ (136;

* Data are based on responses of 100 major probation/parole sys-
tems to an open-ended question that asked them to identify the uni-
versity departments, if any, from which they were willing to accept
students and provide facilities for fieldwork training. Sociology
ranked second and psychology third with 52 percent and 32 percent,
respectively.

b Data are based on responses of 71 major correctional institution
systems. Psychology ranked second and sociology third with 59.2
percent and 46.5 percent, respectively.

¢ Sociology ranked second with 49.7 percent (N=85) and psychol-
ogy third with 43.3 percent (N=74).
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port from virtually all university presidents, depart-
ment chairmen, and deans of professional schools.

Active Support of M.S.W. Programs in Cor-
rections. Can the ideological support of academic
and professional groups for M.S.W. programs in cor-
rections be translated into expanded programs?
Two sets of findings give evidence of active support
for such programs from key professional and aca-
demic groups.

As can be seen in table 27, virtually all correc-
tional agencies are willing to provide fieldwork fa-
cilities for training of social work students. Social
work ranked far higher in this regard than did any
other school or department of the university.

A second set of findings also reflects active sup-
port for correctional training programs in schools of
social work. Table 28 draws on the actual experi-
ence of social work schools for the academic year
1965—1966. It shows that the schools were usually
aided in their correctional training programs by
each of six key academic and professional groups.

TABLE 28.—Extent of Support for Correctional Training
Programs in Schools of Social Work ¢

Percent of schools ?
Support Opposition
5.7 4.3

Academic groups:
Personnel in university administration
Personnel from other departments

of the university . 832 11.8
Personnel within own school ... 87.1 12.9
Faculty senate or university

committees 80.0 20.0

Professional groups:
Council on Social Work Education

and its related committees ... 88.5 11.5
Personnel in correctional agencies

in the community..........________ 86.2 13.8

4 Data are based on responses of 31 schools concerning the groups
whose actions and attitudes helped or hindered them in planning or
organizing fieldwork or classroom courses in corrections for the aca-
demic year 1965—1966.

b Percentage excludes nonrespondents to the particular item.

Active support is available to social work schools
for expanding their correctional training programs.
They can generally rely on assistance from univer-
sity faculty and administration, the Council on So-
cial Work Education, and correctional agencies in
the community.

The findings indicate that social work schools are
probably able to expand substantially their pro-
grams and pool of graduates for probation/parole,
provided that: (1) Additional funds are made avail-
able for this purpose and (2) appropriate priorities
are established within the schools to train students
for work with offenders.

Chapter 5 will discuss estimations of the amount
of money needed for expansion. It will also consider
the policy changes that would be required for social
work to fulfill its mandate to educate personnel for
probation/parole practice.
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CHAPTER 5

Expanding the Pool of Social Work Graduates
for Probation/Parole: Costs and Strategies

Various strategies have been proposed to meet
the need for additional qualified manpower in
probation/parole. This chapter will appraise three
strategies designed to increase the pool of social
work graduates for recruitment to probation/parole.
The cost of training additional social work %radu-
ates for this field varies with the approach selected
for expansion.

The first strategy entails a general expansion of
social work education to meet the manpower needs
of all its practice fields. It assumes that probation/
parole wil)l share in this expansion by recruiting so-
cial work graduates at about the same rate as it does
now. It is estimated that at least $450 million is
required to implement a strategy of this kind.

The second strategy is designed to selectively ex-
pand social work programs that produce profes-
sional specialists for probation/}l;:arole. It assumes
that additional graduates from these programs will
be recruited to probation/parole. li‘his strategy
would cost between $31 and $259 million.

The third strategy involves a change in school

licy and program prioritiec, with schools expand-
ing at their current rate. It assumes that probation/
parole will receive its “fair share” of graduates in
roportion to other practice fields served by the pro-
ession. No additional funds are involved beyond
the costs of current school expansion.

The approximate cost of training a social worker
is provided below. It is followed by analysis of the
three strategics for expanding the pool of graduates
for probation/parole.

School Costs per M.S.W. Graduate. The aver-
age cost of froducing an M.S.W. graduate is esti-
mated at $14,500.1 The school cost is approximately

1 This figurc includes the budget of the social work school
and scholarships to students. It does not include costs borne
?y the university—which are at least partially offset by tuition
ees.

It is quite possible that the avcra%g cost per student is con-
siderably reduced by the greater “e ciency” of large schools
and established schools. This latter factor is apt to be offset,
however, by a higher proportion of senior faculty with higher
salaries.

Earlier figures from an NIMH study showed that as of
1960-61, the yearly cost of training a psychiatric social worker
was $5,384, or $10,768 for the 2-year M.S.W. See Training
Branch, NIMH, Survey of Funding and Expenditures for
Training of Mental Health Personnel, 1960-61 (Washington,
D.C.: January 1963), table 3, p. 5.

$10,000, exclusive of student scholarships.® The
average scholarship cost per social work student is
approximately $4,500 over the 2-year period of the
M.S.W. program.? This latter estimate is based on
clats;( reported to the project by schools of social
work.4

Strategy 1—Expanding the General Pool of M.S.W.
Graduates

The minimal manpower needs of probation/
parole have been assessed as requiring 2,125 addi-
tional members of the professional staft. This figure
represents the number of official vacancies or un-
filled budgeted positions existing in probation/
parole agencies.

Assuming that the current rate of recruitment
remains stable, then about one M.S.W. graduate in
15 (6.8 percent) can be expected to take a job in
probation/parole. Therefore, in order to recruit the
minimal professional staff needed to fill official va-
cancies, it would be necessary to train over 31,000
additional social workers. The cost of producing
this additional pool of 31,000 graduates is approxi-
mately $450 million. An expansion of this magni-
tude would also provide 29,000 additional social
workers to fill pressing manpower needs in fields
other than probation/parole.

At the current rate of recruitment, it would be
necessary to train 260,000 additional social work
graduates in order to produce the 17,825 staff mem-

—————————————

s The Council on Social Work Education budgetary estimate
for new schools is $175,290 to $200,540 for a graduating class
of 20 students (20 first-year students and 20 second-year stu-
dents). These figures do not include capital outlays and other
expenscs of the university. They are considered to be con-
servative estimates and are currently under review by the
Council. See their Budgetary Estimate for New Schools (mime-
ographed, August 10, 1967) and private communication from
Arnulf M. Pins, Executive Director of the Council.

8 The proportion of full-time M.S.W. students who received
some financial grant as of November 1, 1966 was 86.5 percent.
Sce Statistics on Social Work Education, 1966, op. cit., tables
25% and 256, pp. 20 and 31.

+ The proportion of M.S.W. students who received scholar-
ship aid worth at least $1,000 for the academic year 1965-66
was 73.4 percent (based on data re rted by 47 schools); and
the proportion who received scho arship aid worth at least
3,600 for the same period was 21.7 percent (based on data
reported by 43 schools).

= e =




bers required for probation/parole agencies to func-
tion “most effectively.” The cost of training this
additional pool of graduates is almost $4 billion,
An expansion of this magnitude would make avail-
able about 242,000 trained social workers for fields
other than probation/parole.b

Chart VI shows the number and cost of additional
social work graduates required to fill manpower
needs in probation/parole. These cost estimates
assume that the current rate of graduate recruit-
ment to probation/parole remains stable.

Strategy 2—Expanding the Pool of M.S.W.
Specialists for Probation/Parole

A second strategy would expand the number of
social work graduates on a relatively small scale
but greatly increase their rate of recruitment to
probation/parole. This can be accomplished if the
schools institute or expand special programs de-

# This figure is apparently not unrealistic with respect to the
manpower needs claimed for social work, “For programs in
which agencies in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare are directly concerned, 100,000 more social workers
with full professional education will be needed by 1970.” Man-

ower—A Community Responsibility, op. cit., p. 57. (Italics
In original))

signed to train additional social work students for
practice with offenders. A high proportion of gradu-
ates from these specialized programs could be ex-
pected to select jobs in probation/parole,

If social work schools were to adopt this policy,
the cost of producing an added pool of graduate
specialists to fill minimal manpower needs in pro-
bation/parole is approximately $31 million. This
figure assumes perfect success in recruiting every
additional graduate to probation/parole.

The cost of producing a sufficient number of so-
cial work specialists for probation/parole agencies
to function ‘‘most effectively” is $258 million. This
figure assumes perfect recruitment success and is
based on the 17,825 additional professional staff
members that probation/parole executives report
they need for tﬁe most effective operation of their
agencies,

Chart VII shows the cost of training additional
social work graduates sufficient to meet the man-
power needs of probation/parole. These cost esti-
mates assume that every additional M.S.W. gradu-
ate is recruited to probation/parole.

®The cost estimates provided in chart VII should be in-
creased by 50 percent if it is assumed that one-third of the
additional graduates trained in specialized correctional pro-
grams will take jobs outside of probation/parole,

Cuart VI,—Estimated Cost of Filling Manpower Needs in Probation/Parole With an Additional Pool of Social Work Graduates,
Assuming Current Rate of Recruitment to Probation/Parole ¢

Additional Additional Training costs ¢
manpower M.S.W.graduates  in millions
Work role needed ® needed ° of dollars
Probation/parole officers:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966...............coeoeeeemeeeceoem e ceereceeen e 1,650 24,090 349.3
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 °........ 5,600 81,760 1,185.5
Executive assessment, beginning 1967..........ccoooooemomooemeeeceeeeereen e 13,500 197,100 2,858.0
Probation/parole administrators and supervisors:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 ... 400 5,840 84.7
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 1,975 28,835 418.1
Executive assessment, beginning 1967 2,800 40,880 592.8
Probation/parole training officers:
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 .. 75 1,095 159
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 . 1,175 17,155 248.7
Exccutive assessment, beginning 1967 1,525 22,265 322.8
Total professional staff;
Official vacancies, beginning 1966 . 2,125 31,025 4499
Executive assessment, beginning 1966 .............c.oooemooeoooeoeeoeeeeoeeeeeeeooo o 8,750 127,750 £1,852.4
Executive assessment, beginning 1967 .........ooeoooemnooeme oo o 17,825 260,245 37736

* The proportion of M. S, W, graduates recruited to probation/
parole is approximately 6.8 percent,

¥ The number needed in addition to those employed in 1,647 proba-
tion/parole agencies at the end of 1965. All numbers are rounded to
the nearest 25. See tables b5, 6, 7, and 8 above.

¢ F]‘or every 14,6 M.S.W. graduates, one is recruited to probation/
parole.

4 The cost of producing an additional graduate is approximately
$14,500

¢ All executive assessments are based on the manpower need re-
ported by probation/parole executives for the most effective opera-

tion of their agencies beyond the number actually employed at the
end of 1965.

f These figures may be compared with the 12,632 additional offi-
cers and supervisors needed in 1966 according to the Special Task
Force on Correctional Standards of the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. The cost of ﬂllm
this need with graduate social workers, which is the prefer
standard of the Task Force, would be approximately $2.65 billion.
See National Council on Crime and Delinquency, “Correction in the
United States—A Survey for the President’'s Commission on_Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice,”” COrimé and Delin-
quency, January 1967, pp. 240, 268, and 271.
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CHArt VII.—Estimated Cost of Fillin
Probation/Parole With an Additiona

Mangpower Needs in
Pool of Social Work

Graduates, Assuming Perfect Recruitment Success *

Training costs
Additional for additional
manpower M.S.W. graduates,®
Work role needed?  in millions of dollars
Probation/parole officers:
Official vacancies,
beginning 1966 .. ........ 1,650 23.9
Executive assessment,
beginning 1966 “.......... 5,600 81.2
Executive assessment,
beginning 1967........... 13,500 195.8
Probation/parole adminis-
trators and supervisors:
Official vacancies,
beginning 1966............ 400 b8
Executive assessment,
beginning 1966 ........ . 197 28.6
Executive assessment,
beginning 1967............ 2,800 40.6
Probation/parole training
officers:
Official vacancies,
beginning 1966........... 5 1.1
Executive assessment,
beginning 1966 -....... .- 1,175 17.0
Executive assessment,
beginning 1967............ 1,525 22.1
Total 'Erof‘essional staff:
Official vacancies,
beginning 1966............ 2,125 30.8
Executive assessment,
beginning 1966 ........... 8,750 °126.8
Executive assessment,
beginning 1967....c..... 17,825 258.5

bation/parole,

bation/parole agencies at the end of 1966,

¢ The cost of producing an additional
$14,500.

ported by probation/parole executives for

fion of their agencies beyond the numbey
end of 1966.

Strategy 3—A “Fair Share” of
for Probation/Parole

sumes that the profession and

on Graduate Psychiatric Education of t

[ ahiaatiag

» Assuming every additional M.S.W, graduate is recruited to pro-
b The number ncyded in addition to those employed in 1,647 pro-

All numbers are rounded

to the nearest 26, See tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 above.

graduate is estimated at

d'All executive mssessments are based on the manpowexr need re-

the most effective opera-
actually employed at the

* The cost of training 12,832 social workers to meet the manpower
need for officers and supervisors of the Special Task Force on Cor-
¥ rectional Standards of the President's Comzaission on Law Enforce-
i ment and Administration of Justice is $181.7 million.

M.S.W. Graduates

A third strategy is aimed at assuring that social
work produces its “fair share” o
for probation/parole.” A policy of this kind assumes
that other practice fields served by social work have
equally legitimate—but not greater—claims on the
limited pool of social work graduates. It also as-

f M.S.W. graduates

its clientele suffer

from overly successful training and recruitment to
one practice field a* the expense of the others.
What constitutes a fair share of social work
graduates for probation/parole? There are several
objective means of determining the fair share of
graduates warranted by a given practice field. The

% This is similar to the approach adogted by the Conference

e American and Cana-

dian Psychiatric Associations. “If we are to increase the number
of medical graduates electing psychiatry, we must strengthen
the departments of psychiatry in the low-producing schools.”
American Psychiatric Association, Training the Psychiatrist to
Meet Changing Needs (Washington, D.

C.: 1964), p. 136.

simplest way is to calculate the proportion of the
total social welfare labor force employed by a par-
ticular field.8 Using this criterion, probation/parole
deserves 20.5 percent of the M.S.W. graduates,
which is its share of the social welfare labor force.?

A fair share for corrections as a whele would be
30.1 percent.l® Psychiatric social work would war-
rant 4.5 percent as its fair share because 5,171 per-
sons were employed in that field out of 115,799 in
the social welfare labor force as of 1960.11 The fair
share of M.S.W. graduates warranted by each prac-
tice field in proportion to its share of the social
welfare labor force is shown in table 29. The mal-
distribution created by school training patterns is
evidenced by the location of fieldwork pqacements.

TasLe 20.—Distribution of Social Work Students in Field
Instruction and Distribution of Social Welfare Labor
Force by Practice Fields

Percentage

Percentage of
of M.S.W. social welfare
studentsin labor force in
fieldwork b practice field *

Fields assigned more than
fair share of students®:

Psychiatric .. 25.0 4.5
Family - 12.0 7.4
Medical ... .o coeerecacscnnesasnnecs - 9.2 30
Community planning services 6.8 6.6
Fducation ...... 6.5 2.0
Fields assigned less than
fair share of students:
Public assistance.......... ccceeecene 7. 304
COrreCtions .eeoceee.. ceceeee sueeee e 7.5 430.1
Group Services ... w oo - 7.5 9.4
Undetermined:
Child welfare 15.0 u
Other 279 f

* Full-time master’s degree students. Practice field terms follow
those used by the Council on Social Work Edueation. .

b All figures are from Council on Social Work Education, Statistics
on Social Work Education 1966 (New York: 1967), table 266, p. 30,
These figures were adjusted to prorate students assigned to com-
bined fields (539) and those not yet assigned as of November 1, 1966
(666) and to exclude those not to be in field instruction (45). The
total number of full-time master’s students on which fieldwork per-
centages were based is therefore 8,186 of November 1, 1966.

s All figures except those for corrections are from the Burenu'of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Salaries and Working
Conditions of Social Welfare Manpower in 1960 (New York: Na-
tional Social Welfare Assembly, Inc., undated), table 18, é) 89. Total
social welfare manpower reported by the survey was 11 ,799.

d Data are based on an estimated total of 89,183 social work posi-
tions in corrections at the end of 1966 (see table 19 above) and
130,000 social service positions reported for 1967 by the National
Council on Social Work Careers [see National Commission for Social
Work Careers of the National Association of Social Workers, Man-
power—A Community Responsibility (New York: 1968), Y. 581.

¢ The BLS survey reporis child welfare workers in categories that
dg dnot;ts appear comparable to those used by CSWE for fieldwork
students.

t The BLS survey also included the following programs (in addi-
tion to child welfare work and services to adult offenders): reha-
bilitation services, services to aged in institutions, teaching social
work, and recreation programs,

——————————

* The subjective judgments of social workers attached to
each given field would undoubtedly yield higher estimates.
The 1962 Conference on Graduate Psychiatric ducation fol-
lowed this procedure and decided that a fair share for psy-
chiatry would be 10 rgercent of the annual number of graduat-
ing physicians. See ibid., p. 134.

There were 130,000 persons employed in social service posi-
tions in the U.S. in 1967 according to the National Commission
for Social Work Careers. See Manpower—A Community Re-
sponsibility, op. cit., p. 58. There were 25,6383 professional
staff employed in probation/parole at the end of 1965 accord-
ing to project data. See table 5 above.

°See table 19 above.

n§ee Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpower in 1960, op. cit., p. 39.




Three practice fields served by social work have
less than their fair share of students in fieldwork
training: corrections, public assistance, and group
services. Corrections and public assistance each have
about one-fourth of their fair share of social work
students in fieldwork training. Five practice fields
have more than a fair share ol social work students
in field training. The psychiatric, medical, and
education fields each have over three times as many
students in fieldwork as are called for by their
share of the social welfare labor force.

A second objective procedure for determinin
fair share is based on the proportion of all socia
welfare vacancies in a particular field. To justify
the 25 percent fieldwork placements in psychiatric
social work, for example, 25 percent of all unfilled
budgeted positions in social welfare would have to
be in this field. At the end of 1965, corrections had
approximately 3,400 unfilled budgeted vacancies, or
8.8 percent of the number actually employed, in

sitions for which social work claims a mandate.®

sychiatric social work would require 11,900 official
vacancies in order to deserve the number of field
placements it now has as compared with those in
corrections.’® This is about two times the number
of psychiatric social workers actually employed in
1960 and is, therefore, a highly improbable num-
ber of vacancies.

A third procedure is also based on comparative
vacancies but applies a professional standard to
determine manpower needs for each field. By this
criterion, probation/parole had over 12,500 vacan-
cies for workers and supervisors during 1966.1* For

12 About two-thirds of these vacancies were in probation/
parole.

1 Psychiatric social work has 814 times the fieldwork place-
ments assigned to corrections.

4 See “Correction in the United States—A Survey for the
President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice,” op. cit, pp. 240, 268, and 271.

1 Psychiatric social work has 5 times the fieldwork place-
ments of probation/parole.

psychiatric social work to warrant the number of
ﬁe{d placements it now has as compared with
probation/parole, it would require the astronom-
ical number of 62,500 vacancies by professional
standards.18

A fourth procedure for determining fair share
takes into account the overall need of each partic-
ular field for professional manpower. Accordingly,
social work education would give priority to prac-
tice fields under its mandate that now have less
than their fair share of trained social workers. On
this basis, probation/parole would have high pri-
ority because it has a. -ut half the national average
of M.S.W.'s for all fields (17 percent). Psychiatric
social work would have the lowest priority because
it has by far the greatest proportion of M.S.W.'s
(72 percent). Nonetheless, social work education as-
signs this field the highest priority of training need.

As indicated in table 30, school training patterns
tend to create and reinforce the maldistribution of
professional recruitment into the various practice
fields. Almost half the social work students are
assigned to field instruction in the three practice
fields that have the least need of additional trained
manpower. Training patterns of social work edu-
cation, such as those shown here, are not consonant
with assumptions of equal legitimacy for the vari-
ous practice fields under professional mandate.

By any of these objective standards, there is little
question that probation/parole and corrections re-
ceive far less than their fair share from social work
education. At present, probation/parole recruits
about 6.8 percent of all M.S.W. graduates, or one-
third of its fair share in proportion to the social
welfare labor force.l® The relative paucity of field-

10 See ““Availability of Social Work Graduates for Probation/
Parole” in chapter 3. A somewhat more conservative figure
of 5.5 percent is obtained by parallel analysis based on Council
on Social Work Education figures for the number of social
work students in correctional agencies for field instruction.

TABLE 30.—School Training Patterns in Relation to Professional Needs of Social Welfare Practice Fields

M.S.W.s in social work positions *

Need ® School assignments ©
Percent M.S.W.'s Rank Percent students Rank

Fields with lower than average or average percentage:

PUDHC ASSISEAMCE c-rcemeevenne cmccntieeeenmecesmrencsens acescnomsmianenatas st asmsasasas susessnsen 3.0 1 7.7 4

COXTECHIONS ... eccememnc e aesnans 8.5 2 7.5 5.5

Group services .. 9.0 3 7.5 55

Community planning services 17.0 4 6.8 7
Ficlds with higher than average percentage:

Education .... 30.0 b 6.5 8

Family .. ....... 34.0 6 12.0 2

MediCal o s e ettt en e ranes 53.0 7 9.2 3

Psychiatric ... ....... 72.0 8 25.0 1
Undetermined:

Child welfare“..... ..... eieeesematasaanatasas e ae et et st et b aencasr e ennemesaretneassmsemenaen | aneteeos . 15.0

2 In 1960, 17 percent of all social welfare positions were filled: by
M.S.W.'s (the figure is 18 Dercent if recreation Programs are ex-
cluded). See Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor,
Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare Manpower in
2&0 glew :};ork: National Social Welfare Assembly, Inc., undated),

e p. .

b Hizﬁeot priority of need is in practice fields with lowest propor-
tion of M.S.W.’s in social welfare positions. It is doubtful that the
ranking of fields has shifted much since 1960, although the percent.

age of M.S.W.’s in some fields has probably changed.

¢ Percentage of full-time master’s degree students in field instruc-
tion as of November 1, 1966. See table 29 above and Council on Social
Work Education, Statistics on Social Work Education 1966 (New
York: 1967), table 2565, p. 30.

4 The child welfare field is assigned the second largest percentage
of students for field instruction. Its need for M.S.W.’s by the pro-
cedure used in this table cannot be determinied from _the BLS survey
because categories are not comparable with those of CSWE,
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work assignments and classroom courses in correc-
tions undoubtedly plays a major part in this mal-
distribution.t?

No school of social work in the country provides
the field of corrections with its fair share (\J})O.l per-
cent) of fieldwork students. The five schools that
most closely approximate this figure as of 1966-67
are shown in table 31.

TabLE $1.—Five Schools of Social Work With Highest Pro-
portion of Master’s Degree Students iv: Gorrectional
Field Placements, Novembar 1966°

Students in correctional

Graduate school of social work field practice
Number Peroent b
Wisconsin, Milwaukee ..o 28 200
San DIego State ......oveeeeciceiieiceineens 25 18.1
University of Washington .................. 36 17.5
Portland ..o e s 11 164
MiSSOULT oo eerieceeme et et nen e 20 i5.8

" Data drawn from Council on Sociai Work Education, Statistics
on Social Work Education 1966 (New York: 1967), table 255, p. 80,

b Percentages adjusted to prorate students assigned to combined
fields and those not yet assigned and to exclude those not to be in
fisld instruction.

Only 19 out of the 50 schools of social work that
responded to our survey offered a classroom course
in corrections!® during 1965-66. About one-third
of the schools reported that 50 percent or more of
their master’s degree courses are not helpful in
preparing students for social work practice in
corrections.

Impact of Fair Share on Probation/Parole.
A fair share of M.S.W. graduates for probation/
parole (20.5 percent) from schools of social work
would yield a fairly sizable increase. Table 32 shows
the additional manpower that would be available to
probation/parole i social work schools contributed
their fair share of M.S.W. graduates. The difference
over a 6-year period from 1965 to 1970 is approxi-
mately 8,375 graduates, almost the size of an entire
class.

Official manpower needs in probation/parole
would be substantially reduced if social work
schools contributed their fair share of graduates to
this field. A fair share of the social work graduating
classes in 1964—65 and 1965—-66 alone would have
been sufficient to fill almost half the official vacan-
cies in the country for all professional probation/
parole staff. It would have provided 925 additional
social work graduates to probation/parole. The
number of official vacancies for all professional staff

7 “The major question is, in what way do the schools in
which a large number of graduates elect psychiatry differ
from those in which the number is small? . . . It was found
that the schools with departments rated ‘strong’ produced
a %renter number of graduates choosing psychiatry as a spe-
cialty than those with departments rated ‘weak.” The essential
clement, it may be concluded, in the choice of a career in
psychiatry is contact with strong psychiatric teaching.” Train-
ing the Psychiatrist to Meet Changing Needs, op. cit., p. 135.

gl‘he Eollowing variables failed to differentiate medical
schools with a high rate of psychiatric residents from those
with a low rate: general reputation, academic enthusiasm,
motivation for academic achievement, breadth of interest,
concise encapsulated instruction, budget conditions, faculty-
student ratio, and psychological test results of students.

" Defined as courses specifically designed to train students
for practice or administration of programs in the prevention,
care, and treatment of delinquents and criminals.
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TABLE 32.—Recent and Projected Recruitment of Social
Workers to Probation/Parole if Social Work Schools
Contributed a Fair Sharve of Their Master's Graduaies

M.S.W, %mdim'ties for

Total probation/parole

M.S.W, Estimated -
Academic year graduates® recruitment® Fair share*
1064-65.... ... ccccoveren. 3,175 225 650
196866 ........ccoovevninee 3,650 250 750
1966-67.........ccooveicrene 3,900 275 800
196768 ....ccoooovv v, 4,300 300 875
1968--.69 4,725 825 975
1969-70........ccocvcrvicnnnn. 5,200 350 1,050

Total ............. 24,950 1725 5,100

% These are actual ﬁﬁmu for the fiust 8 vears (exoluding Puerto
Rico), and projected figures at the rate of 10 peroent yearly in-
orease for the following 8 vears. All figures are rounded to the
nearest 26.

U At the rate of 6.8 percent.

o At the rate of 20.5 percent, which is the estimated proportiion of
the social walfare labor force employed in probation/parole.

was slightly over 2,100 at the end of 1965.

It is clear that social work education has the
means to provide sufficient qualified manpower for
probation/parole, by the criterion of current public
policy. Within a brief period, all official vacancies
for Erofessional staff could easily be filled by social
work graduates if a fair share were recruited to
probation/parole.

Social work education faces a set of difficult
choices. If it continues to advocate that its training
is the appropriate educational standard for the
several social welfare practice fields, then it must
address itself to the realistic problems of training
and staffing the fields for which it claims a mandate.
This is especially true in view of the long-range
expansion required to provide sufficient qualified
graduates for the entire social welfare field.

Training patterns have direct consequences for
recruitment. Social work education should therefore
be expected either to establish rational priorities
of training need or to provide an approximate fair
share of graduates for each practice field. Those
who influence educational policy through funds and
other means should take into account the maldistri-
bution of professionals now available to the various
fields. Parallel studies of other social welfare fields
can furnish data that would help to determine
what constitutes a rational educational golicy con-
cerning manpower and service needs. Corrections
(as do groupwork and public assistance) has a right
to know whether, and on what basis, its manpower
and service needs deserve the low training priority
that they now receive from social work education.

It should be emphasized, however, that social
work education couﬁd not implement professional
standards for probation/parole manpower through
a fair-share policy. At the rate of 900 social work

raduates a year for probation/parole, it would take

0 years to produce the manpower that probation/
parole executives reported they needed for the be-
ginning of 1967. It would take 14 years for the
schools to produce the social work manpower re-
quired in 1966 by the standards of the Special Task
Force on Correctional Standards of the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice.




An enormous expansion of social work education
is required if progressive public policy establishes
the number of new positions that are required
for the “most effective” functioning of probation/
parole agencies.

Chapter 6 will, therefore, consider alternative
strategies that draw upon existing resources for
robation/parole manpower. A strategy for new
institutional resources will be groposed and de-
scribed in chapters 7 through 10.
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A fourth strategy to increase the pool of qualified
manpower for probation/parole shifts the recruit-
ment burden from social work education to the
practice agencies. It assumes that the field can adopt
more effective means of attracting and holding
trained social workers.

A fifth strategy is also considered in this chapter:
the expansion of degree programs other than social
work as sources of probation/parole manpower.

Strategy 4—Improving the Recruitment Efficiency
of Probation/Parole Agencies

‘The recruitment of new personnel to probation/
parole agencies has been mainly a market enterprise
whereby individual agencies compete as best they
can for the limited manpower that is available. The
strategy which is proposed here requires a more con-
certed effort by probation/parole to compete against
other practice fields for recent and experienced so-
cial work graduates. Its success depends upon the
ability of probation/parole agencies to engage in a
cooperative, organized effort to increase their sal-
aries, and prefessionalize their work. It focuses on
factors that are likely to serve as personal and pro-
fessional incentives and on specific groups that are
likely to be favorable targets for recruitment.

Salaries. Perhaps the most obvious means of in-
creasing probation/parole recruitment efficiency is
by raising salaries. The 1960 survey by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics indicated that probation/parole
paid somewhat higher salaries than did most prac-
tice fields.! However, recent project data show that
most probation/parole agencies are not competitive
in their salaries for beginning social work practi-
tioners.

The median beginning salary for 1967 social work
graduates was $7,800.2 The median beginning salary
paid by probation/parole agencies in 1966 was
$5,670. As can be seen in table 33, only about 3 per-
cent of all probation/parole agencies in th: country
were competitive witg the median beginning sal-
aries paid by the social welfare field as a whole.
Another way of describing this finding is to point
out that 97 percent of the probation/parole agen-
cies in the country paid less than the typical begin-
ning salary commanded by social work graduates.

1See Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpower in 1960, op. cit., pp. 70-71 and table 39, p. 78.

?See Alfred M. Stamm, “1967 Social Work Graduates: Sal-
aries and Characteristics,” Personnel Information, vol. 11, No.
2, March 1968, p. 52.
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CHAPTER 6

Alternative Strategies for

Recruitment and Manpower

Tauvre 33.—~Beginning Salaries in Probation/Parole Combared
With Beginning Salaries of M.S.W. Graduates

M.S.W.  Probation/parole

graduates,* agencies,®
Annual salary 1967 1966

Percent  Pergent Numb
Less than $5,000 oo o 1.0 22 4 152
$5,000 to $5,999 1.1 409 241
$6,000 to $6,999 13.6 25.5 150
$7.000 to $7,999.-...‘..-‘.-......u..------u 4"008 918 (58
$8,000 to $9,999 ... ... .o 32.3 1.0 6
$10,000 or more . 3

Total ..oooiceeeceeees

aDrawn from Alfred M. Stamm, 1967 Social Work Graduates:
Salaries and Characteristics,” Personnal Information, vol. 11, No. 2,
March 1968, table 7, p. 52.

b Based on agency responses in 1066 regarding the current begin-
ning salar: s for “line practitioners,”

The highest salaries of 1967 social work graduates
were paid by local and State government agencies
(in that order).? Voluntary agencies, both nonsec-
tarian and sectarian, paid relatively low salaries.
Since the field of probation/parole is a government
enterprise, it is difficult to account for its low sal-
aries. It appears that probation/parole agencies
have not generally been able to convince their local
and State governments of the need for competitive
salaries to attract qualified manpower.

Professionalization. A second way of improving
recruitment efficiency is by increasing the profes-
sionalization of probation/parole agencies. This is
not a simple matter, but professional norms suggest
ways in which it can be done.

GREATER CONCENTRATIONS OF SOCIAL WORK
COLLEAGUES. The presence of social workers in
probation/parole agencies is apt to attract addi-
tional social workers. This suggests that the recruit-
ment of a social worker has value beyond his tech-
nical ability as a })ractitioner. It further suggests
that expensive protessional “frills,” such as agency
seminars, basic research, and student fieldwork units,
are functional to agency image and recruitment.

PROFESSIONAL SUPERVISION. Case supervision
by a trained social worker is of great significance to
most of the recent graduates. It is therefore impor-
tant to recognize the recruitment value of such
supervision as well as its economic or technical
merit. It is also necessary to note that the new re-
cruit is apt to become professionally discouraged by
a supervisory focus on administrative rather than
case concerns.?

! See Stamm, op. cit., pp. 51-52.

*See Herman Piven and Donnell M. Pappenfort, “Strain
between Administrator and Worker: A View from the Field
of Corrections,” Social Work, October 1960, pp. 37-45.




PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE. An agency image fa-
vorable for recruitment rests in large part upon
practice_conduct that coincides with professional
norms. The marketability of trained workers makes
it easy for them to bypass or leave the probation/
parole agency that regularly strains against profes-
sional norms of practice.?

When a trained probation/parole officer resigns
from an agency because of its demands for unpro-
fessional practice, he is likely to generalize that this
condition applies to other agencies in the same
field. He may fail to recognize that some i)roba-
tion/parole agencies are organized along highly
professional lines and others arc not.” By his de-
parture he becomes a walking advcrtisement that
!mpairs the recruitment efficiency of other agencies
in the field. It is in the recruitment interest of
probation/parole, therefore, to “police” actively its
member agencies and to provide alternative jobs
within the field for competent but dissatisfied
workers.

We may indicate briefly two recurrent proposals
to professionalize service by restructuring the work
role of the probation/parole officer. Neither ar-
rangement is likely to reduce the manpower short-
age in probation/parole in any substantial way;
but both are likely to increase recruitment efficiency.

One type of plan proposes that routinized duties
of the probation/parole officer be assigned to junior
officers or case aides. The senior officer is thereby
freed to concentrate on professional services that
require considerable training and judgment.

n alternative system for professionalizing service
is based on the assumption that the best person to
make practice decisions regarding routine super-
vision is the professional officer (rather than an
“intake supervisor”). The professional is free to de-
vote a minimum of time and effort to routine tasks
and cases and to devote most of his service to com-
plex and needy cases.

This latter arrangement requires that the agency
hire trained professionals as probation/parole offi-
cers and vest them with substantial practice auton-
omy. The officer has an agency-supported mandate
to pursue service goals. Out of a typical caseload of
50, he would probably select about 20 cases for in-
tensive service. His professional expertise would be
easily accessible to the remaining 30 cases as the
need emerges or a crisis arises, but routine matters
would be handled by telephone, mail, and occa-
sional interviews.

It seems likely that probation/parole can more
easily implement this second arrangement. It ap-

®See Lloyd E. Ohlin, Herman Piven, and Donnell M. Pap-
penfort, “Major Dilemmas of the Social Worker in Probation
and Parole,” National Probation and Parole Association
Journal, vol. 2, No. 8, July 1956, pp. 211-225.

®This kind of inaccurate generalization about corrections
and probation/parole is made bz' Harold L. Wilensky and
Charles N. Lebeaux, Industrial ociet{ and Social Welfare
(New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1958), pp. 820-321.

'See Herman Piven, Professionalism and Organizational

Structure (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia Uni-
versity, New York, 1961).
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proximates more closely the current structure of
probation/parole agencies, Professional standards
for probation/ arole seem to have this model im-
plicitly in mind when they establish work standards
}or 50 cases,® because intensive professional service
is not usually required, and is not feasible, for a
caseload this size.

PROFESSIONAL RESEARCH. It is the rare proba-
tion/parole agency that does not regard serious
evaluation of its programs as an organizational
threat (at worst) or as a professional courtesy to
academic outsiders (at best).? When these problems
are surmounted, however, there are benefits likely
to accrue for recruitment.

Having a scholarly research unit that engages in
basic practice research tends to reflect a highly pro-
fessional agency.l® Agency willingness to integrate
research findings into the probation/parole pro-
gram indicates a genuine concern for improved
service and a dedication to professional goals. It
shows organizational flexibility and an awareness of
the serious limitations in current knowledge about
effective probation/parole practice. It is probably
the most convincing way of demonstrating to a pro-
fessional audience that a “positive agency image” is
justified. In the long run, it is apt to be a far more
convincing recruitment device tﬁan is the rhetoric
of service intentions,11

Selecting Favorable Targets for Recruitment.
In addition to salary and professional incentives,
probation/parole may improve its recruitment effi-
ciency of social workers by focusing on several spe-
cific targets.

WOMEN. The great majority of probation/parole
positions are filled by men. In 1960 the ratio of men
to women was 2 to 1 in court-service programs and
over 9 to 1 in services to adult offenders.!2 However,
women constitute about three-fifths of the social
welfare labor forcel® and a similar percentage of
M.S.W. graduates.! They also receive substantially
lower salaries, on the average, than do male social
workers.’® This salary differential exists from the

*See Task Force Report: Corrections, op. cit., pp. 207-209.

*See Hcrman Piven, Abraham Alcabes, and Arden Melzer,
“Evaluation Tools and Procedures: Their Development and
Application to the Training Curricula of Professional Schools
and Youth Service Agencies,” paper delivered at Conference
of the President’s Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Crime, December 6, 1963, 23 pp.

1*See Herman Piven, “Training for Organizational Change:
Implications for the Field of Corrections,” in Office of Juvenile
Delinc}uency and Youth Development, Training, Organization,
and Change (Washington, D.C.: 1965), pp. 25—%9.

1t is an incredible fact that despite the large stakes that
are involved in probation/parole (in both human and eco-
nomic terms) there is a paucity of basic practice research from
cither the agencies or the universitiec, Relatively few of the
big agencies devote even a small part of their multimillion-
dollax budgets to systematic evaluation of service outcomes
in relation to organizational inputs.

See Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpower in 1960, op. cit., table 6, p. 21.

B1bid.

" Sixty-two percent of ail M.S.W. graduates in 1967 were
women. See Stamm, op. cit., table 4, p. 51.

®See Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Welfare
Manpowes in 1960, op. cit., p. 69.
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time of entry into the labor market: female gradu-
ates in 1967 received an annual salary that was $555
lower than the salary of male graduates.!® These
two factors suggest that female social workers con-
stitute a neglected source of social work manpower
for probation/parole.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE PER-
SONNEL. Public assistance and (noninstitutional)
child welfare programs employ approximately 40
percent of all social welfare workers and about a
fifth of all M.S.W.s in the labor market.'” The
salaries of these two types of agencies are, on the
average, lower than those of probation /parole.!8
Their personnel, therefore, constitute a relatively
favorable target for recruitment.

EXPOSURE OF ALL M.S.W. STUDENTS TO PRO-
BATION/PAROLE. The importance, drama, and
variety of probation/parole practice tend to exert a
special appeal to social work students familiar with
the field. The complexity of problems encountered
in practice makes it relatively easy for the social
work student to say with conviction that probation/
parole is a field that needs his professional skill.

It is the authors’ impression that a fairly sizable
number of social work graduates do not feel this
appeal and professional need from other social wel-
fare fields with which they are familiar. It seems
likely that a greater exposure to the field among
students who are strangers to probation/parole
would result in increased recruitment. This suggests
that probation/parole should engage in special pro-

rams designed to familiarize all social work stu-

ents with the personnel and operation of its prac-
tice.1?

Strategy 4, improving the recruitment efficiency
of probation/parole, could well be used in con-
junction with other strategies. It is the most imme-
diately feasible in that it can be initiated and orga-
nized by the probation/parole agencies themselves.
However, the extent to which salaries can be in-
creased and work can be professionalized is partly
a matter of economics and of progressive public
policy. A convincing case for professional salaries
and service in probation/parole apparently remains
to be made to the satisfaction of many legislative,
executive and judicial bodies.

Strategy 5—Expanding Additional Degree Pro-
grams as Sources of Probation/Parole Man-
power

This section will consider the two main educa-
tional alternatives that are now used as sources of

10 ee Stamm, op. cit., p. 54,

17Gee Salaries and Working Conditions of Social Vielfare
Manpower in 1960, op. cil.. tatle 18, p. 39.

18 §ee ibid., table 39, p. 78.

1 A somewhat similar situation appears to exist in the rela-
tionship of psychiatry to medicine. “It was repeatedly noted
by the Conference that psychiatry should not proselytize at the
expense of nther specialties; it should, however, make certain
that the medical student is exposed to psychiatry to the extent
that he knows as much about it as he does, for example, about
surgery.” Training the Psychiatrist to Meet Changing Needs,
op. cit., p. 134,
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probation/parole manpower: (1) degree programs
in corrections; and (2) degree programs in other
fields.

Degree Programs in Corrections. Besides social
work, corrections was the only other university pro-
gram among 11 choices that was recommended by
a substantial number of probation/parole execu-
tives to qualify personnel for most positions in their
field. As table gﬁl shows, graduates of degree pro-
grams in corrections constitute a supplementary
manpower pool that is preferred by about one-third
of probation/parole executives.

TABLE 34.—Corrections as University Area Recommended by
Probation/Parole Executives to Qualify Personnel for
Probation/Parole Practice

Percent of
Work role: executives ¢
Probation/parole officer (adult caseload)........ .
Probation/parole officer (juvenile caseload)....  27.8
Probation/parole administrator........eee... 205
Three probation/parole roles combined.......... *304
Training leader in their agency
(master’s degree) 29.7

» Percentages are based on choices of top executives of 146 major
probation/parole systems from among 11 listed un.versity areas.
Nonrespondents to the particular item are not included.

b Social work was ndvocated by b51.8 percent of the executives. A
simi}l(ar lratio of socinl work to corrections was obtained for each
work role.

Project data indicate that 47 senior colleges in
the United States offer a degree program in correc-
tions or correctional administration. These pro-
grams were defined as follows:

Twelve or more credit hours in a defined
program of study in the practice and adminis-
tration of programs for prevention, control and
treatment of offenders.

Responses to project questionnaires from 599 aca-
demic institutions (other than professional schools)
reveal that about 1 senior college in 25 offered cor-
rections programs during 1965-66.2 University pro-
grams in corrections are most often located in de-
partments of sociology. The typical degree is at the
bachelor’s level, although some programs offer
graduate degrees.?!

The total number of graduates from degree pro-
grams in corrections during the academic year
1965—66 was 730 (mean==15.5).22 This number in-

2 The corvections or correctional administration program
is “practicc-oriented” and was differentiated in the survey
from the more academically oriented program of criminology
or social deviance.

The latter programs werc defined as follows: 12 or more
credit hours in a defined program of study in the causes and
responses to crime and delinquency as social or psychological
phenomena. Project data indicate that 107 senior colleges in
the country, or about one out of 11, offered this kind of
criminology program during the academic year 1965-66.

2 For a directory of university programs in corrections or
correctional administration, see Herman Piven and Abraham
Alcabes, Education and Training for Criminal Justice: A
Directory of Programs in Universities and Agencies (1965-67)
(Washington, D.C.: Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1968).

= Junior colleges were not included in this analysis. Only
a few of the 509 junior colleges in the country offered a cor-
rections program.




creased to approximately 800 graduates for the
academic year 1966-67. Probation and parole can
expect to recruit about one-third of these graduates
each year.?’

The size of this supplementary manpower pool is
virtually identical to that produced by schools of
social work during the same period. The two pools
of graduates combined, social work and corrections,
constitute only a small fraction of the needed addi-
tional manpower for probation/parole, despite the
fact that no other educational standard is endorsed
by agency executives as qualifying personnel for
practice in this field.

Chart VIII summarizes these findings.

There is limited prospect of expanding degree
programs in corrections in order to train students
for probation/parole. A relatively small proportion
of the academic and professional community advo-
cates corrections as the appropriate university pro-
gram for probation/parole. Social work ranks much
higher as qualification for probation/ Xarole officers,
and both public administration and social work
generally rank higher as qualification for proba-
tion/parole administrators. However, a larger num-
ber of executives recommended corrections over
other areas (except social work) as the appropriate
degree area for most probation/parole roles.

Table 35 gives the percentage of academic and
professional executives who advocate the correc-
tional degree program to qualify personnel for pro-
bation/parole officers and administrators.

® Another one-third take positions in correctional institu-
tions and the remainder go into full-time graduate study, law
enforcement, or other positions. Data are based on school
responses about the types of positions usually filled by their
students upon graduation.

TABLE 35.—Corrections as University Area Recommended by
Academic and Criminal Justice Executives to Qualify Person-
nel as Probation/Parole Officers and Administrators

Percent recommending

corrections for degree* Total
For number
For adminis- of respond-
Source of standard officers trators ents
Academic Executives:
College presidents and
department chairmen 23.8 14.1 (256
Deans—social work ..... 28 8.6 (36;
Directors—clinical
psychology ............ 8.7 8.3 (24)
Directors—psychiatric
residency ..cooeeoeeeeee 104 ™) (134
Deans—law  ...ocomeen 35.1 36.4 (57
Directors—Crime and
Delinquency Centers.. 30.0 25.0 (20)
Criminal Justice Executives
(other than executives of
probation /parole
agencies):
Correctional institution
SIS | L —— 22.0 (59)
Law enforcement
LR (2 11T —— 19.3 11.1 (45)

» Data are based on choices from among 11 listed university areas.
* Jtem omitted for this population.

A substantial number of academic executives,
especially in the professional schools, do not legiti-
mate the corrections degree program. As table 36
shows, almost two-fifths of deans and college presi-
dents do not approve of corrections programs for
academic or professional study. This is approxi-
mately three times the number who disapprove of
social work degree programs with a concentration
in corrections.

A national policy to provide trained probation/
parole personnel through expanded degree pro-

CuArt VIIL—Manpower Needs in Probation/Parole During 1966-67 and the Availability of Qualified Personnel for Recruitment

Additional Qualified personnel available®
manpower ~Social
Work role needed * work ¢ Corrections? Combined

Probation/parole officers:

Official vacancies, beginning 1966 1,650 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1966 5,600 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1967 13,500 275 275 550
Probation/parole administrators and supervisors:

Official vacancies, beginning 1966 400 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1966 ........... 1,975 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1967...._.. .. 2,800 275 275 550
Probation /parole training officers:

Official vacancies, beginning 1966.............. 75 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1966 1,175 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1967..._..._. 1,525 275 275 550
Total professional staff:

Official vacancics, beginning 1966 2,125 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1966 8,750 250 250 500

Executive assessment, beginning 1967 17,825 275 275 550

A The number needed in addition to those employed in 1,647 proba~
tion/parole agencies at the end of 1965. All numbers are rounded to
the nearest 25. See tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 aboye.

b Qualified by the criterion of executive judement. Social work and
corrections, in that of order of frequency, were the university areas
generally advocated for a degree by approximately 80 percent of
probation/parole executives. The single exception was administrative
personnel, for which public administration was recommended by one-
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third of the executives (social work ranked first). The following
areas were advocated by only a few probation/parole executives:
criminology, general law, crimina] law, police science, psychiatry,
general psychology, clinical psychology, and general sociology.

¢ The total number of M.S.W. graduates for the year who are
likely to be recruited to probation/parole.

2 The total number of corrections program graduates for the year
who are likely to be recruited to probation/parole.




TABLE 36.—Extent to Which Universities and Professional
Schools Legitimate Undergraduate Programs With a Concen-
tration in Gorrections ®

Corrections as degree programs
Approve Do not approve®

Academic population

College presidents and Percent  Number Percent Number
department chairmen.. 71.0 (257) 29.0 (105)
Deans—social work ... 59.0 (23) 41.0 (16)
Directors—clinical
psychology (Ph. D))...... 36.1 (13) 63.9 (23)
Directors—psychiatric
residency .o 43.1 62 56.9 (82)
Deans—Ilaw .ocoooeceeeeanee 66.2 §49; 33.8 (25)
Total academic
respondents® ... 61.7 (404) 38.3 (251)

a Twelve or more credit hours in a defined program of study.

b Figures include respondents who disapprove of these programs
at the university and respondents who approve of them only as
special noncredit programs.

¢ Comparable figures for M.S.W. programs with a concentration in
corrections are 88.6 percent approve (N=519) and 13.4 percent do
not approve (N—=80). These figures do not include responses of so-
cial work deans. See table 26 above.

grams in corrections is likely to receive only limited
support from the professional and academic com-
munities.

Degree Programs in University Areas Other
Than Social Work or Corrections. As described
previously, more probation/parole executives advo-
cate social work than any other university area to
Xualify personnel for each work role in their field.

substantially smaller number (about one-third of
the total) recommend a degree program in correc-
tions for most roles in probation/parole.

As table 37 shows, only one other university area
was regarded by a sizable number of probation/
parole executives as providing suitable training for
their field. Public administration programs were
advocated to qualify administrative personnel but
were not considered appropriate training for any
other work role in probation/parole.

Probation/parole executives do not recommend

TasLe 37.—Education Recommended by Probation/Parole
Executives to Qualify Personnel for Probation | Parole Practice

University area recommended for degree
Social work or Nine other areas

Work role corrections combined *
Percent  Number  Percent Number

Probation/parole offi-

cer (adult caseload).. 79.0 (94) 21.0 (25)
Probation/parole offi-

cer (juvenile

caseload) -reeneenes 84.0 (100) 16.0 (19)
Probation/parole

administrator .......... 574 (70) ®42.6 (52)
Three probation/

parole roles

combined . 82.1 (92) 17.9 (20)
Training leader in

their agency ...... 81.1 (110) ©18.9 (26)

a Includes all of the nine following university areas: criminology ;

criminal law; general law; police science; psychiatry; clinical psy-
chology; general psychology; general sociology; and public adminis-
tration.

b Most of these (32.8 percent of the total) advocated public admin-
istration.

¢ Master’s degree in sociology, public administration, police science,
or “other master’s degree.”

at least three kinds of degree programs that are
frequently mentioned as supplementary pools for
probation/parole manpower: criminology, general
sociology, and general psychology.

The educational standards of probation/parole
executives are again reflected in the academic and
professional communities. As can be seen in table
38, there is substantial academic and professional
support for a public administration program to
train probation/parole administrators, but it is not
considered suitable training for the probation/
parole officer.

TABLE 38.—Public Administration as University Area Rec-
ommended by Academic and Criminal Justice Executives to
Qualify Personnel for Probation/Parole

Percent of executives
recommending public

administration for Total
degree* number
For of
For adminis-  respond-
Source of standard officers  trators ents
Academic executives:
College presidents and
department chairmen.. 2.0 40.6 (256
Deans—social work .......... 0.0 11.8 (36;
Directors—clinical
psychology oeeeeee 4.3 43.5 (24)
Directors—psychiatric
RIS (5 1 1) A —— 7 ) (134)
Deans—Ilaw oo e 3.5 42.6 (67)
Directors—Crime and
Delinquency Centers.... 0.0 30.0 (20)
Criminal justice executives
(other than executives of
probation/parole agencies):
Correctional institution
LTS 111 O — 0.0 37.3 59)
Law enforcement systems 2.4 57.8 45)

s Percentages are based on choices of academic and professional
executives from among 11 listed university areas.

* Item omitted for this population.

A large supply of bachelor’s and master’s degree
graduates is produced each year in the United
States. Colleges and universities in the United
States conferred approximately 536,000 bachelor’s
degrees in the academic year 1965-66. A year later
this number increased by 6.3 percent to 570,000.
The number of master’s degree graduates was esti-
mated as 126,000 in 1965-66 and 133,000 a year
later.24

It is clear that there are enough college graduates
available for probation/parole to meet its man-
power needs if recruitment standards ignore the
university areas in which graduates are educated.
It is equally clear that probation/parole executives
are intent upon recruiting graduates from social
work or corrections. And as table 39 shows, there

» Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Projections of Educational Statistics to
1975-76 (Washington, D.C.: 1966), p. 27.




TABLE 39.—University Areas Recommended by Academic and
Criminal Justice Executives to Qualify Personnel as
Probation/Parole Officers

Degree area recommended
Social work or Nine other areas

Source of standard corrections combined *
Academic executives:  Percent Number Percont  Number
College presidents
and department
chairmen ......... 64.6 (164) 354 (90)
Deans—social
WOrk e 100.0 (34) 0.0 (0)
Directors—clinical
psychology ........ 69.6 (16) 30.4 (7
Directors—psychi-
atric residency.. 51.5 (69) 48.5 (65)
Deans—law ......_... 614 (35) 38.6 (22)
Directors—Crime
and Delin- _
quency Centers 84,2 (16) 158 3)
Criming} justice execu-
tives (other than
executives of
probation/parole
agencies):
Correctional insti-
tution systems .. 81.4 (48) 18.1 (11)
Law enforcement
SYSLEMS -oeroneenecn 47.6 (20) 52.4 (22)
Total .. 64.6 (402) 354  (220)

2 Includes all of the following nine university areas: cx:irpinology;
criminal law: general law; police science; psychiatry; clinical psy-
chology: general psychology; general sociology; and public adminis-
tration.
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is substantial consensus among the academic and
professional community in support of these stand-
ards. University programs other than social work or
corrections were seldom regarded as suitable qual-
ification for personnel to work as probation/parole
officers.

The programs that academic and criminal justice
executives ‘“‘strongly advocate” to train the proba-
tion/parole officer are shown in table 39.

The lack of endorsement for programs such as
criminology and general sociology is all the more
striking when one considers that sociologists are
well represented among responding departmental
chairmen. Programs in clinical and general psy-
chology are seldom considered suitable training for
the probation/parole officer and are endorsed by
only 9 percent of the psychologists and 19 percent
of the psychiatrists.

Hence, virtually no academic or professional sup-
port could be expected for a national policy to train
probation/parole officers through a university pro-
gram in areas other than social work or corrections.

Part II will explore a new strategy: special train-
ing and research programs accessible to criminal
justice agencies and professional schools throughout
the country.
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CHAPTER 7

A National Network of University Crime
and Delinquency Centers: The Need

Probation/parole will probably continue to ex-
erience a serious shortage of qualified manpower.

his pessimistic conclusion is based on an appraisal
of existing resources and strategies: (1) social work
education will K;obably continue to supply only a
small pool of M.S.W. graduates; (2) ma}or gains
cannot be expected in the near future from im-
proved recruitment efficiency; (3) degree programs
In corrections and public administration will fur-

nish limited supplementary pools of manpower.

At the same time, the need for trained probation/
arole personnel is apt to increase as: (1) the popu-
ation expands; (2) the official crime rate is not re-

duced (and perhaps continues to rise); and (3) pro-
bation and parole are viewed as preferable (gnd
cheaper) alternatives to incarceration.

There exists, then, an urgent necessity to devise
new institutional means of reducing the manpower
gap without critical sacrifices in standards. A type
of structure recommended by many authorities is
the Crime and Delinquency Center.

Centers are conceived of as serving four func-
tions: (1) as training institutions for students and
practitioners of criminal justice; (2) as centralized
channels for recruitment of :riminal justice per-
sonnel; (3) as consultation centers for criminal jus-
tice agencies and relevant professional schools; and
(4) as research centers for basic and applied studies
of criminal justice.

The following chapters will outline a series of
proposals and study findings on establishing a na-
tional network of Crime and Delinquency Centers.

PROPOSALS IN THE LITERATURE FOR CRIME
AND DELINQUENCY CENTERS. The Crime and De-
linquency Center has frequently been recommended
as an important means of solving critical problems
that confront the various fields of criminal justice.

Radzinowicz, in a study done for the Association
of the Bar of the City of New York, reports that
“there has been increasing interest in the idea that
a series of criminological centers should be estab-
lished at various focal points throughout the United
States.” ! The Radzinowicz report recommends that
centers be independent of both the operating gov-
ernmental agencies and academic institutions.

! Leon Radzinowicz, The Role of Criminology and a Pro-
posal for an Institute of Criminology (New York: Association
of the Bar of the City of New York, 1964), p. 29. The report
was presented to and approved by the speaal committee on
the administration of criminal justice.
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The Committee (Special Committee on the Ad-
ministration of Criminal Justice) found itself
in complete agreement with its reporter that
the kind of criminological center or institute
contemplated should, as a matter of strong
preference, not be associated with any partic-
ular university, professional school, govern-
mental or private organization devoted to other
purposes, or committed to any narrow profes-
sional purpose or particular evil or ameliora-
tion in the administration of the criminal law.?

The report of the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice dis-
cusses the need for a center that emphasizes an
interdisciplinary approach to problems of crime:
“Since the complexities of crime cut across many
disciplines and many projects require a group of
Eeople working together, it is important that there
e some collaborative, organized research projects
and centers.” 8

The proceedings of the Arden House Conference
on Manpower .nd Training for Corrections, co-
sponsored by leading national associations, contains
numerous references to the need for a Crime and
Delinquency Center. Although the conference made
no specific recommendations about location and
program, it did recommend that:

Centers for in-service training should be estab-
lished and ‘expanded for correctional systems.
Such centers may be developed on a local, State,
regional, and national basis depending upon
the size of the various correctional systems in-
volved. These centers should have broad-gauge
training approaches which will increase under-
standing and cooperation between agencies and
institutions identified with corrections, social
welfare, and mental health.4

A recommendation from UNESCO indicates in-
ternational support for Crinie and Delinquency
Centers.

1Ibid., p. ii.

® The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free So-
ciety (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967),
p. 275.

‘ Charles S. Prigmore (ed.), Manpower and Training for
Corrections: Proceedings of an Arden House Conference, June
24-25 (New York: Council on Social Work Education, 1966),
P- Xii.




The ideal solution would be to found institutes
of criminology in the universities, and to make
them sufficiently autonomous; they would offer
theoretical and practical courses to all who
wished to extend their knowledge of criminal
roblems, that is, to doctors, lawyers, students,
}Judgcs, experts, police and judicial officers.’

The literature does not clearly differentiate be-
tween centers and institutes. The terms often ap-
pear to be used interchangeably. Proposals to es-
tablish criminal justice institutes vary in their
specificity. Some proposals recommend that insti-
tutes be established for training all types of person-
nel in the criminal justice fields. T}ilc Council of
State Governments, the President’s Committee on
{quvenile D :linquency and Youth Crime, and the

ational Council on Crime and Delinquency, for
instance, propose that:

In cooperation with the State’s institutions of
higher education, training institutes should be
developed for the variety of officials and person-
nel required for prevention, control and treat-
ment services; i.e., law enforcement officers,
judges, and individuals in probation and after-
care institutions, school guidance, vocational
training, guidance clinics, etc.t

The President’s Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice proposes spe-
cific training programs for particular roles, such as
judges.

It would be highly desirable for all jurisdic-
tions to conduct sentencing institutes on a regu-
lar basis. They provide a forum for judges to
discuss the causes of disparity within their
courts and to formulate uniform policies to be
applied in individual cases. They open val-
uable channels of communication between the
courts and correctional authorities on the most
effective use of sentencing alternatives and on
the content of correctional programs.?

The President’s Commission recommends insti-
tutes for supervisory and administrative personnel
in law enforcement.

Each State . . . should establish mandatory
state-wide standards which require that all per-
sonnel, prior to assuming supervisory or ad-

® Leonidio Ribiero, “Brazil” in The University Teaching of
Sgc:’al Sciences: Criminology (Switzerland: UNESCO, 1957), p.
87.

® The Council of State Governments, The President’s Com-
mittee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, and the
National Council on Crime and Delinguency, Juvenile Delin-
quency—A Report on State Action and Responsibilities [pre-
ared for the Governors’ Conference Committee on Juvenile

elinquency (Chicago: The Council of State Governments,
1962)]. Reprinted by U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, p. 93.

" The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice, Task lorce Report: The Courts
g’f\’ishingson, D.C.: US. Government Printing Office, 1967), p.

ministrative responsibilities, complete advanced
training offered either by the department or by
college or university institutes. Such trainin

could include subjects in leadership, fisca
management, supervisory decisionmaking, and
psychological aspects of supervision.8

The President’s Commission also recommends
establishment of institutes devoted exclusively to
research: “Substantial public and private funds
should be provided for a number of criminal re-
search institutes.” ¢

Proposals for Crime and Delinquency Centers
enerally provide only rough indications for new
institutions to help solve various critical problems
of criminal justice. Recommendations seldom spec-
ify what constitutes desirable programs, staff, struc-
ture, students, and funding.1?

The next three chapters will address these mat-
ters in some detail. First, however, study findings
will be presented on the im&»ortance and need of a
center network to criminal justice agencies and
academic institutions throughout the country.

Importance of Centers to Criminal Justice
Agencies and Academic Institutions

IMPORTANCE OF CENTER TO CRIMINAL JUS-
TICE AGENCIES, Is it important to criminal justice
agencies in the United States that they have access
to a University Crime and Delinctuency Center?
‘Table 40 reveals that 95 percent of the major crimi-
nal justice systems!! think that it is important that
a Center be established in their area. Over 80 per-
cent of the systems regard a nearby Center of great
importance.

There is remarkable concurrence among the three

* The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice, Task Force Report: The Police (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 141.

* The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement gud Ad-
ministration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free
Society, op. cit., p. 276.

A number of the existin%cemers were supgorted by funds
from the Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Develop-
ment, For brief descriptions of the proposals for establishin
these centers see: U.S. Department of Health, Education, an
Welfare Administration, Office of Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Levelopment, Summaries of Training Pro(}ects, Juve-
nile Delinzuengg and Youth Offenses Control Act (Wash-
ington, D.C.: 1965), pp. 1-18. For a list of the 27 ceuters op-
erating in 1965-67 and a brief description ¢ their training

rograms, se¢ Herman Piven and Abrahar: Alcabes, Educa-
ion and Training for Criminal Justice—A Directory of Pro-
rams in Universities and Agencies (Washington, D.C.: U.S.

epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1968), ]J.D.

Publication No. 78, pp. 58-64.

" Major systems are those which are centralized on the Fed-
eral or State level, or ones that employ a relatively large full-
time staff. For a description of the 146 major probation/
parole systems, see “Educational Standards” in chapter 8. Ap-
pendix A describes the 93 major correctional institution sys-
tems in the sample (representing over 400 institutional facil-
ities). Appendix B describes the 108 major law enforcement
systems in the sample (employing over 100,000 full-time staff
members).
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types of criminal justice systems on the importance  most of them that a national Center network is ex-
of establishing a nearby Center. It is difficult to tremely important, ' '

conceive of a proposal for any type of new institu- It is apparent that academic support for Crime
tional resource that is likely to elicit as favorable a and Dehm}uency Centers is very high among all
response from sysicms of probation/parole, correc- types of colleges and professional schools, although

tional institutions, and law enforcement. it is most strongly [avored by college presidents, law
school deans, and existing Centers.
IMPORTANCE OF CENTER TO ACADEMIC INSTI- Not all academic institutions are prepared to give

TUTIONS. Is the academic community receptive to  high priority to a University Crime and Delin-
the establishment of a network of University Crime  quency Center, even though they favor a national
and Delinquency Centers? Table 41 summarizes the ~ network. The question is thus whether generalized
findings from 798 colleges, universities, and profes- academic endorsement of the Genter can be applied
sional schools concerning the importance they attach 0 2 particular academic establishment. Do current
to establishing a network of Centers in the United conditions provide a realistic basis f°1'_ creating Uni-
States. Responses from the 26 existing Centers are ivxfsr:ilttztigslsl?ters at a sizable number of academic
presented scparately at the bottom of the table. As table 42 snows, most colleges, universities, and

The table shows that 98 percent of the colleges,  ,rofessional schools think it of great importance
universities, and professional schools favor a na-

) : that a Center be established at their own college or
tional network of Centers; and 88 percent of these  ynjversity. Less than one-fifth of the institutions feel

institutions regard it as of great importance. The  that a Center is of no importance to their college or
experience of the few existing Centers has convinced  university.

TasLe 40—Importance That Criminal Justice Systems Attach to the Establishment of a University Crime and Delinquency
Center in Their Area

Degree of importance* (percent)

Extremely Quite Somewhat  Not at all Total
Criminal justice system important important important _ important
' Pgroont Number

Probation/parole ........ 559 30.9 11.8 1.5 100.1 (136
Correctional institutions .....eoeeencnnen. 494 33.3 9.2 8.0 99.9 87
Law enforcement ............... 424 30.3 19.2 8.1 100.0 99

Total .o e, 50.0 314 13.4 5.3 100.1 —
Number Of SYSEEMS.......ocoooiciioris savrinicnienan, (161) (101) (43) (17) — (822)

" Percentages are basad on the responses of top executives in each University Center for Training and Research in law enforcement,

systam to the following item: “Do you think it important that a criminal justice, and corrections be established in your areal”

TasLE 41 —Importance That Academic Institutions Attach to the Establishment of a National Network of University Crime and
Delinquency Centers

Degree of importance® (percent)

Extremely Quite Somewhat  Not at all
Academic institution important important important  important Total
Pearcant Number
Colleges and universities..............cooomomroccmscrcrscnnen 63.8 28.2 74 0.7 100.1
Schools of social work..... . 38.3 46.8 12.8 2.1 100.0 47
Departments of clinical psychology....occeueenece. 31.0 429 19.0 7.1 100.0 42
Psychiatric residency Centers ....oenvecen. 46.9 34.3 15.4 34 100.0 (175
SChOOlS OF 1AW ....ceeo e ceanss s nmsnnenaseaneascns 63.4 26.8 8.5 12 99.9 (82
Total et e e e namsanbannns 56.7 31.3 102 1.8 100.0 —
Number of inStitutions .....co..ococoeeemecmmmcmieneseceennne (450) (248) (81) (14) — (793)
Existing Centers .. ........... ... et e eesemaa et e ea e 78.1 23.1 3.8 0.0 100.0 (26)
» Percentages are based on responses of college Presidents, depart- for Training and Research in law enforcement, criminal Jjustice and
ment chairmen, school deans, and directors of existing Centers to the corrections be established in various parts of the country?”

following item: “Do you think it important that University Centers

TABLE 42 —Importance That Academic Institutions Attach to the Establishment of a Crime and Delinquency Center at Their
Own University

Degree of importance® (percent)

Extremely Quite Somewhat Not at all
Academic institution® important important important important Total
Percent Number
Colleges and universities ... ....coceroeomeicene e 21.8 24.5 23.0 30.7 100.0 (404
Schools of social work ......_.. 174 41.3 41.3 0.0 100.0 46
Departments of clinical psychology—.......c.eoeee.... 5.1 41.0 35.9 17.9 99.9 39
Psychiatric residency centers 474 31.0 18.1 3.5 100.0 171
SChoOlS OFf 1AW e ceeceecanccecncsnanst e sseraenn 34.2 30.3 30.3 5.3 100.1 (76
18 137 1 DSOS 279 28.5 245 19.2 100.0 —
Number of institutions............coomoriieiiinne (205) (210) (180) (141) — (736)
Existing COnters o omeeromammeeccneeene 73.1 23.1 38 0.0 100.0 (26)
1 Percentages are based on responses to the following item: *“Do ¢ Percentages are based on responses about the importance of con-
you think it important to establish a Crime and Delinquency Center tinuing the Center at their university,

at your own university (or college) 7" )
¥ Excludes institutions that already have a Crime and Delinquency

Center,
39
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CHART IX . ~Profile of Law Schools in Relation to Criminal Justice TminmL

correctional law®

~ Domlnent pattern Secondary pattern®
I. Number of graduates tralned in Crlmlnal Justice All or most graduates (82%, schools)
2. Classroom courte in criminal law Offered (1009, schools) e e
3. Classroom course in correctional law Not offered 7°3% schools) Offered (27%, schools)
4, Field experience in criminal or correctional law Offered (32%, schools) Not offered (48%, schools)
5. (a) Special sequence in criminal or correctional law Not offered (86%, schools) >
Program of minimal specialization in criminal or  Offered (52%, schools) Not offered (48%, schools)

" The pattern for 10 polilwnt. or more law schools.

b nJﬁ' 8 percent of the law schools report a sequence of nine
arcdit ours; 11 pesrcent roport a sequence of seven or more credit
ours,

With the exception of the 26 existing Centers, the
strongest proponents of a Center are the s?'chiatric
residency centers and the schools of law. Pl' e weak-
est are the departments of clinical psychology.

The Center as a Necessary Adjunct to
Professional Training

Is there a genuine need for the Center as a new
institutional training resource, or would it merely
constitute an added academic frill? In this section
we shall discuss two kinds of data designed to help
answer this question.

The first set of findings is concerned with
whether, and by what means, adequate preparation
for practice in criminal justice 1s now being ac-
quired through professional training. The second
set of findings deals with the estimated number of
students who would profit from special training
courses offered by Crime and Delinquency Centers.

Professional Training for Practice in Criminal
Justice. The dominant and secondary patterns of
training that relate to criminal justice practice are
summarized below for four professions; (1) law; (2{
psychiatry; (3) clinical J)sycho»logy; and (4) socia
work. A number of findings indicate the necessity
of reexamining the general assumption that a pro-
fessional degree is qualification for professional
practice in criminal justice. Professional schools
differ widely in their programs and approaches to
training for criminal justice. Their assessments re-
garding the qualification of their graduates for pro-
essional practice in this field also differ.12

LAW, ’lL)he most coherent pattern of training for
criminal justice is found among the law schools.
Their basic program includes training in criminal
law for all students with further specialization avail-
able in some programs. A criminal law course is

1 Project findings on professional school training for prac-
tice in criminal justice will be reported in greater detail in
subscquent publications. See appendix D for a description of
the professional schools whose training patterns are sum-
marized here.

¢ At loast one classroom course plus figld experfence In oriminal or
gorrectional law.

offered in all schools and is required for the profes-
sional degree. Thus, this “specialized" course, in
combination witl other basic units of study, qual-
ifies virtually all graduates to practice law in crimi-
nal justice. Additional specialized courses in crimi-
nal justice are available in some law schools and
may constitute a special sequence: a second or third
course in criminal law, courses in correctional law,
and field experience in criminal or correctional law.
The training patterns found in 83 of the 133 law
schools in the United States are summarized in
chart IX.

PSYCHIATRY. A second pattern of training for
criminal justice is found among psychiatric resi-
dency centers. They offer a limited introduction to
criminal justice for almost all residents and special-
ized training programs for some. Most graduates of
the majority of center programs are not considered
cg)ualiﬁed for psychiatric practice in criminal justice.

nly the centers that ofter extensive specializations
for criminal justice graduate a high proportion of
residents considered qualified for psychiatric prac-
tice with offenders. The training patterns of 154 of
the 234 psychiatric residency centers in the United
States are summarized in chart X.

CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY. A third educational
attern is that for clinical psychology, which offers
ew specialized courses or programs, has few courses
that.are generically helpful, and produces few grad-
uates who are considered trained for professional
practice in corrections. Clinical psychology schools
are similar to psychiatric centers in that they appear
to have a specialization view of professional educa-
tion for practice in corrections. Unlike psychiatry,
however, they apparently reject a mandate to train
for professional practice with offenclers.3

he profile of 44 of the 67 clinical psychology

18 “Psychologists, by and large, have not exhibited the kind
of dedication or involvement in corrections that other pro-
fessions have shown.” See Sheldon K. Edelman, ‘“President’s
Message,” Correctional Psychologist, December 1965, p. 1.

d

CHart_X.—Profile of Psychiatric Residency Centers in Relation to Criminal Justice Training

Dominant pattern Secondary pattern*
1. Number of graduates trained for Criminal Justice Few or no graduates (479, centers) All or most graduates
(329, centers
2. Lectures or seminars on psychiatric practice in Criminal Offered (849, centers) Not offered (16%, centers)
Justice
3. Practice experience with offenders Offered (859, centers) Not offered (159, centers)
4. Formal specialization in Criminal Justice® Not offered (739, centenrs) Offered (229, centers)

a2 The pattern for 10 percznt or more residency centers.
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*» Forensic psychistry, penal psychiatry, or other specialization for practice in Criminal Justice settings.
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CHART XI.—Profile of Clinical Psychology Schools in Relation to Corrections Training

“Dominant pattern Secondary pattern*

I, Number of graduates trained for corrections

2. Number of courses that help train for practice in
corrections

Few or no graduates (639, schools)

Few or no courses (37%, schools)

All or most graduates
(809, schools)

All or most courses
(18% schools)

8. Classroom course in correctional practice Not offered (939 schools) s
4. Classroom course in criminology/social deviance Not offered 913‘: schools) e -
5. Internships with offenders Not offered (739, schools Offered (27% schools)

Not offered
Not offered (87, schools)

................

6. (a) Formal specialization in corrections
b) Program of minimal specialization in corrections®

* The pattern for 10 percent or mora clinical Paychology schools.

b At least one classroom course in corrections plus field experience in correctional settings.

schools in the United States is shown in chart XI.

SOCIAL WORK. Educational policy in social work
as it relates to correctional training is the least co-
herent of the four professional school populations.
No formal specializations are offered, but about
one-third of the schools meet minimal criteria for a
correctional specialization. Some, although not
most, schools offer a specialized course on practice
in corrections to some students. Almost all schools
offer field experience with offenders to a limited
number of students. The majority of schools view
most of their standard courses as a help in training
for practice in corrections, but there 1s substantial
disagreement among the schools over the contribu-
tion of these courses. A majority of the schools con-
sider their graduates trained for professional prac-
tice in corrections, but 40 percent feel that their
graduates are untrained for practice in this field.™

The profile of 50 of the 58 social work schools in
the United States at the time of survey is shown in
chart XII.

The school profiles presenied above indicate the

4 Differences in educational policy are perhaps most clearly
discernible in the two statements below:

1. “There shall be no accrediting of any specialization [in
a school of social work] by any definition.” Council on Social
Work Education, Graduate Profession Schools of Social Work
in Canada and the U.S.A. (New York: January 1965), p. 2.

2. “The National Association of Social Workers is struc-
tured on many principles; these include both method and
field. The Committee [on the Study of Competence] there-
fore reached the conclusion that definition and assessment of
Erofessional competence should include attention to specific

nowledge and skill in social work within a particular field of
practice. This conclusion led to the inclusion of a ‘field’ com-
ponent among those considered essential. To omit attention
to the ‘field’ component would be to ignore the realitics of the
way social work practice (and the National Association of So-
cial Workers) is structured.” National Association of Social
Workers, Workbook of the Committee on the Study of Com-
petence, 1967, mimeographed, p. 6.

wide policB' differences regarding training and qual-
ifications for professional practice in criminal jus-
tice. A large number of schools offer no specialized
program or course in criminal justice and do not
regard their professional degree as qualificaiion for
practice in this field.

Some schools regard their professional degree as
qualification for professional practice in criminal
justice but they do not offer a specialized program
or course in this field for most students.

A third group of schools offers specialization pro-
grams in criminal justice and regards this special-
ized training as qualification for professional prac-
tice in the field.

A fourth group requires a S})ecialized introduc-
tory course in criminal justice for all students and
regards its professional degree as qualification for
practice in this field.1®

Much of the evidence in this section casts doubt
on the consistency and efficacy of educational policy
in the professional schools as it applies to criminal
justice. Each of the professions under survey has

16 The proportion of 1965-66 graduates that a school con-
sidered qualified for practice in criminal justice was initially
conceived of as providing an index of educational philosophy.
If a school regarded its degree program as having irained a
majority of its graduates so they could practice in the field of
criminal justice, this belief presumably indicated a * eneriz”
orientation to professional education. A ‘“nongeneric” school
was one that regarded its degree program as failing to train
50 percent or more of its graduates for professiona practice
in criminal justice. This index yiclded the following distri-
bution of “nongeneric” schools: (1) sncial work—45 percent;
(2) clinical psychology—69 percent; (3) pevchiatry—61 percent;
(4) law—12 percent.

As conceived, the educational orientation index was de-
signed to reveal the impact of different educarional philos-
ophies on school pro%rams, plans for change, etc. However,
it does not lend itself to this purpose when the coficept of
genevic education is unclear—as is indicated throughout the
analysis.

CHART X1L.—Profile of Social Work Schools in Relation to Corrections Training

Dominant pattern Secondary pattern®

1. Number of graduates trained to practice in corrections All or most graduates (529, schools)

2. Number of courses that help train for practice in
corrections

All or most courses (56%, schools)

Few or no graduates
(409, schools)

Few or no courses
(229, schools)

8. Classroom course in cotrectional practice Not offered (629, schools Offered (389, schools)

4. Classroom course in criminology/social deviance Not offered (829, schools Offered (18%, schools)

5. Field experience with offenders Offered (909, schools) Not offered (IO% schools)
6. (a) Formal specialization in corrections Not offered e

(b) Program of minimal specialization in corrections®

Not offered (647, schools)

Oﬁere(-luaﬁ% ;chools)

* The pattern for 10 percent or more social work schools.

b At least one classroom course in corrections plus field experience in correctional settings.
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taken on a responsibility to provide expert person-
nel for certain key positions in criminal justice.
Analysis of professional school programs, except for
those of the law schools, raises serious questions
about whether qualified graduates are being pro-
vided for criminal justice, even from the perspective
of the schools themselves.

Student Need for the Crime and Delinquency
Center. An additional index that reflects the scope
of the need for Crime and Delinquency Centers as
a new training resource is the extent to which stu-
dents would profit from special courses offered by
a Center. If existing training programs adequately

repare students for work with oftenders, there is a
ess pressing need for a national network of Crime
and Delinquency Centers. As table 43 shows, there
is substantial consensus among criminal justice ex-
ecutives on the need for special training programs
at a Center in their area. Eighty percent feel that

many or all of the students who are interested in
working with offenders would profit from special
courses offered through a nearby Crime and Delin-
quency Center. Probation/paroie and correctional
institution systems are especially convinced of the
need for Center training of students.

Academic executives are similarly convinced of
the need for a training Center at their university.
Seventy-five percent think that many or all of their
students who are interested in practice with of-
fenders would profit from special courses offered by
a Center, Chairmen of clinical psycholegy depart-
ments are the only group who think that Center
courses would be profitable for only a few students,

The findings of this chapter indicate that a great
need exists for Crime and Delinquency Centers
throughout the country. Chapter 8 will consider the
kinds of Center programs that are recommended to
meet this need.

TABLE 48.—Executive Assessments About Proportion of Students Interested in Work With Offenders Who Would Profit From

Special Courses Offered by a Cri

me and Delinquency Genter

All or many Few or none Total
Criminal justice system* Percent Percent Percent Number
Probation/parole 86.3 18.7 100.0 (181
Correctional institutions 85.7 14.3 100.0 §84
Law enforcement .............. 67.7 32.3 100.0 96
g X171 [ —— 80.4 19.6 100.0 (311)
Academic institution®
Colleges and universities....... 85.2 14.8 100.0 c(116
Schools of social work 71.1 28.9 100.0 45
Departments of clinical psychology 47.2 52.8 100.0 36
Psychiatric residency Centers....... s comersecsserinensseoees 70.2 29.8 100.0 (171
SCh0O0lS Of LAW...... coormereececmrecuncmcarmnmnenrmenstas st s enestre s sasm s s s enens o 85.9 14.1 100.0 (78
g 017) RO 75.1 24.9 100.0 (445)

A Systems estimating the proportion of students who would profit
from special conizes offered by u Center in their area.

b Institutions estimating the proportion of students who would
profit from special courses offered by a Center at their university.

v Limited to colleges and universities that had been cited in earlier
studies as offering an “educational program’ in one or more of the
Crime and Delinquency fields. Item omitted for other institutions.




Training Programs

What kinds of Center programs will criminal jus-
?ice agencies find most useful? Are the agencies
ikely to become engaged in training, consultation,
and research if a Center is established in the agency’s
area?

Training Programs for Agency Personnel.
As can be seen in table 44, almost all criminal jus-
tice systems endorse Center training programs for
staff members of their agencies. More than 90 per-
cent of the executives from each type of system
recommend that short-term training for agency per-
sonnel be conducted by a Center in their area. The
proposed focus for such programs is the application
of professional knowledge to the work of the prac-
titioner in criminal justice.

TABLE 44.—Criminal Justice Systems Recommending That
Nearby Center Conduct Short-Term Train:‘n% in Professional
Practice for Agency Personne

Short-term training for agency

personnel *
Do not

Criminal justice system Recommend recommend

; Percent Number Percent Number
Probation/parole .......... - 907 (127) 9.3 (13
Correctional institutions 92.3 84 7.7 7
Law enforcement.............. 97.0 98 3.0 3

g Y1) — 93.1 (309) 6.9 (23)

* Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a University Center were to be established in their
area): “Short-term training programs for agency (institutional-
departmental) personnel on the application of professional knowl-
edge to their correctional (law enforcement) roles.”

The academic community is also highly respon-
sive to the proposal that a Center at their univer-
sity conduct short-term training for practitioners
such as judges, probation officers, policemen, and

wardens. More than two-thirds of the academic in-

TABLE 45.—dAcademic Institutions Recommending That
Center Conduct Short-Term Training in Professional Prac-
tice for Criminal Juctice Personnel

Short-term training for agency

personnel *
N Do not

Academic institution Recommend recommend
T Percent Number  Percent Number
Colleges and uni-

versities _.ooeeeene. 67.4 (240) 32.6 (116
Schools of social work 82.6 (38) 17.4 (8;
Departments of clinical

psychology oceovveecen 46.3 (19) 58.7 (22)
Psychiatric residency

I 1113 ¢ J— 75.7 (128) 24.3 41
Schools of law............ 60.5 (49) 39.5 232;

Y] 7) Q——— 68.4 (474) 31.6 (219)

Existing Centers ... 885 (23) 11.5 3)

% Percentages are based on responses to the proposed program “if
a Center is established at your university.”
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CHAPTER 8

A National Network of University Crime
and Delinquency Centers: Recommended Programs

stitutions endorse training programs designed to
apply professional knowledge to the role of the
practitioner in criminal justice.

As table 45 shows, schools of social work and psy-
chiatry are the strongest proponents of Center train-
ing programs for criminal justice personnel. De-
partments of clinical psychology are the single aca-
demic group that does not favor programs of this
kind.

Training Programs for Recent Gradaates.
A second kind of Center program is geared to the
training of recent graduates from professional
schools for practice in criminal justice. It is in-
tended to help the graduate bridge the gap between
his generalized professional education and what he
will encounter in criminal justice practice. It is also
seen as an important means of channeling recent
graduates into the criminal justice field.

Training programs of this kind are favored by
most correctional systems but not by a majority of
law enforcement agencies. About 70 percent of the
probation/parole and correctional institution sys-
tems recommend Center training programs for re-
cent graduates as compared with only 43 percent of
the law enforcement systems. Table 46 summarizes
these findings.

TABLE 46—Criminal Justice Systems Recommending That
Nearby Center Conduct Summer Training in Criminal Jus-
tice for New Graduates of Professional Schools

Summer training for recent

graduates*
Do not
Criminal justice system Recommend recommend
Percent Number Percent Number

Probation/parole ......... 67.1 04 329 46
Correctional institutions 72.5 66 275 25
Law enforcement ............ 42.6 43 57.4 48

Total .oeeeeeemencens 61.1 (203) 38.9 (129)

a Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a university Center were to be established in their
area): “Summer training programs for graduating students of pro-
fessional schools on the application of professional knowledge to cor-
rectional {law enforcement) practice.”

A majority of college administrators are not con-
vinced of the need for Center programs aimed at the
recent professional school graduate. Perhaps the col-
lege administrator feels that professional schools
should have full responsibility to train students for
practice in the field of criminal justice.

However, most professional schools favor Center
training programs that would familiarize their re-
cent graduates with the particulars of criminal jus-
tice practice. As table 47 shows, each group of
professional schools endorses the idea of summer
programs for the Center to train graduating students

43




in the application of professional knowledge to
practice in criminal justice. Almost all existing
Centers favor such programs.

TABLE 47.—Academic Institutions Recommendin That Cen-
ter Conduct Summer Training in Criminal Justice for New
Graduates of Professional Schools

Summer training for recent

graduates®
Do not
Academic institution Recommend recommend
Peroent  Number  Percent Numbor

Colleges and uni-

versities ....c.oeoeeee 42.7 (1562 57.8 (204
Schools of social work 69.6 (32 304 (14
Departments of clinical

Psychology ....ceeeeeene 61.0 (25) 39.0 (16)
Psychiatric residency

(075 (1753 ¢ S — 74.6 (126 254 43
Schools of law............. 75.3 (61 24.7 20

Total .emreeneen 57.1 (396§ 429 (297

Existing Centers -......... 80.8 21 19.2 ("

s If u Center is established at their university.

Consultation for Criminal Justice Agencies

How can criminal justice agencies gain access to
expert consultation service on an ongoing basis?
Are agencies likely to use consultation services if
they are made available?

As can be seen in table 48, over three-fourths of
the criminal justice systems recommend that a
nearby Center provide consultation on innovations
in programs, roles, and research.

TABLE 48.—Criminal Justice Systems Recommending That
Nearby Center Provide Consultation for Criminal Justice

Agencies
Consultation for criminal justice
agencies*
Do not
Criminal justice system Recommend recommend
. Parcent Number Percent Number
Probation/parole ............ 73.6 (103 26.4 37
Correctional institutions 83.5 76 16.5 15
Law enforcement ............ 76.2 77 23.8 24
6 1] 7:) [R—— 771 (256) 229 (76)

* Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if & university Center were to be established in their
area): “Consultation with agencies on innovations of correctional
(law enforcement) programs, roles and research.”

The findings suggest that most criminal justice
administrators are prepared to discuss and consider
various means of updating their programs, of re-
structuring their assignments, and of applying new
research. At the present time, relatively few agencies
have access to expert consultation services except
at times of crisis, at which point reforms are usually
imposed. A Center program of consultation has the
potential to assist agencies in instituting changes
voluntarily, under conditions which would further
an exchange of ideas and minimize the stress of
imposed change.

bout three-fourths of the academic institutions
recommend a consultation program for criminal
justice agencies if a Center were established at their
university. From table 49 it can be seen that the
greatest support for such programs comes from pro-
fessional schools and existing Centers.

TABLE 49.—Academic Institutions Recommending That GCen-
ter Provide Consultation for Criminal Justice Agencies

Consultation for criminal justice

agencies®
Do not
Academc institution Recommend recommend
Porcent  Number  Percent Number
Colleges and uni-

253 03 L3 (-1 J— 69.1 (246 30.9 (110)
Schools of social work 87.0 (40 13.0 (6)
Departments of clinical

psrchology ................ 87.8 (86) 12.2 ()
Psychiatric residency

(V73 11753 ¢ S —— 89.3 (151 10.7 18
Schools of law.............. 72.8 (59§ 27.2 22

I T7:) E——— 76.8 (532 23.2 (161
Existing Centers -......... 84.6 (22 154 4

» Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a Center is established at their university) : ‘“Consulta-
tion with agencies working with offenders on innovations in pro-
grams, roles and research.”

As many academic institutions as criminal justice
systems favor Center consultation services for
agencies working with offenders, which indicates
that the academic community recognizes an obliga-
tion to apply its expert knowledge to the problems
of nearby criminal justice agencies.

Center Research

A large majority of criminal justice agencies
recommend that University Crime and Delinquency
Centers be engaged in two types of research. One
type of research would deal with descriptions and
explanations of criminal and delinquent behavior.
It would mainly be concerned with causation or
etiology, or what is often referred to as ‘“basic crim-
inological research.” As table 50 shows, about 75
percent of the agencies recommend that a university
center conduct research of this kind.

A similiarly high proportion of criminal justice
agencies favor research on the administration of
justice, that is research on the nature and location
of practice decisions and the conditions under
which various jractice results are achieved. Studies
of this kind are often called “applied criminological
research,” or research on practice theory.1

The majority of each group of criminal justice
agencies recommends that a Center in their area
conduct both edological and practice research.
These findings cvince a highly favorable oppor-
tunity for Center research, suggesting moreover that
most criminal justice agencies would willingly pro-
vide research access io their staff and clientele for
studies conducted under Center auspices. Under
present conditions, it is often difficult for outside
researchers to obtain particular kinds of “hidden
data.” 2

1§ee Herman Piven, “Training for Organizational Change:
Implications for the Field of Corrections,” in Training, Or-
ganization, and Change (Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Development, 1965}, pp. 25-29.

2See, for example, Sidney H. Aronson and Clarence C.

Sherwood, “Researcher Versus Practitioner: Problems in Social
Action Research,” Social Work, October 1967, pp. 89-96.
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TABLE 50.—Criminal Justice Systems Recommending That Center Conduct Research on Criminal Etiology and Administration of
Justice

Center research
Administration of justice®

Criminal etiology*®

Do not Do not
Criminal justice system Recommend recommend Recommend recommend
) Percent  Number  Percent  Number Percent  Number  Percent Number
Probation/parole............... et aen sttt sartneeas 81.4 114 18.6 26 729 102 27.1 38
Correctional institutions - 769 70 23.1 21 74.7 68 25.3 23
Law €NfOrCEMENLt .. ...c.oooeeecenerecammarerersraseesessirnaecacnens: 67.3 68 32.7 33) 78.2 79 21.8 (22
Total.... emeneseamaamteaamee seeeesasaentsenensesenatcane 75.9 (252) 24.1 (80) 75.0 (249) 25.0 (83)
* Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed b Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if & Center were to be established at a university in their program: “Research on correctional (law enforcement) decisions,
;re?) H "“Reselrch on causes and types of criminal and delinquent be- processes and outcomes.”
avior.

As might be expected, the academic community
is also strongly in favor of research as part of a
Center program. About fivessixths of the academic
institutions recommend that if a Center is estab-
lished at their university it engage in “basic” re-
search on the causes of criminal and delinquent be-
havior.

What is somewhat surprising is the great interest
of the profcssional schools in studies of criminal
justice practice. As is shown in table 51, over 80
percent of each group of professional schools rec-
ommends Center research on “‘practice decisions,
processes and outcomes” in work with offenders.

The findings in table 51 evidence a genuine con-
cern with the efficacy of professional training as it
applies to criminal justice. It indicates a willingness
for the Center to examine professional theories

‘about metlods of dealing with offenders in relation

to actual practice. In this sense, a University Crime
and Delinquency Center could develop the neces-
sary institutional links for empirical tests of pro-
fessional tiieories concerning practice with of-
fenders.

Demonstration Programs

There are two major kinds of problems relevant
to criminal justice practice that experimental pro-
grams are often faced with: (1) it is often difficult
for laboratory experiments to duplicate field condi-
tions; (2) it is often difficult for experimental field
programs to control extraneous variables.

Special university facilities have sometimes been
used as the structure that can best minimize these

difficulties. A university hospital, for example, may
conduct an experimental program on diet control
with patients from the community. A university
reading clinic may test the efficacy of an experi-
mental technique with slow learners from the pub-
lic schools.

Is it desirable and feasible for a University Crime
and Delinquency Center to engage in similar dem-
onstrations of practice? As can be seen in table 52,
most criminal justice agencies recommend that a
nearby Center conduct small-scale demonstration
programs in correctional or law enforcement prac-
tice.

TABLE 52.—Criminal Justice Systems Recommending That
Nearby Center Conduct Demonstrations of Practice With
Offenders

Demonstrations of practice®
Criminal justice system Recommend Do not recommend

Percent Number  Percent Number
Probation/parole ........ 70.7 99) 29.3 (41)
Correctional institu-
13 10) ¢ LI 61.5 56) 38.5 35;
Law enforcement ........ 58.4 ?59) 41.6 42
Total e 64.5 (214) 35.5 (118)

» Percentages arq based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a Center were to be established in their nretz: “Small-
scale de}w’nonstration programs in correctional (law enforcement)
practice.

The findings suggest that Centers could usually
expect the cooperation they need from criminal jus-
tice agencies in order to try out innovations in
practice with offenders under controlled conditions.

Academic institutions are about evenly divided
with respect to the suitability of Center demonstra-
tion programs. The data in table 53 show that pro-
fessional schools are generally in favor of a Center

TABLE 51.—Academic Institutions Recommending That Center Conduct Research on Criminal Etiology and Administration of
Justice

Center research

Criminal etiology®

Administration of justice®

Do not Do not
Academic institution Recommend recommend Recommend recommend
. ] Percent  Number  Percent Number.  Percent  Number Percent  Number

Colleges and universities .... 712 (275 228 81 702 2 298 (106)
Schools of social WOTK ...cococmoemeces cemee oo e 84.8 39 15.2 (7 91.3 42) 8.7 “4)
Departments of clinical psychology....ooeeoooee 100.0 41) — (U 87.8 36) 12.2 (5)
Psychiatric residency centers ....... .o eroeces 93.5 (158) 6.5 (11) 84.6 (143) 154 26
Schools of law............... . 753 61 24.7 (20) 81.5 (66) 18.5 15;

- Total..._. : . 82.8 (574) 17.2 (119) 77.5 (537) 22.5 (156)
Existing Centers 80.8 21) 19.2 (5) 80.8 (21) 19.2 (5)

* Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a Center is established at their university) : “Research
#n causes and types of criminal and delinquent behavior.”

' Percentages are based on responses to the following: “Research

on practice decisions, processes and outcomes in work with of-
fenders.”
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conducting small-scale demonstrations of work with
offenders, whereas most college presidents are op-
posed to a Center at their university conducting
such demonstrations.

TABLE 53 —Academic Institutions Recommending That Gen-
ter Conduct Demonstration Programs of Practice With
Offenders

Demonstrations of practice®

Academic institution Recommend Do not recommend
Percent Number  Percent Number
Colleges and uni-
versities ..o 43.8 (156) 56.2 (200
Schools of social work 804 (37) 19.6 (Y
Departments of clinical ‘
psychology «...oeo...e 53.7 (22) 46.3 (19)
Psychiatric residency
[0 1720 S — 72.2 (122) 27.8 (47)
Schools of law........... 55.6 (45) 444 (36)
Total .ccoomeee 55.1 (382) 449 (311)
Existing Centers .......... 731 (19) 26.9 ¥))

» Percentages are based on responses to the following proposed
program (if a Center is established in their university): ‘‘Small-
scale demonstration programs on work with offenders.”

The opposition of many college presidents may
be based on their disinclination for the university
to become directly responsible for offenders. How-
ever, three academic units with considerable expe-
rience in dealing with client groups are strongly in
favor of Center demonstration programs: existing
Centers, schools of social work, and psychiatry.

Chart XIII summarizes the program priorities of
each agency group for a University Crime and De-
linquency Center in their area. It also shows the
priorities of each academic group for a Center at
their university.

The highest priority of the three criminal justice
systems is Center training of agency personnel in the
application of professional knowledge to their work
with offenders. Next in priority are consultation
services and research on criminal etiology.

Each group of academic institutions gives high-
est priority to Center research programs. They are
divided, however, on the type of research that is
most important. Schools 02’ social work and law
place greatest emphasis on practice research in the
administration of justice, whereas the three remain-
ing groups give highest priority to research on the
etiology of criminal and delinquent bekavior. The
second priority for most academic groups is con-
sultation with criminal justice agencies. Center
training and demonstration programs are of lower
priority to most of the academic 1nstitutions.

Differences in priorities among the eight popula-
tions do not obscure the overwhelming support of
agency and academic groups for the proposed Center
programs. Every population surveyed favored most
Center programs.?

A negative recommendation was given in only 4
out of 48 instances.* In most instances (26 out of
48), there was very strong support for proposed
Center programs. This is indicated by approval from
75 percent or more of the particular population.

It should be emphasized that the Center programs

described here are not merely a matter of general
desirability. They are favored by the criminal jus-
tice agencies that would use them in their own
particular areas and by the academic institutions
that would be responsible for Center programs at
their own universities.

The next chapter will describe the administrative
structure recommended for University Crime and
Delinquency Centers.

31t should be noted that a few existing Centers are opposed
to the proposed programs. This may reflect their negative ex-
perience with training and research efforts for this field of
criminal justice.

+8ix programs were proposed to each of the cight popula-
tions. This excludes the rcsponses of existing Centers, which
were favorable to all six of the proposed programs.

CHART X11i.—Priorities of Criminal Justice Systems and Academic Insti tutions for Center Programs

Probation/parole Correctional insti- Law enforcement Colleges and
systems Percent®  tution systems Percent®  systems Percent®  universities Percent®
Training agency staff....... 90 Training agency staff. ... 92  Training agency staff..__._ 97  Research on etiology...._.... 77
Research on etiology.......... 81  Consultation ....eooe. 84 Research on practice......... 78  Research on practice ... 70
Consultation ... 74  Research on etiology........ 77  Consultation .. 76  Consultation ... ... 69
Research on practice...... 73  Research on practice..... 75  Research on ctiology.......... 67 Training agency staff..____. 67
Demonstration ... 71  Training new graduates... 73 = Demonstration ... 58 Demonstration ...
Training new graduates... 67  Demonstration ... 62 Training new graduates... 48  Training new graduates._.. 43
(N=140) (N=91) (N=101) (N=356)
Schools of Departments of : Psychia.:ic residency
social work Percent®  clinical psychology Percent®  centers Percent®  Schools of law Percent®
Research on practice......... 91 Research on etiology.... ... 100 Rescarch on etiology.... 94  Research on practice.... 82
Consultation —..oeeeeev 87  Research on practice.......... 88  Consultation .. ... 89  Training new graduates.... 75
Research on etiology.......... 85  Consultation ... 88 Research on practice......... 85 Research on etiology......... 75
Training agency staff......... 83  Training new graduates... 61  Training agency staff. . 76  Consultation ..o 73
Demonstration ... 80 Demonstration ... 54  Training new graduates.. 75  Training agency staff.... 61
Training new graduates.... 70  Training agency staff.. ... 46 Demonstration ... 72  Demonstration ... 56
(N =46) (N=41) (N =169) (N=81)

2 Percentage of systems recommending this program for a \Univer-

sity Crime and Delinquency Center in their areas.

b Percentage of academic institutions recommending this program
for a Crime and Delinquency Center at their university.
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CHAPTER 9

A National Network of University Crime and
Delinquency Centers: Recommended
Administrative Structure

The organizational location and lines of admin- Academic executives tend to favor two of the dif-
istrative authority for proposed Centers are apt to  ferent types of Center structure. Almost half recom-
be of crucial importance. A key question is whether ~ mend that a Center at their university be responsi-
there is reasonable consensus—or sufficient flexi-  ble to a particular school or department. Most law
bility—among agencies and academic institutions  schools favor an arrangement that provides them
regarding an appropriate administrative structure with administrative responsibility for Centers at
for the Centers. What administrative location gen- their universities. o
erates the most support among the groups that must About a third of the academic institutions ap-
be involved in the direction and use of a Center?  prove of a Center directly responsible to central
Are agency and academic executives flexible in administration of the university rather than of a
their choice of administrative structure, or are they particular school or department.
so committed to different structures that accom- The findings in table 55 indicate major differ-
modation is not possible? ences between academic and criminal justice execu-
. .. . . tives with regard to Center structure. The arrange-
Recommendations of Criminal Justice Agencies ment favored most by academic institutions is the
and Academic Institutions one favored least by the agencies (Center responsi-

Most criminal justice systems favor a Center that  bility to a school or department). The arrangement
would be administered jointly by practice agencies ~ favored most by criminal justice agencies (joint re-
and the university. An average of 53 percent of the sponsibility for the Center between agencies and

systems recommend such an arrangement; indeed, school) finds little favor among academics.

as table 54 shows, more criminal justice systems of ~ Since administrative control 1s an issue of critical
each type recommend this joint arrangement than importance, it is necessary to analyze the data on
any of the three remaining alternatives.! Center structure in greater detail. Each of the four

No clear second choice of Center structure emerges types of administrative structure will be examined
from the recommendations of agency executives. A separately for the degree of commitment or fiexi-
little over one-fourth of the systems recommend that bility generated among its supporters.

a center be solely responsible to central administra- .

tion of the uninrsit}lI), and about the same propor- Extent and Intensity of Support for Each of

tion favor an autonomous Center that is administra-  FOUr Administrative Structures

tively independent of both practice agencies and the
university. Slightly less than one-fourth favor a
Center administratively responsible to a particular
school or department of the university and not to

Autonomous Ceaters. The type of structure
that received the least overall support is one that
has the Center administratively independent of both

ractice agencies and the university.

Slightly more than one-fourth of the criminal

1 Respondents were allowed to recommend more than one justice agencies are _favora_bly (hsposed tpward an
type of administrative structure. About one-third of the autonomous Center in their area and only 11 per-
criminal justice agencies chose to do so. cent of the agencies are committed to this type of

TABLE 54.—Types of Administrative Structure Recommended by Criminal Justice Systems for a Center in Their Area
Recommendations of criminal justice systems*

Probation/ Correctional Law
Type of Center structure parole institutions enforcement Total
. Percent Percent Percent Percent Number
Center responsible to criminal justice agencies
and a school or department of the university.... 48.9 51.1 60.0 52.9 (172)
Center responsible to central administration of
the university 25.5 43.2 240 29.8 97
Autonomous Center administratively independ-
ent of agencies and university 27.0 30.7 28.0 28.3 92)
Center responsible to a school or department of '
the university 26.3 29.5 16.0 24.0 (78)
2 Data are based on responses from top executives of 325 major correctional institution systems (88); law enforcement systems
criminal justice systems as follows: probation/parole systems (137); (100). Multiple recommendations were permitted.
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_TanLg 55 —Types of Administrative Structure Recommended by Academic Institutions for a Center at Their University

i "ReCommend:;doxfs of academic institutions*

" Colleges
and Social Clinical
Type of Center structure universities work psychology Law Total
o ' ‘ “Percent  Percent Percent Percent Percent ~ Number
Center responsible to a school or depart.
ment of the university 405 44.7 429 67.1 44.7 (257)
Own school or department.........ccccee.... —_ 319 28.6 63.3 —_ —_
Another school or department.............. — 128 14.3 3.8 - —
Center responsible to central administra-
tion of the university 30.7 48.9 38.1 27.8 32.3 (186)
Center responsible to criminal justice
agencies and a school or department of : .
the university 19.2 12.8 14.3 114 17.2 (99)
Autonomous Center administratively inde-
pendent of agenciés and university......... 8.6 6.4 71 26.6 10.8 (62)

~ *Daia are based on responses from tod executives of 575 academic
institutions as follows: college and university presidents and depart-
structure. About one academic institution in 10
recommends such a Center and less than 6 percent
are committed to it. The findings in table 56 indi-
cate that all populations strongly favor some form
of Center structure that is not administratively in-
dependent of universities and practice agencies.

Law schools are somewhat more favorably dis-
posed to an autonomous Center than are the other
academic groups. Even among law schools, however,
only one-fourth recommend such a structure and
only 14 percent hold strong views in favor of it.
There appears to be a difference therefore between
the law schools and practitioners of the bar regard-
ing the apgmpriate structure for a Crime and De-
linquency Center.?

enter' Administered by Central University Ad-
ministration. This type of Center structure 1s the
second choice of both practice agencies and aca-
demic institutions. It is recommended by almost a
third of the agency and university groups.

As table 57 shows, 13 percent of the criminal jus-
tice agencies and 19 percent of the academic institu-
tions are committed to having the Center directly
responsible to central administration of the univer-
sity.

The Radzinowicz report recommended an autonomous
“criminological center or institute.” The Special Committee
on the Administration of Criminal Justice, Association of the
Bar of the City of New York, “found itself in complete agree-
ment” on this recommendation ““as a matter of strong prefer-
ence.” See Ralzinowicz, op. cit., p. iii.

ment chairmen (407); school of social work deans (47); clinical psy-
chology chairmen (42); law school deans (79).

The findings in table 57 indicate that a substan-
tial number of executives strongly faver a center
structure that is administiatively within the univer-
sity but outside of any particular department. This
is especially true of the professional schoois, whose
deans are more committed to such an arrangement
than are college presidents.

Center Administered by a School or Depart-
ment of the University, The most frequent recom-
mendation of academic groups is a Center responsi-
ble to a particular school or department. Profes-
sional schools zenerally favor having the Center be
in administrative relation to their own schools.
However, as shown in table 58, most academic insti-
tutions are flexible on this score. Only 18 percent
are committed to a Center structure that is adminis-
tratively responsibie to a particular school or de-
partment, including their own. Among criminal
justice systems, relatively few (8 percent; are com-
mitted to this administrative arrangement for the
center.

The findings in table 58 indicate that relatively
few academic units are intent on exerting direct
administrative control over a Center at their uni-
versity.

Two-thirds of the law schools, for example, rec-
ommend that the Center be responsible to a par-
ticular school or department (usually their own).
Only 5 percent, however, are committed to this ar-
rangement.

These findings suggest that the academic location

TABLE 56.—Extent and Intensily of Support for an Autonomous Crime and Delinquency Center®

; Recommend Do not
Committed® Flexible® recommend Total
. ] Percent Percent Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole 15.3 117 73.0 100.0 (137
Correctional institutions 16.9 14.8 69.3 100.0 (88
Law enforcement 2.0 26.0 72.0 106.0 (100
Total 114 16.9 71.7 100.0 (325)
Academic Institution: , ,
Colleges and universities 4.2 44 914 100.0 (407;
Schools of social work 4.3 2.1 93.6 100.0 47
Departments of clinical
sychology. 4.8 24 92.9 100.0 42
Schools of law 13.9 12.7 734 100.0 79
Total 5.6 52 89.2 100.0 (575)

~a A Center administratively independent of criminal justice agencies
and university.

» First choice, with ‘‘strong views” concerning the desired admin-

istrative structure for the Center.
¢ Recommend, but not first choice or no strong views with réspect
to the choice.
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‘TanLe 57.—Extent and Intensity of Support for a Genter Administerad by Central University Administration

ecommend Do not
Committed* Flexible® recommend Total
) ~ Parcent ~ Percent “Peroert Percent ~ Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole - 44 21.2 74.5 100.1 (187
Correctional institutions 25.0 18.2 56.8 100.0 (88
Law enforcement 15.0 9.0 76.0 100.0 (100
Total 132 16.6 702 100.0 (325)
Academic Institution:
Colleges and universities 15.7 15.0 69.3 100.0 (407
Schools of social work 31.9 17.0 51.1 100.0 47
Departments of clinical psychology................. 31.0 7.1 61.9 100.0 42
Schools of law 20.3 7.6 72.2 100.1 (79
Total — 18.8 13.6 67.7 100.1 (575)

" & First choice, with ‘‘strong views’” about desired administrative
structure for the Center.

of the Center is not apt to present a serious problem
at most mstitutions.

Center Administered Jointly by Agencies and
University. Most criminal justice executives recom-
mend that the Center be jointly responsible to
agencies such as their own and a school or depart-
ment of the university. More than a third of the
agencies (37 percent) are committed to this arrange-
ment.

About one-sixth of the academic institutions rec-
ommend such a joint administrative structure. Only
9 percent are committed to this type of structure.
The professional schools are least in favor of agency
participation in the administration of the Center.

The findings in table 59 suggest an important
point of strain to be resolved in the formation and
operation of Crime and Delinquency Centers. A
substantial proportion of criminal justice agencies
are intent on having a direct voice in Center policy,
whereas relatively few academic institutions—espe-
cially the professional schools—are disposed to shar-
ing Center control with the practice agencies.

The data in chart XIV show the extent to which
each population is committed to the various forms
of Center administrative structure. Criminal justice
-agencies as a group are considerably more com-
mitted to particular structures than are the aca-
demic institutions. Seventy percent of the agencies
(N==227) expressed a first choice for a particular
administrative arrangement and reported that they
hold strong views on desired administrative struc-
ture for a Center in their area. Fifty-one percent of
the academic institutions (N=294) expressed a

b ' Recommend, but not first choice or no strong views with respect
to the choice.

first choice and indicated that they hold strong
views on desired administrative structure for a Cen-
ter at their university.

Among the committed criminal justice agencies,
a majority (N==120) are intent upon joint adminis-
trative control of the Center between agencies and
school. Among the committed academic institutions,
two administrative forms predominate: (1) a Center
responsible directly to central administration of the
university; (2) a Center responsible to a school or
department of the university.

Correctional institution systems are the most
committed group (86 percent). They are split, how-
ever, as to whether a nearby Center should be jointly
responsible to agencies and a school or responsible
solely to central administration of the university.

Law enforcement systems are also highly com-
mitted (68 percent). There is substantial consensus
among this group for a Center that is jointly respon-
sible to criminal justice agencies and a school or
department of the university.

Probation/parole systems are the most flexible of
the agency groups (61 percent are committed). Most
of those that are committed favor the joint admin-
istrative arrangement for the Center.

Among academic institutions, the departments of
clinical psychology are most committed to particu-
lar forms of Center structure (64 gercent) . They are
almost evenly divided, however, between Center re-
sponsibility to central university administration and
responsibility to a school or de{iartment.

Slightly more than half of the college presidents
and department chairmen are committed to one or

TABLE 58.—Extent and Intensity of Support for a Center Administered by a School or Department of the University

Recommend Do not
Committed* Flexible® recommend Total
. Percent Percent Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system: _
Probation/parole 8.8 17.5 73.7 100.0 (137)
Correctional institutions..... 10.2 19.3 705 100.0 (88;
Law enforcement 6.0 10.0 84.0 100.0 (100
Total 8.3 15.7 76.0 100.0 (325)
Academic Institution:
Colleges and universities 214 19.2 59.5 100.1 (407&
Schools of social work 4.3 40.4 55.8 100.0 (47
Departments of clinical psychology.................. 214 214 57.1 99.9 - (42)
Schools of law 5.1 62.0 329 100.0 (79)
Total 17.7 270 55.3 100.0 (575)

* First choice, with “shon: views” on desired administrative struc-
tire for the Center.

L Recommend, but not first choice or no strong views wi'tﬁd"féébéet
to the choice,
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TaBLE 59.—Extent and Intensity of Support for a Genter

Administerad Joinily by Practice Agencies and School

__or Department of the University

Recommend Do not
Committed® _ Flexible® recommend Total
- ‘Percent ~ Percent = Percont Peraent  Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation/parole 32.1 16.8 51.1 100.0 (137
Correctional institutions 35.2 16.0 489 100.1 (88
Law enforcement 459 15.0 40.0 100.0 (100
Total .. 36.9 16.0 47.1 - 100.0  (325)
Academic Institution:
Colleges and universities.... 11.8 74 80.8 100.0 (407
Schools of social work 2.1 10.6 87.2 99.9 47
Departments of clinical psychology......wcvweoveee 7.1 71 85.7 99.9 542
Schools of law 0.0 114 88.6 100.0 (79
Total 9.0 8.2 82.8 100.0 (575)

% First choice, with “'strong views' concerning the desired adminis-
trative structure fov the Center. .

another Center structure (33 percent). There is little
consensus among them as to which administrative
arrangement is most suitable.

The most flexible academic groups are the schools
of law and social work. Only 39 percent of the law
schools and 42 percent of the social work schools
are committed to any particular administrative
structure for a Center at their university.

CONCLUSIGNS ON CENTER STRUCTURE. The
findings in this chapter indicate that administrative
location of the Center is apt to present an especially
difficult set of problems.

Many criminal justice systems are likely to sup-
port and participate in 2 nearby Center only on
condition that agencies such as their own have
some administrative control over Center policy.
Academic institutions are generally more flexible.
Many of them, however, are likely to provide sup-
port ‘and resources to a Genter only on condition
that administrative control be lodged in the uni-
versity.

Two approaches may resolve this difficulty:

1. Administrative arrangements may be “individ-
ualized” to the particular region in which the CGenter
is located. The jointly administered Center may be

CuART XIV.—Types of Ceénter Structure to Which Criminal

¥ Recomraend, but not first choice or no strong views with respect
to the choice.

established in those areas where it is most strongly
supported by criminal justice agencies and relevant
academic institutions. In other areas, the Genter
could be located in administrative relation to a
particular school or department of the university. A
third pattern could establish the Center as 2 sepa-
rate academic unit responsible directly to central
administration of the university. '

9. A national policy may establish certain basic
administrative arrangements to which every Center
must adhere. This approach would have to take
account of the administrative conditions that are
most apt to be politically and programmatically
viable. A uniform pattern suggested by the findings
involves mnodified joint administration of the Genter.
Under a plan of this kind, major administrative
control would be lodged in the university but each
type of criminal justice system would have direct
representation in the governing body of the Genter.
The interests and views of agencies and academic
institutions indicate that an administrative arrange-
ment of this kind is most likely to mobilize support
for the Centers and to assure the resources and par-
ticipation necessary for the success of its programs.

The final chapter will discuss Center staff, sti-
pends, and sources of funding.

Justice Systems and Academic Institutions Are Committed

Probation /parole Correctonal Law enforcement Colleges and
systems Percent*  institution systems Percent®  systems Percent*  universities Percent®
Agencies and school .......... 32  Agencies and school .......... 35  Agencies and school ........ 45  School or department ... 21
AUtonomous .....cceceeenne- 15  Central university Central university . GCentral university
School or department ...... 9 administration ... 25 administration ............. 15 administration ............ 16
Central university AUtONOMOUS .ooemenreeemraemancsen 16 School or department ...... 6  Agencies and school .......... 12
administration ... 4  School ox department ... 10 AUtONOMOUS ...ooomoeccurmscmnomens 2 Autonomous -.......eoo-eo- 4
Total committed .. 60 Total committed ... 86 Total committed .... 68 Total committed .... 53
Total flexible® ....... 40 Total flexible ......... 14 Total flexible .......... 32 Total flexible .......... 47
(N=137) o100 VT L) J— 100 (N=100) «eecmrmaremees 100 (N==407) e 100
Schools of Departments of
social work Percentt  clinical psychology Percent®  Schools of law Percent®
Central university Central university Central university
administration ......ccccnas 32 administration ............. 81 administration ...cceen. 20
School or department ... 4  School or department ... 21  AUtONOPIOUS .oooeomcerememmemaenes 14
AUtONOMOUS 4omememimmrmcemsnanees 4  Agencies and school .......... 7  School or department ... 5
Agencies and schooj -......... 2 AULONOMOUS ...ommorocememsenanes Agencies and school ........ 0
~ Total committed .... 42 Total committed ... 64 Total committed ... 39
Total flexible .......... 58 Total flexible -......... 36 Total flexible ... 61
(N=47) e 100 (N=42) - 100 (N=T9) —remrememmerme 100

% First choice, with strong views on desired administrative struc-

ture for a Center in their area.

first choice and hold no strong views. ]
¢ First choice, with strong views on desired administrative strue-

b Recommend one or more types of Center structure but have no

ture for a Center at their university.
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CHAPTER 10

- R Nationa! Network of University Crime and
Delinquency Centers: Recommended Staff,
Stipends, and Funding

Center Staff academics and practitioners from criminal justice

. agencies? To what extent should practitioners be
Ideally, a Center staff should include personnel represented on Center staff?

with a wide range of expertise in legal, clinical, and This section will present the recommendations
social theory applicable to the field of criminal jus-  of respondents regarding three sources of personnel
tice. Center staff should also ideally include per-  for Center staff. Each of the following groups is
sonnel with first-hand knowledge of the concrete  likely to shape the character and programs of a
realities and problems of contemporary practice. Center in different ways:
Furthermore, Center staff should ideally be skilled 1. Faculty from professional schools concerned
in both training and research as applied to criminal with training and research for criminal justice.
justice. _ 2. Faculty from social science departments con-
This totality of knowledge, experience, and skill  cerned with training and research for criminal jus-
requires a combination of different kinds of crimi- - tice.
nal justice specialists. Professional schools, such as 3. Experienced staff members from criminal jus-
law, psychiatry, clinical psychology, social work, tice and related agencies.
public administration, and police science, are prob- The Complete Center. Should the Center staff be
ably the best available sources for recruiting train-  both interdisciplinary and ir.terinstitutional? That
ing and research experts in practice theory as re-  is, should it include criminal justice specialists from
lated to criminal justice. Social science departments,  professional schools, social science departments, and
such as sociology, criminology, and social psychol- practice agencies?

ogy, are probably the best available sources for re- As table 60 indicates, thcic is divided support for
cruiting training and research experts in social  the fully rounded Center staff. Probation/parole and
theory as related to criminal justice. Agencies of  correctional institution systems recommend that
criminal justice, such as law enforcement, the  Center staff be drawn from all three sources. Pro-

courts, probation, parole, and correctional institu-  fessional schools of social work, clinical psychology,
tion systems are probably the best available sources  and law also favor a Center whose staff is interdis-
for recruiting experienced practitioners with first-  ciplinary and interinstitutional. Most law enforce-
hand knowledge of contemporary practice. ment systems do not recommend a fully rounded

Should University Crime and Delinquency Cen-  Center staff. Most college presidents and depart-
ters be interdisciplinary? If so, which personnel  ment chairmen are also not in favor of a Genter
group—facuity from professional scheols or the so-  staff recruited from all three sources.
cial sciences—should be predominant? Should Cen- The Interdisciplinary Center. Should Center
ter staff be interinstitutional, that is, include both  staff draw upon faculty from both the professional

TABLE 60.—Recommendations That Center Staff Be Drawn from Professional Schools, Social Science Departments,
e and Criminal Justice Agencies

Recommend staft
from professional Do not recommend

schools, social staff from all
sciences, and agencies® three groups Total
. Percent Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole 62.7 37.3 100.0 (142
Correctional institutions........ccoooeeoereeree. 739 26.1 100.0 (88
Law enforcement 40.2 59.8 100.0 - (102)
Total b8.7 41.3 100.0 (332)
Academic institution:
Colleges and universities 34.5 65.5 100.0 (359
Schools of social work 60.4 39.6 100.0 (48
Departments of clinical psychology............. 63.2 36.8 100.0 (38
Schools of law 65.8 34.2 100.0 ) (76
Total 434 56.6 100.0 - (521)
4 Includes ail three of the following groups: (1) faculty from pro- with training and research for work with offenders; (3) éxperienced
fessional schools concerned with training and research for work with staff from agencies that work with offenders. ‘

offenders; (2) faculty from social science departments concerned
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TABLE 61.—Recommendations That Center Staff Be Interdisciplinary

Do not
Recommend* rweoinmend® Total
] ~ Percent ~ " Percent Peroent Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole 66.9 33.1 100.0 ' (142
Correctional institutions 76.1 23.9 100.0 (88
Law enforcement 42.2 57.8 100.0 (102
Total J ' 38.3 100.0 (332)
Academic institution:
Colleges and universities 42.1 57.9 100.0 (859
Scheols of social work 77.1 229 100.0 48
Departments of clinical psychology.........ccev.... 81.6 184 100.0 : 38
Schools of law 76.3 28.7 100.0 76
Total 53.0 47.0 100.0 (521)

s Recommend that Center staff be drawn from both of the follow-
ing groups: (1) faculty from brofessional schools concerned with
treining and research for work with offenders; (2) faculty from so-
cisl science departments concerned with training and research for

schools and social sciences or should it exclude at
least one of these sources for recruitment?

As table 61 shows, most criminal justice systems
recommend an interdisciplinary staff %or a Center in
their area. Law enforcement systems are an €xcep-
tion: 58 percent do not favor an interdisciplinary
staff.

More than three-fourths of the professional
schools recommend an interdisciplinary staff for a
Center at their university. However, most college
presidents and department chairmen do not want
Center staff to include faculty from both the profes-
sional schools and social science departments.

The two populations that oppose an interdis-
ciplinary Center apparently do so for different rea-
sons: law enforcement executives want to exclude
social science faculty; college presidents and depart-
ment chairmen want to exclude professional school
faculty.

Of the 59 law enforcement systems opposed to an
interdisciplinary Center, 68 percent want to irclude
the professional schools and exclude social scien-
tists. Less than 2 percent want to include social
scientists and exclude the professional schools.
About 30 percent want to exclude both faculty
groups. Law enforcement executives are apparently
not convinced that social science is of value for
Crime and Delinquency Center training, research,
and consultation programs.

Of the 208 college presidents and department
chairmen opposed to an interdisciplinary genter at
their institution, 55 percent want to include the

work with offenders.
b :hExcludes professional school faculty or social science faculty or
yoth. .

social scientists and exclude faculty from the pro-
fessional schools. About 23 percent want to include
the professional schools faculty and exclude social
scientists, and 22 percent want to exclude both fac-
ulty groups. A likely interpretation of these find-
ings is that many of the junior and senior colleges
surveyed do not now have professional schools as
part of their organizations but do have various so-
cial science departments. It might follow, therefore,
that these academic executives are intent on recruit-
ing Center staff from existing faculty at their insti-
tutions.

The Interinstitutional Center. Should Center
staff be drawn from both academic institutions and
criminal justice agencies or should one of these in-
stitutions be excluded as a source for recruitment?

As can be seen in table 62, a substantial majority
of each population recommends an interinstitu-
tional Center staff drawn from the university faculty
and personnel of criminal justice agencies.

Criminal justice systems—especially probation/
parole and correctional institution systems—are
overwhelmingly in favor (83 percent) of recruiting
both academics and agency personnel for a Center
in their area.

About two-thirds of the academic groups favor
an interinstitutional staff for a Center at their uni-
versity. Schools of social work and law are more in
favor of recruiting Center staff from both faculty
and agency personnel than are the other groups.

The Parochial Center. Only a small number of
respondents recommend that Center staff be drawn

TABLE 62.—Recommendations That Center Staff Be Interinstitutional

Do not
Recommend?® recommend” Total
. Percont Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole 83.1 16.9 100.0 (142
Correctional institutions 93.2 6.8 100.0 88
Law enforcement 74.5 255 100.0 (102)
Total 83.1 16.9 100.0 (332)
-Academic institution:
Colleges and universities..... 61.6 38.4 100.0 (359
Schools of social work 729 27.1 100.0 (48;
Departments of clinical psychology.......o.ooo.... 68.5 31.5 100.0 (88)
Schools of law 77.6 224 100.0 (76)
Total 65.5 345 100.0 —(521)

s Recommend that Center stafl be drawn from at least one faculty
group concerned with training and research in work with offenders,

and agency practitioners who work with offenders.
b Excludes faculty or agency practitioners.




TaBLE 63.—Recommendations That Center Staff Be Drawn from Single or Multiple Sources

“Recommend staff from single source Recommend
Professional Social " Practice at least
schools* sciences® agencies® two sources Total
] " Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent - Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation /parole..........we e sneceneen 49 2.1 5.6 87.3 99.9 (142
Correctional institutions 2.3 1.1 1.1 95.5 100.0 (88
Law enforcement..... 49 1.0 17.6 76.5 100.0 (102
Total 42 1.5 8.1 86.1 99.9 —{382)
Academic Institution:
Colleges and universities 2.8 15.6 12.5 69.1 100.0 (359
Schools of social work 8.3 2.1 0.0 89.6 100.0 48
Departments of clinical psychology....... 5.3 79 0.0 86.8 100.0 38
Schools of law 105 0.0 0.0 89.5 100.0 76
Total 4.6 11.5 8.6 75.3 100.0 (621)

a Faculty from professional schools concerned with training and
research for work with offenders.
b Faculty from social science departments concerned with training

solely from either the professional schools, social
science departments, or criminal justice agencies.
These are mainly law enforcement executives, col-
lege presidents, and department chairmen.

The catholicity of almost all groups with respect
to Center staff is evident from data in table 63. Only
8 percent of the criminal justice systems want center
staff to be drawn exclusively from practice agencies
such as their own. The proportion of law enforce-
ment systems that favor a parochial Center staff is
considerably higher than that for either probation/
parole or correctional institution systems.

Less than 10 percent of the professional schools
want the staff of a Center at their university to be
recruited exclusively from professional schools. Col-
lege presidents and department heads are somewhat
more parochial in their choice of Center staff than
are the other groups. Almost 16 percent recommend
that a Center at their university be recruited solely
" from social science departments and another 13 per-
cent favor a staff drawn exclusively from practice
agencies.

The overali findings suggest great opposition to a
parochial Center staff comprised solely of either pro-
fessional school faculty, social science faculty, or
practitioners from criminal justice agencies.

Predominant Source of Center Staff. As de-
scribed previously, about four-fifths of all respond-
ents favor at least two sources for recruitment of

and research for work with offenders.
¢ Experienced staff from agencies that work with offenders.

Center staff. A substantial majority in each popula-
tion recommends an interinstitutional Center staff
drawn from university faculty and practice agencies.
A substantial majority in most populations recom-
mends an interdisciplinary Center staff from the
professional schools and social science departments.
A smaller majority in most populations recommends
that Center staff be drawn from ali three sources.

Since it is seldom possible to recruit a perfectly
balanced Center staff, which personnel group shouid
predominate? As table 64 shows, 170st—-but not all
—populations are in favor of recruiting predomi-
nantly from the faculty of professional schools con-
cerned with training and research for work with
offenders.

Criminal justice systems generally recommend
that a Center in their area recruit staff predomi-
nantly from faculty of the professional schools. Law
enforcement agencies are an exception: 50 percent
recommend a staff made up primarily of practition-
ers from agencies such as their own and 42 percent
recommend a center staff that is predominantly
composed of faculty of the professional schools.
Relatively few criminal justice systems want Center
staff to be comprised primarily of social science
faculty.

Schools of law and social work strongly favor a
Center staff that is predominantly from the profes-
sional schools. Clinical psychology, however, recom-

TABLE 64.—Recommendations for Predominant Source of Center Staff

Faculty from Faculty
professional from social Agency
schools® sciences” practitioners® Total
. Percent Peorcent Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system: ,
Probation/parole 49.3 228 27.9 100.0 (126)
Correctional institutions 48.9 16.0 35.2 100.1 (88)
Law enforcement 42.0 8.0 50.0 100.0 (100)
Total . 469 16.4 36.7 100.0 {324)
Academic Institution:
Colleges and universities 28.7 38.3 33.0 100.0 4(115)
Schools of social work 79.5 16.0 45 100.0 (44)
Departments of clinical psychology................. 324 61.8 5.9 100.0 (34)
Schools of law 81.9 11.1 6.9 99.9 (72)
Total 52.1 30.2 17.7 100.0 (265)

n Faculty from professional schools concerned with training and
research for work with offenders.

b Faculty from social science departments concerned with training
and research for work with offenders.

53

¢ Experienced staff from agencies that work with offenders,

1 Limited to colleges and universities that had been cited in earlier
studies as offering an “educational program’ in one or more of the
crime and delinquency fields. Item omitted for other institutions.




mends that social scientists be the predominant
personnel in a Center at their university. College
presidents and department chairmen are almost
evenly divided: 38 percent favor a preponderance
of social science faculty, 33 percent favor agency
practitioners, and 29 percent favor faculty from the
professional schools.

A profile of the Center staff that is recommended
by each population is shown in chart XV. This
anaiysis reveals that the largest proportion of every
population favors a Center staff that is both inter-
disciplinary and interinstitutional, that is, a Center
staff drawn from all three of the foliowing sources:
(1) faculty from professional schools concerned with
training and research for work with offenders; (2)
faculty from social science departments concerned
with training and research for work with offenders;
and (3) experienced staff from agencies that work
with offenders.

Almost all executives who want an interdiscipli-
nary Center also want to include practice agency
personnel on the staff. For example, as previously
shown, 67 percent of the probation/parole execu-
tives favor an interdisciplinary Center. Of these,
only 4 percent recommend the exclusion of agency
practitioners, whereas 63 percent favor the inclu-
sion of these personnel.

Almost all executives who want an interinstitu-
tional Center staff also want an interdisciplinary
staff. For example, as previously shown, 83 percent
of the probation/parole executives recommend that
Center staff be drawn from the university faculty
and practice agencies. Of these, only 20 percent
recommend the exclusion of one or another faculty
group, whereas 63 percent favor the inclusion of
an interdisciplinary faculty from the professional
schools and social science departments.

The findings in this section indicate that there is
substantial support for a Center staff recruited from
three sources: professional school faculty, social sci-
ence faculty, and practitioners employed in Crimi-
nal Justice agencies. There is little support for a
Center staff that does not include one or more of
these groups.

Center Stipends

An important problem to be faced by all Centers
is that of access to key training targets. As was
previously shown, almost all criminal justice sys-
tems recommend that a nearby Center conduct short-
term training programs for personnel of agencies
such as their own.! And about three-fourths of the
professional schools recommend that a Center at
their university conduct summer training for new
graduates of schools such as their own.2

The realistic limitations of budget and manpower
suggest that most criminal justice agencies would
find it difficult to release a sizable number of staff
members for Center training and continue to pay
their salaries. A second target group, recent gradu-
ates from professional schools, would naturally be
reluctant to postpene further the earning of a full
salary as professional practitioners.

One type of remedy that might solve both prob-
lems would be a suitable stipend arrangement. Un-
der such an arrangement, the salary of a practi-
tioner engaged in a Center training program would
be borne not by the Criminal Justice agency that
employs him but by the Federal government
through a direct student stipend. A similar stipend
would be given to the recent graduate to compen-
sate him for the amount he would otherwise earn
as a salaried practitioner.

As table 65 shows, such a stipend arrangement is
recommended by 70 percent of the agencies and
colleges surveyed on this item. Only 13 percent rec-
ommend against the plan. The remaining 17 per-
cent neither favor the Center training stipend nor
are they opposed to it.

A system of Federal stipends for Center training
is strongly supported by academic and agency ad-
ministrators. The plan has the added virtue of struc-
turing the student role in accord with the academic
rather than in-service training model. The practi-
tioner who receives a training stipend in lieu of a

! See “Training Programs for Agency Personnel,” chapter 8.
?See “Training Programs for Recent Graduates,” chapter 8.

CuArt XV.—Profile of Center Staff That Is Recommended by Criminal Justice Systems and Academic Institutions

Probation /parole Correctional institution Law enforcement Colleges and

systems Percent  systems Percent  systems Percent  universities Percent

Interdisciplinary and Interdisciplinary and Interdisciplinary and Interdisciplinary and
interinstitutional* _____ 63 interinstitutional _______ 74 interinstitutional .. __. 40 interinstitutional _____ 35

Interdisciplinary (only)*._.. 4
Interinstitutional (only)°.. 20
13

Interdisciplinary (only)...... 2
Interinstitutional (only).... 19
5

Interdisciplinary (only).... 2
Interinstitutional (only).... 32

Interdisciplinary (only)..... 7
Interinstitutional (only).... 27

Parochial ¢ Parochial Parochial Parochial 31
(N=142) ... 100 (N=88) . 100 (N=102) ... 100 (N=521) . .. 100
Schools of Decpartments of Schools of
social work Percent  clinical psychology  Percent law Percent
Interdisciplinary and Interdisciplinary and Interdisciplinary and
interinstitutional .._____ 60 interinstitutional ... €3 interinstitutional ... 66

Interdisciplinary (only)...... 17
Interinstitutional (only)... 13
Parochial ... 10

Interdisciplinary (only)...... 19
Interinstitutional (only)... 5
Parochial ... ... ... . 10

Intérdisciplinary (only)..... 10
Interinstitutional (only) ... 13
Parochial 11

(N=48) . 100

(N=38) ________ 100

(N=76) . 100

* Recommend Center staff from all three sources: (1) faculty from

professional schools concerned

with training and research for work

with offenders; (2) faculty from social science departments con-
cerned with training and research for work with offenders; (3) ex-
perienced staff from agencies that work with offenders.

» Recommend Center staff from both faculty sources but not from

practice agencies.

¢ Recommend Center staff from practice agencies and one faculty

source only. -

4 Recommend Center staff from one source exclusively.




R e P TR

e e

salary from his agency is more likely to approach
the Center training program as a student rather
than as an employee. The suggested stipend plan
takes the strain off the budget and workload of
criminal justice systems. It anticipates the realistic
need for a “residency” stipend for new professional
school graduates if they are to engage in post-grad-
uate training. It is designed to ensure Center re-
cruitment of its primary training targets under opti-
mal training conditions.

Center Funding

A national network of University Crime and De-
linquency Centers is feasible in the United States—
provided Federal funds are made available for this
purpose.

The cost of establishing and maintaining a
national network of University Crime and Delin-
quency Centers will vary, of course, with the num-
ber of Centers and the scope of their programs. Any
sericus effort to deal with the massive shortage of
qualified criminal justice manpower is going to be
expensive. It is highly probable, however, that the
kinds of Center training programs previously de-
scribed will cost considerably less than the price
of alternative training programs for additional
undergraduates (approximately $10,000 for a bache-
lor's degree),® or additional professionals (conserva-
tively estimated at $14,500 for a social worker,*
$23,000 for a clinicai psychologist,® and $38,000 for
a psychiatrist).

3See Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, Projections of Educational Statistics to
1975-76 (Washington, D.C.: 1966 edition), p. 21 and pp. 82—
85.

¢See “School Costs per M.S.W. Graduate,” chapter 5.

5.8ee Training Branch, National Institute of Mental Health,
Survey of Funding and Expenditures for Training of Mental
Health Personnel 1960/61 (Washington, D.C.: January, 1963),
table 3, p. 5. The cost figures reported are for 1960-61.

¢ Ibid.

The fact that universities simply cannot afford
the additional expense required to establish and
maintain a Crime 2nd Deliziquency Center is shown
in table 66. One-sixth (16 percent) of the univer-
sities maintain that a Center is not feasible at their
institution “under any funding arrangement.” Al-
most half (48 percent) see the need for a Center but
would need full Federal funding. About a third are
able to pay some share of the cost involved in creat-
ing and operating a Center at their institution.

able 66 reveals an additional finding of central
importance. Of the 359 universities, 300 (or 84 per-
cent) e willing to participate in the establishment
and maintenance of a Center at their institution.

TABLE 66.—Proportion of Federal/University Funds Required
to Establish and Maintain a University Crime and Delinquency
Center for a 3-Year Experimental Period

Proportion of Federal/university

funds required* Percent Number
100 percent Federal 479 (172
75 percent Federal/25 percent university.. 27.6 99
50 percent Federal/50 percent university.. 7.8 28
25 percent Federal/75 percent university.. 0.3 (
Not feasible under any funding
arrangement 16.4 (59)
Total academic institutions.............. 100.0 (359)

® Estimated by college and university administrators.

The clearest fact about the funding of University
Crime and Delinquency Centers is that they must
be subsidized almost entirely by the government.
This means that substantial Federal funds are re-
quired if a national Center network is to be created
and if any kind of overall standards are to apply to
its programs, administration, and personnel.

In conclusion, the need and support exist for a
national policy that would establish new institu-
tional resources and coordinate the independent
efforts of existing organizations to solve the pressing
problems entailed in providing qualified manpower
for criminal justice.

TABLE 65.—Recommendations on Federal Stipends for Summer Training at University Crime and Delinquency Center

Do not recommend

Recommend Recommend
Recommend * against alternaiives® Total
) Percent Percent Percent Percent Number
Criminal justice system:
Probation/parole 77.2 74 154 100.0 (136;
Correctional institutions 739 8.0 18.2 100.1 (88
Law enforcement 63.4 15.1 21.5 100.0 (93)
Academic institution:® ‘
Colleges and universities 70.8 14.2 15.0 100.0 (120
Schools of social work 54.2 . 27.1 18.8 100.1 48
Total 70.1 12.6 17.3 100.0 (485)

* Recommend in favor of ‘‘study grants equivalent to practitioner
salaries for a summer program of specialized training at a Univer-
sity Crime and Delinquency Center.”

re neither in favor of nor against proposed form of stipend but
recommend alternative stipends.

¢ Limited to schools of social work and colleges and universities
that had been cited in earlier studies as offering an “‘educational pro-
gram’ in the crime and delinquency fields. Item omitted for other
academic institutions.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX A

Correctional Institution Systems

This volume draws on data from 93 “‘major”
correctional institution systems. “Minor” systems,
comprised of jails, workhouses, and detention
homes, are not included in this report.t

A correctional institution system is defined as
follows: all prisons, reformatories, jails, workhouses,
training schools, camps, halfway houses, diagnostic
centers, and other correctional facilities and their
personnel which operate as a separate adminis-
trative unit under the direction of the same top
executive.

The 93 major correctional institution systems for
which poliy data are reported in this study are of
the following types: (1) State systems with facilities
for adults, juveniles, or both groups;2 (2) county and
city training schools for juveniles;? and (3) private
correctional institutions for juveniles.*

Table A shows the distribution of these systems
by government level and type of facility.

TABLE A~—Major Correctional Institution Systems Repre-
sented in the Policy Study, by Level of Government and Type
of Facility

Type of correctionai

institution system Number Percent
State systems with facilities
designed for:
Adults® only (e.g., prisons and
reformatories) (25) 26.9
Juveniies only (e.g., training schools).... (23) 24.7
Adults and juveniles 9 9.7
County and municipal training schools..... (14) 15.1
Private institutions for juveniles.. ... ... (22) 23.7
Total (93) 100.1

2 Includes “‘older youth” not classified as juvenile within the re-
sponding jurisdiction.

1§ee volume 2 of this series for an analysis of the need for
qualified manpower in correctional institutions.

3Drawn from The American Correctional Association, Di-
rectory, State and Federal Correctional Institutions of the
United States of America, Canada, England, and Scotland
(Washington, D.C.: 1965).

sDrawn from Charles E. Lawrence, Directory of Public
Training Schools Serving Delinquent Children (Washington,
D.C.: US. Children’s Bureau, 1964).

+Drawn from (1) Directory for Exceptional Children (Bos-
ton: Porter Sargent, 1965); (2) New York State Department of
Social Welfare, Directory of Child-Caring Institutions and
Agencies (New York: 196?).

*
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The 93 systems included in this policy study rep-
resent a total of over 400 correctional institution
facilities. The mean number of facilities in systems
that provide care for adults (adults only, or adults
and juveniles) is 8.1. The mean number of facilities
in systems that provide care exclusively for juveniles
is 2.0 (usually cne training school for boys and one
for girls).

Table B shows the location of these systems
among the nine regions of the country.

TABLE B.—Major Correctional Institution Systems Repre-
sented in the Policy Study, by Regio~

Region® MNumber Percent
New England (10) 10.8
Middle Atlantic (12) 12.9
East North Central 13 14.0
West North Central (14) 15.1
South Atlantic )] 9.7
East South Central 8) 8.6
West South Central (2) 2.2
Mountain (11) 11.8
Pacific (14) 15.1
Total ... 93) 100.2

» The nine regions correspond to those used by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation in their Uniform Crime Reports.

A detailed questionnaire of 16 pages (long form)
was completed by top executives of the 93 major

correctional institution systems referred to in this .

volume. The questionnaire included a lengthy sec-
tion eliciting executive recommendations on man-
power standards and policy for criminal justice.

Two groups of major correctional institution sys-
tems are not represented in this policy analysis: (1)
systems responding to a six-page follow-up question-
naire (short form) that did not include executives’
recommendations on manpower standards and pol-
icy for criminal justice (N=43); (2) major systems
that did not respond to project surveys (N==74).

Thus, of the 210 major correctional institution
systems in the United States, 64.8 percent (N=136)
completed questioninaires for the project, and 44.3
percent reported in depth the recommendations of
their executives for qualified manpower in criminal
justice (N==93).

Table C compares the 93 major systems with the
remaining major systems in the United States.

;
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TABLE C—Proportion of Major Correctional Institution Systems Whose Executives’ Policy Recommendations Are Represented in

Study
Responding systems
Policy
Policy recommendations
Type of correctional recommendations not Nonresponding
institution system represented represented * systems Total

Pergent Number  Percont Number  Paroent Nurwrnbcr Porcent Number
State and Federal systems:

AR e AR

Adult ; 61.0 (25) 244 (10) 14.6 (6) 100.0 1)
Juvenile 52.8 (23) 20.5 9) 28.3 (12) 100.1 (44)
Adult and juvenile.. 60.0 9) 26.7 (4) 13.3 (3] 100.0 (15)
Subtotal 57.0 (67) 23.0 (23) 20.0 (20) 100.0 (100)
County and municipal training schools............. 32.6 (14) 326 (14) 34.9 (15) 100.1 43)
Private institutions for juveniles......................... 329 (22) 9.0 (6) 58.2 (39) 100.1 (67)
Total — 44.3 (93) 20.5 (43) 35.2 (74) 100.0 (210)

2 Short form questionnaires omitted policy items.
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This volume draws on data from 108 “major”
law enforcement systems.!

A law enforcement system is defined as foilows:
all departments, divisions and branch offices of a
public organization whose functions include law
enforcement and whose personnel were recruited to
and operate under the direction of the same top
executive.

The criteria for a “major” law enforcement sys-
tem are as follows: (1) all systems on the State and
Federal levels; (2) systems in large counties;? (3)
systems in large municipalities.3

The 108 law enforcement systems for which pol-
icy data are reported in this volume are classified
by level of government in table D.

TABLE D.—Major Law Enforcement Systems Represenied in
the Policy Study, by Level of Government

ggvemmenﬁevel Number Percent
Federal . (8 2.8
State 27 25.0
County 12 11.1
Municipal (66) 61.1
Total (108) 100.0

The 108 systems included in this policy study rep-
resent over 100,000 law enforcement officers. The
mean number of full-time law enforcement staff in
these departments is 950.

1Drawn from: (1) Law Enforcement Personnel in the U.S.
Government (unpublished), provided by the Division of Pro-
bation, Adminristrative Officc of the U.S. Courts in 1965, and
(2) The National Police Chiefs and Sheriffs Information Bu-
reau, The National Directory of Law Enforcement Adminis-
trators (Milwaukee: 1965).

2 Operationally defined as counties whose county seat had a
population of 250,000 or more.

3 Cities with a population of 100,000 or more.

APPENDIX B

Law Enforcement Systems

Table E shows the distribution of these systems
among the nine regions of the United States.

TasLk E—Major Law Enforcement Systems Represented in
the Policy Study, by Region

Region® Number  Percent
New En%iand @ 46
Middle Atlantic ....... : 11 10.2
East North Central 28 21.3
West North Central 10 93
South Atlantic 14 13.0
East South Central (7 6.6
West South Central (10 93
Mountain (7 6.5
Pacific (18 16.7
All regions of the United States................. (3 2.7
Total (108) 100.1

* The nine regions correspond to those used by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation in their Uniform Crime Reports.

A detailed guestionnaire of 15 pages (long form)
was completed by top executives of the 108 major
law enforcement systems referred to in this volume.
The questionnaire included a lengthy section elicit-
ing executives' recommendations on manpower
standards and policy for criminal justice.

Two groups of major law enforcement systems are
not represented in this pOIiCY analysis: (1) systems
responding to a six-page follow-up questionnaire
(short form) that did not include executives’ recom-
mendations on manpower standards and policy for
criminal justice (N==49); (2) major systems that did
not respond to project surveys (N=80).

Of the 237 major law enforcement systems in the
United States, 66.2 percent (N==157) completed
questionnaires for the project and 45.6 percent re-
ported in depth the recommendations of their exec-
utives for qualified manpower in criminal justice
(N=108).

Table F compares the 108 major systems repre-
sented in this policy study with the remaining major
systems in the United States.

TABLE F.—Proportion of Major Law Enforcement Systems Whose Executives’ Policy Recommendalions Ar¢ Represented in Study

Responding systems

Policy
Policy recommendations

: recommendations not Nonresponding

| Type of law enforcement system represented represented * systems ~ Total

i Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent Numi Percent Number
Federal ............. 37.5 ) 12,5 1 50.0 4 i} 8
State 55.1 (27 122 (6; 32.7 (16 100.0 (49
County 25.0 12) 20.8 (10 54.2 (26 100.0 48
Municipal 500 gﬁﬁ) 24.2 (32) 258 (34 1001 (132)

Total . 456 (108) 207 (49 338 ~(80) 1001 (237)

» Short-form questionnaires omitted policy items.
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This policy study draws on data from 511 colleges
and universities in the United States (excluding pro-
fessional schools). The policy recommendations of
college presidents and department chairmen origi-
nate from two populations:

(1) Academic departments that had been cited in
earlier studies! as offering an “educational pro-

ram” in one or more of the crime and delinquency
elds (N=149);

(2) A one-third random sample of accredited col-
leges and universities, stratified by college level
(senior and junior), which had not been cited in
earlier studies as offering an ‘“educational pro-

ram” in any of the crime and delinquency fields
N=362).2

The academic institutions represented in this
study are located in 47 States and the District of
Columbia.? California is represented by the largest
number of institutions (83), followed by New York
(362, Pennsylvania (30), Michigan (22), Illinois (21),
and Ohio (21). Those States with the smallest rep-
resentation are Nevada and Maine (1 each).

1See Herman Piven and Abraham Alcabes, Education,
Training, and Manpower in Corrections and Law Enforce-
ment, Source Book I, of. cit., appendix B.

*Drawn from a population of all junior and senior colleges
listed in American Council on Education, American Junior
Colleges (Washington, D.C.: 1968), American Colleges and
Universities (Washington, D.C.: 1964), and Lovejoy’s College
Guide SNew ork: Simon and Schuster, 1966). Also included
were all institutions identified as offering an undergraduate
social welfare program (listed in an untitled directorg com-
piled by the Council on Social Work Education, 1965). Ex-
cluded from the population for purposes of drawing the sam-
ples were the following categories: (1) colleges or universities
not regionally accredited; (g) colleges made up of a single
graduate professional school (e.g., law or medicine); (8) insti-
tutions previously selected for project mailing by virtue of an
undergraduate program in social welfare, or previous designa-
tion as offering an “educational program” in the Crime and
Delinquency fields.

For project purposes, accredited schools are those academic
institutions desifnnted in Lovejoy's College Guide, op. cit. as
having approval and recognition by one of the six regional
accrediting associations in the United States. An academic in-
stitution which is approved only by a State university, State
board, department of education, or a professional association
is considered nonaccredited.

? Alaska, Hawaii, and Delaware are not represented.

APPENDIX C

- Colleges and Universities

‘Table G below shows the distribution of respond-
ing colleges and universities among nine regions of
the country.

TABLE G.—Academic Institutions Represented ' the Policy

Study, by Region

~ Numberof responding  Percent

Region* academic institutions” of total
New England ... . ' (31 ) 6.1
Middle Atlantic 78 14.3
East North Central 80 15.7
West North Central , 58 114
South Atlantic , 70 13.7
East South Central 33 6.5
West South Central 33 6.5
Mountain ... 28 5.5
Pacific . (105 20.5
Total ... (511) 1002

A The nine regions correspond to those used by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation in theiy Uniform Crime Raports.

As shown in table H, slightly more than two-
thirds (69 percent) of the responding academic insti-
tutions here reported are 4-year %senior colleges
that offer a baccalaureate degree (N—..:BSS;. The re-
maining institutions (31 percent) are 2-year éjunior)
colleges offering an associate degree (N==158).
TaBLE H.—dAcademic Institutions Classified by College Level

College level Number — Percent

Senior ... (858 69

Junior 2158; 31
Total (611) 100

‘Two groups of academic institutions (other than
professional schools) are not represented in this
policy analysis: (1) institutions responding to a brief
questionnaire that did not include executives’ rec-
ommendations on manpower standards and educa-
tional policy for criminal diustice (N==91); (2) aca-
demic institutions that did not respond to project
surveys (N==236).

Of the 838 academic institutions surveyed for this
study, 71.8 percent completed questionnaires for the
project, anc{)ﬁl.O pircent reported the recommenda-
tions of their exeratives for qualified manpower in
criminal justice (N=>511).

As can be seen in table I, the ratio of senior
and junior colleges represented in this policy study
is very close to the ratio in the academic population.

TABLE I.—Proportion of Academic Institutions Whose Executives’ Policy Recommendations Are Represented in Study
' ' Responding institutions ) R

Policy
Policy recommendations
, recommendations not Nonresponding
College level V represented represented * institutions Total
. Percant  Number Porcent Number Percant  Number Percent Number
Senior e 615 353 9.2 53) 29.2 (168) 99.9 574
Junior 59.8 (158 144 (38) 258 (68) - 100.0 (264
Total 610  (511) 109 ~(91) 282  (2%)  100.1 (838)

" Brief form of questionnaire omitted policy jtems.




APPENDIX D

Professional Schools of Social Work,
Clinical Psychology, Psychiatry, and Law

Tne data on educational policy for the fields of
criminal justice were drawn from four populations
of professional schools as follows: (1) graduate
schools of social work in the United States ac-
credited by the Council on Social Work Education;!
2) doctoral clinical psychology programs in the

nited States approved by the American Psycholog-
ical Association;? (8) psychiatric residency centers in
the United States approved by the Council on Medi-
cal Education and the American Board of Psychi-
atry and Neurology;® and (4) law schools approved
by the American Bar Association.*

Schools of social work responding to the Ero'ect
questionnaire are located in 31 States and the is-
trict of Columbia. Responding schools of clinical
psychology are located in 22 States and the District
of Columbia. Psychiatric residency centers are lo-
cated in 36 States and the District of Columbia, and

1 Council on Social Work Education, Graduate Professional
Schools of Social Work in Ganada and the U.S.4. (New York:
January, 1965).

* American Psychological Association, “Directors of Train-
ing, APA Approved Graduate Departments of Psychology
1965--66"" (unpublished). _

3“Approved Residencics—Psychiatry,” The Journal of the
American Medical Association, vol. 194, October-December,
1965, pp. 227-235.

¢ American Bar Association, “Law Schools or: the Approved
List of A.B.A., 1964,” Review of Legal Education, Law Schools
and Bar Admission Requirements in the United States (Chi-
cago: Fall, 1964), pp. 4-16.

responding schools of law are located in 38 States
and the District of Columbia. New York is repre-
sented by the largest number of schools of social
work, clinical psychology, and psychiatric residency
centers. California is represented by the largest num-
ber of law schools.

The location of professional schools by region is
shown in table J.

Policy recommendations in’ this study are based
upon responses to project questionnaires from 361
%Eaduate professional schools in the United States.

his represents 73 percent of all approved profes-
sional schools in the four 1golg)ulations at the time
of survey (March 1966 to February 1967).

Each of the four surveys employed a mail ques-
tionnaire of approximately 10 pages. An identical
followup was sent to nonrespondents after 6 weeks.
Questionnaire items were highly structured and pre-
coded. Questionnaires were addressed personally to
the following: deans and directors of schools of
social work; directors of clinical psychology pro-
grams; directors of education programs at psychi-
atric residency centers; and deans of schools of law.
Approximately two-thirds of the questionnaires
were filled out by the dean or director; the re-
mainder were completed by respondents in other
administrative or teaching positions of the school.

As shown in table K, a high proportion of each
professional school population is represented in this
policy study.

TAbLE J.—Professional Schools Represented in the Policy Study, by Region

B Clinical
Region* Social work psychology Psychiatry Law
Pergant Number Percent Number  Porcent Number  Percent Numbar
New England...... 8 4 11 ) 11 21 b 4
Middle Atlantic 18 9 18 8 30 B5 7 (6
East North Central... 20 (10 20 9 14 25 20 17
West North Central 14 (7 16 7 9 17 14 12
South Atlantic 14 7 9 4 13 23 18 15
East South Central 2 1 b 2 3 (b 6 5;
West South Central 10 5 9 4 5 (10 10 8
MOUNEAIN .ot cemeucsscnsre s erane sesesce e sesramessananan 4 2 7 ) 3 4] 8 7)
Pacific reveasneosaneensenean 10 5 5 2 18 (28 11 )
N 10 12: 1 EOO R 100 (50) 100 (44) 100 (184) 100  (83)

" The nine regions correspond to those utilized by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in their Uniform Crime Raports.

TABLE K.—Proportion of Professional Schools W hose Executives’ Policy Recommendations
~ Are Represented in Study

Professional school . Respondents Nonrespondents Total
. Parcent Number Percent Numbor Percont Number
SOCIAL WOTK ...oeooeenrrieenneneee e eenses 86 50 14 (8 100 58
Clinical PsychOlORY..comumuereereiccnmecemieccesecemscrenan 66 44 3 23 100 (67
PSYCRIALTY ..coooeeeeeeeeetetc e oo ceesecennnns 79 (184 21 50 100 (234
| I (A — eiamen e st et e s 62 (83 38 ~ (50) 100 (133)
Total .13 * (361) 27 __asn 0 (492

* Bxcludes 13 returns after Feb. 16, 1067, the cutoff date for computer analysis.
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Exis

Each of the 26 existing Crime and Delinquency
Centers for which policy data are reported in this
study was required to meet the following criteria:

1. that it exist as a distinct organizational unit
other than an academic department of a college or
university

2. that it be responsible to either central admin-
istration and/or a school or department of a college
or university

3. that it offer training courses, institutes, or
workshops for at least one of the following groups
during the academic years 1965-66 or 1 66—-67[:)1

Law enforcement personnel (i.e., administrators,

olice officers—adult division, and police officers—
juvenile division)

Court personnel (i.e., judges in criminal, juvenile,
or family courts, prosecuting attorneys, and public
defender attorneys)

Probation and parole personnel (i.e., administra-
tors, parole board members, probation/parole offi-
cers—adult division, and probation/parole officers
—jvenile division)

Correctional institution personnel (i.e., adminis-
trators, cottage parents, correctional officers, ciassi-
fication and assignment personnel, diagnostic and
treatment personnel, anc{) general counseling per-
sonnel)

Faculty of the college or university

The Centers for which policy data are reported
are located in 17 States and the District of Colum-
bia. Four Centers are found in California and three
in Ohio. Illinois, Texas, and the District of Co-
lumbia each have two centers. The remaining cen-
ters are located in 13 different States.2

The distribution of centers among the nine re-
gions of the country is shown in table L. Seven of
the Centers, representing the largest regional con-
centration, are found in the East North Central
region. Three regions (New England, East South

TavLe L—Existng University Centers Classified by Region

Region * 7 ~_ Number Percent
New England .. - (1 3.8
Middle Atlantic 2 7.7
East North Central 7 26.9
West North Central }8 115
South Atlantic 4 15.4
East South Central 1 38
West South Central.. 3 11.5
Mountain ..o . 1 3.8
PACIHIC .ot 4 154
Total (26) 99.8

the Federal Bureau

"4 The nine regions correspond to those used lg
rime Reports.

of Investigaticm for purposes of their Uniform

* This criterion excludes organizations engaged in research,
consultation, or related activities but not directly engaged in
training personnel for criminal justice.

*Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Missouri, New York, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, Utah, and Wisconsin,

Michigan,
Okiahoma,
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ng University Crime and Delinquency Centers

Central, and Mountain) are represented by one Cen-
ter each. The other sixteen Centers are fairly evenly
distributed among the remaining regions.

A majority of Centers (21) are located at a senior
college or a graduate professional school. The dis-
tribution of Centers by the level of the college or
university at which they are located is shown in
table M.

TaBLE M.—Existing University Centers Classified by Level of
College at Which They Are Located

College level - Number Percent
Junior college (8 115
Senior college* (14 53.8
Graduate professional school......................... 7 26.9
Unclear 227 7.7
Total (26) 99.9

"W These do not include Centers located at graduate professional
schools.

Data for this policy study were drawn from 26 of
the 75 oiganizations originally presumed to be Uni-
versity Crime and Delinquency Centers.2 Table N
classifies the 75 organizational units included in the
original mailing. About a third of these organiza-
tions (N==27) met |.coject criteria for a University
Crime and Delinquency Center. Twenty-three Cen-
ters offered training programs during both the
1965—66 and 1966—67 academic years. One Center
was operative during the 1965-66 academic year but
terminated at the end of that year. Three Centers
didﬁnot begin training operations until September
1966.

TABLE N.—Classification of Organizational Units Previously
Gited" as Special University Centers for Training in the
Criminal Justice Fields

Type of organizational unit Number  Percent
Special university Centers for criminal

justice training® ... (26) 34.7
Academic departments for criminal

justice training ... (82) 429
Centers not at a university, or university

Centers in ficlds other than criminal

JUSLICE et (10) 13.3
Special university Centers for criminal

justice terminated prior to 1965-66........ (3) 4.0
Special university Centers for criminal

justice research (only) (b4 2.7
No response (1 1.3
Late response (Center for criminal justice

training) ... ) 1.3

TOAL e, (75) 100.0

t Qited in the literature.
b Excluding one Center whose questionnaire was returned after
the cutoff date for computer analysis.

Thus, the policy recommendations of executives

from 26 of the 27 known Centers (96 percent) are
reported in this study.

*A review of earlier studies and the relevant literature
yiclded a preliminary list of 75 “centers” whch were cited as
offering training for the criminal justice fields in the aca-
demic years 19656-66 or 1966~67. Questionnaires were mailed
to the directors or administrative heads of each “center.”




APPENDIX F

Questionnaires

PROBATION /PAROLE
SCHOOLS OF SOCIAL WORK

AGENCY TRAINING IN PROBATION AND PAROLE
19651966

PILOT STUDY OF CORRECTIONAL TRAINING AND MANPOWER

Sponsored by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency,
and Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Development, H.E\W.

As a responding agency, you will be entitled to a copy of our study report on trends
in correctional manpower and training in U.S. universities and agencies.
If you would like a copy of this report, be sure to check on the final page of the

questionnaire.

All the information needed in this questionnaire can be provided simply by checkmarks
or an occasional brief phrase.




SECTION |:
AGENCY MANPOWER AND WORKLOAD

1) Please compare the manpower and workload situation of your agency in 1964 and 1965.*

Approximate Approcimate
number during number during
Dec, 1984 Dac, 1965
A. Probation/parole manpower (full-time only)
a) “Trainees” . . . (employees who will become professional staff members only
upon completion of their on-the-job training apprenticeship)...............ooooreevv.uvees —_—
b) “Line Practitioners” , .. (members of the professional staff whose major assign-

ment is direct practice with cases; e.g., probation/parole officers, agents, deputies
workers, counselors) -

¢ Training Staff (major assignment)
d) Supervisors and Administrators (exclude training staff)
We/ljare workers and others carrying some probation/parole cases
Unfilled positions (full-time only)
a) “Line practitioners”
b) Training Staff
¢) Supervisors and Administrators
D. Workload
a) Total cases under probation/parole supervision
b) Completed pre-sentence investigations
¢) Completed pre-parole investigations
2) What do you anticipate that your workload will be during December, 19667
a) Total cases under probation/parole sapervision

o

I

. . . (approximate number)
b) Cases under pre-sentence investigation

. o (approximate number)
c) Cases under pre-parole 1nvestigation

. . ] ] (approximate number)
3) In your judgment, what would be the optimal number of full-time staff for most effective operation of your agency?
Optimal Optimal number
number a year from
now now

a) “Line practitioners”
b) Training staff (major assignment)................
¢) Supervisors and Administrators (exclude training staff)

*For project purposes, J'our agency is meant to include: all departments and branch offices of your organization whose
personnel are recruited to and operate under the direction of the same top probation/parole executive.

SECTION II:
IN-SERVICE AND GENERAL TRAINING BY YOUR AGENCY: 1965 AND 1966

An “In-Service" training program consists of a scheduled series of teaching ses-
sions which are organized and conducted under the sole auspices of your agency.
In-Service teaching sessions may be limited to particular personnel of your own
agency or may be open to employees of other correctional agencies.

Examples of “General” training programs are: supervisory conferences, special
lectures or seminars, and short-term institutes or workshops.

General Training Programs In 1965 and 1966
1) A. Please indicate your agency’s general training programs for 1965 and 1966.
We conducted We plan to conduct

such programs such programs
during 1965 during 1966
a) Supervisory conferences between the agency practitioner and his supervisor...... (| O
b) Special Lectures or Seminars 0 CJ
¢) Short-term Institutes or Workshops 0 |
d) Other types of general training programs (please specify) O O

B. will Kour general training programs be more or less extensive in 1966 than in 19657

(check only for those programs covering both years)
More in About the Less in
19¢ same | 1966
a) Supervisory conferences between the agency practitioner and his supervisor O O [
b) Special Lectures or Seminars :

¢) Short-term Institutes or Workshopsw
d) Other general training programs

2) A. Was your agency used for field work training of students by a university during 1965? )

0O YES
NO (number of students) (name of department and university)

OO
o0oo
oo

B. If students had been available in 1965, what is the total number for whom your agency would have been willing to
provide facilities for field work training?

] NONE

(number of students)




C. Is your agency willing to provide facilities for field work training if students are made available?
[J a) Yes, in 1966

. (number of students)
[J b) Not in 1966, but perhaps in the following year
[0 © Not interested
D. From which university department(s) would you be willing to accept students for field work training in your agency?

In-Service Training Programs In 1965

3)

(If your a¥6n¥ did not conduct any In-Service training programs in 1965, please check here and continue with p. 7
on In-Service Training Plans for 1966. [7)

A. What was the total number of complete In-Service training programs your agency conducted in 1965 for all personnel
groups*?

(number of programs)

* If a compléte program was repeated, count il twice.

4)

6)

7)

8)

9)

B. How many In-Service training programs did you conduct for the following personnel groups in 1965?
Number of programs
made up mainly of
this psrsonnel group *

Personnel (full-time only)
a) “Trainees” . . . (employees who will become professional staff members upon completion of
their on-the-job training apprenticeship) eememen e amans s eemeta bt eemtms e -
b) “New” Practitioners . . . (members of their professional staff for less than 6 months).............
¢) “Experienced” Practitioners . . . (members of their professional staff for at least 6 months)....
d) Supervisors
€) Administrators
C. How many of these personnel were enrolled in all of your 1965 In-Service training programs?

Number enrolled
(approximate)

@) “Trainees” . ..o e
b) “New” Practitioners
c) “Experienced” Practitioners ......
d) Supervisors
€) Administrators ...
How long did your In-Service training program(s) last in 1965?
a; Program%s) for the ‘“Trainees” usually lasted about . hours a week for ____ weeks.
b) Program(s) for the “New” practitioners usually lasted about ___________ hours a week for weeks.
¢) Program(s) for the “Experienced” practitioners usually last about . hours a week for _______ weeks.
In general, what was the most typical educational background of the personnel who were enrolled in your 1965 In-Service
training program(s)?

“New'" ‘“Experienced”’

“Trainess” Practitioners _ Practitioners

. (check one) (check one) (check one)
a) High school diploma ... ... ... O O
b) Some college..................... 0 ’ 0O
¢) B.A, in Sociology or Psychology O O O
d) B.A. in Corrections or Social Work | O O
€) Other BA. or B.S, ... O O ]
f) Master’s in Corrections O O O
g) Master's in Social Work __. 0O 0 O
h) Other graduate degree .. ... iaieaee ceenen O a O

Which of the following procedures was primarily used to select the employee for his In-Service training program during

19652
For “New' For “Experienced”
For “Trainces’’ Praciitioners Practitioners

(check one) (check one) (check one)
a) Employee selected automatically; new to his particular job... ... O O O
b) Employee selected automnatically; by training and/or experience............ 0O 0O O
¢) Employee sclected by judgment of agency supervisor. .. ... ... ... O O O
d) Other procedures O O

A. How often did your agency have a problem with absenteeism from your 1965 training sessions?
[0 FREQUENTLY (J SELDOM [J NEVER
B. Which one of the following comes closest to the usual practice of your agency during 19656 when an employee was fre-
quently absent from training sessions?

. (check one)
a) NO aCtON ..o e e O
b) Employee cautioned and his supervisor notified...... 0
¢) Employee rebuked and his supervisor asked to account for his absence O
d) Employee asked to resign (]

A. How many employees of your agency had training assignments in 1965?
No. of employees

a) Training assignments exclusivel¥l.

b) Some training assignments—with main assignment as administrator. )

¢) Some training assignments—with main assignment as supervisor of practitioner.

d) Some training assignments—with main assignment as practitioner. )

B. Does your agency have a central Training Unit (Training Center, Training Department, etc.) to plan and organizc
training throughout the agency?

] YES O NO
A. Who did most of the planning and organizing of your training program(s) during 1965?

(name of person) ; (position in agency)
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B. Highest university degree he obtained (circle one):
Associate Bachelor’s Master’s Doctorate
10) Did you use any outside instructors in your 1965 training sessions? (field)

Number of persons

ag Staff or admiristrators from agencies related to your own (e.g,, judge, V.A., psychiatrist)..................

b) University faculty MEMDETS ..o oo oo
¢) Other (please specify)
11) What modes of instruction did you use most frequently in 1965?

Used most frequently Most effective
(check no more than 3) (check one only)

a) Discussion of assigned cases or readings

b) Combined lecture and discussion . O 0O

¢) Direct field observation of community conditions and facilities.... ... . O O

d) Live examples of actual practice ... ..o Cl : O

€) Classroom simulation of Practice...... oo O O

f) Film, TV, recordings O O

12) Please check those topics which were included in your 1965 In-Service training curricuia.
[0 Casework methods [0 Cultural characteristics of offenders
[0 The Pre-sentence report Techniques for controlling the offender
O Interviewing techniques Recent criminological research -

000

O Personality of offenders Community resources for referral
[0 Pre-parole planning [0 Agency promotions, vacations, travel expenses
[J Procedures for revocation O Operations of the paroling body
[J Operation of the court O Conditions of probation
[0 Agency history and philosophy O Conditions of parole
[0 Human growth and behavior O Probation—Parole and the law
[OJ Appropriate use of firearms O Impact of the community on the offender
[J Interrogation techniques O Practitioner’s role as community change agent
O Surveillance techniques [0 Laws and rules of evidence
[J Group Work methods [0 Techniques and mechanics of arrest
O Role of Prosecuting Attorney [J Prison and detention facilities
[J Role of law enforcement [] Laws of arrest, search and seizure
O Dictation and running records O Civil rights and liberties of offenders
13) For eac}E )pair of statements below, please check which one fits better as a description of your 1965 In-Service training
program(s),

. The major emphasis of our curriculum content was on:
a) Descriptions and explanations of the nature of criminal activity.
b) Principles and sug'gestions for direct practice with suspected or adjudicated offenders.
O Statement (a) fits better.
[J Statement (b) fits better.
B. Our instruction was intended mainly:
a) To better prepare employees for the conditions of correctional practice which apply in a particular area or system.
b) To better prepare employees for the condi‘ions of practice which apply generally in the correctional field.
[0 Statement (a) fits better.
[J Statement (b) fits better.
C. Our instruction was primarily designed to provide:
a) A general introduction—or overview—te the job of a probation-parole practitioner.
b) Detailed information and procedures for carrying out the job of a probation-parole practitioner.
[J Statement (a) fits better.
[J Statement (b) fits better.
D. As a guide to practitioner conduct, our instruction emphasized the desirability of rclying on:
a) Agency rules, ind suggestions from administrators in the employing agency.
b) Professional codes, and suggestions froin colleagues in the profession.
[0 Statement (a) fits better.
[J Statement (b) fits better.
14) A. What means did you use to appraise your training program(s) in 1965

O Both statements fit equally well.

[J Both statements fit equally well.

[0 Both statements fit equally well.

O Both statements fit equally well.

(check as many boxes as apply) Training ~ Employees in  Administrative  Research
staff training staff staff
Q) Verbal reports fiomy ..o oot oo e O O O O
b) Written reports from . ... oo oo O O O O
©) Questionnaires from ... .o O O O dJ
d) Other (specify) O O O
B. How would you rate the adequacy of your agency’s resources for training in 19652
[0 Highly Adequate 0 Semewhat Adequate O Not Adequate
C. How eflective were your training programs considering the resources at the disposal of your agency in 1965?
O Highly Effective O Somewhat Effective [0 Not Effective

In-Service Training Plans for 1966 .
15) A. Does your agency plan to conduct any In-Service training programs during 19667 (If not, please check here and continue
with p. 8 on Training Outside Your Agency. [J)

We plan
programs for
thesc personnel

(check as many as apply) Personnel (full-time only)
0O a) “Trainces” . . . (who will become professional staff after training).
0 - b) “New” Practitioners . .. (on their professional staff less than 6 months).
[ e eanmeaen ¢) ‘“Expericnced” Practitioners . . . (on their professional staff at least 6 months).
I O — d) Supervisors
I O, €) Administrators

I O f) Other (specify)
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B. Approximately how many of these personnel do you expect 10 be enrolled in all of your 1966 In-Service training programs?

Ezxypected enroliment

) “Trainees” . ... eeneaseemremeennens e

b) “New’ Practitioners .. ... ..o eeercene
c) “Experienced” Practitioners ...

d) Supervisors ...

L T X T T 1T T3 £ S
f) Other

C. How long do you expect your 1966 In-Service training program(s) to last?
a) Program(s) for “Trainees” will usually last about ________ hours per weeks for ____ weeks.

b) Program(s) for “New” practitioners will usually last about

— hours per week for weeks,
¢} Program(s) for “Experienced” practitioners will usually last about

— hours per week for _______ weeks.

SECTION IlI:
TRAINING OUTSIDE YOUR AGENCY: 1965 AND 1966

“Training Outside Your Agency” consists of training programs for your staff and/or
:'t]aff of related agencies conducted by—or co-sponsored with—organizations other
an your own.

1) Did your agency participate with other organizations in training your staff in 1965?

a) Training by or with a university (e.g., special courses or institutes for which the university does not give credit toward
a degree). [] NO
O YES

(name of university)

h) Training by or with a professional association (e.g., State Probation and Parole Association). [] NO
O YES

(name of professional association)

¢) Training by or with a correctional agency other than your own (e.g., county probation officers attcading a program of
the State Probation Dept.). [ NO
O YES

(name of correctional agency)

d) Training by or with a special government training unit (e.g., Personnel Department). [] NO
O YES. ,

(name of government training unit)

¢) Training by or with organizations other than those mentioned above.
O YES

(name of organization)

2) Which arrangements does your agency provide for the outside training of your staff? (check as many as apply)
Were provided Will be provided
in 1965 in 1966
a) Time to attend special iectures or scminais ........ O 0
b) Time to attend special training courses conducted by other correctional agencies 0 0
¢) Time to attend spccial (non-credit) courses in corrections at a university........... | |
d) Both time and expenses to attend short-term institutes or workshops.................... O |
. €) Both time and tuition to attend university courses for credit on a part-time basis 0 . 0
f) Scholarships to attend a aniversity degree program full-time while on leave...__.__. (] (]
g) Work-study grants to attend a university degree program full-time while main-
taining a partial agency workload . .. .. O O
SECTION 1V:
TRAINING COSTS AND RESOURCES
.1) Plcase estimatc the total expenditurc of your agency for training in 1965 and 1966.
Actual costs Probable costs
in 1966 in 1966

2)

A. Dollar Costs (if nonc, write “0)
a) Total funds budgeted to your agency for training e et et ne S $ $
b) Funds received from external sources such as foundations (please specify) .

- Estimated
number of full days

1965 1966

B. Contributions of Training Time (if none, write “0"’)
a) Contributions (without training pay from your agency) by personnel from agencics related
tO YOUX OWIl.ooiiiiricemceemcmce e .
b) Contributions (without training pay from your agency) by university faculty "
Please check which of the following factors cither helped or hindered you in planning or organizing all training program(s)
for your agency in 1965:




A. Availability of Resources
Helped Hindered

a) Availability of funds ...._.....
, b) Availability of space e ehetoa et eeaeaeaeaemnen emetttmsesmesamemeeasearmesms wmemtmetanememesnnens <aoes
¢) Availability of good training staff. :
d) Availability of university resources .-
e) Availability of professional resources ...
f) Availability of consultation on training. .. ...
g) Other important resource
B. Attitudes and Actions of:
a) Members of your legislature.....
b) Staff in the budget department .. .
¢) Staff in the Personnel department
d) Administrators in other correctional agencies .......
¢) Administrators in other social agencies . ...
f) Supervisors in your agency .
£) Practitioners in YOUT AQBeIICY o o e e es i —oe e ¢t e s
h) Judges in your courts S,
i) Members of your Parole Board
j) Other important persons or organizations

0 000000000 000cood
0O OOodoOooo 0o00o0od

SECTION V:
NEW TRAINING GRANTS AND PROGRAMS

1) A. If Congress werc to consider allocating speciz! grants for agency-based training of correctional manpower, how would
you recommend that this money be distributed?

Recommended  Not recommended
a) On a 50/50 matching basis to training agencies
b) On the basis of acceptable training proposals ... ..
¢) On the basis of staff size ..
d) On a priority basis to agencies starting new iraining programs
€) Ox a priority basis to agencies with a full-time training staff._________________
B. Which of the ahove are your preferred choices?
a b c d e

(cirele no more than two)

2) How are you prepared to use additional training funds if they are made available to your agency by Congress?
(check as many as apply)
[J a) Salaries for additional training staft.
[ b) Funds for additional physical facilities.
[J ¢ Salaries for additional staff to cover workloads in order to release employees for training.
[J d) Travel and related expenses for staff to attend training institutes conducted by other organizations.
[ e Funds for staff to attend university degree programs relevant for correctional practice.

ooooo
000ca

O Ourv agency is not now interested in federal funds for additional training.
8) Which educational background do you consider the most suitable for a position as training leader in your agency?
(Assume 5 ycars of correctional experience) (check one only)
[J a) Master of Arts degree in Sociology.
[J b) Master of Arts degree in Corrections.
O ¢ Master of Arts degree in Social Work.
[J d) Master of Arts degree in Police Science.
[J € Master of Arts degree in Public Administration.
O f) Other Master’s degree ) )
4) Which work background do you consider the most suitable for a position as training leader in your agency? (Assume this
experience is combined with the education you desire.) (check one)
[J a) b years experience as a practitioner in your own agency.
[J b) b years experience as a practitioner in a good correctional agency other than your own, ‘
[J o b years experience as a correctional practitioner and training leader in a good social welfare agency.
[J d) 5 years experience as a correctional practitioner and faculty member in a university department of corrections.
,“:\] €) b years experience as a correctional practitioner and faculty member in a university school of social work.
5) A. If Congress were to consider allocating special funds for university-based training of correctional manpower, how would

your recommend that this money be distributed?

Recommended Not recommended

a) $3.600 scholarships distributed by correctional agencies to employees on leave as
full-time students : _ O O
b) $8,600 scholarships distributed by university departments designated as appropriate
, for correctional training.. :
: ¢) Work-study grants to match salaries of agency employees who enroll as full-time
' students while maintaining a partial agency workload....... _
d) Study grants to match salarics of agency employees who attend school full-time
without any agency workload.... -
e) Study grants (equivalent to practitioner salaries) for a summer program of specialized
training at a University Correctional Training Center
B. Which of the above are your preferred choices? ......... a b ¢ d e
(circle no more than two)
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6) If Congress were to consider establishing a National Institute of Law Enforcement, Criminal Justice and Corrections—
following the pattern of the National Institutes of Mental Health—would you approve such a development?

7

8)

9

10)

0
a

A

B.

C.

D.

a) Strongly approve O <) Moderately disapprove
b) Moderately approve 0O 4) Strongly disapprove
O e) Indifferent or can’t say
Do you think it important that a University Center for Training and Research in Law Enforcement, Criminal Justice
and Corrections be established in your area?
O a) Extremely important [ ¢) Somewhat important
0O b) Quite important O d) Not at all important
If a university in your area were to establish such a Center, what would you recommend to be included in its program?

Recommernded
{check as many as apply)

a) Research on causes and types of criminal and delinquent behavior..... ... .
b) Research on correctional decisions, processes and outcomes ... .
¢) Summer training programs on the application of professional knowledge to correctional

practice for graduating students of professicnal schools... ... ...
d) Short-term training programs for agency personnel on the application of professional

knowledge to their correctional roles
e) Consultation with agencies on innovations of correctional programs, roles and research.......
f) Small-scale demonstration programs in correctional practice.
Which of the above are your preferred choices? ._._._.... a b ¢ d e f

(circle no more than two)

How many university students who are interested in correctional work do you think would profit from special courscs

Oooo O

offered by a University Center in your area?
0 All [0 Many ] A Few [0 Nonc

A

>

B.

If such a Center were to b established at a university in your area, what personnel would you recommend for its staff?

Recommended
(check as many as apply)

a) Faculty from those professional schools concerned with correctional training and research
b) Faculty from those social scicnce departments concerned with correctional training and

research _..... e et ee e emeee e Dt e e e A et et e et et O
¢) Experienced staff from corrcctional and related agencies

. Which of the above do you think should make up the greatest percentage of Center staff? (circle one only) a b c
. What administrative structure would you recommeciid for such a University Center? (Check here if you fee! you have

no strong views on desired Center structure [7)
' Recommended

(check as many as apply)

a) A Center responsible to central university administration.. ... ... .. 0
b) A Center responsible to a university school or department |
¢) A Center responsible to correctional agencies and a university school or department..______ 0
d) An autonomous Center which is administratively independent of the university and cox-

rectional AGENCIES e e O

Which of the above would be your first choice? ... a b C d
(circle one only)

Assume that substantially greater funds and facilities were made available to educate personnel for the positions listed below
Which University Program Area(s) would you then advocate for each personnel group?

A

B.

University Program Areas

1. Criminology 7. Psychology—general
2. Corrections 8. Psychology—clinical
3. Law—gecneral 9. Public Administration
4. Law——criminal 10. Social Work

b. Police Science 11. Sociolegy—gencral

6. Psychiatry

Select (by number from 1-11) the University Program Areas which you advocate for
each personnel group.

University Program University Program
Area in which you Area(s) im which you
strongly advocate strongly advocate a
a degree series of courses
. (select one (select as many
Area only) Areas as apply)

Law Enforcement Personnel
a) Administrative personnel
b) Police officers—adult division ... .
¢) Police officers—juvenile division ...
Court Personnel , o
a) Judges in criminal courts ... ..
b) Judges in juvenile or family courts -.........
¢) Prosccuting Attorneys
d) Public Defender Attorneys ... .o -
Probation and Parole Personnel

a) Administrative personnel .. .
by Probation/Parole officers—adult division
¢) Probation/Parole officers—juvenile division .. ...

|

|
|
|
[
[
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D. Personnel in Juvenile Institutions
a) Administrative personnel ............... -
b) Cottage parents .............ccomeoeennnn. — —
¢) Classilication and Assignment personnel ..... - —
d) Diagnostic and Treatment personnel .........

E. Prison and Reformatory Personnel
a) Administrative personnel ... ... S —

b) Correctional Officers .......ceeeesreee eennn. — S S
c? Classification and Assignment personnel . - : —_——

d) Diagnostic and Treatment personnel ......e..ooeeeeereeneee. .

€) General Counseling Personnel ..o cevenes covmmrresssresmsensons

GENERAL INFORMATION

1) A. What are current salary levels in your agency?
Annual salary 4

gy o K AR TS

a) Beginning salary for “TrAINEES" ... e erinssens cessesssensssesess soseeteesemmesems secenne . $
b) Beginning salary for “Line Practitioners”......... $
¢) Average salary tor “Line Practitioners” after 5 years with your agency (approximate) 3 ‘
d) Beginning salary for Supervisors $ 3
B. In your jluclgment. what salary level would be necessary for you to fill staff vacancies with optimal
ersonnel? 1
g Beginning $Alary £ “TTRINEES" ... o oeeeeeeeeee oot eeeeeeeeseeeeeseeemeer e e eeee e ee s eseeseeeseeeesesesemsaee e oo $ , il
b) Beginning salary for “Line Practitioners” : comrrere e esannees et $ |
€) Average salary for “Line Practitioners” after 5 years with your agency (approximate)............... S |’
d) Beginning salary for Supervisors ... S ]
Check here if your agency would like a copy of our study report. O i

2) Name of Agency

(main address)

3) A. Typa of Agency (check one only)

;;] robation Only [J Parole Only [J Both Probation and Parole 4
B. Type of Caseload (check onc only) , ) 1

] Adult Only 0 Juvenile Only 0 Both Adult and Juvenile ]
4) Your Name _ Position !

P

(please print)
COMMENTS: (Optional)

EDUCATION F(ﬁ(‘ CORRECTIONS
GRADUATE SCHOOLS OF SOCIAL WORK

PILOT STUDY OF CORRECTIONAL TRAINING AND MANPOWER

Sponsored by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency,
and Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Development, H.E.W.

As a respondent in professional education, you will be entitled to a copy of our
study report on education and manpower for work with offenders throughout the

~m~m.«m,‘ w

United States, £

o If you would like a copy of this report, be sure to check on the final page of the 3

g questionnaire.

All the information needed in this questionnaire can be provided simply by check-marks )

? or an occasional brief phrase. &

‘ i
SECTION I !

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR WORK WITH OFFENDERS: 9/1/65-9/1/66

This section is concerned with your classroom and field work courses for social work
?ractlce in Correctional settings. For project purposes, these settings include proba-
ion, parole, correctional institutions, and other programs directed to the prevention,
care and treatment of delinquents and offenders.

1) A. How many students will be awarded a Master's degree through your School this academic year?

(approximate number)

B. Approximately, what proportion of these students are trained so they can practice in Correctional settings? ‘
B None 26% 50% 75%  All '

(cirele one)
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2) A. What is the total number of credit courses offered in your Master's degree program this academic year? (Connt each
separatc course offered to either first or second year students.)

“(number of separate courses)

B. Approximately, what proportion of these courses help to train students for practice in Correctional sottings?
None 28% 50% 7% Al
(circle one) ' o
8) A, Does )io)ur Master’s degree program this year include any field work placements in Correctional settings? (check as many

as apply

[ a) Not during this academic year, 1965-G6.

9 b) Yes; for first year students.

¢) Yes; for second year students.

B. Does your Master's degree program for this academic year include any classroom courses in Corrections? (For pr ¢
purposes, these are courses specifically designed to train students for practice or administration of programs in e
prevention, care and treatment of delinquents and criminals.) (check as many as apply)

a) No classroom course in Corrections; material included in our generic classroom courses,
] b) No classroom course in Corrections; material included in field work in Correctional settings.
[] o) Yes,weoffer __________ classroom courses in Corrections.
(number)

4) Does your Master's degree program for this academic year include any classroom courses in Criminology/Social Deviance?
(For project purposes, these are courses to study the causes and responses to crime and delinquency as social or phychologi-
cal phenomena.) (check as many as apply) '
[] a) No classroom courses in Criminology/Social Deviance; material included in our generic courses.

[] b) No classroom courses in Criminology/Social Deviance; material covered in our courses in Corrections.

O c? No classroom courses in Criminology/Social Dleviance; material covered in our courses in Social Science.

0 d) Yes, we offer ... we... ... classroom courses in Criminology/Social Deviance.

) (number')

5) What Is the current size of your faculty?

a) —__ Full-time faculty of your School.
(number)

by Part-time faculty of your School.
(number)

6) A. What is the approximate proportion of your Master’s degree students who are receiving a scholarship worth $1,000 or
more for this academic year?
None 2% 50% 5% Al
(circle one)
B. What is the appioximate proportion of your Master’s degree students who are receiving a scholarship worth $3,600 or

more for this academic year?
None 26% 50% 75%  All
(civcle one)
7) A. Will your School’s resources be more or less extensive in the coming academic year for field work and classroom courses
in Corrections and Criminology/Social Deviance?

More in About Leas in

1966-87 thesame _1966-67
a) Field placements in Correctional agencies...... ......... 0O 0 O
b) Classroom courses at the Master’s level................. e [ 0O ]
¢) Number of Master’s students in these courses - O 0 E
d) Number of full-time faculty for these courses ..... e teeaeruee s e eeesa et sr et semm et e sese St et O a 0
O 0

¢) Research projects in these fields
B. Please check those kinds of new courses your School will add to its curriculum in the coming year, 1966-67.

a) Classroom course(s) in Corrections.
C] b) Classroom course(s) in Criminology/Social Deviance.
0] © Ficld placement(s) in new Correctional agencies.

SECTION Il:
CURRENT COURSES IN CORRECTIONS AND CRIMINOLOGY/SOCIAL DEVIANCE

(If your Master’s program does not offer field or classroom courses in Corrections or Criminology/Social Deviance, please check

here and continue with Special Programs on page 6. [])
1) A. What is the total number of field placement hours required ° .our School for the Master’s degrec?

(number of hours)

B. Approximately how many students in your Master’s program have field work placements

a) »b

(number of first-year students) (number of second-year students)

in Correctional agencies?

2) A. In which types of field work agencies are your students located during this academic year?
a) Approximate number of Probation/Parole agencies
b) Approximate number of Correctional institutions...........

a} Approximate number of other Correctional agencics ......... S— SR :
B. What proportion of these agencies provide a member of their staff to instruct your students in field work?

None 26%  50% 759 All
(circle one)
3) A. How many of your faculty members have as their major assignment th
placcments?
(approximate number of faculty)
B. Is there a faculty member in your School who has full-time responsibility for planning and organizing field work place-
ments? 0 Yes O NO

e instruction of students in Corrcctional field
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4) A. What is your total enroliment in the following classroom courses:

nwinber of studenta

b) Master's level courses in Criminology/Social Deviance .
B, Ploase check the types of positions usually filled by those of your students who go into Corrections upon graduation
from the Master's program. Type of position

1K a3 Many a4 APPIY

ai Master's level courses in Corrvections....

a) Probation or Parole Officer.... -
b) Supervisor or Administrator in Probation and Parole.
¢) Correctional Institudon staff member - .
) Supervisor or Administrator in Correctional Institution vaves
e&‘ Other Correctional POSition......cceceneeee. (]
5) Of those who are teaching classrcom courses in Corrections and/or Criminology/Social Deviance, how many are considered
by your University Administration as:
a Full-time fazulty of your school.

(number)
Part-time faculty of your school.

(number)
<) ..__(Elzi::‘.)_.. Faculty members whose assignments are mainly in other departments or schools of the University,
namber
6) A. Which educational backg;wund do you consider the most suitable as Assistant Professor to teach classroom courses in
Currections at your School? (Assume 5 years of good experience as a university instructor and in working with offenders.)
Graduate Degree in: (check ona)

| u; Social Work c% Soclology ¢) Public Administration
| b) Corrections d) Police Science Other
B. Which work background do you consider the most suitable as Assistant Professor to teach classroom courses in Correc-

E:ign:kat yo)ur School? (Assume this experience is combined with the education you desire.) Five years of work experience:
check one
[} a) As a pracutioner and administrator in a correctional agency other than law enforcement,

b) Asa law enforcement officer and administrator.

¢) Teaching and research in a school of social work.

)} Teaching and research in a university department of corrections.
¢ 'gaachmg and research in a university department of social science.
her..___ , )
7) Which of the following conditions Eenerally vern those of your faculty who are teaching field or classroom courses in
Corrections and Criminology/Social Deviance this academic yeax?
a) Faculty salaries depend on funds macle available through a correctional agency:

E For all faculty [ For none of the faculty

[] For at least 1 faculty member

b) Faculty are employees of a correctional agency:
£1 All faculty None of the facult
E At least one faculty member [ None of the facuity

) d culty are able to advocate practices which directly contradict the regulations of correctional agencies within your

tate:

[] Whenever their professional rludgme:m so indlicates.

(] Upon prior approval of specified faculty or administrators,

r_"] Faculty required to endorse State and local regulations,

8) For cac;x pair of staterments below, please check which one fits better as a description of your Master's degree courses in
Corrections.*

* You will recall that these ave courses specifically designed to tvain students for practice or administration of programs in the prevention,
care and treatment of delinquents and eriminals,

A. The major emphasis of our curriculum content is on:
a) Descriptions and explanations of the nature of criminal activity.
b) Principles and suggestions for direct practice with suspected or adjudicated offendenrs.
C g::::g:gg: gg ﬁtti gﬁt‘t‘é{, [] Both statements fit equally well.
B. Our instruction is intended mainly:
a) To better prepare students for the conditions of Correctional practice which ai)ply in a particular avea or system.
b) To better prepare students for the conditions of practice which apply generally in the Correctional field.

[] Statement ?‘g fits better, [J Both statements fit equally well.

[] Statement (b) fits better.
C. Our instruction is l;rimm'ily designed to provide:
a) A general introduction—or overview—to the practitioner’s job in a Corrcctional field.
b; Detailed information l;mcl procedures for carrying out the practitioner’s job in a Correctional field.
Statement (a) fits better.
[ Statement ébg fits better. [0 Both statements fit equnll}: well,
D. As a guide to practitioner conduct, our instruction emphasizes the desirability of relying on:
a) Agency rules, and suggestions from administrators in the employing agency.
b) Professional codles, and suggestions from colleagues in the profession.
[ Statement ag fits better.

F] Statement (b) fits better [] Both statements fit equally well.

__SECTION Il
SPECIAL NON-CREDIT PROGRAMS
1) A. Does your school conduct special courses, institutes or workshops aimed at personnel groups who work with offenders

exclude courses for academic credit)?
( ) Conducted Will be conducted

in 196546 in 196687

a) Probation/Parole Officers eamttsvesasmeam st s tnsamamt s et e 10 waame - O O
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b) Probation/Parole Supervisors or Administrators .......
ci Parole Board Members ...............

d) Police o
¢) Administrators of Correctional Institutions
) Correctional Officers .......cenene.
Cottage Parents ..o .-
1) Prosecuting Attorneys ... R
minal Court JUUREES ...cevircocieriiienrneicerstnnensemseasenese. ceeteribetenststesestasesssaneeeseiiseateninanannresrn avses enen
: fe &

Family or Juven UPL JUAGES «ooneoecrrrcinerctnnnns conecesnninecsmsessmnessnessissanens VS
1) Other (please specif)? :
B. Were any of these special programs co-sponsored h{, &pmctlonnl h})éganimtionﬁ

2) A. Please check any of the following types of Crimgmd Delinquency Centers which exist at your university, (Do not include
shovt-term or summer courses, Institutes or workshops conducted annually or semi-annually—or centers established solely
for xesearch.) [} No such center exists at our university. (check as many as apply)

] a) Center for Police Tminin%.

] b) Center for Correctional Administration,

¢) Crime or Delinquency Control Center.

d) President's Committee Training Center.,

@) Youth Studies Center,

Other type of Crime and Delinquency Training Center,

NN E RSN E R

N EEN

B.

(Name of conter checkod above) (Direstor)

SECTION IV:
NEW EDUCATIONAL PLANS AND GRANTS

This section Is concerned with new educational plans and grants for preparin
students to work with offenders in various agencies of law enforcement, crimina

justice or corrections.
Please indicate your views on desirable education for these wark roles even if your

school has no immediate plans for specialized training of this nature.

1) If Congress were to consider cstablishing a National Institute of Law Enforcement, Criminal Justice and Corrections—
following the pattern of the National Institutes of Mental Health—would you approve such a development?
% a; Strongly approve O cg Modemtcl{ disapprove
S

] b) Moderately approve ] d) Strongly disapprove
e) Indifferent or can't say

2) A. If Congress were to consider allocatin spcggnl funds for universities to train students so they ave prepared to work with
offenders, which of the following would you recommend? Reco .mended  Not ragommanded

a) Grants for additional faculty in those schools and departments currently engaged in

such tminin% ................... O O
b) Grants for additional faculty in those schools and departments planning to institute
such training ..., . O O
¢) Grants to expand the physical facilitics of those schools and departments currently
engaged in such trﬂinin? ...... O O
d) Grants to expand the physical facilities of those schools and departments planning
to institute such training ..., 0O O
€) Grants to individual faculty for research on problems related to working with
OfTENAEYS ... et eeecseetntene cenibene . : ﬂD |
B. How is your School prepared to use additional funds in training students for work with offenders if such funds are |
made available by Congress? (check as many as apply)
a) Salaries for additional faculty. 5
b) Funds for additional physical facilities.
[0 © Scholarships to your students. .
) d) A Crime and Delinquency Training Center responsible to your department. 1
q e) Our School is not now interested in federal funds for additional training of students to work with offenders. '
8) A. If Congress were to consider allocating special funds for university-based training 6f manpower to work with offenders,
how would you recommend that this oney be distributed? Recommended  Not recommended
a) $3,600 scholarships distributed by correctional agencies to employees on leave as full-
time students ......... g O
b) $8,600 scholarships distributed by university schools and departments designated as '
wpropriate for training students to work with offenders ... e O
¢) Work-study grants to match salaries of agency employecs who enroll as full-time
students while maintaining a partial agency workload eruemerstusaeneteca st ate e e s e ene O 0O
d) Study grants to match salarics of agency ecmployees who attend school full-time with-
out any agency workload............mmiecinininnneenen. O 0O
¢) Study grants (equivalent to practitioner salarics) for a summer program of specialized
training at a University Crime and Delinquency Center-......... etetmeaeeiecaanen saesens e enernnsn, s O O ]
B. Which of the plans outlined above arc your preferrci)(l choices? , 1
a c e A

(cirele no more than two) :
4) A. If Congress were to consider allocating special grants for agency-based training of manpower to work with offenders, L
how would you recommend that this money be distributed? :

Recommended  Not recommended
a) On a 50/50 matching basis to agencies with training programs S O

[}
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b} On the basls of acceptable training ProPOsAls ... ... oo
¢) On the basis of stafl size.. vermmsamnssaeraneetsaces 0
d) On priority basls to agencies starting new training programs ... ]
@) On a priority basis to agencles with a full-time training staff. ..o 8
B, ch of the above are your preferved choices? '
a b ¢ d e
(civale no more than two)
5) A. Do you think it important that University Centers for Training and Research in law enforcement, criminal justice and

corractions be established in various parts of the country?

0ooo

ug Extremely important ¢) Somewhat important
] b) Quite important d) Not at all important
B. Do you think it important to establish a Crime and Delinquency Center of this kind at your own University (or College)?

ag Extremely important

¢) Somewhat important
0 b) Quite important

% d) Not at all important
[ij ¢) We already have such a Center
6) A. If your university were to establish (or ias) a Crime and Delinquency Center, what would you recommmend to be included
in its program? od

(chek as many as apply)

(]

b) Research on practice decisions, processes and outcomes In work with offenders ... ...
¢) Summer training programs for graduate stuclents of professional schools on the application
of professional knowledge to work with offenders e taeuecs et ntena atasarasnt seseeaeesmsnses oee
d) Short-term training pmﬁmms for agency practitioners on the application of professional
knowledge to their work with offenders
) Consu‘l:}lation with agencies working with offenders on innovations in programs, roles and
NOICALCH oo esnnesmmssen st s ene e -
‘2 Small-scale demonstration programs on work with offenders
B. Which of the programs outlined above are your ]{)mferred choices?
a c d e f
(aircie no move than two)
C. How many students who are interested in work with offenders do you think would profit from special courses offered
by a Crime and Delinqucmx Center at your University?
E Al [ Many [JATFew [] None
7 A. 1f a Crime and Delinquency Center were to be established (or already exists) at your University, what personnel would
you recommend for its staff

ai Research on causes and :Lfes of criminal and delinquent behavior.............

OO O O

Recommended

) (check as many as apply)
a) Faculty from those professional schools concerned with training and research for work

WILD OfFENACYS e tiamaes et e eeeeesemeneseseeeseee e cms oo 0
b) Faculty from those social science departments concerned with training and research for work
with offenders . O

‘czl Experienced staff from agencies which work with offenclers . SR
B. Which one of the above do you think should make up the greatest percentage of Center staff? (cixcle one only)
a b c

8) A. If Congress were to allocate funds, what is your estimate of the proportion of federal funds which would likely be
required to establish and maintain a Crime and Delinquency Center at your university for a 3-year experimental period?
check one
( ) Faderal government share University share

1009, 09,
8 759, 259,
O 509, 509,
D oot s e anams s e e e e et aeeemeeesenrens 25% 759,
D et r e e et nmesen e e et ettt et es et emeees Not feasible at our university under any

such funding arrangement.
9) A. What administrative structure would you recommend for a “rime and Delinquency Center at your university? (Check
here if you feel you have no strong vicws on desired Center structure )]
Recommended
(check as many as apply)

a) A Center responsible to central university administration ...................ooooooeeeioerveoe oo [ ]
b) A Center responsible to your School .. ... ... oo oo 0
€) A Center responsible to another department or school at your university ...................... 0
d) A Center responsible to practice agencies and a university school or department ............ R ]
€) An autonomous Center which is administratively independent of the university and prac-
tice agencies ... et et e een e e etmm et eene e . cetemense e eansasnteeen s cemse s s aenaseeen [ ]
B. Which of the above would be your first choice?
a b ¢ d e
(circle one only)
10) A. Do you approve or disapprove of universities (colleges) offering programs such as th. e listed below?
Approve as Approve only
degrec as special Disapprove of
programs (non-credit) these programs
at the wniversity at the
university programs university
a; Undergraduate programs with a “concentration” * in police science............ O O 0
b) Graduatc programs with a “concentration” in police science................ a a 0
€) Undergraduate programs with a “concentration” in corrections.............. O a 0
d) Undergraduate programs with a “concentration” in social welfare......... O (] O

® 12 or more credit hours in a defined program of study.
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¢) Master of social work programs with a “concentration” in Corrections ... [ O
LL.B. (J.D.) programs with a “concentration” in Criminal LaW.............. 0
B. Do you think that the Police College whose students are required to be employees of law enforcement agencies should

be part of a public university?
53 0 Ap¥rove b) q Disapprove ¢) [ No opinion »
C. Do you think that a college degree should be awarded to student-employees of the Police College located at a public i
university upon completion of the prescribed course of study? :
a) [] Approve b) [ Disapprove ¢) [ No opinion
11) Assume that substantiall{, greater funds and facilities were made available to educate personnel for the positions listed

below. Which University Program Area(s) would you then advocate for cach personnel group? j;

University Program Areas
9. Public Administration

1. Criminology 5. Police Science

2. Corrections 6. Psychiatry 10, Social Work

8. Law-—general 7. Psychology——general 11. Sociology—general
4. Law-—criminal 8. Psychology—clinical

Select (by number from 1-11) the University Program Areas which you advocate for
each personnel group.

Univcroitv program University progrant
area ™n which you area(s) i which you
-eronal: advoaate atrong vocate a

_a degro¢ aeries of courees
(select one (select as many
area only) areas as apply)

A. Law Enforcement Personnel
a) Administrative personnel ........
b) Police officers—adult division
¢) Police officers—juvenile division

B. Court Personnel

a J{:ndges in criminal courts

b) Judges in juvenile or family courts

¢) Prosecuting Attorneys

d) Public Defender Attorneys.....
C. Probation and Parole Personnel
i)}Administmtive personnel

Probation/Parole officers—adult division
¢) Probation/Parole officers—juvenile division
ersonnel in Juvenile Institutions
a) Administrative personnel
b) Cottage parents .....
¢) Classification and Assignment personnel
d) Diagnostic and Treatment personnel ......
E. Prison and Reformatory Personnel

a) Administrative personnel

b) Correctional Officers

¢) Classification and ASSIgNMENt PEISOMMECL i -
dg Diagnostic and Treatment personncl S —

¢) General Counscling personnel
GENERAL INFORMATION

1)
(Name of your school and university)

2) Your Name

(please print)
3) Do any other schools or departments at your university offer a substantial number of courses which prepare students for

practice with offenders? [ NO
[] YES (Names of schools or departments)

1.

4) Pleasc check those factors which either helped or hindered
courscs in Corrections for this academic year. ]
A. Auvailability of Resources: Helped ~ Hindered

a) Availability Of FURAS c..ooooooooii oottt

b) Availability of Space ..oeoiiiiciinnnns -

¢) Availability of good faculty.......

d) Availability of good students...............

€) Size Of faculty 10ad ..o
Availability of suitable agencies for field placements ..

B. Attitudes and Actions of:

a) Personnel in the university administration

b) Personnel within your own school

¢) Personnel in other schools or departments of the university..

d) Faculty senate or university FI00) 111 11 14 0T J R —

e) Personncl in correctional organizations in the community..

f) CS.W.E. and its rclated cOMMittCes ... .

Position

2.
your School in planning or organizing field work or classroom

e s S ST

O00pDo 000000

................

OoOoOopa 000000

[ m]

Please check here if your school would like a cdby of our study report. O
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Administrative structure of Crime and Delinquency Center
se¢ Crime and Delinquency Center)
Administrators,
as primary source of standards, 3, 11
Administrators/supervisors,
cost to produce, 24-25
expected recruitment of qualified personnel for, 16
institutes for, 38
number employed, 9-10
official vacancies for, 9--10, 16
public administration as degree area for, 33
shortage rate of, 9-10
Agencies, Criminal Justice,
correctional personnel employed in, 15
consultation for,
at Crime and Delinquency Center, 44, 46
educational standard maintained by, 12-13
fieldwork training,
suitable for, 20
willingness to provide, 22
importance of Crime and Delinquency Center to, 38-39
as joint administrators of Center, 47-48, 49-50
number of, 6-7
recommendations for Center administrative structure by,
47-50
salaries in, 29
training programs at Center for personnel of, 43, 46
Alcabes, Abraham, 61, 30n, 31n, 38n
American Psychiatric Association, 25n, 31n
Anthropology, departments of,
social work programs in, 13
Arden House Conference,
educational qualifications of probation/parole personnel by,
21
recommendations for cstablishment of Centers by, 37
Aronson, Sidney H., 44n
Association of the Bar of the City of New York, 37, 48n

B
Baldwin County, Alabama, Department of Pensions and
Sccurities, 7n
Behavior,
research on,
criminal and delinquent, 44-45, 46
Bureau of Labor Statistics surveys,
on professional categories of probation/parole officers, 21
on social welfare personnel,
distribution of, 15, 25n
educational achievement of, 12, 12n
on number employed in social work positions, 26n

C
Case aides,
assignment of duties to, 30
Case supcrvision (see Professionalization)
Child welfare programs (see Public assistance)
Classification and assignment personnel,
number in corrections, 15
Clinical psychology (see Psychology (clinical) )
Cohen, Wilbur J., 13n
Colleges and Universities (other than professional schools)
population and sample described, 62
recommendations regarding Crime and Delinquency Cen-
ters by,
administrative structure, 47-50
establishing network of, 37-42
funding, 55
programs, 43-46
staft, 51-54
stipends, 54-55
Confercnce on Graduate Psychiatric Education of the Ameri-
can and Canadian Psychiatric Associations, 25n
Consultation (see Crime and Delinquency Center)
Correctional administration,

81

RN AP A L S e RS LS s s

W/ 170 Providd by ERIC

SRl il Skl it LA i B

Index

defined, 31
degree programs in, 31
Correctional 1nstitution systems,
population and sample clescribed, 59-60
recommendations regarding Crime and Delinquency Centers
by,
administrative structure, 47-50
establishing nctwork of, 37-42
funding, 55
programs, 43-46
staft, 51-55
stipends, 54-55
Correctional training programs, support of,
by academic groups, 22
by professional groups, 22
Corrections,
classroom courses in,
paucity of, 26-27, 31, 32
schools which offer, 26-27
concentration in, 19
defined, 31
degree programs in, 3-4, 21-22, 31-33
ficld placements in,
paucity of, 26-27
share of students in, 25--26
legitimacy of undergraduate programs in, 32
number of graduates in, 31-32
social work education’s mandate for, 27
as university degree area recommended, 32-33
Costs, scheol,
to produce social work graduates, 23-25
scholarship per social work student, 23n
Council of State Governments,
recommendations for the establishment of institutes by, 38
Council on Social Work Education, 13n, 14n, 15n, 23n, 26n,
26n, 41n
accreditation of schools by, 13-14
accreditation of specializations by, 41n
support for correction training programs by, 22
Crime and Delinquency Center,
administrative structure of,
autonomous, 47-50
responsible to agencies and school, 47-50
responsible to central university administration, 47-50
responsible to school or department, 47-50
consultation for agencics at, 44
demonstration programs at, 45-46
existing,
population and sample described, 64
recommendations regarding Crime
Centers by,
administrative structure, 47-50
establishing nctwork of, 37-42
funding, 55
prograins, 43-46
staff, 51-54
stipends, 54-55
funding for, 55
imporiance of,
to academic institutions, 3940
to Criminal Justice agencies, 4, 38-39
to existing Centers, 39-40
priorities for programs at, 46
recommendations for establishment of, 37-38
by Arden House Conference, 37
by the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice, 37
by Leon Radzinowicz, 37
by UNESCO, 37-38
rescarch at, 44-45
responsibility to school of, 19
staff of,
interdisciplinary, 51-52
interinstitutional, 52
predominant source of, 53-54
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profile of, 54
students for, 42
training programs at, 43-46
Criminal Justice institutes,
recommendations for establishment of,
by Council of State Governments, 38
by NCCD, 38
b,y President’s Committe on Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Crime, 38
Criminology,
defined, 31n
degree program in,
rejection of, for supplementary pool of manpower, 33
endorsement for programs in, 34

Degrees, academic,
nmumber awarded, 33-34
Demonstration (see Crime and Delinquency Center)
Diagnostic and treatment personnel,
number in corrections, I5n
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space needed for, 20

students needed for, 20
MSW graduates, 23-28

training resources for, 20

F

Faculty,
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placements,
in psychiatric social work, 25-26
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short-term training of agency personnel, 43, 46
summer training for professional school graduates, 43, 46
LL.B, }J.D.,.5n
specialized Criminal Justice, 22, 40
Psychiatric residency centers,
patterns of training for Criminal Justice in, 1922, 40
population and sample described, 63
recommendations regarding Crime and Delinquency Cen-
ters by,
administrative structure, 47-50
establishing network of, 37-42
funding, 55 ~
programs, 4346 :
staff, 51-54
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