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Despite the effects 8§ innovations, increased efforts, hard worl , dedication, -

Y ¢
andancreased use of hardware and envnronm\ent_al desian, criminal behavidr 1n

\

America appears to be rapidly increasina. The yearly Uniform Crime Reporty of

| - -
I

the Federal Burecau of Investigation reflect the rapid increage n the'nln}nhers
. 2

» an rates.of crimes reported to the police. The 1972 report 1n§hcatéd that, from

1967 to 1972, the actual rate of reported crimes rose 55%, and the crime rate

per 100,000 inhabitants rose 477 ;. the correspondina increase 1n population in

. th& United States rose only 5% ,‘1 The crime rate in 1974 alone rose 8% over

/\ & - n s D

the 1973 figures.

-

. fhe public in general 1s considerably exercised over-the high crime and %

3

alleqgel recidivism rates. The reports by B‘axley2 and Martinson~ suggest that

v

. the recidivism rate has not been staunched by correctional proarams ”In the

«

) mqQre recent years, however, innovators 1in the field of corrections have been

»

A .
experimentirdg w1&h and investjgating altemgt}ve progréms for crime control

L :
and prevention. Phe Omnjbus Crime Control and. Safe Streets Act has made . §
e, Nt M ‘ )

",

&\ .
large-scale innovations possible, and Martinsqn 1s reviewing what works n
corrections singe 1967. - g L *

One area 1n which innovation has décured has been the use of ex-offenders
\ .o . o K
eas parole officer aides in,

.

. \ ’ - .
Ohio. *This is an effective, 1n'{10vat1ve and meaning-
. o

ful program, deserving the Exemplary Praject status whic)‘x the Law Enforcement

~

o ©~
[ e . N ..,
b . . ' . . }
' " Assistance Administra;’ron has Qestowed upon 1t. The Adult Parole Authority -
= B . ‘ ’ 51 /)’ ,..0 . " . : . , "! . Y
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: CHAPTER 1 -

{ THE USC Or PARAPROTESSIONALS IN CORRECTIONS
g . ;’Q » N R .. l

Introduction.
' F

?

" Thle use of nonprofe;ssmnal aids in social service delivery proorams has a

lona h!story.] Phe volunteer 1s probably the most common expression of this -

ase, and has traditionally been seen in such programs as the United Wég. the
e ‘ - ,
* Red Cross, Candy étnpers,, aqd the March of Dimes. Increasinoly, volunteers

are servinqg in corrections in such programs as Man-to Man, Woman-to Woman. .

Volunteers in Probatiord, etc. Most volunteers have no special character'stics

. -
.

for serving in such delivery systems, particularly an terms of traifing and
formal education. They are, however, recruited for their high interests in and

desire to be of service to others, as well as their knowledge, 6f communty

agencies, resources and opportunities. Mere typically unpaid, ‘these non-

v (‘. ' . - .
professional workers nonetheless provide an agency with considerable manpower

“on a regular and extensive hasis. Both agsency administrative personnel as

Q well as line workers view volunteers as separate from and not an_ integral part *
2

o g
of the paid, professional staff. Further, volunteers have a unique feature,

particularly in corrections: «they cannot be fired if their contributions gnd

presence are deleterious to the operations and mission of the agency.

- 1

A major departure from the traditional uses of volunteers occured 1n 1963,

.

when the Mobilization for Youth project, funded tﬁrough the Prestdent/s

Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and-Youth Crime, was ohgmated. '

’

i

.
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7

Scott? reports that, in addition to the éffects of the Office of Econon{lic Opp-
- 5 .(.

ortupity in increasing the demand for inidigenous paraprofedsionals, the use . ¥
‘ . . ;

of ex-offenders as indigenous paraprofessionals in corrections has been *

> -t

implemented in Alabama (the Draper Project), Massachusetts (the Massachu-

setts Correctional Institution af Walpole), thé Fedetal Bureat of Prisons
- f .

(particularly in Terre Haute, Indiana), Colorado (BARS Project), California ~
' * !

(the S&uires' Program at Sah Quentin), North Carolina (Chapel Hill Youth
" / e - y . ‘ 7

Development and Research Unif), Illinois (Univers‘i’ty of Chicago Center for

P,

Studies in Criminal Justice and U.S. Probation Office), and Oregon (Project

' MOST). . -
. /,, » /( . - . .

Organizations of ex-offenders have also‘_been found to impact on offenders

either curremly incarcerated or emerging on parole. These include the Synanon

Foundation; Sélf-Development GrZ)up, Inc.; Seventh Step Program; Future

[y

Association of Alberta, Canada; Efforts from Ex-Convicts in the District of
Columb'ia; and the Hpuse of Judah in Atlanta. .
The paraprofessional, unlike the volunteer colnterpart, has distinct and ’* t

unique characteristics as a treatment perspective. The desired charcateristics

of a volunteer (Migh interest and community knowledge) are combined with the

dimensions of a new career, and the paraprofessional is viewed as an integral

part of an agency's staff while being paid for services rendered. While d%gs‘tmct

¥
% g

from formélly trained professionals, the paraprofessional i1s a person with def-

inite ties 7’ the local commugity but with less formal training. Many criminal

/
\
justice professionals view the paraprofessional ex-offender as a peer of the
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' offe_n\dgr\\wi‘th intimate knowledoe of the life styles, problems, llmjtedlresodrces.

attitudes, tr'a\ifs and behavior of the offender  Siace social distance and nability.

\ . < LA

to communicate between the professional correctional woiker and dffender have -

heen defined as contributing in part’ to offender non-adjustment tolife on the

streets, parole revocation andt recidivism, the paraprofessional has been viewed

.

as a major airle in resolvinag a part of the crime problem o )

-

.
—

P

" The paraprofessional in torrections has been chargctérized as increasing
v A o i

. : 1
service efficiency and effectiveness throuch relieving the professional of tlm%

éanuminq work which does not require extensive formal training, as well as
N . . P - 5

s
providina certain services vg}ﬁch the professional cannot These insiahts and

traits are believed to be especially useful in manaaing and assistina minority

and ethnic groups of which the professional may not be a member. In Like fashion,

the paréprofessional 1 viewed as a translator and transmitter who can, 1deally,

8
-

Y N
influence the attitudes, hehaviors, and insichts of the professional n relation
g ’
to the clients and community being served, thus enabling the professional to

¢

deal mdre effect"ively with those he serves. It 1s.no wonder that paraprofession

als have in many larger agencies been given major roles in treating.and servicino

! " -

clients in human service delivery systems. Departments of Correction thréuqh

out the United States-(as will be discusse{d helow) are using ex—offenders as -
. 7
paid paraprofessionals in such diverse roles as correctional officer, probation

anr parole officers and aides, teachers. counselors, placement officers, om-

budsmén,, therab?sts in drug and alcohol abuse programs, etc.

A'subtle and seldom acknowledaoed fall-out of the use of ex offenders as
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. paraprofessionals 1n corrections 1s retroflexive reformation. a process by which

M ”

ex-offenders find themse'lyes advocating}‘arﬁd later adopting prasocial attitudes,

. behaviors, traits and beliéfs. fhe ex~offer}der* is tra.nsfprmec; from a help re

ceiver t\‘o a help'giver, e;nd in«e:a r<;1e reversal may find that ine incorportates

into hxsapx;m.\hfe—sstyle that same pattern which he \se‘eks to hgve his clients
. ’ .o , . -

adopt. It may well k;e aftn‘Jis‘m that the ex:offesr{dgr.}\, in trying to provide

. . \ .
services to offender B, benefits as much as if ndt more that B in becomino and

@

remaining crime-free and non-criminal._ If.such a phemonenon were repeatedly
/ ! .

reported and verified, the palicy 1mp1icationss for peoplé -changing systems - |

‘
s

would be obvious apd indicative.

-« . M

In summary, during the last decade indigenous workers with similar char -
. ' e o0 ) " -

acteristics, bac}gr'oud, e)(pefienCes, and behaviors as the clients they serve

) - . ' H
hape been .increasingly, utilized in establishing more effective and productive

services and relationships. Correétloné--and especially corhmunity-ba"sed

il » 4
» !

corrections-- has also begun to utilize ex-offenders as change agents in aidinc ’
o . -« . 7 .

. . .
current offenders in their adjustment to.the community and in their transition to

the free wor,ld"outside institutions. . *
1 N ‘0 ! ‘\: “ '

In these.areas, 'it appears that the use of ex-offenders as indigenous para~
{

professionals may be of considerable benefit to clients, the agency, the para-

It
-

professional himself, and to the society as a whole. Unfortunately, most prior
evaluations have been subjective and non-empirical in nature. The existing
lack of empirical, hard data on which to build is a situation to be remedied, .

for it is essential that policy makers, future evaluators, irinovators and criminal

o

1e

'/

[

S ’
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justice practitipners have reliable and robust data for ‘ft'iture planning and action

q

This report in part addresses that need. < v

v

R

The Stud,y

This report répresents an external evaluation of the use “of 1ndigenous
paraprofessionals as parole officer aicies'in Ohio, and 1smore extensively
) . :

’desenbed 1n the next chapter. An overview of the project and its aoals are
- .

* . . *

presented here in order to put into perspective the results of*the national sur-"
N ) ' v . N
vey on states' usec of ex-offenders in parole anad pro.bation'work roles, part of-
LY é &
the history of the use of ex-offenders in correctional endeavors

?

The Adult- Parole'Authority of t}}e Ohio Department of Rehahilitation: and

- % & ) -

(‘orrectiong m September of 1972, 1mp1eme157ted yhat to date has been a thréee-
year program de\\ignated as the Parole Officer Axde Proq“ram usmc..ex-offenders
as cuasi- parolé otficers. Funding has been .provided by crants from the Law
E‘nforcement‘i\ ls1stance Administration, through block and discretionar:/ funds,
as well as by/matchingqst‘ate funds.’ l?valuat/on of t.he Paroie,Cl)ff‘icer Ai\de (POA)

'

. / ) , a " .
Prog: am has den conducted under contract with the APA- by the Program for the

S
Study of Cri erand Delinquency o‘f the Ohro State Universn% E .

The goals of the POA proiect were to b«ridge the nép betwéen the APA and

4

\

parolees, to facilitate communication 7étween corrections and the community
and state, to engender trust and confi/dence in the’ correctional system to .

K]
" S0 -

decrease recidivism, and to reducelparole vioiatipns . This monograph reports .,
o " - . . ' . \ - ]

“ ’
» .

on the evaluation of the three year project designed to gain.the henéfits ofﬂthe

s W [
L) B 4 . .’
. .
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services of the ex-offenders as well as provide new and meaningful careers
for ex-offenders 1n this area of the human service delivery system's In gen |

eral, the State of Ohio has successfully usegi ex-offenders 1n these roles

1

As part of the process of evaluatlon, a nat10na1 survey was conduct-\ed“in
P .
early 1974 Io determme the extent to which ex-offenders were used or bem%‘

v
“

considered for use by other correctional departments. The outcomes of this
_portion of the evaluation stu‘dyﬁare included below ‘to place the POA project,
. R L‘ » K

-
L

in national perspective. ‘ ) i : )
- . P B ‘

Nétional Survey of States' Use of Ex—O‘ffenders

‘in Parole and Probation Work

v 4 .
As noted above, there has been a'rapid increase in the number, variety
N v - N ¢ ’ ’

and responsibilities of ex-offenders in the human service delivery system in

. v
- = %
»

— - - »
general, and in corrections in pé}rticular. The interest in and exparsion of
- Wt o .
" progrdms usin,c:; ex-offquiers has led to an explosion of knowledge about'énd

literature,on the use of parepré'f‘e_s.sionals': The lates"t resources indicate that
. . R i S - ) ) ~ ‘l, . . ‘
most programs have been rFIatively $uccessful, and thus criminal justice agen-
s ! . » g ) ] ) 2 Ly

cles, including law enforcement units, have ;ﬁaré intensely explored the poss -

- . . »
. ’ .

Jibility cyf use of i“néi.genous workers in their ma(]dated reles. “ Both the Iemt'

COU"THSSlOﬂ on Correctlonal Manpower and Tr(ammg and the more fecent National

* - '
R i . o

Adv1sory Comm1551on on Crniminal Iustlce Standard’s and Goals (1973) have ex-

t

ressly urged correctional aoencies tor actively recruit, retam andLUSe ex-offend-
, ) N

[ \
(RN A 7 N N
- s - L.

Nar\s in workmg w1th oonv1cted offenders Ce s _
SR ‘ . ® =2
R ” , ,.-\‘ :’ ' l- . ) ) ) ' ‘
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Although these p‘restigibus Commissions have grgé_d and literature reflects .

more widespread use of ex-offender paraprofessionals in corrections; critics

-0,

have continued to arque that such programs are more rhetorical than implement\éd. .

Y

Further, the actual number and types of such procrams in iise by state correc-
. Y .
Al

K , . \ . . >
, tional asencies has not Heen documented in recent-years: the National Council

N

AN
.

‘ . . - 0
on Crime and Delinquency surveyed the area in 1967. The absence of more .

; . . .
rmfnnt information may well be an inhibitina factor 1n the adoptipn of such pro-

- ‘ ' . 2
arams For these reasons, a survey was umiertéﬁ en to ascertaih the extent of .

.
» - - \

v A )
such proaramming.

B

* . * i
The Suryvey. S -

] ~

The survey of the use of ex-offenders in correctional roles was undertaken

in March of 1974, A 2‘2\iif‘em"quest‘ionna1re was
. .

";‘ of‘gaéh state department of correct:

sent to the administrative head ,

. , I"

!
LY

ons in the nation, along with a cover letter \ /

. -
. °

explaining the purpose of the survey:- to ascertain baseline data qn the use of

’ex—off‘ender paraprofessionals as well as certain attitudes toward the use of . ‘
. R P i .

) . - ¢ ’ ’ -

sucbﬁindlqenous workers. Tollow-up mailinas were sent every two weeks to ! ‘

! 4 .

]
'

non—res"’pondents, and at the end of 12 weeks 4@' poIl}ed.adm:im\stratéré had Ire—

.

- S ) - Lot
sponderd. The remainina three state administrators were telephomically surveyed.

As questionngires were returned, it quickly became evident that there was
. " k.

P -
-

-

",a major problem. ‘The quéstionnaire contained items dovering parole and pro-
.-'n , 1 : :

- N

. hation as well as a general response category of "other", referring to the use of * .
- “ Yt " [ . N ’ ’
A L)
ex-offenders in corrections outside of the probation and pardle area. Many
*, ' L ‘ :
,f)y 4 . - . -
;. i . )

« state administrators duplicated the questionnagre'and circulated 1t to other

- ) o

-

- agencies, leading to multiple responses from seven-states = Therefore, on | e
. ¢~ - ' R ’ ' K - o
- » (33
v . ~ ’ ‘ 20 - ) ! i K : /
»t ~~ .
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questions dealing with parole and prob‘atldn, a dec1son1 was made to report RN
dnly the responses received from _t'he various state directors of correéctions

(unless the state director of probation was the principal respondent). The mul- . .
L. ¢ - “ - o )

tiple respo}lses from the seven states are reflected (for the most part) only in ':
'. N r o
\‘the general category of "other"- the mulpple answers received were simply

| ) {
averaged together to assigh an overall response from that state

e

-
s N ' .

" @ne other weaf\ness of the data s reflected in the fact that several states

10 not have a centralized probation dervice . For example, in California, pro-

N
.
e

bation is strictly a county; function (with the exeeptlon of the state probahon .

subsidy program). In Ohio, by cc)ntr‘ast‘, one-half of the coynties are super-
. - . N

»

vised by the state central.office while the other half maintains county autonomy. '

»
’ Ed

It appears that; in several states-with decentralized probatlon programs, no one,

r

Lnows the entlrety of what is going on. t oughout that state in the fl.elb ot;pc/
. |

bation. Therefore the emphas}s in this repQrt is on the use of ex-offenders as

t ~ “ ’ - 3 B v &

parole officers:or aides. ’ )

yoox
M oo
- v v 4

. ' e . The Use of Ex-Offendérs, ~ . ’
\_7 ) ' ~ . \\ % . . ‘

, Tirst, 1t was ob\{iously difficult for many state dire\chs‘of corrégctions to }

’a'ccurately:respond to whethér their state used ‘ex-offenders as parole or pro: |

-

-

%tlon officers or,aides. One of the major reasons was simply that, n %t

- - L ¢

teast nine states, there are no legal -or administrative restricfons excluding 4

ex-offenders from state employment. Consequently, little effort had been made .

~

to document whether or not correctional employees have criminal records. The

response fram Oregon typifies these circumstances:




4

. the Corrections Division has rLo specific program to hire
{
|
x

former offenders, and certainly no s‘pfacmc funding for that pur-
pose. Conversely, we have nc% biasJ against hring any individual
i
whose background and ability éuallfy!ﬁlm or her\for\a specific
) L

. I
position, :

The respondent went on to indica"tej that following his canvass of personngl
offices serving various units of the Corrections Division, several formeir

| ¥

offenders were 1dentified as employees. \\ N4 ‘ /

. » i
Sixteen (approximately one-third) &f the states rep#rted the use of e;x—
' J .

offendefs as parole officers or aides (see Table 1). THe number randedlfrom

; ons-sug¢h employee in five statgs to twenty-three 1n OHio and fifty-five ex- . o

|
/ -offender employees in Pennsylviania (see Tal

). \

™

Uging former offenders as pafole officer latively new pherlomenon.

as judaed Dy the initial dates given for the finitiation 9f.such practices (see Coa
\ ] , \ I
\@able{3). Cahfornia began its program In ;‘ 67: Wash natom\m 1965, and
N
fou/ states (Alaska, Maryland, Utah and

/

be mr{ing in 1970 I\n 1971, fou\r\dditlonal states injitiated ex-offender parole \

sconsin) neport s1m\ar—3roorams

-

officer programs; five more states implemented such programs in 1972; and one
. !

‘ ] N
statg reported beginning a program in 1973, . Appargntly 1970- 1972 was the
i ' . N

{ S
perl?d when most otl these programs beaan. In fact, of the 139 ex offender par -

LY

R ,’ ' -
. “ole officer aides presently employed throughout the'{'l-n'l{ed States, 117 (over ,

'

BX\percent) were employed in states which initiated their proarams during® his

period It is of interest to note that all thirteen programs which began hetween\ \

.,
9
V)
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‘ TABLE 1 \ -
e |
\ N , o
\
N
AN
\State Responses to the Use of Ex-Offenders > !
in Corrections ! !
. Y
~ . States Not | 5 \
States Using , : ;
Category Using  (Percent) Ex-Of fenders  (Percent) ¥ i
Parole Officer Alde 16 34.0 3 | 66.0 SR
Probation Dfficer Alde 10 26,4 1 ’* 75.6 .
v, | 3 ‘ \
Other* : 22 100.0 0 ' ‘ 0.0 : i(

f

~
i
>

1, ' *Includes Correctional Officers, teachers, woqﬁlrelease direct-~
ors, community volunteers, halfway house counselors, other professional
positions, business officer personnel, work-release sy ervisors, pro-
gram coordinators, clerical support in probation and parole services, _ i
teachers' aides, probation officers, coogs and related service workers, g
. regsearch assistants, engineers, other ingtitutional jgbs not involving ;
custody, treatment aides in drug program , advocates, cottage parents '

and employment counselors.
g

.

' 23




TABLE 2

v K \‘

\

[§

+

Number of Ex-Offenders Actuall} Employed
by Number of States

Ex-Of fender Employees

Type Employment 1 2-5 6-10 11-15 16-30 31-60 Total
Parole 5% 1 5 2 1 1 . 139 -
Probation ' 1* 1 2 2 0 0 41

‘Other o 5;,\2 3 3 1 20\

*Several states failed to repdrt the number of ex-offender ﬁarole
or probation officer aides they employed thus the total in row one ig
only 15 states.
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‘!
»/ |
TABLE 3 ) ,
v Yeé\\in Which State Program Using Ex-Offenders Began ! \
\ ,
Category Date . States Percent A
\ \
Pa\ole 1967 1 6.3
1968 1N 6.1 e
1969 0 0.0
\ 1970 4 25.0 >
1971 4 . 25.0
1972 5 31,1
1973 1 6.3
. 16 100, 0
: ~ . »
Probation 1968 1 12.5
. 1969 0. 0.0 o
1970 4 50.0 / ’\
1971 . 1 12.5 Ly
1972 2 50 - |\
' g* 100.0" .'.
- | , \\ |
\ | &
Others Early 50's 1 5.7 | _
1969 ‘ 2 ! 10.5 ) J
1970 3 15.8 » !
1971 3 15.4 ]
1972 6 |/ 3.6 ‘ ’
1973 4 | 2,
[ 19% ) 100 ( [ .
J | -~ 4 . ,
A
ol l
/) . ¥ ! \

. \
*Three states fuailed to report when their parole or probption {
officer aide program began and the N undO{ others represents pxu$||m
" j

rather than states.

N~

o
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&
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1970 and 1972 recc;"w.'cwi LTAA f(m»hr{u. Of the ex-offender parole officer arde

proarams inttrated before this time, only one of tha three reported federal
. PR _ _ | °
e ‘remen lous crowth and adoption of such procrams, therefore
. /‘ & '

/ 2 . . - ,
to t*e an outarowth of federal interest < 1n supportina such innovatiofs

1]
fandin

ap
I . 4
\(hn use qS* prot ation oi‘fn*nr aifles has followed a similar line of develobment
% . \] e
am! fun-difMas parolr o*"’?r er aides . ~NALL but one of the state proc rams heaun %?{v"

.

- ‘ )
Stnee 1970, receivad, cral funding, Of particular mote 's the fact that all

jealral
4 ‘ ‘s
ten states with probqtion officer aide proarams also have parple offlw
i} 4 I : ) _
programs. )
» LS . o
Ceaal and Administrative Restrictions . .

Concerming Employving Lx-Offenders

Several state directors_ mentioned that one of the motivating factors for
[ 4

‘nitiating their ex-ofﬂ‘ender parole officer arde program was the need to set

“ L

. Ly .
an example far oLhQr.%?mponers to hire ex-offenders A typical comment was:

+
s

". . the commission carnot ask.other employers to consider hiring ex-otfenders
. ’ "

& ' -
without first hirineg them q"urs,elves. " Despite the vahidity of such loo'c, admin -
i i J'
» 7 ﬁ : “’
istrative or leﬂa%restnctx,ms himit the employment of ex-offenders for parole

3 ! . ‘
or pronation work in {ifteén states. [leven state dlrectors:of correctidn re -

! ' . .
port legal refsinctions sugh as the following: .
- F Y v . ' . , - ¢
4 [ i H .
< Parclj/le officers are "peace officers" and must be licensed to
carry f ear‘ms and 1t is against our state law for a convicted felon

to carry a flrearm f ’l _ h o
. ' s )
t ’ H
The state, county or mumcfpallty may not empldy a person
convicted of a felom* who has:not, prior To the tnhe of, fllmo an -

» emplovment apphcalﬁl recelved a full pardon .
) .

' : \ 13

a,
N ‘ e

. ] _ 906 : L

o

%




¢ . L ]
Qur state perso(?nel still refuses to hire if a potential employee
has been convicted of a {elony or is under fclony indictment. \
. e .

.

4

Convicted felons lose their citizenship endjcannot be sworn té

A . oath.of office until citize\gship 1S restore_d.
l' ) T "o - l’ N
Convicted felons cannot by law: kye appornted to a position of ’

' trust., |

. _ < -
Nine states reported administrative reLtnctlons limiting the employment

<y

. N B -3 "
of ex-offenders ingparole or prodation work. I\ four c;f these nine states
N

|
|
. there were no legal;@t({itlons only admintstrative ones Typical restricz

) [ g
‘ tions reported were: N7

-
.

\ . ' . ®
Qur policy is that an%ppllcant'wrth a criminal record must
have received a pardon for each ¢onvicted offense before employment

-

. -!lS conS1dered , . “

-_—

-

It 15 s1 ply not done in oy/state We want employees we can
trist and‘you never know about ex-cons. . -

The usg of ex-offenders as parole or probation officer aides

does not @e the support of experienced probation and parole offiger
personrel but appears to be'limited mostly to academic theortsts,

The role of the ex-offender must be limited, and he should never b
allowed to exercise any q‘f the supervisory control over offenders J .

In addrtro%l‘gal and admrn{s\rat\we restr1ctlons prohlbrting ex o{fenders‘
\

s employment 1n parole and probat}on work , other factors discourage many ex-
\ g s ‘ .
offenders fror_n participating in such programs. Low monetary compensation
]
1s no doubt;pne determining'fa’ctor. The average begrnnmg pay for such

W

~ employees was $483 52 per month or a mere $5,802. 21 per yvear. The highest

. .
beginning pay for parole or p_robation aides ‘was in Alaska where the minimal

starting pay was $687.00 pér month or"$8,,2_,44.00 per year The pay scale for

~ - - .
N ‘ w -
-

ex-offenders 1n parole or probatron work was also quite limited. Often aides

21

, . AL




are unable to advance to hiaher professional levels and, thereforeytheir maximal
* € 2 .

earnincs are considerably restricted. The maximal saleges for ex-offender

. - A Lc

airdes ranged from 36,684~ to $16,800 per year, with the avefage maximal

) .

' salary heing $10,352 ox‘"‘\$862.67 per month. With such fingncial barriers and =~ ¢
, \ .

the adritional professional reStI'lCthI?S/,/ aides in some gositions may be . ~ -

N

. locked into a low gaying job with lltf/e hope of advancement within the agency. *
!' . ) -
W‘hlle definite barriers exist in some states, several state and federal
L \\ A ‘ ’ ’ )
1'\ar_;enmes actively recruit cx—of{enders for their respective parole and pro-

/ - s ’ -
hation aide proorams, as well as other important positions. For example

several state omhudsmen were formerly ex-of%ﬂnder.parole officer aides. At
/ t g ’ )
least one assistant prison warden was a former aid‘e, and one administrative
I \ e o ) i
assistant™o a state direftor of Correctional Services was a former offender.

Thus, in some instances the former offender who sel?cts a career in cr)mllr\al
% W . \‘» ~
L] (.

justice can progress professionally and receive better compénsations.

. , v .
Another positive point of the ex-offender pargle and probation proagrams
N ] : s
was the opportunity provided aides for educational advancement. Twelve of
) . v * @

the sixteen states which utilized ex-offenders as parole or probation offiger

\Q aides pr?ﬂé paid release time from the job for educational advancement.
( " 4 .

In addit/ior{, financial aid was available in at leastfeven of the $ixteen states

;

v 7

>

5
»
-

» A
to defray the educational expenses. Such.available support and encouragement

S

194

~ N

better. payina jobs. The Law Enforcement Education ProgPam (LEEP) is .

. - . s
undoubtedly a major advancement aid.
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Criteria Used in Selecting Ex-Offenders
> for Employment 1n Correctional Work  ~ ] . %, ®

Selection of paraprofes'siOna]s.remains a problem for most helping

agencies. No less than twenty -eight statZ directors of corrections requested

from the researchers a list of criteria on’ other states were selecting ex-

offender aides. One director of corrections commented:
. One of the reasons our state has been reluctant to start
»» programs using ex-offenders as parole or probation officers is our
uncertinty as to how reliable, dependable and trustworthy-ex-cons
can be identified. Certainly, public opipion is not apt to be
highly mobilized if ex-offenders as correctional personnel were to
become involved in legal problems

N

Corsequently, many dxrectors of correct1ons appeared be, somewhat reluctant
; /
to acfept such new programs without definite guidelines n how ex-offender

aides should be selected, and how they were beir(g selected 1n other state§. ) ’

'
)
g

Ve

1 . . |
\ It is cleatly evident from the gurvey that a definite lack of consensus
- , S - N

_ .
exists among the various states in selecting aides (see Table 4), The criter-

| \
ion for employment most frequéntly mentioned was the ability of the ex-offender

1
”»

- to be rtTc’ulate and able to dommunicate well with ot‘hers.,_ Other criteria fre-

quently mentioned were good adjustmeft on tﬁe part of the ex-offender durnng,
. :

.

and atter parole, presently free<pf correctional supervision, and a set mim'n)um

p-3

educational achievement level (varying frorh eighth grade in one state to a

al '

college degreeﬂn another) Several dlrectors mentioned that although criteria
. -
S £

were established for Selectmg ex- offender aides, often these were 1gnored or

N

»

-

0)/erlooked if a particularly good.prospect were being considered. r

~ A “ ) ~

.

~




TABLE 4

Criteria Used in Selection of Ex-Offenders

for Employment in Corrections by State
<

-+
h

Criteria . ’ _States

6 ’ N
. * Ability to Communicate ) 5
' ' ‘ N\
, Adjustment during and/or ) \\
S 4% v

after parole supervision .

“Presently free of . ‘

Correctional Supervisioh : A
\l: - L)
; Certain Educational Minimum ’
m\ ¢t  AchieVement o . 4
-~
‘.. Other** ' ’ . . 10
' ’ lThé number is greater than 15 because most states
» 1 *
~ merttiongd more than one criteqion. L §
. - **Includes: Stability, maturity, reliability, honesty,
'+ po ential <ntegrity; interest, nb.discernable situational
: //’* problems, at least average intelligence, enthusiasm, good”
} S + behavior while incarcerated, successful.completion of ex-

‘free of sexual deviancy, yillingness-and’ ability to partic-
< 1pate in college program gnd same criteris as for any other
potential employees. o . .

(\\\\ tended training program«w?ile incarcerated, dependability,

[N -2 .
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T : !
Job Performance of Ex-Offender Aides - ’ 8

The major question of all ex-offender proyrams concerns their success-
it :

1

ful ness. State directors of correction were asked tq rank (on a scale’from 0

. .
-]

_té 100 with 50 Leing average) thg overall job performance of their ex-offender

»

aides \n comparison to regular staff members performing similar tasks. Overall,

aides’ performance was rated very good for the sixteen states, with the average

i e1ng 63.}8 with a range from 30 to 100. Aides were apparently judged hitthly

effective in those states where they were employed. o ¥

Certainly if the field of corrections is to utilize the ex-offender in a meaning-

’
4

ful role, the suppbrt ofi orrectional pérsonﬂel is essential, The Joint Commis;sion

<

on Correctional Mahpow r's 1967 survey found over 50 percent of the ‘correctional

L]
o " * .

N ' ' r
ersonnel interviewed felt it would not be a good 1dea to hire ex-offenders in their.-

-,

agency .3 The current su vey found a definite 'shift in this respect. Eighty per--

\ e s

. \. . R I .
A centofthe state dirgctors felt it desirable to hire ex-offenders in their agencies. -

today. Moreover, in those states utiliz'ing ex-offenders as aides, directors

. . !

were evén more complimentary and mmitted to.the:';dea than in states not

using such' programs. Although th ‘desirability éf such programg between states

%

utilizing and not utlliziﬁg ex-offenders was not statistically significantly

e

v

different, there did .appear to be les's\oppositlon to such‘new programs today,

- o

v ' \ o K—f,’

even in those states which-have not tmplemented them. - ..

v

All state directors of correction were asked'to list both the advantages and

disadvantages of utilizing ex-offenders as parole or probation officers or aides.

P lad

The advantages most often mentioned were the.greater rapport ex—offenden§ were

N M 4
L]

18
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- ’ ,") " ) ' *
able to develop with parolees and probationers; and the ability &f the ex offenders
. s ) ) ‘\ e

to empathizenwith the problems e;(perienced by the paroiees and pro'Baffoners (see -

- . - . . . N

" d ‘ 1
Table 5). SeveraJ di'rectors mentioned comments such ds the fo]]owrng;

K
/e

. They kheé offenders) bring with them the uniague auallty of . C
. " beina on both sides of the correctional proces ‘and thereby :
.8 can more r'eadrly identify with offenders fears and prob]ems. -

’ L I e

Another typical comment was: . ) e . ,

..,
v

v It qives some legitimacy to our reauéstinc} emplovers to
- consider hiri®p an ex:offender if we have some on our own ~,
: staff.* It's pretty difficult justifying to a potential employer
why he ghould hire an ex-con if your own agency refuses to

hrre them. U ~
v el < . L XY

.. One final advantage mentionec{ by a number of directors dealt with the

“mediating réle such ernployees could perform hetween parolees and the parole

n - .

“
Y . . [ .

. N

department. - . - A : A \ , .
)-\ - . ] ° . , /
They (ex-offendefs) could teach us how Jarolees think and why
. tTrey do .,some of the "crazy" things they do. In addition. they cou{d
* ' justify many of our po]rcres and rules to parolees in a way that they
’ _.might accept them,  Hell, we can use any help nowadays that we can
. get regardles's of the source. o . . .

[y ., A S .

]
o

Thé‘ major disadvantages mentioned by state directors of corrections in
. :' N ) ' ‘ v : ﬁ
utilizing ex-‘offendeg employees cCenter around negative stereotypes and stia -
) matizations’ still ‘ascr'ibed to former offenders (see Table 6)._ Comments by

- directors included: "_(:I‘he professional staff) would be incensed by lowering

’ L

our selection criteria;" Aand "Public support can certainly not'be counted on

i
N - . ‘ ) * p
” ifﬁoh?\office is packed with ex-offenders-" and ". . . hiring such/n"ndz/e-slr—
. ‘ \ s < . . N 9 o

“ables is simply inviting the corruption of %our office.and clients. " ~Certarn]y

’

public opinion can be mobilized, placated and won o\'/er,. In the case of the

",

e




TABLE 5 R L ' N

L] M ’ ~

~ Major Advantages Cited by States for Employing .

. L |
/ ‘ Ex-Of fender Parole/Probation Officer Aidee * 0 . , :
N ’ ' R . - ) . i
o = ) - - . ! <r - a
’ . : . * ¢ e, ns, z;7~ o oo i
Advantages . ‘ N - Number of States  ° : |
Gréateb_r rapport with clients ) 3.. . "
-Better understanding of client's . ‘ P
problems ) -l 19 - e
.~ .3 » More capable of empathizing I \\ 14 - ‘ o N
i - ! fl ‘
' ro . . \ .
\ . Streetwise ; a e, 9 .
\ Additional line of communica- . SR 2T .
", -~ tion to the community ‘ .9
\ . Resource and mediator e -8 . ‘ ,' N
\ Unique support for, professional P T L _— ) ' _ T
. staff . . ) A s ) ’
» - 4 e .
_Stronger' commitment to the job . 5 ) %’ - ' .
Addjtional source of ,manpower ", o i
e u o, 2
' ". Other*™™ - , I )
. . o )’ J .:‘- o .
None . ’ 5 o e
‘ . Total - Tooo1s T ' r
. *Frequency of reaponses dogss not add to 50 because - ' o
. sope states gave gseveral advantages : v - s
. ** Includes: affirmative actton, qpportuhity for. e>t- :
F of fender to contribute to criminal justice fleld, perform T .
pubJ.ic relations services, better able to avoid being ' - N S
-~ "conaed", provides reality-based approach to offenders

from & staff position, can enter areas where officere would

fear to tread. " ’ W .‘ o7 o




A © TABLE *: 6.

Major DisaFvantages Cited by States for not Employing
Ex-Offender Parole/Probation Officer Aides* -

”,

‘ -
Disadvantages . ! . Number of States .

. ,e " P—

Professional staff's resistance ; W 16

El

Possibleaadverse publicity ‘ ' lF ) ’
Possibility of them corrupting ' .
their parolees or probationers . . - 12 /‘:

~Diffieulty of finding suitable e ' . ' L

. . - «candidateg ) e 10 '

’Overidentification'with client : & . 4 - -

Lack of eareer ladde?\\\\ ' 3 /
X ‘ . Lt

Expense gn resocializing and - ¢ ’ - A
training ' * 3 :

Lack of information and expe ience

N in. running sugh programs ;-~\\\\ 2 “Q
. [ »
Lack of most ex~-cons education and
intelligence ' 2

’ : A
Nope =+ ° - e///h\\\\\\ A

k%

, . Other ) <7 . ) . ’ .13 ’ !

et

TO t‘al . - . - 81.

* Frequency 'of responses does not add to 50 because some "

States gave severil disadvantages

**Inclpdes generally assigned only menial tasks, possible .
rabble- rousing for no effective purpose, lack of effectiveness ;o :;/ e
except in drug treatment programs, non-acceptance by, clients, T
too much expected from,sole factor of ex~ offender status,
inability to deal with strengths and weaknesses of the system, -
protection of confidentiality of records, high turnsgver rate, ) '
inclinatiod to disregard officiad policy, police resfstance, and
ex-cons are undependable;| . T ) v

- gftig“
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.

. ex—offender,‘ this m'ay, be done most efficiently by appeals to thé public's
/7

04

self-ir}te;ést (demomstration of the effectiveness of ex offenders n curking
. . o
_crime throuch working with parolees), combined with the reiterated support
. DY Y

6f soctetal s‘_tandards (e.g.,.everyone should have an equal opportunity to

.
«

compete). * A major deficieticy of'éx*offenders gaining such public support 1SN N

¢
‘e
1]

their lack of a major+spokesman’ "{Lacking such vocal support, neaative
-~ .' ) v - . H

-

public opmior)ﬂ _ébntiﬁ[xe's, and ex-offenders terlxd to operate from a weal and

' ‘ ,vulnerable-po’sition. m )

b /
o [ 4 - 4 “ . M
The 1974 survey of the fifty statés and.the District of Columhia found

.Considerabl'y more support for using ex-offenders in correctional. wqrk than

| - 14
’ ~was the case 1n 1967, Not only did more states favor using such’indigenous

workers in 1974, but séveral states had implemented such programs since
1867. All of the pr‘o‘orc';ms implemented since 1967 were supported by federal -

funding. Whether the states are truly committed to the idea of utilizing ex-~ -

offender personnel may ‘be more accurately answered when such federal A

( funding is no longer available. o \

It%ppears that the ,ex-offgnder's involvement in corrections may continue

‘..

to increase if for no other reagpn than the phenomenon of "jumping on the band-

-

s ’
. ("] . ) 2 B ) )

" * .wagon." Usinc ex-offenders as parole or probation officers and aides 1s a
. & " -' . . .

! ¢ [ * b -

relatively new 1dea. Given the criticism corrections has recently received,

"' . .

C o adopting new programs in this 'are\‘a° niay at least dis?lpate much of this crit-

|
S
A

-
P

| . . 1cism. However, directors in those’states where ex-offenders are presently . .

‘ \ - »
‘ being utilized as probation or parolgeﬁ;offlcers or aides appeared much more

. * . \ b

\
} SR . {30 ‘ ~
|
\
|

. - ‘_ - ) \22




i3

committed to the desirability of such proarams than directors 1n states wher;\-
such programs were not in‘use (see Tabje 7). Whether or not utilizing. ex- ~

offenders 1n corrections affects state directors attitudes favorably or whether

4
directors already favorina such prourams are the ones implementino-them cannot

+ " i ’
e answered fromthese data. It i1s apparent, however, that utilizina ex-offenders

-~

as parole or probation officer aides 1s considered very desirable today. hy most\
J v * ¢

;‘ state directors of corrections.

The future role of ex-offenders in correctional work may well be determined

, “
hy top administrators in the respective state correctional departments. Unless

v

such proorams are supported by those in decision-making positions, it is

unlikely that they will survive for lona. Thi's factor alone supports the relevance

of the national survey conducted and reported here.

A summary of the various state's responses to the 1974 survey is provided in
Table 8. Judging from the survey, there appears to be growing and continuing

, support for implementing ex-off'ender programs on a wider basis Their success

-

-or failure may be determined not only by the quality of ex-offenders selec-tec}

N i '
Jbut also by the support such programs receive from pgofessnonals m& field.
\\ \ I!

If professnonals accept etffenders as a comphmentarx co-worker (as th\y

apparently have in Ohlo)
AN

be successful. On the other hand, if th& professional staff view such new
' AN

employees as threatening their own positiom’;s and compromising the dignity

the ax- offfender programs are m/uch more likely to\

¥ , . |
and respect of their agency, the outcome, off such programs 1s 1n doubt.

The use of ex-offenders in corrections is a uni que and refreshing approach;

39 |
° ’ 23 ] ‘ Y
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TABLE 7 )
i
Desirability of State's Utilizing Ex-Offenders
as Parole or Probation Ofﬁicer Aldes
. "
Desirability
States . . Very ’ .
Undesirable Desirable Desirable, Total
:
Utilizing Ex-Offenders - a |
Officers ;' 2 (12.5%) | 9 (56.2%) | 5 (31.3%) 16
.v j ' r\ : | f
Not Utilizing Ex-Offender : .
Officers 7 (25:42) 17 (63.0%) 3 (11.1%) | 27
AV T = . /
Total 9 (20.9%) 26 <§b\3;> 8 (18:6%)° 43
\‘
N
} r N \ \f\
. ‘
! ' ;
‘o o
~ , |
\!’\ H
‘ t
’ 24 .
R
'S L)
\ 37
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TABLE 8 ' '
THE USE OF EX~OFFI'NDFKS IN PAKOLF AND PROBATION WORK
. ¢ AS REPORTED WY STATE DIRFCTORS OF CORKFCTTONS ‘ . ,
s . LT ) T -
S Yoaoa - . ™ .
o v 6 R v o * ~ .0 .
b~ ¢ U > v c e et ao .
. } TAL fcbd T el E L83 ‘28 g8 & )
K O w U~ O n [ "o -~ U [ 2N “ ~
ML < © o 0 - o ~ g L) o~ Ve @
u& £, a g‘ﬁ oo r BN vy LR O b =
:o‘é &2~ z3 L8 a9 U;S: -
2958 El2g Q¢ Sua :§Z‘o e 8! 2Ea &
» S5E fps b B .oglf ouy Ex LS
Se & “’3‘3‘: o 2&d ada -, &= e zog-:
" Al :;!mm.; . U
Alaska ¥ X D . X X 12.,
Arizona f X } D . “
Attandas D .
- C:nli(ornl:n,’ X X X D X 1o
(alorado X b
Coanecticut X U X X! . ,
" Delawvare VD
Diserict of
Tolumbia X X vD X X
Florila X X Y X X 1
Leorgta X ‘
Hawait D : .
Idaho X X X X v X X 1
Tllinols X vD X ¢ X 9 -
Indfana - X .
Towa X ~< X vD X X 1
Kansar D &
Kentucky X o X - VD X 4 #
loutsrang X * X :
Maine D -
Maryland X+ X D X* b U
Mansachusetts X X X vD .
Michtigan | X X o~ D ] .
Mnnesota - X ' R , X .
Misstsafppl - U
‘ M{ssourt X . : VD X
Montana
Nebracka ‘ ‘ D !
Nevada U
New Hampshire . u
New Jcrsey X X X D/VD X X 7
Ylew Mexico D ‘ .
New York . X "X D .
.North Carolina X X D\ X X ‘
North bakota D . \
Ohio X X X VD X X 23 \ °
N s0k lahoma X-y . b N |
’ Oregon , R v
Pennsylvania X ¢ D X X 55 ¢
Rhode Island \—\,' D »
South Carolina ) U
South Dakota {* D - ’ ‘
Tennessce ) D
Texas ‘ . X X . b
Utah X D X X .2
Vermont X - D X X
Virginta X X Db, 1
Washiugton « _ X -t u | X X Y .
~7 West Virgimia' X B . ; .
Wisvonuin . X )S‘ b X . ‘
Wyoming . X X v '
Total ’, 16 22 1 i ——- 17 16 : ’
" Percent 1.4 43.1 2.6 17.6 ———- 13.% 3.4
. ‘l)lscont!numﬁ in 1972. Total does not include this,program. , .- T T T
) . . \ S ) {‘ ot X L e ‘l
. ‘ * 25 o E‘

El{llC - 5 ' 33

-
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Not only does it convey the trust of the state in hiﬂng ex-offenders for respon

sible postions, but 1t indicates the willingness of-the state'to seek new ways
to help ex-offenders. Both of these goals are laudable. Certainly the growth

. and acceptance of such proarams during the last eight years has been remarkable.

<

If the grothh and acceptance of such programé continues at theepresent rate,

¢
0y

.

ex-offender parole officers and aides will be a common and 'mportant part of

-

" the correctional helping team of the future.
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\: . CHAPTER 2" .

" v

“THE PAROLE OFFICER AIDE PROGRAM IN*QHIO - -

]
N .
-
.

The Aduit Parole Authority (APA) of the State of Ohio implemented the .
4 \ . . . ‘ v ) . \\ L
ParoleﬁOfficer “‘Alde Program in September of 1972, using ex-offenders as A \ :

quasi-parole officers. This progra | was staffed solelyty ex4'offenders . )
& ‘ : -

who met the special requlrements for\ admission to the program. Funding

was provided by grdnts ‘from th Law Enforcement Assis‘tance Administration

e
- PR U

and by matching state funds. T o .' c T CoL P
» . - - +

The goals ‘of the project, as stated in Chapter 1, ’wef’e to bridge the

gap between the APA and parolée.s, to engender trust ard confidence in the - ,. l

. N \ »
W ° . A

correctional system, to decrease recidivism, and to reduce parole vfoIations ," .

.

-

During the first year, 13 ef(/-offenders were hired as ajdes;, an additional =~ | ,

ffenders were employed the second y’ear ; and 7 aides were hired in

/

\ K N T L

. . * l\ ‘.; . : '
Ex-offenders working as _pg.role officer aides (PC)A's) do not énjoy

-

the same status, pbwers, -or salary levels as parole officers although in
the areas of salary and status the gap has been sharply reduced The POA s

position was originally classified a Caseworker ~II under the State Civil

'
Service regulations; the f1rst y)/a\r pargle’officer is classified as a Parole ‘

Offjcer I. l‘i\e salary differentials in 1974 were marked $3, 70 per hour or)

$7,696 per annum for the POA and $4.16 per hour or $8,652.80 per annum for o

~




X

the Pafole Officer I.

S requirements\ of at least three years of college. The situation--at least in
N - 1

terms of developing a career ladder--was further, complicated by the tlim};éted .

‘range in the‘Ca‘seworker series (I, II, III); only one higher level existed . -

for promotion and salary increases (other than the annual "step" raises).

Did the APA develop a career ladder? - ’ . ‘ ,
" At 5he point of entry, 12 POA's had less than a high school educ_afi'on; -

1 had graduated from high schbol, 13 had at least some callege education, - » . °

N

"and one’ was a college graduate. As of June 30, 1975, through rele%se time,

LbEEP funding,- avallablhty of colleges and un1ver51t1es Miigh motiy tlon, ’
l. 1
and ‘APA pohc1es and encouragement, the situation lad chahged markedly,

Five POA's had completed high school 18 were enrolled in colle , one-had”

Inished an undergraduate degree, two were working, on masters, and one had .
" L ’ ' , W ] .

"] ° completed a master's degree. . - - .

s o7

Even more remarkable were the promotions in rank: 4 POA's wefe pro-

moted to the parole officer series. This is an important precedent. ‘The APA .

-,
L4 *

— appears to have constructed a career ladder for.indigenous paraprofessienals,

[

P
®

“‘who have been recruited into jobs w‘1th futures and Wthh offqr .advancement in

- b

terms of both promotlons and salary: increases.
: ey

)

1

‘Duties of the-Parole Officer Aide . | ‘-

& ’fhe omb POA program differs from most';other parole aide p
N A

<

Voperation in the Uhi,ted States in that each aide wag assigned a cas

30 parolees and was required to provide supervision comparable to that

S N . T ‘\
31 . )

44
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provided by professional officers. (The caseloads might be\gcreasedin

~
¥ ®

size in theii'mmediate future.) The initial lO,cases.assigned to each aid
. * o 4, b " )
were se'lected frgm existing parole officer caseloads 5ro within the sam
e ] : * i

geographical unit in which the aide worked. These 10 cases were "multiple

- A . . ¢ oW
’.probiems" cases, in need of intensive supervision and attention. The term

4 . , . “ e \ : .
"multiple problems” does riot refer to the severity of a parolee’s crime or life

v situation; rather, it refers to the comb'ination‘of social‘and)“or behavioral . | .
psoblems impacting on the parole'e. Parole regu_lati\on’s stipulated that such

. M » . - AN i o
cases would consist onmly of men "orf the street", not awaiting arrest, trial
. v "K«v [, K—-
or further incarceration. The other 20 cases were, for the most part, typical
s - J

parolees (see Chapter 4), although the second vear evaluation indicated the

POA's received parolees with more intensive pagt criminal records ‘incarcer—
2 L} & . - »
3 «
ated for longer periods of time, on whom parole‘officers had "given up" ,

h and who were about to violate and be returned to incarceratioh Some of the

same .differences were found in a sample of caseloads_ in the third year '

LA
-

(Chapter 4). -, : _ I o AN N
" The POA's were intended to be and‘ have ih general functioned as

- job resource developers for the APA., It ‘yvas,g"enerally felt that the aide was

“in a better position to lgzgcate employment ‘possibilities for parolees tﬁan were

.y
»

the parole officers due to the aide's intuitive understanding of the types of

-

4 %

jobs parolees need, as well as his 1ntimate knowledge of the neighborhoods

) [
!

in which the parolee was to work, These aptitudes have apparently provided

a new or more extensive expertise to the APA, which was previousl{ unavailable.

p . .

N
N - o ' ' "
B \
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" 32 : ' , P




[}

. } '

The three-yedrrevaluation substantiates the effectiveness of parole officer
. . v
aides in job procurement for parolees. |

~

v

% . L4 .
Another importantg\f\glction ‘qf the aides was their ability to act.as .

} . _
a resolirce for other.staff mefbers. #Because the parole officer ailes were
; , i a

o~

genera\ly familiar with high-delinquency neighborhoods within their working
[ ~ ~ " ~

unit as well as the high-crime areas and establishments that should Be avoided

. ~ - M

be.paroiéos, their knowledge was invaluable to other parole officers both 1n
. e ~ A . '

-~

%valuating and counseling parolees. The parc}le‘aides were in an ideal

-

position to share first-hand information about particnjlar offenders and to
-suggest altefnafi\{e supervision techniqué\é\,'-

« . 2

An additional responsibility of the aides (és oﬂtlmed in their job

¢

description) was that of speaking regularly before high schools., service
groups, and pre-release institutional inmate groups to phblicize the Adult
Parole Authority's Programs and to gain community support. As might be

expected, some aides participated in this activity more extensively than others.
. t |

i
¢

1 - .
j . _ ,
N Limitations on the Parole Officer Aide

Byalawsy, the parole officer aide’in Ohio is not allowed to: (1) arrest
a parolee, (2) own or carry a firearm, or (3) transport an arrested offender.
Also, due to statutory limitations, .an aide cannot assume”the responsibility
’ of sole supervision over parolees. Thus, a wee'kly staffing of ;he aide's cases
with the senior parole officer and unit supervisor is mandatory. (These wer‘e

carried ot more judiciously by some unit supervisors than otheré, as will

* be apparent in the evaluation which follows). In addition, monthly visits
Al »

, 46 _ |
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-are theoretically required by the supervising officer _to.‘ the&homes of parolees

assigned to the parole officer aide to yf"go‘llabo'rate information given at the

”, 14

weekly staffing, to determine attitudes of the offeﬁder@%i his family toward

the aide, and to provide any additional assistance to the offender deemed
' - ("“t
necessagy."

_ Selection and Assignment of Aides
- ~

/ i

Selection of parole offiter aides was initiated through recommendations

x

o

by parole officars. The various districts of the Adult Parole Authority were

informed of the program the first year énd were asked to recommend' cjualified

- &
.

men who had successf8lly completed parole. Several ex-offénders were already

involved in speaking engagerhents with parole officers or :)vene volunteering for

)
-

work around the dffice. Thesé mén showed an interest in the work of the parole
P *” ) ~ . .

department and some were considered "naturals" for the job. Men_weré also

° . * - .
. - Iy ] 4 N
recruited from successful community programs using ex-offenders, such as | .
. - R e, LI .

.

Seven Steps and Con-cerns. Recommendations‘ were forwarde'd to the Project

Director, who, along with top administrators of the Adult Parole Authority,
¥ - [

selected 13 men lto begin in August, 1972, The additional aides hired in 1973'
. W 3 ./ » '

. : / :
and 1974 were selected on a somewhat differgnt basis. Parole units in which »
new aides were t work.selected prospects who were then approvéd by. the

o ) g j

Central Office.

-

‘The following selectjon criteria for parole officer aides were establiShed
)
and generally- followed: '

\"1 ‘ ‘ ) | r
ERIC R X
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not suited for the program; one man was terminated because of an alcohol -

w : ' \\ ¢ / " J

< v

1. Ac_}é- There was a reluctance to hire men yOlIngef than 2}. ‘

- ,(

4

2. Residency - All applicants were re‘quired to be Ohio resi'dents\.\

3. Parole status - All apphcanis had to have succe sfully .completed
parole. . . i

[ * .

. o, . r/
° .. 4. Communication skills - Applicants had to demonstrate a propensity
’ fdr interpersonal commpnica'tion skills (be articulata) and be free
- of psychopathological-"t\endencies.

»

7
.

\S . Applicants must have dlsplayed "acceptable" behavLor during
- mca/rceratlon.

Sy
o\ 1 - >

-

6.“-Appllca'nts must have dlsplayed sufficient "coping” ability and

denuine concern for others.

7. Applicant's behawhor must not have been considered excessively
assaultive oir aggressive.to the point of being dysfunctional.

To facilitate a successful beginning, the Project Director was careful

to select "winners" -- men he was confident would succeed. Of the 13

-~

men chosen in August of 1972 10 remain as active and successfu'l parole

offlcer aidés in August 1974, One man resigned after discovering he was

. a

p(;oblem;"and one man was promoted to the Ohio Department of Rehahilitatign
aid Corrections as an ‘ombudsman. The addjtional aides hired in 1973 have

not beer quite so successful in maintaining employment. One.was terminated

because of suspicious activity (possibly criminal): another was terminated

because of behavior unbecoming a parole officer; a third quit because of
PR A ~

’his. dissatisfaction with the restrigtion prohibiting his carr’ying a firearm;

and a fourth was promoted to the state ombudsman's office (the second aide .

to be promoted to that office). "The aides who resigr{.ed or were involuntarily

‘ ' . /
* <

}terminated were all replaced by other ex-offenders. Sevenfaides were hired




e ) . T ’ ‘ i [ 2y
in"lg%4’-19:7,5, and 22 were employed by/th’e Department of Rehabilitation and

) , /
» Correction June 30, 1975. Parenthetically, two aides left the APA for positions,
-~ ' / he - |
' . , 3
- in private enterprise, at levels™Mo be considered promotions.

Description of Ohio's Parole Officer Aides . ‘

The aides employe‘d by the Ohio Adult Parole Autbority were drawn frorﬁ
"diverse backgrounds.. Although most came from blue collar backgrounds,

their previous occupations ranged from sheriif's deputy, undercover agent,

e'mploymen‘t blacement specialist, welder, roofer, landscaper, and salesman,
to more menial jobs such as custodian, porter, cab driver, grave digger,
and gas station attendant. The aides' formal education was considerably

less than the average pa;ole officer's. Only one aide had a collgge degree,

.

and 12 aides had not even completed high school at pint of initial employment
> A *

as a POA. : A

The aides' past criminal @nvolv‘ement varied gonsiderably'as weli.
In 1974, the number of arrests for aides varied from 1 to 21 with an average "of

6.2 ap'ests, while the number of“.convict;ods also varied considerably from 1

<«

to 21 wit};_tﬁe average being 4.2 éor‘nﬁctions . The actual time aides had

previously been incarcerated ranged from 1l months to 10 years, withe the
average time being 51.3 months per aide. The offenses for which they had

been incarcerated ranged from murder, manslaughter, robbery, and assault

and battery; to’issuing insufficient fund checks , auto theft, burglary,

4

receiving stolen goods, and carrying a concealed weapon. Judging from the
/ I '

2 / i - "' L] N .
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above data, it would appear that the parole officer aides hired by the Ohio

Adult Parole Authority were extensively experienced in the field of crime.

-

s

Training Seminar . : \
- ;'
Pryor to entering the field on a full-time basis, all of the first year

~

parole officer aides (along with their future supervisors) were involved in a ®

two-we7‘5 training seminar. The agenda for the first week included several
. LY A
{ I

' zpeakers from the Adult Parole Authority who discussed the philosophy, goals -

e

—

and objectiveg of the program; the various roles of the parole officer aide;

counseling and interviewing techniques; the criminal justice system; the

/

use of community resources; and parole philosophy as it relates to the

»
\

community. The seminar'also included instructions on report writing and the
' )

~
¥ i

proper procedures for completing departmental £orms .
During the second week, s’essions were conducted by Program Desi n

and Implenientation, a subsidiary of Executive General Corporation. Variou

models of communication were discussed as well as team building and . ,/
* Al
practicsl planning. Individual speakers discussed psychological "hang-ups" &
> » '

and psychological "bigness.' The Leadershfp’Planning Guide from Management

Research Associates was used to evaluate all participants in the seminar.

I3 .

This information was also helpful in breaking down initial barriers between

the aides and their supervisors, and in promoting communication crucial to

-

the program's success.

The subsequent training seminar for the second group of parole officer

4 .

aides was conducted by the Public Service Careers and lasted four weeks,
- J

. ° 99
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The format for this second‘ seminar covered essentially the same areas as

~

the first; however, additional emphasis was given to verbal, w'riti'ng,.and

- {

f
| coqnseling skills. ' -

The 7 new POA's in the third year were hired at various times through-

7/

out the year, preventing a formal training seminér. These.7 POA's Were

‘trained 1n ¢lasses routinely conducted at the parole.officer training unit.

‘ Evaluation
j In September of 1972, the Adult Parole Authority contracted with the

Frogram for the Stydy pf C;ime and Delinquency of the‘Ohio State University

%

‘to conduct'an evalia tive study of the Parole Officer Aide Project. ,The following
Q

v

information in this;‘bport concerns that evaluation and will be covered in‘

detail in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. B

——

Summary

-

Since September of 1972, Ohio has employed ex-offenders to work as
parole officer aides. Selected on the basis of successful parole completion,

past be@)r and personal capabilities, the parole officer aides have performed
- .

tasks similar to fhos 'e"gf a parole officer, with certain limitationg. Specifically,
\l\'ie paro/le officer alde was responsible for a caseload of 30 parolees, performed
some pubfir: relations activities, and served as a resqurce for other staff mem-'

bers. Men selected as parole officer aides received thorough, intensive
8

training concerning the Adult Parole Authority goals and objectives, as well as

b v
more mundane and ordinary topic matters.

A
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[ | * " CHAPTER 3

& - METHODOLOGY, «

v
Yo

. v
N J -

This chapter details methodology used jn evaluating Ohio's Parole

-

Officer Aide/Prograxr. The first part’of this chapter briefly describes the

goals of the evaluation and the various meapns dtilized n a&tempting to =
/ i . R
\each these goals. The last part of the chapter consists of a more gktensive
f ' ’

description and explanation of the various approaches utilized in valuating

the program as well as identifying specific indices and scales utilized by the |

researchers. In addition, sevéral limitations of this evaluatior and report
. . - ~ . s

= are noted, and some suggest{ons are made.hr future evaluat{ons and cr1miﬁal
justice evaluators. The result's an;i emalyseé of the data will be presented . # '
in chapters 4, 5, and 6. - : ' ‘

N h - ‘ - - \. L

‘ Goals*of the Evaluation

y

The primary goal in evaluating the POA program has been'to determine

the effectiveness of ex-offenders wo?king as parole officer aides for the

Adult Paroie Authority. (APA); Inasmuch as the ex-offenders (parole officer
. v . :
aides) did not necessarily perform tasks identical to those of traditional

.

parole officers, utiliz’ing some type of quasi-experimental design was not
s

! feasible. The decision was made to use a compromise research design (i.e.,

” -

comparing aides to parole officers on those tasks which both groﬁps would be

performing).

han
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One of the major l'mitations of the Parole Cfficer Aide Program evalua-
tion 1s the lack of any eguivalent group with which to compare results. If

evaluatots concluge on the basis of their data analysis that a program is

-

effective and worthwhile or ineffective and worthless, it must be in
’ AN

relation to somgthing else.; For this reason, a control group was selected.

A

! K .
Each parole officer selected as a member of the control group worked in one

s
1 4

of the geographical units to which an aide was assigned and was also the

offlcén in that unit most' like the aide with respect to prior work experience

witn the Adult Parcle Authority (1.e., generally, the ydungest parole officer
s . \

-~

1n terms of work experience). ‘Using such a control group-allowed us to reach

) “. : /
certain genetal conclusions that we otherwise could nat have.

\

i

As was indicated in Chapter 2, aides not only had fewer cas'es than-

-

L - 3
parole ufficérs‘,- but, 1n addition, had a higher percentage of "multiple problems"

cases. (Generally one-third of the aide's caseload was made up of parolees

with mu'ltxple'problems.) In addition, aides were sometimes.assigned parolees

.
-

from other offiGer's caseloads who/had repeatedly brokeﬁ rules and were in

L]

danger of having their paroles revoked.. Given the different nature of the’

¥, 1

aide's caseload and the'ty.bical parq{/e officer's casekoad, comparisons on'
such normal indicators as parolees' recidivism rates might therefore be mis-

leading, alfhopgh one. such comparison is offered in Chapter 6.

-

Approaches Utilized in Evaluating thé Program
. ) .

’

The Parole Officer Aide Program was contin'uously ;Ilonitored and eval-

*
L .

uated',slnce the program's inception in Sep%;\ber, 1972; several approaches
were used. First, a questionnaire was developed to measure various attitudes

v. -
st e
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and orientations generally associatec‘i with effective social service personnel. -
(I

. i
& This questionnaire was administerl«z\d each year to all parole officer aides and

all bar,ol‘e officers in Ohio. Second, after the Parole Officer Aide Program was

./

‘essentially underway, in-depth interviews were conducted by a professional s
. <

interviewer with each of the parole officer aides. The primary purpose of
, \

these interviews was to ascertain any problems aides might be having with

~

their new responsibilities, as {ell as to determine their éffectWeness. Third,.

. undergradouate students (prlmariiy,junior§ and seniors) from Ohio State Univer-

.

sity worked an entire day with either a parole officer aide or a parple officer.
\ .

(Tep parole officers were selected as a control group the first year and 23 the
. second.) These students, trained as parsicipant observers and instructed on
field procedures and recording Qf information for latéfanalysis, reported the
L \ .

activities and evaltxated the effectiveness of the parole officers and aides €

with whom they worked. Fourth, each unit supervisor was interviewed every

year and asked to rate the effectiveness of parole officer aides and the parole

officers in the control group under his jurisdiction. Fifth, inmates at Ohio's
. i ¥
adult penal ipstitutions, who were at the time participating in a pre~release
Ay

program, were admininistered questionnaires to poll their attitudes concerning

. oo TN

~

the appropriateness of the aide program. Sixth, aj(airly large sample of the

parolees supervised by pa{ole officer aide§ or the parole officers in the control

group were surveyed concerning their attitudes and evaluations-ofthe services—
v = /—-\4

\ » o
rendered by the officer or aide who directly supervised them. These parolees

_ ) . '~

41 )
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wereynailed a questionnaire on which 'the_y rated the guality and qua_ntlty,
of supervision they received, Additional information about the parolees -

polled was obtained from the Adult Parole Autl-glty files for comparatlve

X4
o

purposes. Seventh, the second year s evaluation also 1ncluded a national

: / .
survey of State Directors of Correctton to dgtermine the prevalence and . ‘

. 5 . ‘ - ' ' /
desirability of eéx-offender programs in correctlons. (The resulfs were presented -
: ;
ir%hapter 1.) . , . . . ,

1. Attittdinal Questionnaire -

t
’ *

One of the fir‘ tasks undertaken w\a\s. the(construction and adminjstra-
- <
. tion of a tool designed :o measure respondents attltqgles and orientations ‘
toward working ww‘and relating to people. Ess:antially the same instrument’
s - . ]
was administered: e'{/er\ylyear.. This lnstrumen% was administered tc,all paro/le

[N
¢

. officers and aides at their respective dlstrict; meetings.,

The questionnairesL%ere‘admlnistered ta,102 men the first year, 89 of wham
( \;vere parole officers and 13 were parol'e officer aides who completed the ques-
N ) J , p

N v ' - ’
tionnaire. In the third year, 89 em}leees were surveyed, 22 of whom were

N N .

I parole officer aides. e T .. ' ‘

-~

» M ' v
n ' T b . . ~ C s

e | 1Inlooking at the social characteristics of the two groups {see Table, 9)

cértain demographic differences were apparent, (On a number of the questions:

’

for the first year, certain demographic information was mis sing on a large

/

| number of parole officers. The reaso@his gap is 'stmply that some questions

were added to the questiorlnalre after it-had a1read5; been adminlséered to a
. ‘. N . ¢ .
large number of the parole officers.) In the two years, the aides were composed )

~
L.

of a much greater percentage of Blacks than  were the’ parole officers (54% -

<
. " B - B ‘
: : _—
. L 42 . ot :
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’ . '\‘ ‘\l

. / '
& cgmpared to 247 in l973 and 63“’ compared to 18% in l974 ; a1de\s also had
} .
con51derably less formal schooling than, did the parole officers. The ; *

~ .
- majority of the aides’| had not finished high school while the majority of the

parole officers were collego graduates Also, ‘a hlgher percentage of parole --

-

. officérs than parolo a1des were marrled '{92/0 compared to 624, 1rk 1973 and 66%

compared 8/ in 1974) - . | .

- @ . -
- . .
X /lgeveral scales wete included in this initial questionnaire\ An <.

K i ' en :
- ?

Acbdevemont Motivation Scalel composed of the féllowing ten items was used:

- f | L ' L
.ot ) 1. Ilike t&8 do my very best in whatever I undertake,
N 2. I would like to do something that means a lot to other people.
™~ 3. If somebody says I'm not good enough, I usually try harder . ! - -

&
RN
. .

I like to succeed in the thlngs that I do

The casier the job, the better I like it. .
[ try to be better at things than most people. :
Doing hard jobs makes me proud. .

I don't like people who are always trying to get ahead.

I would like to accomplish something of great signifieance.
lQ-,. oI like the ch‘allenge ‘of a hard job.

/elf I'stcem Score? gomposed of ten questions \v?fmcluded: ) )

- Once people'get d know meg they usually don't like me; %

4
O P NoO Wn
o o e e .

. I don't have too much respect for myself.

I think that most people like me.

1

2

3. :

4. I will never amount té anything worthwhil

5. The more people khow about me, the l-ée/gt:ey like me.
.6

7

8

9

0

I don't believe that anyone really likeé me.

I'm not muc¢h good for anything. - .
,There's nothing Sout me that is anyyood.

Sometime s, I think I'm no good at all,
All in all, T would say that I am a failure.

s

10.

A Focal Concérns Score whigh included ten statements \;vas.employed:

. 1/ I'd rather not -have anyone telling me what to do, .
: /\/Z// Never back down from a fight, . . ¢ .
: ‘3. You shouldn't waste your time on anything that is not exciting-, '
' \ 4, Excitement makes, llfe worth livin -

5. You can get what you want from othe people if you can outsmart them.,
- 6." The most successful mengot that way by being lucky.

073
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46t tobe able to fight your way out of toug}l spots,
y thing I\ha\/e ta- 10&: forward to is wfmxever excitement
I can find., - >
g, Anything that is not exciting.is not worth doing
.10. The tqugh guy has it made.

. .A Parole Aide Scale consisting of thirty-six separate indicators was also

developed and utiliZed. . 1\

1. 'l’he parole officer aide (POA) can be a valuable assistant to the

p L parole officer.

2. The POAs prior ¢criminal status will lessen his abllity to ling\
. ) "up jobs for parolees.
loAb have a unique understanding of problems of rresent parolees
There arc a few qualified POAs who can do effective parole work,"
5. POAs will be as effective in changing present paroleks as are
parole officers. :
6. POAs will undermme the parole officer's position with parolees.
7.\ The best agent for changing-parolees is the POA.
8. Most parolees will see POAs as a stool pigeon for the correct10nal
system.
9. Useof POAs will improve the agency's pubhc image,
10. POAs will demand too much time and effort in supervision by
parole officers. .
11, "The usc of POAS will probably result in new treatment programs
-that will help parolees adjust to the street.

12, POA's will be torn between loyalty to the parolee and to the correc--.

~ tional agency. - ’ l/
13. Using POAs is highly likely to reduce, parole violations in thelr
caseloads.

14, POAs have'little to offer
15, In general, POAs are
officer. . .
16. POAs would be more effective with multiple problems cases than
‘ with & general caseload.
17. Most POAs will have problems relating to the average parole case.
18, As far as the acceptance of other ex-offenders by the community
is concerned; the use of POAs ' is likely to be useful to corrections.
13. POA's would bemore effective in institutional work rather than
parole work,
20. The POA will affect the image of the parole officer positively,
21. Most parolees would object to being supervised by a POA rather
than a parole officer. , °
22, POAs decrcase the gap between parolees and the parole system .
23. The POA will affect theolma ge of the parole officer positively..-
24, PGAs’ are able to promote positive pubhc relations for the parole

system.

criminal justice system.
le ® carry the same caseload as a parole

57
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Srole's Anomie Scale3 was also utilized, consisting of five statemen'ts- ‘

25,
26,

27.

32,
33

34,

35,
36.

. POAs will not be as‘ effective as the parole officer sinte the . .

POA's can supervise parolees with a minimum of difficulty.

'
*y

-

Using POAs will not increase trust of parolees in the parole sy§t6n .
Parolees who are assisted by POAs are more likely to\ cceed on ~

perole than those who do not receive such help. ., -
parolee will not see him as an authority figure’,

POAS can establish productive relations with non-middle class
parolees which parole officers would find most difficult to establish,
Most POAs tend to overlook technical violations of parolees,

It is easy fora POA to help parotees avoid pitfalls which he has .
already made. - oo
Most POAs will not be as dedicated’to changmg parolees as\wull
parsle officers.,

Using POAs will increase trust of parolees in the parole system.
POA's are as effective in changing behavior of parolees as are

parole officers. ", ’ ‘
Parole officers are more eff%’ctive in changing behavior‘of parolees .
than are POAs, . f .

The use of POQAs can reduce‘rec1d1vism among parolees,

v

~-

- 1. Most pubhc officials (people in public office) are not really
interdsted in the problems of the aveérage man. In general, would
you agree with that statement or disagree? .*
2. These days a person doesn't really khow whom he can count on.
3. Nowadays, a person has to live pretty much for today and let Y
tomorgow take care of iself. - .
4. In spite of what some people say, the lot (condition) of the average '
man is getting worse, not better.
i. It's hardly fair to bring a child into.the world with the way things
ook for the future.
A Powerlessness Scale? composed of seven questions was used: '
\
1. There's very little we do do to keep pri.ces from going higher. .
. Persons like myself have little chance of protecting thejig personal
r interests when they conflict with those of strong pressure. groups.,
3. A lastmg world peace can be achieved by those of us who work
toward it. \ o
"4, I think each of us can do a great deal to improve world opinion
of the United States. 4 “ R
S. This world is.run by the few people in power, and therg is not
* much the little guy can do aboult it. .
6." Peo'ple like me can change the course of world events 1f we make
.ourselves heard,
7. More and more, 1 feel helpless in the face of what's happening 1n )

the. world today.

“ P
1
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A Conservatism ScaleS made up of nine questions was included:

1. If you start trying to change things very much, you usually make .
them worse.,

2. No matter how we like to talk about it, political authority really

¢ comes not from us, but from some higher power.

’ 3. It's better to stick by what you have than to be trying new things
you don't really know about

4. A man doesn't really get to have much wisdom until he's well along ,
in years.

5. I prefer the practical man any time to the man of ideas.

6. If something grows up over a hong time, there will always be much
wisdom in it.

7. 1'd want to know that something would really work before I'd be
willing to take a chance on it, '

8. All groups can live in narmony in this country without changing
the system in any way.

9. We must respect the work of our forefathers and not think that
we krnow better than they did. '

Two Dogmatism Scales were incorpérated into the questi%nnaire. One of the

- A 6

Dogmatism Scales consisted of all fifteen items° while the othe{ scale’

‘included only the first ten statéments of those listed below:
M Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonely place.

2. It is often desirdble to reserve judgment about what's going on.
3. A person who thinks primarily of his ewn happiness is beneath

3-

' , contempt. .
4, In the history of mankind there have probably been just a handful
of really great thinkers. R

5. Most people just don't know what's good for them.

6. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

7. The warst crime a person can commit is to attack publicly the
people who believe in the same thing he does.

y 8. In this complicated world of ours the only way we know what is
going on is to rely upon leaders or experts who can be trusted.
- ) 9,1[” In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and associates

whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own. ¢ -

10. While I don't like t%
the ambition to bec%m
or Shakespeare.

1. My blood boils whenc¥r a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's wrong

1 12, There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for |
the truth and those who are against the Jfruth,
13. Man on his own 1s a helpless and miserable creature,

6

4
3 "“‘ N -
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14, Tt is better to be a dead hero than to'be a live Coward.,
15, The'present is all too often full of unhappiness, It is only the

future that counts. .

* In addition to the attitudinal scal/es, indices, and the social biographiéal

" weré gondugtéd- in Akron Athens, Canton; C1nc1nnat1, Cleveland Columbus

4

~

Adult Parolé Ahthorit7 how well they were 'functioning, and if any major

data, the questionnaire also focused on the orientations concerning corrections

and more specifically, the causes of crime, as viewed by the aides and

-

* )

officers. These latter dimensions were tapped again in the third year,
\ .
-

2. In-Depth Interviews of Parolé Officer Aides

- +
“

In—depth_ interviews with each pqrole’ officer aide were conducted during

-

* ] v . [ 4

- 4
the flI'St evaluation vear by professmnalmterviewer hl{ed to travel to the

b [
[ 3 -

var1ous Oth (iltleg in which aldes Were working. On- the—job interviews

-

t

L4
g
-\“

Dayton, Lima,. Toledo and Youn_gstown. The major focus of this portlon of tke .

-
~

evaluyation was to ascertainhow'well the aides had been assimil‘a\tgd ipto the

.
- '.

-

‘problems were being 'encountered, In addition, several questions were asked

/ - o ‘ . -
as to how.aides utilized their work time and how satisfied they were with
~ .

their work. / ' . v N

<

3. Field Observations of Officers and Aides to ,

As part'of the evaluation, information was desired on the relationship "
. % . - \
’ Ay .
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® ) ‘ . S
At this boint in the evaluatior, it was determihed that some type of
control group was needed for comparative purp'ose‘s . This' group would serve
e T X » v, ’ o
ap.a reference point for the parole officer aides. Although a’parole officer

Y |

 aide's job description differed somewhat from a-‘pa\role officer's, the similar-

B 4 v ’ . “‘ - by
ities 'between the two appear to be greater than the differences.

Tho fl,!'St control grqup was selected in March 1973, and at that time,

only 10 of the orlcinal 13 aides were still employed by the .lyiulf Parole

,'ﬂ\uthorlty . 'lvn,pagoh g;ficers were therefore selectc—;d in the manner described

\

'

"above, These 10 ©fficers are ihe control group fbr the 1973 evaluation and

many of_ the comparisons will be in reference to their behavior and job

" performance., A similar procedure was followed the"second" year when 23

' pa‘role officers were selected as the control group. In the third year were 23

parole aides, and 23 parole officers were randomly selected {rom wlth;ln *

,parole’fini‘ts. From this point on, when reference is made to parole officers,

it will denote those men corriprlsinq the control group, unless otherwise specified.

5 . .
It was originally planned for unit supervisors to rate both aides and

parole officers on their ability to relate with parolees, a's. well as to have a

sample of parolees rate each group on various criteria., In addition, it was

f
Vit that further 1n51ght'might be gained by having someone work with members

of each group and keep reliable records on a number of items.

}
Nineteen junior and senior students from The Ohio S'tate University

oy B .
were selected for this part of the data collection the first year and 46 the

second year. They received instructions on methods of participant opserva—

’

tion and various ways to collect data in an unobtrusive and non*reactive manner.

Fach student was also provided with a brief outline of questions ta t [Zfson

61 -
48




was to answer following his field work. Two or 3 days following each stu-

dent's field yvork, a research staff member at the Program for the Study of

.

Crime and- Delinquen‘cy met with the students ind%vidually for a "debriefing"
interview. These interviews generally took 30 minutes to 1 hour to complete.
In addition to the student's written;report (wk}ich was gone over at this time),

other information discussed in Chapter 4 was solicited from each student.

®

We were aware of the possibility of sei2ctive perception and retention
of information on the part of the field‘garticipants. It was felt, however, that
any biasing of such perceptions would be randomly distributed between the

2 groups (parole officer aides and 1?arole officers), inasmuch as no effort

-

was made to match type of field worker with type of Adult Parole Authority

-
-

employee; AS a precaution, howe'o’er, students.were simply informed they would

be working with a parole officer and that the purpose of the evaliation was . /
| ]

A
to provide the Adult Parole Authority with an indication of a typical day for .

a parole officer in Ohio. No mention was made of the fact that some of the

parole officers were former offerﬁers. Similarly, parole officers and aides
. Ly “
were simply requested to allow a stud:gPt registered in a criminology course at .

The Ohio State University towork with them for a day to see what parole
officers do. ¢ ) T
Officer ‘ .

Field workers recorded specific information on the following topics

for both years:

1. Number of parolees seen during the day.
2. What percentage of the officer's time was spent with parolees.
3. How well the officer got along with parolees and with fellow staff

members.
1

62 - B
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4, 1 tervi%Ws with Unit ‘Supervisors

Each unit supervisor in whose unit a.parole officer aide worked was

inierviewed in late Macch of 1873, 1974, and 1975, by one of the research staff

-

A.xe'mbers from ﬂxe Program. The number of unit supervisors increased‘from

s
- -

~to 20 during the :.u,ond year s study. The supervisors were asked to evaluate

. ' >
the aide.working in their unit as well as the parole officer (selected as a

sienater of thef coutrol group) on several characteristics. Fourteen supervisors
Sy ) ‘ . ]
were interviewed in the third year. S

? -
The questions used for these interviews were develope& from discussions

W
.

which research staff members had gith several staff members of the Adult

Farole Autherity. Three characteristics repeatedly mentioned as necessary for

-

3 parole officer to perform well on his jpb were used in meéasuring the effec-

. ”
< N -

, tiveness of officers and aides from their supervisors perspective:

The officer's ability to motivate parolees.
2. The officer's ability to relate in a non-threatening and yet '
firm manner to parolees.
3. The officer's willingness to put himself out, or in other words
"go the extra mile" in working with parolees.

(-
‘'The supervisor was asked to rate the aide and the "c:ontro\l_" parole )

officer on each of the above»Eharacterisiics using a scale from 0 to 100.
1 ' .

The scale was presented in-the following manner:

i

’, ' ' A)derage X Excellent

Poor

0 10 20 30 40  *s0 60 70 80 90 100
"s5ing this same type pf rating scale, supa-visors were asked to indicoa\how

the.\aide or officer under his sup,ervision ranked with respect to: (1) gefting

jobs or special job tr\adning, for parolees, (2)' getting along with fellow workers,

i

(3) getting along with representayives of other programs and agencies in the




)

’ N

community, (4) report writing, and (5) as an overall employee of the Adult

Parole ﬁuthority. Data were also gathered from supervisor‘s on the advantages

and disadvantages of the Parole Officer Aide Program aﬁd on any additional

)

activities in which aides had engaged which were not general)y performed by

’

B

parole officers.

5. Inmates' Att1t~udes Toward the Parqle Officer Aide Progfam *
. The fifth method utilized gn evaluatiné} the Paroi¢ Officer Aide Program ° '

was to have inmates, who were about to be relea¥ed ffom brison, rate the =~ ..
. P ]
RS / -
advantages and disadvantages of §uc}1 an approach. Inasmuch as all parole
officer's and aides' ultimate job is t6 help iwters released from correctional
o ‘ o
institutions adjust_to-and function adequately in society, it seemed logical

-

to ascertain what these offenders felt g‘i})out'the use of ex-offenders in

corrections,

-
.

‘ .
The research design originally called for the administration of &
questionnaire in Apx:il, 1973, to inmates in the pre-release,program of all

LY L

. institutions fof felony offend&rs in Ohio. Because of budgetary and time

|

limitations, this qu%s_tionnaire was administered only to those inmates 1n the

pre-release program at the two male (reformatory) Institutions at Lebanon and -
‘ .

-

Mansfield. However, during the second\year‘s evaluation, inmates from all
pénal institutions in Ohio were included in the sample. The number of irfmates

responding to the questionnaire is therefore somewhat limited the first year

: 3
(65 respondents); a more adequate sample size was obtained the second year

“ ~

(180 respondents): Table 9 reveals several cha}acteristics of the two groups.

L}
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The second year's sample contained a larger percentage of Blacks (52%

in 1974 as compared to 44% in 19.73)‘, ’a wider age dist'ribution, and a larger
percentage of high school g\xjadg;xates (39% in 1974 as compared to 149f, in 1923)‘,'..
These change's appear to reflect changes in the inm:ate composition in Ohio's/
prisons. For example, in 1973 less Fhan 50% of the inmates were Black and,

in May of 1974, the Adult Parole Authority reported that 58% of the inmates

were Black. In October of 1975, 52'% of the inmates were Black.

“«

6. Surve'y of Parolees ey /

The sixfh approach used in evaluqting the aide program was a survey

of the parolees supervised by aldes and officers in the control group. It was

.

felt that the parolees could indicate the effectiveness of aides in comparison

~

A . " . 1 . . .
to parole ofﬁcer% as well as or better than any other group.
'Y N . - h

- " N .

A sample of 20 parglees$ the first year and 10 parolees the following

year was randomly selected from each officer's and aide's caseload. Inasmuch
C N ' . ( "
as the caseloads of many parole officer aides differed significantly from those

of other parole officers, each unit ,su'pérviso} was requested to6 go over the'( list
. i

3 “
-

+

of parolees on the "control", officer's caseload and select the 30 parolees most
r— } < -

) J “ 1 ) .
similar to those hze would assign the aldew From these 30,names each year,

a sample of parolee's was ragdomly selected.” This appreach seemed necessary

»>

‘in order to have som.%h’at similar groups of parolees to evaluate the aides and
\

"*‘ S
the afficers because of possible differences in type of parolees on various

’

= ;o ‘
* caseloads. As one would expect, some unit supervisors had voiced appre-

., . f
h/ension about assigning potentially violent parolees tq aides while other

o .

supervisors indicated they assigned the "worse" pardtees in their un{-t'o the

alde. ' b) '
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TABLE 9
}
SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTI .S OF INMATES FROM
OHIO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS RFSP NDING TO QUESTIONS
CONCERNING THE PAROLE OFFICER AIDE ROCRAH g
1973 Respondents 1974 Respondents )
- s
' \\Number Percentage Number Percentage
A ~ -
1. What is your rdce? °
° Black 28 3.7 90 51.7
White 36 56.3 81 46.5 -
Other 0 0 3 1.8-

2.  On your last birthday,
how old were you?

18-21 22 36.6 18 10.4
22-25 30 50.0 38 22,0
o 26~30 8 13.4 38 22,0
Over 30 0 0 ¢ 79 45.6
3. How many years of school
have you completed?
0-3 years 0 0 3 1.7
4-6 years 0 0 5. 2.9
7-8 years 10 15.6 21 12.1
9-11 years (some high B
school or trade
school) 37 57.8 67 & 38.7
/s 12 years (high school -
graduatk) 9 14.0 57 32.9 \
13-15 years (some .
college or techni-
cal school) 8 12.5 18 . 10.4
16 years or more . -
(college graduate) 0 0 2 1.1°
4. How many times in your life
have you been arrested?
1-2 6 16.2 52 28.9
3-5 12 32.4 49 27.2
6-10 . 7 -18.9 30 16.7
11-20 ' 6 16.2 16 8.9
More than 20 1 2.7 7 ~ 3.9
Unspecified o 5 13.5 26 14.4

53
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/, N TABLE 9 (continued)
1973 Regpondents 1974 Respondents
4 Number Percentage Number Percentage < /
5. How old were you when Yyou
were first arrested? . ' -
\ Under 10 S, 13.5 ° 5 2.9
10-15 16 43.2, 48 28.2
16-18 8 21.6 50 29,4
19-21 6 16.2 22 12.9
, 22-25 2 5.4 16 9.4
Over 25 0 -0 29 17.0
(Median age at first arrest: ‘ ,
1973 = 14; 1974 = 18)
(Mean age at first arrest: . j
1974 = 20 yr. 1.9 mo.) )

|
|
1973 = 15 yr. 1 1/2 mo.; . - ‘
6. How much time have you spent
altogether. in correctional . .
+institutions? ’ q/
Less than 1 year « 0 0 1 Y
More than 1 year but .
less than 3 years 20 54.1 48 28.6
More thane3 years but .
less than 7 years 12 32.4 66 39.3
7 years or more 5 13.5 53 31.5
(mean time incarcerated
N973 = 45 mo, ‘
1974 = 67.2 mo.)

7., Have you ever been on parole?

Yes ' 16 40.0 18 S 438

No 24 60.0 100 56.2
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This type of research d¢sign was again a compromise from the original

) ' .
approach. At the beginning of the aide program, twenty of the thirty parolees

whom the aides were to supervise were to be randomly assigned from a list

A

of new parolees beihg released from the pengl institutions. (The other 10

/ / .
casefs had already been assigned and, were "multiple problems" in natyre.)
. . i

{
Parolges were to b? assigned to aides whose parole,unit corresponded to the

¢

ge/bgraphical location of the parolee's residence. Some unit supervisors

ée,clir;’ed to assign certain types of arolees to an aide; thus, the caseload

/ Y (e ‘
that an aide received varied accordingly,

The compiling of the sample of 400 parolees' names and addressec'i
K o , Q
the first year and 460 the second took some time and required a substantial

effort on the{lpaft"s{\the research staff. In excess of 5 letters were sent to

« &

¢ v ‘ -
some unit supervisors as well as long distance telephone calls made before
a liét of 30 parolees’ names and addresses was acquired.

In- the first year,)srsonalized letters explaining very simply the%aturé
. ¢ ' |

of the evaluation and asking for help were individually typed and sent to each

>

parolee. In the second year', form-letters were used. These letters, along
b )

with 3 printed questionnaire and.a pre-addressed, stamped; return envelope were
* kS v

~

sent in air mail envelopes to each parolee. Five days‘ later the first follow-

up letter was@a‘iled to parolees who had not responded, reminding them to

-

return the questionnaire. The sgtond follow-‘up, letter was sent apprdximately

\
10 days after the original mailing. A fourth letter along with another copy

of the questionnaire was mailed to nonrespondents 2 weeks following"the
\\ II . '

original mailing; a fifth letter was also sent requesting the parolees' help in
N »

A7

" b ) .
the study., = . . < ’
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e

Althoqgh‘ the total sampl'e size was to be 400 parolees the first year
v ' - . , \ :

~ \

and 460 the second, several pafvlees had either Beeh reincarcerated or had |
. ' N s ' |
. their parole terminated beforeythe first mailing. In addition, the mailed ot

materials could.not be delivered to several parolee.s because of incorreot

P .
/4.Q[ no forwarding address. ' These fact’ms reduced the pouential'*resporri ents to

- 4 .
357 parolees the firstvyear and 418 the seqond The compositions of the’ | f//
< . { - .

original sample thos e contacted ard those who complet‘ed ahd retumed the

13

westionnaire are presehted 4n T bl 10 . ' o T . }T( .
q t.l\ € are pre a eJ § ' _ ' Cs :

The social characteristic§ of the parolees returhing the que‘Stionnaire

P
\41: N

are r,ecorded in Table 1l according to whether they wére under the sypervision

of an aide or a parole officer. ,On?he average, the pa olees su&rvised by

.

aides appear to be somewhat older thanﬁhose under the upervision of »parole

Stficers (32 2 years comparedlwith 29 9 years in 1973 and 31.3 years versus

31.2 years in 19_74). Theeaides' caseloads also consist of a much higher

percentage of Blacks than do the parole officers' qesefoads (67.6% comp(ared -

Qwith 30.1% in 19'73', and 63.3% compared with 52.‘29{3 in 1974), On the average, /'
barol,ees under the superv_ision of aides have cornpleted fewer years of formal T

scho'o_ling than parolees b'eing‘supervised by' parole officers, and parolees

supervised by aides in 1974 earned on the average" considerably less money

- o Lo X ’ L " v v )
per weélc than parole officers' parole&’s. Parolees undgg the supervision of .

A
[

aides also had more extensive criminal records ang experienced their first v

arrest on the averagg a year ang a half earlier than parolees supervised\by

parole officery. v 69 , '

’
* .
.
» . , - [ )
- B B
, " , . 0 @
- . . .
oo * . " - "
” .
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Even with the use of a somewhat similar control group, the evaluation PE

R

of aides' performance was stillgsomewhat limited by the fact that the case-

load of aides and parole officers differed both with respec: to size and possibly
"typés" of mrolees. Nevertheless? many valid and reliable conclusions can

b /
be drawn from the evalwa tion. ' - ) /

In the third year, 10 parole of/lficer aides were randomly selected from ‘-

the total possible universe of almnts. The primary focus of the SwWvey was N
to gather data to answer the following questions:

. ¢
1. Are the caseloads of aides still smaller than those of the parole
officers? < ey

", 2. Are there more "multiple problems cases on parole officer or aides'
caseloads? /I

B

0 £

The part‘,le agents were asked to provide data bn every other case under their
subervision. The average reported cashqloadséwere 49.1 for parole officers,
X A
¢~ -, and 30.6 for aides. See Table 12. . . >

"TABLE 12, ' . )

» DEMOGRAPHIC AND CASELOAD DATA ON RAI\#DOM SAMPLE

. OF TEN PAROLE OFFICER AIDES AND TEN PAROLE OFFICERS
. ‘ Parole Officer Parole
~ . Aides ___Offigers
Mean Age 34 29.4 ’
"Race:/ Black 6 2
" White - 4 8 :

Mean Size of

Y ' Caseload < 30.6 ; 49.1 .

Mean # Multi- ) ‘

Problem Cases W.5  37.6% 15.8 32.3% .
Mean # Regular , T | .
Cases 19,1 62.4% 32.3 ‘\65.8% -
- , ~ ,
- ) 59 .
o ] | —

ERIC , o 72 .
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The aides' average caseload was 30.6, as noted in.Table 12, Of
N . ' { N
these, 37.6% were multiple problems cases; the officers supervised an average
! s
*of 49.l.cases’, and32.,2¢% were multiple problems cases.

[ .

TABLE 13. ‘ Y

' NUMBER OF JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR PAROLEES ON
PAROLE OFFICER AIDE AND PAROLE OFFICER CASELOADS:

1975 ‘ .
* "”\"’”
P.O. _ P.O.A.
# of Caseloads == Caseloads Total
Arrests # % : # % . # %
0 67 . 31.0 42 31.% 109 31.2%
- o 30. 13.9 16 12,00 46 13.2
2 54 25.0 21 15.8 75 21.5
3 31 14.4 22 16.5 53 15.2
v L ’
< 4 11 5.1 11 8.3 22 6.3
-
5 or more 23 10.6 21 _15.8 44 12.6
216 100.0% \ 133 100.0% 349 100.0%
™

The data from the third year survey are presented in Tables 13-17,
In Table:IS ,» the number of juvenile arrests for each client under supervision is
presented by type of supe‘rvisign agent;(in general, the POA's in this sample
b
are supervising clients which had‘ proportionately more f}’equent arrests as

juvenils as did clients supervised by officers.

)i




-

| 4 € * . '
’ . . ’ . h

Data in Table 14\reveal, 'as‘on‘e would exp;ect frpn} Tagle 13', that ’
the clients under suéerviéién by POAS were slightly more likely Eo have

been committed to institutions 3 or more tir';qes thén,cl‘ignts under supervision
by parbie officers. The differewnce, however, is not statistically significant.

Data in T~able‘v15 reveal that clients on the POAé caseloads were less
likely to héve never been previously canvicted prior to the instant oflfense
than were clients under supervision by parole officers (17.3% to 37.2%,
respectively), and more likels; to .have been convicted 4 or more times
(20.0% to 8.2%, respectively).

In terms of having been in prison, however, ‘déta in Table 16 reveal
that the clients under the supervision of POAs and by parole officervs are
remarkably similar, There is very little difference. ’

Finally, when POAs and parole officers were asked vto report on the
extent of involvement of their clients in alcqhol, soft and hard drug use,@

a problem of missing data emerged. Although it was possible to report on

the various behaviors of 231 clients under supervision by parole officers and

154 clients supervised by POAs, responder;ts were Lmable or reluctant to report e
on their clients' behaviors, particularly in the hard drug use category. The
reported data are presented in Table 17, In general, clients subervised

by parole officers used these substances relatively more exte}usively than did
clients supé‘\rvised by POAs. The missing data, however, cast doubt on the ) ’

A

results, and these findings should be interpreted with care.
/. " ‘
In sum\nary, it appears that the POAs are supervising clients with

more extensive juvenile arrest and commitment histories, as well as more previous

6l

,\ 74 .




TABLE 14.

NBER OF JUVENILE OXIfMITYENTS FOR PAROLEES . (
Ot PARCLE OFFICER AIDES AND-PARCEE OFFICERS CASELOADS - ‘ ‘

-P.0. P.0.A.

4}/\’ of ) v Caseloads: Caseloads 'f‘ot:al .
Commitments A # % # %
a
? 0 106 49.1 67 50.0 173 49 4
1\ 78 . 36.1 45 33.6 123 35.1
« 2 29 13.4 13 9.7 42 12.0
N 3 or more - 3 1.4 9 6.7 12 3.5
- 216 100.07 134 100.0% 350 100.0%
o »
TABLE 15.
v ' 4
" NUMBER OF PREVIOUS ADULT CONVICTIONS FOR .
PAROLEES (N PAROLE OFFICFR AIDLS AMD PAROLE OFFICERS \CASELOADS\ .
o “P.0. P.C.A. N
#+ of Caseloads Caseloads | . Total
Convictions # % # % # %,
0 86 37.2 26 17.3 112 29.4
1 60 26.0 57 38.0 117 30.7
2 42 18.2 24 16.0 66 17.3
3 24 10.4 13 - 8.7 37 9.7
4 or more 19 8.2 30 20.0 49 12.9
- 231 100.0% 150 100.07%, 381 100.0%
%
< TABLE 16,
NUMBER OF TIME PAROLFES HAVE BEEN: IN PRISON
: S |
P.0. T.C.A. ]
{ of Caselpads . Caseloads Total
Imprisonmerﬁ # I - i A ik %
Ve -
0 \ry 12 7.8 3% 8.3
1 . 2 £ 100 64.9 242 62.9
2 44 25 16.2 69 17.9,
Jormore < 25 17 14.0 42 10.9 ‘
o231 . ‘ 154 & 99.97 385 100.0%
*Some of the El'feft_:were reported as never having Jgen to prison. The parole ,
agents were asked to report on every other client.  Some of the paro]}e agents -
were imyolved with mixed caseloads, i.e., caseloads consisting of both parolees

"and probationers. This4wuld explain the 32 clients never having been to prison.

K
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TABLE ]7., -

CLIENT INVOLVEMENT WITH ALCOHOL, "
SOFT 'AND HARD DRUGS

¥
t

.

*

" Alcohol o
P,O, " P,.O.A.
Caseload Caseload Total
¥ % # % # %

Abstainers

Light User

4

Moderate User

36 15.8' 37 24.0 73 19.1
90 39 5, 71 46.1 161 42.1

66 8.9 27 17.5 93 24.3

Heavy User 36. 15.8 19 12.3 55 14.4
/\
(n=) 228 100 0 Y54 99 9 382 99 9
Soft Drugs :
- P.O, P.O.l}. g
Caseload Caseload‘ Total
# % il % & %
Abstainers 85 37.8) 67 47.2’152 41.4
Light User 79 35.1, 62 43.7|14) 38.4
Moderate User 54 240 7 4.9/ 61 16.6

7 3.1 6 4.2 13 3.5

Heavy User
(n=) 225 100.0142"100.0 367 100.0
Hard Drugs
P.O. P.O.A.
Caseload Casgeload Total
# % % % & %
Abstainers 167 73.9{115 86:4/282 78.6
. ' f‘ |
Light User 26- ]1.5; 7 5.8 33 9.2

Moderate User
Heavy User

. (n=)

¢

22 9.7 4 3.0 26 7.2

|
f.
11 4.9 7 _5.3{ 18 5.0

226 100.0 133 100.0!'359 100.0
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convictiéﬁs as adults. Only in the area of frequency ot incarcieration are
v ;‘F -

~ l': w
the clipnts of the two groups similar. The reported data on drug use suggest
{ ¥

more extensive involvement in these behaviors by clients under supervision
by parole officers, but the validity of these data is suspect. It appears,

then, that”the POA's do have mg@ﬂrOblem@tic cliqnts in their caseloads.

)
\
|
\
\ -
|
|

7. Survey of the Fifty States

During the second year's evalijation, data were gathered on similar
programs employing ex-offenders throughout the United States. With this
as the goal, a survey questionnaire was mailed to administrative heags of

. ) . ' *
the Department of Corrections of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

As noted in Chapter 1, the instrument was designed to ascertain the use of

ex-offenders in corrections, particuéarly as parole and probation icers

. 4
-

of aides. In“¥#dition, data were ga%hered from states emi)loying‘ ex-offender

programs on'theif date of inception, the number of ex-offenders authorized

hd '

.and actually employed, the source and amount of funding, as well as the

~

desirability of employing ex-offenders asgparole or probation officer aides

" and the major'advan‘tages and giisadvantages of such progratis., , - '

L [

-
The results of these approaches are presented in Chapters 4-6,

Chapter 7 contains a brief summary and_sefies of recomr"nendations.
Vs

v

v * ) ~—at
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CHAPTER 4
ATTITUDES AND ORIENTATIONS OF PAROLE OFFICERS
IN COMPARISON_TO AIDES, AIDES' EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN WORK
AND WORK PATTERNS OF OFFICERS AND AIDES [

, ¢

This chapter is concerned with the first three approaches utilized in

evaluating the Parole Officer Aidg“Program as,outltged in Chapter 3: the

)

the in-éepth interviews with aides, and the data

attitudinal questionnaire,

gathered from working with the officers and aides. The chapter is divided into
+ 3 ‘

e
three parts, with each part corresponding to one bf the above portions of the

evaluation, o,

v

The Attitudinal Questionnaire

L3

The attitudinal Qu,Qs’t}bnnaire measured variods attitudinal and person-

ality comp"onents often associated with more successful social work e;s or case-
workers (i.e., people in the helping professions). The primary focus of the

evaluation was t‘o determine how paro‘lbe officer alnes oomp;ared to parole officers
in potential effectiveness‘as measured Sy these'vanous scdles. Tahle 19 pre-

o ‘

L -]
4 .
sents t)e average score for aides and parole officers on each of the scales.

4 ) l * '
Motivation Scale 2‘ C .

. The first scale‘in Table 18, Achievement Motnvation purports to measure

i

" an individual's "desire or tendency to do thiﬁgs as, rapndly and /or as well as

posdible. w1 The higher th “épore, the moxe motivated a person.is supposed to
kg . 1/ / : /

/ 66
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i)e..‘_ The average parole officer aide s score on the Achievement Motivation
chle was only slightly higher each of the {1rst two years than the average-
parole officer's score. In the.third year, the aides' score was slia,htly lower.
Perhaps the juest_ifxcation for aides having higher motivation scores the first

two years may be simply a function of the newness or govelty of a new job

>

Some research 1n the past has {ndicated that an empl

W
inversely rélated to the length of time on the same j

ee's motivation is

b.%

In order to determine if a parole officer's tivation was a function of

the length of time employed by the Adult Paorole Alithonty, at the end of the

/ . -~
second year parole officers were divided into thfree groups according to the

length of their service. Group One wa‘s compgsed of offlce:s with lé; than
one year service, Group Two consisted of of'lcérs employed at least one year
.but less than thre;e yvears, and Group Three 1r;cluded gffxcers employed for three
or more years. Table 19 presents the average score for each of these groups on

Achievement Motivation and subsequent scales to be (ﬂ's'cussed.

Comparing officer:s with two year s experience or less to parole officer

.
-

aides indicated very little difference between the two aroups with respect to
Vo )
motivation. Parole officers with two years experience or less had higher

motivation scores on the average than other parole officers and only slightly

lower scores than aides.

éelf-Este’em Scale

The second scale in Table 18, Self-Esteem, was designed to measure

a« -
68
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. .‘ L g ' o
how positively ong thinks about oneself.\ This scale has ! 2en correlated with
- an individualy'/@i)—lconcept, happiness, akd self—Aconf:dence.3 The assump-, o
. tionwas that ingividuals who are happy, self-confident, and in possession of . v e
) .V .. ~ l‘ R ‘e " ot
+.a positive selj:concefft will be more effective in working with parolees orother
~ AT : . L )
clients. . ~ . N . ‘ ‘ i
. ‘ ] ° hl ~ ot o . . d N
< -ghe in Table 18 indicate that, in all yars, aides have slightly / s
v &
Y Iy i . N “ . £

/ bi%r a\{erm sc()rgs' than parole officers on self-esteem. These slight
) \ : dif‘fe‘r/exlc!es do not appedr to be a function of length of time working for the

. : s
+ f

\1 Adult Parole Aut ity inasmuch as those parole off1c$-s workmg two years

~ -~

‘ A
B *+ “of lesschad sllghtly ower scores on se1f~esteem than dj,g{ other

\\é\(’l‘able 19 ) Tﬁe drgfmatic decrease in 1975 may be m;part a unctlon of

-economlc Qohc’htlons, a gubematorlal ale 103, pCﬂlth&l

» - .

ncertainty, and a ‘ )

sharp alteratlow the overall state philosophy on off\zndé and people-‘ I '

J & . 4 .

- - servmg dehvery s?«,&tems ‘ o “ g L ‘ S ,
. - . : ‘

e e o ' )

..’ Focal Congerns « . ° L teS——— “ s

2, R Y

The Focal ConceM"Scale was intended to reflect the»degree“of articu-
‘ . N "

lated commitmen‘t to norms of mrdd’le class propriety as opposqd to lower-class

°

A fforms of "foughness, " "troubla," "&f&ltemént " and relfange.on "fate. "4 .o
N o .

- L . ) .
A Contrasted with the's.e'cgncérnsf of the lower-clasg are others that are-’con—, :
" . , . " ) '"“ -
. .\,si'dered more indigénous to %ﬁddl‘e-claSs America. Thatis, middle-class focal
[ . N v * - 3o \\w .

. .
- © ey )

ncerns are purported to deal more with cultwatmn of manners than.wi th ;
-y . ~ ' “@ YA - }
waéh control of physu::al aggresswn tha with "toughne;s' "

.Q ' '\'
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. . 14
postponement of gratification thaa with machinations{of fate. The importance
of such "concerns, " if underscored by Miller's contention that the acting out

- . 4

of lower-plass focal concerns almost inevitably runs the individual afoul of
the law, is obvious. The assumbtion was that the higher one's score on the

Focaer;'on’cems Scale, the more l'ii<ely the individaal.yvoulq be to subscribe
to middle-class norms and the less likely that individual to run afoul of the
‘ l"aw' ’ - ' - = 9

. . .0 ' “
- AS )

it

sAides’ and parole officers’ average scores on focal concerns are re-

0
i

" i .
ported'in Table i8: The aides’ average scoré on focal conterns indicated

>
M ~

they subscribe more to middle-class values and were therefore lessiik‘ely to

.
. \ *

* [ . .
have legal confrontations than were parole officers. (Thié is somewhat similar N
o0 .
to Catholics subsc’ribing maqre.to the Protestant ethic than do Protestants).,

The scores on the Fecal\gl}anéems' Scale suggested.that the aides-are.mlddie-

\ . v
9

clasgsgoal oriented, regardless of their socio-economic Class as m’eaﬁlred

by mcome educatlon parents occupatron or residence., If the Focal Con-

’ ce‘rns Scale is yalid as M‘ll}er contends, the llkehhood of a!des running. afoul

v

" of the law does r‘ﬂbt appedr to be any greater thar] is the lrk ehhood for parole i

officers. i

Isarole' Aide'Scale

. The fougth sca}e in Table 18, Parole Aide Scale, was desihgned to

.‘ \ « *

LRI

measure an indi\{idual's attitude’ toward the value of using ex—offenders as '

B TR '
employees of tﬁeAdu Parole Authotnt'y A hvoh score mdzcated the respon-
v - ' M

s dent feels the use of parole,pff‘lcer aides is a good, 1d‘ea and that md:es would




have somet’hing unique to contrubute to corrections, W

’

As might be expected, the aides’' average score was cohsi_derebly higher

k2

v ~ L3

on the Parole Aide Scale than was the parole officers' (135.9 compared to 116.1 .
} ¢ ° . R . - .
in 1973, 139.3 compared to 124 9 in 1974). Parole officers' opinion of the ex-

~

v offender program 1mproved consi‘derably fron) 1973 to 1974 This appears to

indicate more acceptance on their part of the usefulness of ex-offenders

o

working in the area of parole. In ‘1975, the average scores increased substan.-
tially, and the bit_;gest increase is in the p"arole officer categoty. * The ;;arole
officers’ favorable attitude toward using ex-offenders in parole work decreases
with the officers' length of serrice (see Table 19) as does the paroﬂle officer

aides'. This suggests that in the 1974 study parole offlcer aides had much 4

W

more confldence in themselves and what they ﬁave to offer parolEes when they .

begin than after they have had 4 year's experience. Alsa, the younger parble
L ] -

offlcers (as indicated by length of.employment with the'Adult Parole Authonty)

[N

have _mofe oonflx;lence and commitment to the Parole Officer Aide Program than

- . *
“

-

do parole.officers\ who have been working in the system longer.
- . . ‘ - .
v . ]

= Anomia Scale ' oo ~ K

Srole's Anomia Scale identified the;degree to which individuals have

«

LY

been "estranged from, ’61:,made.ur"rfriendly toward, society and the &ulture 1t Lo
" uS ® RN W .
- carries. " A high score on anomia is in,dicative,of an alienated and estranged
B * " - a : ",

indiwidual. The research on andmia’iddicated that those individuals estranged

AN . ' »
- Ed

* or made unfriendly toward sdcieti( haVe 'a more difficult time relating to people, © -
‘ 1‘ . - . i . " - ’ ‘
n‘ ' { ‘A, 72 I ] ‘ ”_ -
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‘e

and therefore, one may assume they would be less successful working, in a

A -

«

social service type career. . *

Data in Table 18 indicat€ that parole officer aides scored somewhat lower
. .

) i/ g .
in the first two years than parole officers on anomia (2.3 compared to 2.5 in

4

13

1973, and 1.8 compared to 1{9 in 1973)* Those scores are identical in 1975.

-

This suqggests thét aides are somewhat more integrated into and accepting of -

. O,
society and its culture than are parole officers. This finding 1s the exaat

. opposite of what we assumed for aides who had been incarcerated for several

years of their livess (4.6 years on the average for th_e ten aides in 1973, and

o

4.3 years for the twenty-three aides employed in 1974). The increase in the

.Ano‘;nia Scale scores in 1975 may also be in part due to those factors discussed

-

under the Self-Esteem Scale above. . —

Powerlessnesgs Scale . i

* An individual's score on Powerlessness is ralated to hxs\gserceptlon

* ¢

df mtemal -external control ®Internal contrQl refers tq the perception of

. < .
L}

positive and/or negatlve events as be,lng a consequence of one's own actions

, )
P

and thereby under pegsonal control. Whereas external control refers tol the

-

pergeption of positive and/or h;egative"events as Being unrelated to one's own

3 ~ . .

behavior in certain situations and therefore bey}ond control . n7 Poweﬂessness,

4

of course, would be dl'rectly related to the perception of internal control. . Those

A [y

scorirlg hlgh on the Powerlessness Scale would be somewhat more alienated from '

) &
sbciet‘y, &nd more likely to blame their problems on forces beyond their control

«

: . 8*;5. |




than those scoring Jow on the Powerlessnjess Scafe.
4 .
Parole officer aides had oonfiderably lower scorée on p‘owerlessnéss

-

than did parole officers in all three years, although there was a dramatic

»

. overall scale score increase in 19751 Parole officers, with ome year's service
- > - .
b}

or less in parole work, had scores similar to aldes' (2.3 and 2.2). The longer

v & .
3, a parole officer had served with the Adult Parole Authority, the higher his
N . .
§ .

@Q + score on powerlessness. This indicates, perhaps, that when employees begin

with the Adult Parole Authority, they have more confidence in their own ability

l
.

to affect the outcome of various events, Conversely, the longer employees work

3
in social service, the more deterministic they become, attributing the outcome

o
°

of events to t:actors beyond their own control, Again, it was assumed that

-
°

aides would be high on powerlessness, attributing their prior legal problems

1 L Y
with society to forces beyond their own control. However, when length of

- .

service is taken into account, there appears to be little difference between

v

>
aides and parole officers on their perception of powerlessness as a dimension
~ 7 ” T v P
) \

of alienation,

~ '

Conservatism Scale B

s

A Conservatism Scale was incorporated into the questionnaite in order

-+

to compare aides and parole‘officers on political conservatism. Parole officer

aide§ were somewhat more conservative (6.8 compared to 5.9) the first year, but

. considerably less conservative the second year (5.7 compared to 7.0) Con-'’

4rvatlsm scale scores increased dramatlcally in 1975, but aices %ntmued to

. IS B
A - ‘ v B ~




.(b

mto consideration, aides were still considerably less cgnservatl\)e than parole

4

Fa

‘. 4 ¢
< officers. .

- /

Dogmatism Scale .

v

-

. 9 ) . -
The Dogmatism Scale, as conceived by Rokeach,™ measures indivnduaf

differences in openness or clos‘edness of belief systems. The term "dogmétx_sm"

is used to signify the extent to which an individual has an "authoritarian out

- "
. look on life, an intolerance toward those with opposing beliefs, and a suffera

of those with similar behefs 10 The Dogmatism Scale has often been used
‘ 124

as an indicator of one's ability to empathize or tolerate differing views and

attitudes.ll The assumption was that the lower one's score on dogmatism, the

) . _ /
* greater one's ability to empathize.
»

. Parole officers' average sqore was somewhat lower than aides’ gverage
& - .

score on both Dogmatism Scales the first year (27.2 'compared to 26.9;"44:2

compared to 41.4). This indicates that parole officerS.were somewhat more .

- .

tolerang and open;minded than the first year's parole offi&er aide‘s_,; The §éconc1 .

. ) T ¢ .
- year's evaluation provided exactly the opposite conclusions with the sides
. ¢
havinb lower scores on both Dogmatism Scales than the parole officers (26. 5

.y

compared to 29.6- and 41.8 ‘compared to 46.3). When length of parole service
. -+

is taken into account (in the second year's evaluatlon) however, aides are

somewhat more open-minded and less dogma_tic. Table 19 1ndicates a direct

relationship betw?en dogmatism and length of parole service4- the longer a

1]




parole officer's service, the higher his dogmatism score. Apparently, parole

L}
3

officers become less tolerant and empathize less as their tume 1n parole service

e

r

increases.\ o

W ]

' In 1975, only the Troldahl and Powell Dogmatism Scale was scored,

, ] ‘
although there was an increase in mean séores for both groups, the pattern
+ ; M

remains unchanged.

A Innovativeness Scale ™ ' ,

One %cale was added to the questionnaire administered to parole officers
and aides in the third year's evaluation. It was obvious that aides were placing

more of their clients in jobs, and that their clients appeared "_to be at least .

‘

| ,
somewhat more problematic than clients under supervision by parole officers.

[N
»

It was decided to measure innovativeness, using a scale deve'loped by Leawitt

“
&

and Walton 12 .

»

. . The innovativeness scale has as its underlying dimension the ability
\‘ )

L . 5 } .
& » . to transfer information to one's own use in an intellige‘nt use of resources

<

solve problems. An innovative person, it could be argued look s for ways
L] v / -
TBw 13 ° P
to change and improve hisown enterprises and acts:
—— ”

"
.

. an innovative person is a person who has his feelers out

. - for all sorts of new ideas, who is not bothered by novelty or
\§trangeness and who is likely to have a high degree of activity .
, .« . .awell grggnized person. . . "

’ e

v

4

» Although inndvativeness may not diractly be related to human services

~

work, it was determined that a'c"omparison shouM be made toB akcertain any

differences in the degr‘ee of 1nnovatweness between parole ofﬁcers and aides

' : 8\) ' : L
76 ) . ¢




-
4 ’

The results are presented in Table 19;’ parole off}cers averaged a score of 4.8

and aides averaged 6.9 (P=<.47). It appears that aides are somewhat more .
' \ . / g AN
innovative, /but’the difference is not significant.

Onjthe five scales specifically designed to measure traits associated.

>

with succe&sf‘ul social service workers (i.e., Achievemeént Motivation, Self

~

Lsteem, Anomi Powerlessness, Dogmatism), aides' scores are in an un-

! favgq;-able duec'ti&oqugne scale (Dogmatism), in cdmparison to parole

’

offlcers duning the first year s evaluation. Comparing aides' and parole”
v . .

officers' scores on these same scales in the second year, aides' scores are

in @ more favorahle direction on every scale. When the length of service is
/ [

taken into consideration, aithes score higher in the direction prec'hctmg su\ccess .

]
-

on three of the five scales the first year (Achievement Motivation, Self Esteem
and Dogmatism) and the same on the other two scales (Anomia.and Powerless-

ness) as parolg-officers. On innovativeness, the aides score slightly more -
A}
favorably than the parole officers. 1 .
L4 . , ' . .

Certalrfly only a s?elect few of the many poésible scgles predicting

successful soafal service were employed in this analysis. Had others been

¢

<

utilized, different conclusiong m'ight have been, reached ! Nevertheless, from
A B,

- ~ 3 ¢ ,
these findings, it appears that both officers and aides as a group possess
. " . = “g T
those attitudes and orientations related to sdcces‘sful social service work.

-~

This may be due to the careful ‘selection procedures followed the flrst Year, 1n
. s “ F
L partlcular%n recruiting ex—offenders as pprole officer aides. It 1hd1cates that -

N -

‘the fea31b111t) of finding and hiring ex-offenders with attltudes and dlsposnxons

e

. T /e\ JO ') - ""I _’
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associated with successful‘s:areers in social work exists.

The final portion of our attitudinal questionnaire focused on possible

i ~

differencés between parole officers' and parole,off}ceq\ aides' attitudes toward

crime and punishment. It was felt that these attitudes might affect an aide's

or officer's approach in dealing with parolees. N

L]

The tabulated r‘esponses of officers' and aides’ attitugie_s concerning

crime and punishgxeht are presented 1n Table 20 for 1974 and 1975. Some diff-

- 1

erences are readily 'appqrent. Parole officers 1n 1974 perceived people 1n Ohio

as being sbmewhat more punitivﬁriented than did aides in their approach to
how adult felons should be dealt with. Parole officer aides aiso perceirved
more in‘matés as being mentally ill, and therefore, not persoﬁnall? respogsible

for their criminal hehavior than did parole fflc‘efs. to the purpose of’garrec—
. e

tions, aides saw reformation as a much more important goal than do parole offi-

-

‘cers (90% compared to.75%), while aides rated general deterrence as a some-

what more important factor than did paro}e officers (50% compared to 42%). It

was somewhat surprising that ex-offenders would rate the imposing of a 'pgg)—

» .
" alty sufficiently severe to deter oth&rs from committing crime as a valid goal
. ] \ . - . P l
for corrections today. One’o%fthe most revealing things fwzm/’:able 20, however;

’ {
was the similarity between aidg§' and officers' attitudes about crime and

-

corrections.

~ * o

Data on responses by parole.officers and aides to the same questio'ns in

’ 1975 are quiteﬂi‘rit/e(e-/sting. In general, aides were in close agreement with - f\r

/

. .

parole officers{on their perceptions of citizens' views about lemency in handling

’ . ~ - . .
N 78 ’ S
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than did the parole officers. . n

On the importance of'mcapacitatlon,, aides believed m

)

than parole officers (28.67 to 16-.6%) tha capacitation was of 11

importancé. In terms of the causes of crime,/sharply more aides than pa

officers concluded that ‘chemlcal sgbstances a n the cgusal link of crim® -+
inal behavior (2.6.39( to 8.5%), a finding of some Mterest in Light of their

reluce'nn*e or inability to identify the\‘\extent of drygs ulseages.by their clients.
Aides still belleved mare, finally, t'h%;t puni:}wﬂfe/nt should be

'?\nte" or "very"
. : ) S
, )

L

\ important than did the parole officers (30% to 20%, respectively). As in 1974
k) .
however, the similarities between aides' and ‘af‘ﬂcers' #ftitudes about trime
r , \ )
and correftions are still revealing,
» . . . ' “ ~ . .
In-DédRth_Interviews With' Parole Officer Aides . /
0 - ! . )
* The 1n'-;1‘i/p:}'1 1\1terview§ with parole officer aides were conducted pri-
Inaril',' to asgertain any majbr problems aides might be having d@s employees
N - ‘ - . ’
of the Adult Parole Authority‘.' /One of the major focuses of the interview wasg,
." “therefore upon job satisfa n..As can be seen from Table 21, the majonty
. ‘
h 3

of aides were* very satigfied wit}:fheir work in 1974, All gut one of the

— - v . . , .
a‘id"esl’f'g\l(t eir duties and resporjsibilities were clearly defined. The proportlon
l' . . b d r

‘{5f e&x alde s work that ‘was closely superwsed vaned srbstantlally, with sqme *
Y 2 . . N
' recewmg very httle supewlsmn (3 or 30%) and others (4 or 40/u) havmg

-

1‘/ ) La " ‘ N ' S . ¢
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walmost all of their work supervised. Similar resporises’were found in 1975.
. 2 . . » ;
The aides' responses to questions concerning their work satisfaction .
’ <

are also prcsente((i in Table 21, i'\gain, in 1974, most aides were very satisfied

.

with their fellow workers (8 or\&Q%) , and only one was very dissat'i?ied with

his colleagues Most of the aides were also very satisfied with thefr super-

visors (8 or 8074, and mne of the ten aides indicated their colleagues had
—
' ?

welcomed them and made them feel like important employees of the Adult

Y

Parole Aut?orit‘y. We were somewhat surprised at thg’aides' work satisfaction

and appurent acceptanceg by other employees of the Parole department, given

.
K}
-

the personal d\oubts’ these employees had conceming the AideﬁProgram, as

. 3
was indicated by our attitudinal survey reported above. Neverthele%s, the

u )

-

. a{des seemed to feel accepted and were extremely pleased with their work
L N [N [ 9

with :\’1.8 exception of one ai& The one ipdicator used*in evaluation of job

-
-

satisfaction was a question that asked aides and officers: "Do you plan to

- . * . -, 3 -
make a gareer- -of con‘ectional work ?" All of the aides resp,onde\iziy/e;'\%i

comparison to 78};ercent of the parole officers; in 1975 65% of the aides
!
responded "y\gs" The aldes, we SOnclude must therefore ggh‘nding job

. =t -

~

satisfaction and be committed to their work. -

*

’ Several open-ended questions atte'mpted in 1974 to ascertain what aides

falt should be done to better the Parole Aide Program. Seven of the ten aides

felt they would be niore efficien}..if.given more authority. The main justi-

’ . \

fication was to e;cpedite matters such as "holds" or "barole.‘revocations‘, "

) .. ) .
" although some aides indicated mare authority’would simply be an indicatign
. - ’ PR N \ * - <t ' \
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U TABLE 21 .
N ' . m ' .
. ‘ . RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING-WLTH '
. . PAROLE OFFICER AIDES' ATTITUDES TOWARD THEIR OCCUPATION
. ‘ S . . ' ‘ . . Ve . . .
o - SN _ +- ‘ ' . /
o . ‘S. ' N X . [ ) / . 4
g . , 1974 ;o 975 . :
v, L # Wt e %
R DU — , \ : RS
For what proportion of ‘ L
ydur work are you directly . ' A
adcountable \to sopeone else? , E ,
No Supervision .0 0.0 3 12.0 -
N YVery Lirtle . 3 30,0 5 20,0
Prne-Fourth ° 1 10.0 8 32.0
- A ¢ 0 0.0 3 12,0 *
ee-Fourths . 2 . 20.0 . 1 v, 4.0 ,
! st All 4 40.0 5 20.((
T . How dlearly defined are you .
dutieb and responsibilities? - . ¢
—— As'{Clearly as They Shouldbe 9 90.0 21 '. 8.0
, Almost as Clearly as They 1 10.0 3 12.0
’ Should be . ' e
) - Should be Defined Somewhat 0 0.0 1 4,0
' . More Clear]ly / e .
. Should be<Refined Much More 0 0.0 0 + 0.0
= Clearly- .
How satisfied aré you with §our N . a
present job? :
N @
‘ Very Dissatisfibd . 1 10.0 1 4,0
. Slightly Dissatisfied 0 . 0.0 1l 4.0
' . Neutral 0 - 0.0 0. . 0.0
Moderately Satisfied 2 20.0 2  36.0
Very Satisfied 7 :70.0 14 - 56.0




TABLE*ZIQ%Continued)

N ‘ T ‘ 1974 1975
. T A # To # A .
How satisfied are you with ., - . ° T
your fellow workers?

Very Dissatisfied'
Slightly Dissatisfied
Neutral
Moderately Satisfied
Very Satisfied 8
. Don't know, Not &
42 , applicable ’

AT .-
r ONOSPEO
. L] 'Y
OOCOCO
r

. - e

HOOOOOK ©
/ o5

- o0 i

SCOO0OOOO
OCOOOLOO
QOO s O

How satisfied are you .
with your present
supervisor7

~

| . Slightly Dissatisfied
Neutral

¢« Moderately Satlsfled '
Very Satisfied. S

coo”

o =
Soococog

4
4
2

Very Dissatisfied S~ 5
)
0
1
8
0

Don't kanow, Not

S 0.0
- vapplicable y § . "‘“)

3 ~..,. How satisfied are, you with s
— bhekamouat of freedom you :
have™ i your job? - X

k’*“"/’*
Vef& Dissatisfied
Slightly Dissatisfied
Neutral
Moderately ‘Satisfied
Very Satisfied
Don't know, Not . .
appllcable '/‘ . \ .

O 0 e
w
o

To what. 4 tent do tﬁe peo le  » o "/ .
rour officer make, you feel- ) S .
/,///‘1ke an important member of. - o,
I BN K - S /
o the "parole team M*n“wfﬁk‘ ) .

w
Rl i . s .
- o
~

’ Not at all .- ‘ ~ ~.. 0

1 . A
" To a Small Extent - ”ﬂ%ﬁe, 0 ,//////
To a Fair Extent Py 4

) . ‘ 6.0 :
To a Great Extent g 90.0 /20//i/i§6.0 o~

Don't know, Not applicable | 10.0° - 0

\
\ 2
g ' / - ‘ '
3 i ) /”.:-' “ -~
| ) ,v"’ O . ' LT
\\ s ' l) 8 .
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on the part of the A.du.lt'Parole Autha;:ity that they trusted aides as much as

Y

, they did parole officers. ] - N ; ) v o NY
‘ In response to the question* "'\)Nhy do yod continue to work,;for:the" a ” ’
’ APA? ", aimost a11 aides responded very positively. I\‘/pical ans;/vers/vé;'
"I live the work " "I like meeting and hel’ping people, " "It make me fe\ ’
“ good " The only récurring complaint aides had aboLi‘t their j ‘
| - -
pay they received a complaint voiced again in 1975 f
major1ty d\not feel they should be making asﬁnuch s parole officers be~ b .

aides expressed this sentiment in 1975, evertheless, oOnly five aides in 1974
! 4 / .

indicated they were more effective tha paro/l/e officer's while four felt aides

- . < - '/{f' / // :

were equally as effective. AlthougH the aides had considerable confidence

/ 1

in their ability to help parolees, only fot/ir fel being an ex-offender was more

important than being a commu#ity resid ; in working with parolees. The

¢

“ L /‘ . N
apparent reason is that aigks saw their main job as that of helping parolees
- ; 'y

find jobs. Aides indic ed that being an ex—offender does not hinder one in .

helping parolees find obs but no/ being fro\m the community limits one s job
- v N
resources, Next t6 assisting /p’érolees in finding employment, aides fe\lt their

V' » N

main tasl-c was ting as gy;betwe%n" or mediator between parolees and parole )

-//




-

found to be most hélp(l were those concerning counseling techniques and
- report writinb." The one major problem several aides mentioned dealt wfth

report writing. They felt this area should be stressed a%bsequent
training seminars. .

. i //
Parole aides! resporfses in 1974 to several questions dealing with

.

¢
parolees and parole procedures are tabulated in Table { Al}/ aide‘s1 indicated

that it would be benifical if parole officers haﬁﬁmaller caséloads so that '

the average offender released from prison would have m7re help suoceeding on
K (, .
parole. 'The majority (7 or 70%) of the aides a}so favored the use of volunteers
‘ ¢ w, it
to assist parole ‘officers with their parolees. /

' ‘ Pdrole aides’ responses in 1974 to\,questior)js dealing with crime and

-

the law are tabulated in Table 23 . The majority of aides who responded felt

the Ohio laws are too restrictive and .punitive Nevertheless, aides were

«;ilmost evenly“divided over the prgper use of the death penalty, i.e., four felt
, it should be used more often while five felt it should be abolished. Eight

\ . : , | .
of the terkaideswa’ted crime as Ohio's most serious problem.
. . ) ) l,
Parole aides' responses in 1974 to the adequacy of state correctional

personnel are recorded in Table 24. These responses are interesting in that

3

only two (20%) of the aides rated state juvenile correctional workers as doing

a reasonably good job or better while, at the same'time, eight ,(éO%) of the

4 ’ "4 - o

aides rated state adult corrgctional worY‘cers as performi\ng aso&bly well or

l

\ hbetter. Perhaps these responses more than anvthing else ingicated W well

\.




v . ¥ . {t
‘ / TABLE 22
: RESPQNSES /f0 QUESTIONS-DEALING WITH ;o
PAROLE PROCEDURES BY PAROLE OFFICER AIDES p

)

// 11

//7‘j;7““’ / i Number ) Percentage
§/421éased fggﬁ/ . ’ . .
t on his oyn without ’ -

w?

The average prisgne
ke

should work things out alone , o '
be '"bugged" by a parole officer '

Agree ; . 2 20.0
Disagree . "6 - 60.0
Not Sure ' K 1 - 10.0
* Don't Know, Not Applicable ° ' 1 10.0
It would bé beneficial-if the average )
parole officer had a smaller.caseload
Agree . . : .10 100.0 )
Digagree . ‘ , 0 0.0,
It would be beneficial if Ohio utilized } .

volunteers to assist parole officers
with thelr parolees

Agree
Disagree




L :
N S~ ‘ . .~
N, TABLE 23
. , - — .
. . RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITH CRIME * i
' NQ CRIMINAL Llﬂi IN OHIO BY PAROLE OFFICER AIDES Ny *
‘. . ' Number i Percentage
* Do you feel laws dealing with criminal . . , L
oftenses in Qhio are too lenient’, too ! . .
severe, or about right? i !
J . N . -
Too Lenient R 1 - . 10.0
“About Right ' : 0 . 0.0
) Too Severe - T 4 ot . 40.0 7
. bon't know, No opinﬁon / 0 0.0 .
Not, Applicable — AN .S 50.0 .
- & ? . L
¥ , i l ' ' ’
Should the death penalty be used more " ) N .
offen than it is less often than
now, or, be nbolia:?;\"*\ N A
l v +
More Often - 4 '40.0 T
As Oftetl as Now- ' 0 - 0,0 '
Less Often - K J 0+ 0.0 :
Abolished . . 5°° 50.0
Don't know, No opinion |, -1 10.0 T
- ’ :\ ’ ) - . ’
How serious do you feel the crime - T
problem in Ohio is? " e
Not Very Serious 0 0.0
Quite: Serious . 1 - 10.0
Most Serious Problem Ln Ohio . 8 - N 8&.0
ngnu,t know, Not Applicable 2‘ . ~ 1 10.0 '
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&
A ) 1 ‘: t e
' | _’ TABLE 24 - - -
Ty RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITR ., = . |
STATE CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL BY PAROLE OFFICER AIDI;:S :
® - . .
¢ . ’ ' .
. ot Number : P - _Percentage
o R - i
How well ag.-e st:a}:é juvenile correctiopal\) ‘ .t ) _ |
workers doing their job? ‘ . |
Very Well o N R | R 10.0 '
Reasonably Well \ LT 10.0 |
Somewhat Poorly = _\. 2. . 20.0 |
Very Poorly . e 2 . 20.0
L, Don't know, Not Applicable 4 40.0
 » How well .are state adult correctional ) "o o
workers doing their job? \ i
Very Well ‘ L . ’ 4 , 40.0 '\
. Reasonably Well R . , 4 7 - 40.0. -
Somewhdt Poorly. "o \ 0, ‘0.0
Very Poorly ’ 1. ! &*) " 10.0 .
. Don't knpw, Not Applicable 1 ’ ) 10.0
- S
N / . . -
€ _
q
i ) ' ’ .
1y r » I ’
. / '
\ , .
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most aides were integrated into the Adult Parole Authority and hoW‘ thg/ have :

. (

‘adopted the Adult Parol‘e Aui,hority S point of view, N L

~. \/'__/,
ork Patterns of Parole Officers and Parole Aide:ﬁ

Inforrnation g tgﬂred in 1973 agd 1974 by the undergradu e students

duri\} the day they spentKith'parole officer )and parole\ es can best

tioln of

«
<
“uo

be anam\s\esarating it 1n«to four separate categories:

the numbxa‘nd type of. contacts ith parplees, an estimate of time spent en-

gaged in various activities’, frequency istributions of the quality of relation—

, shipsg parole officers and a,idesihad withk&h parolees and fellow wo)kers and

'

¢ i
parole officer s occu ation. The observations made during 1973 and 1974 i
. o ;" » Kd

,pleted their assignment. pn'e student Lvoved imme ¥ tely,, and his r&aoi’t was

I
!

‘not received. Also some

af""
e

, d‘ent observers failed to record all the inform\fiyk
+\ desired; thus, the N\\(or number o) esp/ndents) may vary from table to table,
’ ~

Numbers ang Types of Contacts

\

.one ‘contact to a maximum'of thirteen. The verage number of parolees seen

o

aides. This might

i y) =
\\__.i.. \ e [ ’ 7
"

N

had
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E TABLE 25 ' _
.. . ) 4)" B \ "-'“
L " NUMBER OF PAROLEES SEEN" IN "WORKING DAY "
" Lo ' AS REPORTED BY STUDENT FIELD WORKERS
—; . o "‘1, ’ ' ] ‘
" -i Iy r e o .‘ ‘ N
\\ ® W ¥ " \ ”ﬂ? N - \\""
A ? ’ ® P
\\ i Y
AN 10 \
» - i
" T | \ \ : \
. 10 % ‘ " %
' \E g ! ! ‘
<
v 8 \
S ’ “
o 7. . ‘ Vo 1
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( esmmsems Parole Officers 1973 x=4.1 - ‘ ' \
N 00000000000 ¢ Par()le Off_icerS 1974 x‘ 55. i - "‘
) eeeeses. Pamle Officer Aides 1973  :2.9
Ve : //
s PaDle Offcer Aides 1974 "%:5.3"" -
o % | . '
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Al

*The means for 1974 are based,on work days in the field Five of the 23 aides had other
reSDOn5|b|lmes me\enme morning (eg job placement program, release time tor school,
etc.) while only 1 oi the 21 parole officers had such other respomnbmties for one-

halt_.day . ‘The averages are therefqgre based on 20.5 work days L‘lf both the
parolg officers -and the parole "officer aides. )

"
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_ be expected inasmuch’as parole officers' average caseload in 1974 was over .
K K N . ) -

|
1

|twice the sizelof the aides'. In addition, several aides spent inﬂy S0 percent

~ of the day in the t;ield due to such factors as attending college clagges in the
. a \ ..\ = .
morning and coordinating job placement programs.” In addition, one aide had\

1
.

. been se riqusly'_ill,and consequently had only five parolees to"supervise. When
s - &

these factors are 'taken into account, there seems to ‘bé little difference in the
. \

frequency of visits, Interestingly, parole officers' and aides' average number
of visits increased in 1974‘when‘compared to the initial evaluation in 1973,
The fifst year, the parole officers on the average saw 4.1 parolees during the

~ 3 .
students' visit in comparison to 2.9 for the aides. During the 1974 visits,

N

parole officers saw an average of 5.5 parolees compared to 5.3 for the aides.

The number of contacts calculated by the students was leo not necessarily

indicative of the number of contacts made by"an aide or 6‘fficer on a typical day,

However, the figures were often verified by corﬁmgnts from the aides and

1

\\ o, -~ 4

\ i

officers fo,the students.

Time Spent in Various Activities ’ ° .

- ! ?

Table 26 shows the percentage range of time spent engaged in various

activities for the group Of‘parole officers and group of parole aides. Meax?scores
, \ r
for the two groups indicate both spend about the ‘Tame percentagé of their time

'

/ . v .
with parolees. There was a considerable difference in the average amount of

timé aides and officers spent writing reports or re‘cording data during the first

N

b

vear's evaluation (1771 versus 5%), but presently these differencei seem to be

d N * .
. . N 9 3
. ™

- ERIC ' ’ ) : 1(v ‘
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L o . TABLE 26 °
\ ‘1
to, - - 3 . . . .
!' PERCENTAGE OF, TIME ALLOTTED FOR VARIOUS ACTIVITIES . i .
i DURING DAY AS REPORTED BY STUDENT FIELD WORKBRS )
o (1973 AND 1974 RESPONSES COMBINED) R 3 : '
- v ) ‘ )
- . Range - Mear
Parole Officer " ‘Parole Officer ‘
W Alde Parole Officer Aide Parole Officer . *
With Vérolees 15%-75% 7%-70% <~ 36% T3Sy C ' k\
¢ e .
Traveling . 10%-50% . 12%2-60% - T\ 28% * 322
. A\
Writing Reports . . . T;i//:
or Recording Data 0%-30% 0%-24% 11% 6 T 11%
Meetings 0X-55%* . 0%-202 ' ©157% - 82
. // . ~ 3
.Other * 02-50% ) 0%-60% . - 102 - T T\142
3 P - ' //’ . ‘ .
o l/ - . - * | R

%

g

*Only one student mentioned his ‘parole officer spending 1/2 day in a meeting, the
15% average -is perhaps inflated ' ’

\.”“, v ’ . . . : !
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mfinimal. Addes apparentl.y had cop«siderable problems in wrftin'g satisfactory
ort writing

egports the first’year, butﬁthe additional training in dictating and rep

’

receive! the s'econd"year may have been responsible for the equal time studdnts

found awdes and parole officers working-.on reports the following year, ,

ﬂwtegory "o'cher" showed 8 wide range of time spent in activities

Y,

, “\“\.v s - N '
othpr"than those specified. Some OLth\ese"activities included visits to half-

ay housés, job training p}ogmms, meetihgs with pro,'spective employérs or

-

~, K .
relativc}s of parolees_', placing phone calls ar}d d\éliyering mail (a specific job N

k3

3 t ¢ N .
given to aides ir} some offices). One parole aide spent a half day lecturing to \\

a group of high school studehts: one parole officer spent a half day target Jrac-

-

"ticing: and some of.the total time for each officer or aide’'was spent in educating
N - N {

-
~

the/ visiting student on various parole matters. l

- Quality of Relationshipé with Parolees and Fellow Workers

”,
~

Table 27 S:Zo)v‘s the freq@cy distribution of students' views on the

3

quj*dity of the Feld @nship observed between. the parole officer or aide and the = '

clients on his cgseload. Parole officer aides were evaluated better in relating

v
L~

and working with parolees than were parole officers, althougj'both werg viewed
. #

as being very effectiye. In both years, students have ranked the aides as

workinEj and relating better with their parolees. ‘The 1974 student evaluation
gave eighyeen aides excellent ratings in evaluating their work with parolees, |

while nine of the parole officers received this hig}hest ranking.
, P ‘ ' : |
[ ) 95 v / s 7
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'y . =~ " . TABLE27 ,, o)

QUALITY OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH PAROLEES OK PAROLE OFFICERS
AND AIDES AS REFORTED BY STUDENT FIELD, WORKERS _

09 -
Ll P | : C
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19 . N
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16|
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The fre/quency distribution for the quality of relations.hijp parole offic;ers
and aides had with"fellow staff members is shown in Table 28.), There is no
difference in the students' overall evaluation of aides’ and officers' relation-

ship with fellow workerg. Sixteen officers were rated as having "excellent" .

relations with felfow workers as were sixteen.aides. This'indicates that

ex-offenders apparently can work in parole agencies and be accepted by“

‘ : > .
fellow worqus. Many have vojced concern about possible resistance to the

.

paraprofessional by professional officers., The evaluation of the ex-offender

Parole Officer Aide Program in Ohio does not reflect evidence to justify this

* \_ concern. " 4
o 3

The student workers in 1974 were alss@_s’&e&i{? evaluate the parole

officer or aide they worked with on the three, criteria mgntiéned repeatedly

3

by -parole officials as neE:essary for being successful in working with parolees:
(1) ability to motivate, (2) ability to rélate, and (3) willingness to put oneself C

out in helping parolees. Table 29 reports the students' ‘r\a/n/king of aides and

» e

éofﬁcers on these three criteria. Aides and officers were ranked approximately

. 4 r -
the same with_regard to motivating parolees while aides were ranked consider-

aBly_ higher in relating and warking with parolees,  Although these rank§ng.s are

! .
LR N

based upon the students’ sub’jecti\}é evaluation, they nevertheless indicate that

- P .

" in’the students’ judgement, aides were performing as well or better than parole :

o , ‘ . s . ‘ .
officers on the three criteria considered essential by parole officials.

4 .

LY

.97

. 1i0 :




"Nuniber of Parole Officérs and Aides
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. TABLE 28. y

QUALITY OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH FELLOW WORKERS

AS EVALUATED BY STUDENT FIELD WORKERS

. Excellent l Good jSatnstactory lLess than
, o Sausfactory

’

e Parole Officers 1973

’;ooooooqpooo ‘Parole. Officefs 1974

*

eesesseesse Parole Officer Aides 1973
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'I;e\;laluation of the Parole Officer Aide Program made use of an atti-

- il ’ p
v . . 3

tudinal questionnajre,” in-depth interviews with aides, and data gathered by
students who worked with parolé officers and aides. The attitudinal question-
naire consisted of ten scales and some general questions. The scales indicated

?

that in general, the aides' attitudes and orientations are very similar to those

related to success as a social service workér. Tor the most part their attitudes

n

‘'were nearly the same as\e parole officers’, From the additional questions, it

. w{as found that prarole officer aides saw Ohio pitizens as less punitive

ang’inmates less responsible for their own behavior than did parole officers.

Aides tended to emphasize deterrence and punishment ‘as,goal S. o/,f oorrections

while parole officers appeared less committed to any one goal. | Decspite these "

L]
KN

few exceptions, there tended to be a general similarity in attitudes regatding
\V/

" .

crime and punishment,

In-depth interviews concerning the aides! feelings about their jobsﬁ‘;

: - ‘ . R : KR
indicated a general satisfaction with their work and a feeling that they were

accepted by other employees. A recurring complaint from the aides, however,

] [ * J

was the low pay that they received All of the aides also suggested that more v

authority be given thegl in their work achieved to a large e>¢ent in 1975 'l‘hey

J w
felt however “that adult correctional workers were doing a good’ job Con— )
N 1
4 ~ ' 4
cerning parole procedures aides suggested that parole OfflceI'S should have

'

smaller caselo_ads and that more volunteers. should be usegd to assist them.
It wasd found that the pﬂarole officersl.and aides' average number of visits

. K K v
] n ’ < “
< . . .

.
.
. s .
99 °z A
. '
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TABLE 29 -

L4

« \ )
EFFECTIVENESS OF PAROLE OFFICERSvAND AIDES: . .
IN MOTIVATING, RELATING TO AND HELPING PAROLEES ;
AS EVALUATED BY FIELD WORKERS & '’ ..
¢ ) / . ) R ,
1974 ‘Respondents i L
Parole Officer Aides Parole Officers
- /7 X <X

'Abmcy/ to Motivate,
Parplees

// Ahility to Relate.to

\

6 -

Paroldes . .

/..

Willingness to Put
Himself Out or Help
Parolees

%

;!

i
.. m ?5.7 ' , f?

90.7

89.1




- . o ! : N - /
increased in 1974 when compared to. the initial evaluation of 1973. While the

, officers' X was- substantially higher than the aides' 5(__ in 1973, there was only

a slight difference in.1974, - /

. ‘ J ‘

) L, Aides and officers spent their time in reasonably similar ways, with ,’
7 ol

the.one exception that a1des spent significantly more time on report writing |

during the first year's ,evaluation and in 'meetings the Second year. Parole
! ¢
' officer aides were ranked slightly higher than parole officers on the quality of .

relationships with parolees and on the ability to relate to and work with parol es.
. i
There was no difference in the students overall evaluation of aides' and offic] rs,

,c,

N relationships with fellow workers

\" fa > ‘ ”
.

[
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FINDINGS OI\i,SUPERVISORS', iNMATES' AND PAROLEES' 3
ATTITUDES CONCERNING PAROLE OFFICER AIDES

: _ : Y
This chapter details 3 additionql approaches utilized in evaluating

the Parole Officer Aide Program. First will be presented the information
obtained from interviewing each, parole ‘'supervisor who had an aide working

“in his unit. Second,data will be discussed about the program Wobtained
‘ N
from questionnaires administered to inmates participating in pre-release
P . s, :
training sessions. Finaliy, data obtained from a survey of parolees under .

the supervisién of either aides’ ¢Sr office s will be examined

~
7’ . o

1 ¢ 'j - - ‘
Unit Sufpervisors Evaluations I

- - ’ ¢ i o
In 15/73 and 1974, eachlunit supervisor was 1ndividuaily interviewed |
. b .
and.asked to first rank the parole officer aide (PO{&) or the "control"
parole officer (PO} on several characteristics. After the Supervisor

had ranked either the parole officer or the aide, he was then asked to

r.ank the other on the same chalCcteristics.

A}

<
&

The average score for POs and POAs &s nanked by unit supervisors

. a

. ~- 7
is given in Iable 3&,5upervis1>rs rated parole officers higher on their ability

» both to motivate and relate to parolkes in 1973, while aides were ranked higher

in 1973 on' their willingness to "go.the extra mile" or put themselves out in
- b . .~ )
working with-parolees. These first three characteristics were most often

v » D

mentioned as necessary for g parole officer to perform well on his job. If e

the thr.ee scales are i:reated as separate indicators of an underlying dimension

and tHe assumption were madethat they are additive, parole officers would
l . ) '




-

be ranked overall somewhat higher in 1973 as good social service workers

1223 as compared to 219). Howevx, super;risors in 1974 rated PO"s higher

A

on all three of these indioatqrs as well as the other five criteria reported

in the first four columns in Table 3(}.; In fact, aides' ratings in 1974 are not
\ ~ .

.only lower than parole officers on every indicator as rated by supervisors

" but are lower as well on every indicator than the 1973 aides. This led the

,
K2

researchers to compare first and second year aides' scores on each indicator ,

»

(see Table 31). The aides hired in 1972 1973 had higher scores on every

»

indicator than the aides. hired in 1973 1974 The scores of the first group. of

& aldes,were very comparable to the a%erage parole officer‘s score. In fact, in 1974
thi‘s':r roup 'of aldes received higher‘r scores on three of the f}rst four indicators , /
than 'd\igd the parolef offic"er‘s. They’were_onerall-very con}parable )ivith the one N '(,

- exoeption of report writing, in which parole A‘offioe:s still excetled. 'kJ "

5 J o . .

The only otherncl}aracteristic in 1973 on.which ‘supervisors rated

7 . -
- .
- -

. aides better than parole officers was in getfing jobs or job training for parolees"

P

- \’
(X of -73 compared to ax bf°69). SorrLewhat surprising was the fact that the - .
/‘ Y "'.. fod
dldes hired.,during the first year of the program were rated on ah equal level

® NN

with parole officers in their ability to relate and get aloﬂg with fellow workers

@

ﬁiring both evaluation periods. Although this is consistent with the aides
", b .

own eéyaluation of their being accepted and.made to feel ana.imp,ohrtant part of the

~

»

LIRS
Pt

parole teaq (as reported in ihe section on in—depth interviews with parole

aides), the evaluators had originally felt there m:ight (be considerable resistance

L 4
-

on the part of the parole Bffic’er‘ toraccepting ex-offenders. .




v ! \
. . . A . \
R The same questions were asked of 14 unit super\\xi ors in 1975, and/ \ ,

\

the respoﬁses in columns 4 and 5 of Table 30 are 'quiie revealing. First, '
\ <+
in terms_ of ability to motivate, POAs were eval uated on the average as

more caé:able (65 to 62.5, respectively), a reversal from the two previous

&

years. POAs were also rated:superbor' on the ability to relate to clients,

on 'willingness to "go the extra miie“ in putting oneself out for clients, in
obtaining jobs or job training for client%, and in relating to and getting

-

aloi:fci with fellow workers. PQs were rated higher——if/',before——on relating

|
Y

' “ to and getting along with representatives of gommunity programs or agencies,' .

~

on report writing, and as an overall employee of the APA. What is unusual
y

about tlLeseAlatter differences, however, is the rather marked increases in

the‘}atings of POAS lin Vcontrqst to the first two years) on report writing
‘ < A i

= .
T . ‘
and as qverall employees of the APA. One gléo notes that there was a decrease

1 N W

7 . .
for both )?roups in rated ability in getting along with Tepresentatives of community

v e, [y

,\éarogram’s or agencies, a fiﬁding explainable in part by the perceived insurgence

-—

of the "hard line" philosophy reflected by both the judiciary and law enfbrcement

segments of the criminal justice system in Ohio., "‘Ir;deed, the correctional

system in Ohid in genexjal is under continuous pressure to use shock parole1

less frequently, to parole fewer offenders, and thus to increase sentence

lengt\w.. Even the use of shock probation?‘ has decreased proportionately, b

and the prison popula{ion (through decreased use of shock probation, the néw
[ v

* L@ : i
Ohio c\i minal code, the newly imposed deadlines for court case managewent,

" and the |clearance .of court backlogs) has jumped to a total of over, 11,000 9 \

prisoﬂer%;. Such a decline ip rated ability is undgrstandable, givenr these

rqu;ﬂstances; R - By
\ o \ 10§ . R H
\ 118 . |




. -

Supervisors rated aides somewhat lower than parole'offic;ers in "

|

N
getting along with repr'esente tives of other programs and agencies in the T
' ) -

commun(ty & of 77 compared|to a )_( of 80 in 1973 and 72.4 cofnpared to 78.3
. , \ i
in 1974). This difference appears to be a function of the problems aides had , V'

~

in being accepted as bonafide employees of the Adult Paroie Authority by
the local police. Several supervisors indicated that the local poi:ice had
“nunLerous reservations about using ex-offenders as state employeesl, but .
their resistand'e appeared jto Be dimini'shing. Aldes also reported injour ‘
; in-depth interviews that the local police frequentl'y' reflyu"sed to gooperate

lor share information with them un,less a paroie officer r/vere also present. \

Supervisors rated‘ parole officers considerably P\igher in 1973 and 1974

than aides both\ in report writing skills an’d overall as employees. . However, \ y
when one compares supervisors"evalln tion of aides who have warked for

the APA more than a year with POs as overall employe\s there was no g .‘ . - -

2
differ}ence in their ratings (75.5 versus 75. 5) In other words, POAs who

-
v

| B
were/rin their second year of york with the APA were rated overall as valuable

as the POs. The qides indicated in our 1973 interviews that on& of their

major problems was report writing. Supervisors were apparently[ ﬁare of
0 y
this deficiency inasmuch.as the greatest difference betwee(n ‘their rating of

i

A d * ’
aides and parole officers was on report writing (22 points both years) ’ Aides

“

in their second year of employment with the APA appear to have reduced this

deficiency somewhat but are still ranked seventeen points lower in report " .

- writing ability than_parole officers. ST S S

- '

| .+ 106
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TABLE 3l1.
UNIT SUPERVISORS' RANKING OF PAROLE OFFICER AIDES
' . ' - v
! : ON SEVERAL DIMENSIONS BY LENGTJ\OF SERVICE : \
. N : N ' \ . v
, — IN ‘THE_ADULT PAROLE AUTHORITY
‘ ‘ ‘l \T A
| N /
]’ - 1 yéar kr less 1 - 2 years
/ Average \Score Average Score
) / .
Ability to Motivate Parolpes \ 57.% *° ©63.0
\ _ , \ \
\\
Ability to Relate to Parollees : 72,0 )
. h
’ | \
Willingness to Put Himself Out 76.6
) !
ir \
Getting Jobs pr Job Tra}ning \for .Par'bleeé 69.5 -
£l ~~ \ .
Relating and Getting Along Wilh Fellow
Workers . \d 71.5 !
_ i , ‘ , \
. - “ | ‘ by

Relating and Getting Along With|Represen-
¥ tatives of Other Programs and Agdncles

in the Community 66.8 ‘\77.0" *
. A = ’
| \ ‘ . \
Report Writing ' 48.2 56 ‘
\Nerall as an Fmployee of the;AduLt‘ " '
Parole Authority . v 58.2 . \ 67.0\ . R

\ ’ ' i
\




TABLE 32, ' ‘ | -
]
|

o

UNT'T SUPERVISORS' EVALUATION OF THE PAROLE OFFICER AIBES PROGRAM

.
. t
>

1

- : 1973 Respondents ~ 19‘74 Respondents ¢
. ~ Mean/ Range/ Mean/ Range/ S
‘ ’ . ' 6 Months . 6 Months 6 Months 6 Months
How many times has the alde in . '

*your unit spoken as a repre-
sentative of the Adult Parole

. [ ’
\Authoriyy fn the last 6 months? - 9.2 1-36 » oy 1340 0-48
s, \;b»’ ’
‘N Percent i N Percent -
o —_— .

How valuable a function is hav-

>

fng#aldes speak as representa-
ves of the Adult Parole ‘, ) . . e __’///4’?’

« Authority? ' ‘.
- ) N . ’ . .
\gg valyable 4 40% ©12 607%
Valuable Y 3. 30% 6 302 ..
Npt Lhat valuable 3 30% : 1 5% :
& N‘ answer - - 1 5%
. The!major advantage "of the Parole ‘%‘ ,
Officer Aidee Program: o ) -
' N i
Source of information for parole J ‘
officers (mediator) ° 5 . 50%% 25%
) Téaches us how to relate to ’
. parolees 4 40% 9 ' 45%
Better equipped to develop em- ) . . .
ployment . 2 20% - 2 . 10%
Can relate and handle some ' -
parolees that oth# parole | .
officers can't ggach 2 20% 1 L 5% '
Séts good example gzr parolee - - . 2 10% :
A,
The major disadvantage of the * ¢ )
Parole Officer Aldes Program: .
Lack of cooperatton police pro- N
) vide aides * 3 o30%, . . 8 - 407% %
. [Aldes' lack of education 3 30% 5 25%
. U None ‘ ! 2. oz 2 10%
‘* * Concern they\may go bad and cast ’ X
a bad reflection on the Adult ;
‘ Parole Authority 1 10% | YA -
Aldes' lack of authority 1 ©o10% . °5 25%
. : . o n v
) " * “ /
*These figures add to more than 100% because some aupenvisors gave more than one
"-major advantage or disadvantage. 109 / e

[Kc . 122 ,'
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* visor) felt this function was. The reséonse varied significantly. Th‘e number . .

B ¢ ' < ' - oy
asked how often the aide in their unit spoke at public gat‘herings as a . |

AY ' o / ) : )
A’ number of questions were asked each supervisor in 1973 and 1974

A . . \ |

conceming his evaluation of the Parole Officer Alde Program. Tabuiated

’

N P 2 ) ~ . ) N
responses to these questions are givensin Table 32, Supervisors were
rd ' N .

representative of the Adult Parole A*uthority and hov{‘valuable'he (the super-

-~

o PN N : . 8 . . :
¢

of public speeches’made in the preceeding X _months ranged from zero to

w 4
N °

‘ ' - 4 P
forty-eight, with the average being nine during 1973 and thirteen'in_l974. Mos
oo e . . .-

supervisors indicated such public speaking was a valuable function. . Super— .

Y
visors who rated such public, speaking as valuable often added that it helped

1)

) the aides acquire status and respectability. Such comments were interpreted

as indicating tt(ét some supervisors“ at least may have rated public speaking

for aides as a valuable function of the progtam more in terms of ofﬂering the

. . . .
aide an, oppor,trmy for personal growth and advancemeht than as a valuable )

. function ‘for the Adult Parole Authority per s’e. A typical Supervisor s comment

have aides represent the APA by iiving talks in our schools ard .to public

o\

) N .
on aides' public speaking was: "I think it isa very valuable function tor,

- ® ~ 8 \

groups. It gives people in the community an idea of what we're doing and
what we're trying 'to do. " Another cOmmented "Having aides give talks

N
is _extremely valuable to the APA Aides asre more believable, they are also

generally perceived Zs being more slncere——they know what it s like.\

Ve
kAN »

At 1east one Supervisor felt t,he aides publieﬁking was only an ext{nsion

"of Operation Prevention (a program which uses ex -inmates as pubch speakers
“w Y . -

\
" in schools) and therefore nothing new or\vthat valuable. None of th.e supervisors




‘.
» ” s -
’ « . '
v - By
. . - .

. ¢ i
|~ - M B

mentioned aides' public speaking as the major advantage of the Parole Aide . ‘

[N ~

A

.Program. \ \-\ .

The most commonly mentionéd m’aj advantagé of the Parole Officer
\ . "

. Aide Program was the function the aides serve as a source. of knowledge for
Y T 1 .
» / . ,
\
» other parole officers In this respect aides appeared to understand many

of the problems parolees were hav1ng and what, if anything, could be done Y .

. to help their cliénts. The second most frequently menti5ned advantage of *

N v
'

. B : . . w' K .
v, ;,\the Aide Program, according to supervisors, was tfat aidés teach the other

+  parole officers'how to relate to clients. This-was fhen tidned by several
. ‘ 9 . .
supervisors<as an invaluable aid. Several supervisors mentioned that if

the program were ever terminated, the APA should retain the aides as con~—

sultants Pecause of their insight ay{d ’knowledge. Another supervisor remarked
oy P ’} b y
that every parole office should have at least one aide as a reference source.
R
[} i L)

Other advantages of the ai&e program commonly mentioned by superv1sors

”
v

were the’ good example that POAS sét for parolees and the ability aides had |
in securint_; em’ployment for clients. t)ne “superi/is'or re’marked that the,aide
in his unit had such a "knatk" of securingtjobs for of%en@ers that several\
: POs had him help them get jobs for their clients I . ‘
1 \‘—Q> When questio’n,edgzdnceming the major disadvantades of the Parole ! ‘)

-

~

limited edugcation, neve,rthele'ss felt\their limited f7§ma1 education might be , . *

an advantage, in helping them to relateNo most parolees.! The ‘a\ides' lack (




‘ ' " ; \ R
. : * \l‘ - l . . A4
of authority (i.e., to arrest and viola'te parolees) was also mentioned as

4
" a ¢

a'disadvantage of the program,, . - R .

o ® Y

. Nine of the ten supe/rvisors interviewed the first year and nineteen T

| .
} of the twenty i.ntervieWed, the second year were very pleased w1th the Parole

O fiqer Aide Program The f\@wing are/some typical responses by unit

.
\ i
N ' e B
N %, ! id !
0" B
- .«

‘ s I wasn't for it (the program) tqQ begin with but it has been ° o
most successful. (The aide)-knows whererto find the bodies . S

~and teaches us how to relate with the parolees to develop ' ' ' )
" good rapport: v, B .

ypervisors:

i
i

He (the a1de) has had success with some of my failures. There

shOuld be At least one a1de in every parole- office in the istate.

. The program should be expanded and every parole unit’ should ]

- - Hhaveat least one. aide. l : o : '
n, ' He (the aide) puts in more hoyrs than anyone ‘n. my office. He S .

> . the thost willing to put himself out of any of my men He often

. works even Saturdays and Sundays. ‘ . "y EOUR

.

As a group, t‘he;super.v_i.sof‘s felt the Agid’e Program to be one of the 2
best innovati.ons toycom\;e.\ fr'om th‘e Adult'::'Parole Authority in some time. |

/ -Almost a,ll unit supervisors felt the program should be expanded and

. enlarged When asked what they wc&ﬂd do differently if they were responsi-

- ?le for eyaluating and restructuring the program, many supervisors commented

on the selection process. Several supervisors felt POAs should be more
/ Y
carefully selected. There were no such comments from supervisors the

v b . « N

fir’?t year when the project coordima tor selected the ajdes. The second year

7oides were selected more frequently by reg'fonal or unit offices, and some ",

supervisors seem quite concerned, that uture selections be made more care-
/& . .
. o .
fully. Thi vg0ul51' Seem ;ustifie7' on the basis of scores received on seyeral




o L o
0
¢ - ‘

indicators by aides with less than one year'sﬁex‘perience in comparisan with

/ & Y ' . b ! 5
the aides selected the first year. £ v ‘ .
?)' n f

’ : ' Inmate Attitudes Toward thé Parole Officer Aide Program

Al

The pre-release inmate populations at Lebanhon and Mansfield

~

Correctional Institutions (consisting of 6}4 inmates) were administered a

questionnéire in 1973. Again in 1974, the pre-release inmate populations
. s a = .
" &t Lebanon, Lucasville, London, Chillicothe, and Marion Correctional
1 - " . 0’; t ) . .
Institutions as well as the Reformatories at Mansfield and Marysville

were administerec questionhaires. The sample population in 1974 was com-

L
&

prise‘d‘of 180 inmates.
e s

' S ‘Somewhat surprising to the researchers‘was the fact that in 1974 only

3
k]

44% of the inmates/ interviéwecj knew anything about Ohio hiring "ex-cons"

to work as parole, officer aides. The Parole Officer Aide Program had been

"im operation obe; a year and a half at the time tHe inmates were interviewed.

' ~

" At the same time, 94% of the inmates knew about Ohio's new Shock Parole

. 4 . , “ R
Statute which had just been pajssed three or four months before the interviews.,

\ ! !

Nevertheless, the inmates were very optimistic and positive about*the use "
of .ex-offenders in corrections. In fact, 79% agreed that the use of ex-cons as

. 'parole officers would probgbly result in new t eatment programs for helping o

parolees stay out of trouble, while only 9% of the inmates disagreed. This
A |

.,‘ v

seems to refléct the inmates' very positive attitudes toward the prdogram.
Data in Table 33 show :hat six additiona} quéstigns asked both inmate
. - . | . .

populations concerning attitudes toward the parole aide program. Responses

[
[

* to question nupber’one indicated that 95% of the inmates in 1973, and 85%
. . - . . - ¢ N . . ) .
%, 1 40 D

- .. -
- " » ’ R '
K ' . Y .
- K
. . : . ' - 113 ' s " “ -
< o » ~ N .
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TABLE 33. ’
. ) RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS DEALING WITR ATTITUDES | \
N _ - TOWARD PAROLE AND THE PAROLE-AIDE PROGRAM \ '
i'\\ ’ " BY INMATES OF OHIO CORRECTIONAL INSTI ONS
| ™y .
\ - e - o
. J 1973 Respondents 1974 Respondents
L ' ° ’ Number % Number )4
1. If you had your chdice upon release
from prison, would you prefer a parole
officer or a parole officer aide?
! Parole Officer o 3 5.2 25 . 14.6 -
Parole Officer Aide . g 55 94.8 . 146 85.4 .7 .
~ ' . ¢ . ) b .
. 2. A parole officer aide will be better ,
* able to help parolees avoid problems- L N . N
than can regular parole officers. - - ) ‘
. e , . ’ .
L Strongly" Agree ’ L . 18 28.1 64 36.8 .
.' Agree & .37 51.8 7% - 42.5
Undecided . -~ * . o 7 10.9 . 17 9.8 ’
Disagree - C2 3.1 12 7 6.9, )
Strongly Disagree - . » 0 0.0 7 VR.O ,
! ) X g ‘
.3. Following release from prison and " ’ . .
completion .of parole,«i would like - B .
to become a paro}e officer aide.. - y
Strongly Agree : . " 12 18.8 < 48 27:9 v
) Agree ' L . 32+ . 50.0 49 28.5
. Undecided S ~ 8 12.5 31 18.2 .
Disagree Ll 8 - 12.5 30" 17.4
Strangly Disagree Tem 4 6.2 14 8.1
& . . M . ¢ -
',, : ' < ; £
4. Most ‘parole officers find.it hard to '
= understand parolees' proBlems because '
.the officers come from middle-class P ) ‘
' backgrounds. : i C e ,
- 7 . / [
- a ) . . ) . ( . ‘
° Agree / éé.w\r68.8 < 97 56.4 N
Uridecided L .10, 15.6 31 18.2
. Disagree " - 10 15.6 ‘ b4 . 25.6
. . / .
114 S p
’ Y ' A /
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) TABLE 33, (continued)
Y o ™~ .

S

1973 Respondents

" 1974 Respondents

Number % Number %
h)
Most parolees will object £o being .
supervised by a parole officer aide
‘ rather. than by a normal parole /
officer. . '
%xrpngly Agree 12 3.1 10 5.7
Agree ’ 12 18.8 /] 30 17.1
- Undecided .15 234 29 16.6
‘ Disagree ' 27 42.2 P 74 42.3
- Strongly Dimgree 8 12.5 , 32 18.3
:
6. Parolees who are supervised by a »
pdrole officer aide are more likely
to succeed on parole than those -
supervised by normal parole
officers. -
Strongly Agree NY- 19 29.7 42 23.7
Agree - ! . 29 45,3 75 42.4
" Undecided W 13 20.3 28 15.8
Disagree' | 3 A.7 23 13.0
Strongly.Disagree A 0 0.0 9 5.1
‘ L]
’ ' ‘
£ |\. ‘\4\4
3 o <.
y i ‘,\"" L( .
" * N
’ / ;, v .
. o
\\\ i o 2 B , .
o 115 \
) - ! - k
. 128




'in 1974 preferred a parole officer aide supervising them upon release from

-

prison. Only 5% prefer;ed a parole officer during the first year's

evaluation while 15% of the second year respond%rqferred a parole

Y

officer. Nine percent were undecided. In mcst cases, preference would of
course be based on the inmate's idea of what he would prefer rather than on
the inmate's actual prior experience with an aide's supervision,

‘) " .
When asked if a parole officer aide would be better able to help

-

parolees avoid problems than a reqular parole officer, 86% agreed in 1973

and 79% agreed in 1974. Only 3% of the inmates in 1973 compared to 11%

in 1974 felt parole officers would be more helpful to parolees than would

the aides. However, a higher percentage of inmates {n 1973 indicated

<

interest in being a parole officer aide than in 1974 (69% compred to 56%).

Sixty-nine percent of the pre-release inmates agreed that most parole

officers find it hard to understand parolees' probléms because the officers

came from middle -class backg'round;‘p 16% disagreed with this statement in

1973 and 26% in 1974. The response to this question may be an indication
of one of the reasons why the majority of the inmates would rather have a
parole officer alde supervising them.

Question number § served as a check for qués¥ion number 1. Fifty-
2 : /

five percent of the inmates in 1973 and 61% in 1974 disagreed with the

statement that most parolees would"object to being su?/ervis,ed by an aide

o

rathet than an 6ff1cer. Only 22% agreed most parolees would rather be

under a parole officer's supervision. This 22% differed somewhat from the

approximately 10% who would rather have a parole of\ficer super\;ising them
(question number 1). “Although, it appeared that.approximately 90% of the

h ‘

116

/ 129
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.

1nma,teﬁswdl11d prefer an aide' themselves, the; felt only appro‘ximately one-
half of the parolee pdpulation thought similarly. |

The responses to é{uestic;n number 6 indicated that althougvh onlya’ L
little over half of the pércslee; populaéion may prefe;' \a parole a}d.e a%cordiné

to other ihmates, these same inmates felt parolees would fare much better ?

under an aide's supervision. Approximately 70% of the pre-release popu- -

| lation felt parolees were more lik&ly to succeed on parole when supervised
it I '

by an aide. Thé percentage of inmates so responding declined, however,

. w
1

from 1973 to 1974 (75% compared to 66%).

The inmates evaluated the Parole Officer Aide Prograrp very highly.

The majority indicated a preference for &n aide to supervise them upo ) : N

£

release. They felt as a group, that an.aide's background and éxberience -

Ed .

\would be 'beneficial in undoerstanding, helping and working with parolees.

-
@

However, com,pari‘ng 1973 and 1974 replies, oneé notes a more critical ei/aluaj

-

tion of the aide program by ifimates during thé‘meeo\nd year. This more

/ ‘Vl\ .
e -

critical evaluationwas similar to the change noted in 19%3 between 1nmate/§’

/ - . 5
and parolees' attitudes toward the program. In 1973, inmates were much more

dpfimistic ut thé benefit's_ of having an ex-offender parole officer than

| were parolfes. It may well be that as inmates and parolees become more

acquainted with. the POA program, they realize that the aides were gmf)loyees

of the Adult Parole Authgrity and defined their work accordingly. Although

aides appeared to be more_liberal and' perhaps innovative in working with

. N

parolees, they nevertheless also subscribe to APA standards and expecta-
. / ' .

: /
' tions of their work. Overall, however, reactions to the Parole Aide Program
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.

o meaningful, or even more so, than any of th& other techniques util.ized.

The next approach utilized in evaluating he Parole Officer Alde
Program was a survey of clients being supervised by either a parole

or an aide. Tﬁe results of this eyaluati“ve°apprc.>ach should be as valid a

. This is particularly the case inasmuch as aides and parole officers were

<

' 4
employed’to help parolees. Therefore, the parolees themselves were perhaps

more qualified than anyone else to evaluate the quantity and quality ef help
they received from their aide or officer. The high return rate of the

queetionnaires also allows one to have substantial confidence that the results
R ' i ) -
obtained are -fairly repres?/ntative of Ohio's parolees,
) j '
The parolees' res‘ponses to questions concerning their experiences /
/

with and attitudes toward parole officers and parole officer aides are given

. .
* in Table 34 . Parolées supervised/by an aide indicated they can cOmmunicate

better than did parolees‘ supervised by a parole officer (94% compared to 80% ‘

' i 19¥3 and 90% compared to 87% in 1974). Parolees working with aides

¢ '

also reported tore 'frequently~ that they could trust them than did parolees
. ) .
_wir:nq with{ officers in 1973 (83% compared to 77%), but this trend is reversed

74 (78% com}:'a red to 82%). A greater percentage of offenders supervised

R <@ ‘ N
by an eide’ indicated their parole supervisér cared about what they did and. —_—
:, d X “1 31 - [ .‘ . B '
T # . s | " R
A1 ' s : 3 118 ) . .
, . H . . i - . A . )
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87% in 1973 and 94% versus-91% in 197'4) . The data from offenders was /
inc‘oncldsive-as to wnether_aides or officers were less likely to be

"jconned:" Parolees in the first year evaluation reported less “conning"

’

of their aides than those being supervised ‘by a parole officer. The exact

[4

opposite ba'ttem was observed from the 1974 data, unless the researchers

¢

themselves were being conned'. Parolees superviged by aides responded

-

'affirrnatigely much more dften than those supervised by officers to the state-

ment: "Do other parolees assigned to your parole officer feel he is doing /

(4

" said than did ihose parolees supervised by a parole officer (95% versus
|
|
|

a good job?" (35% versus 18% in 1972 and 30% versus 23% in 1974) 3

|

The clients supervised by aides rated t;hem as being generally more,'

L4
!

helpful, concemed and understanding than did those supervised by a parole

-

do more for you than is required?", paroieés supervised by POs were more
/

i
officer. However, in response to question, "Would your parole offieer i
\
L) than i
likely to respond affirmatively (77%) than those supervised by aides (70%)

in 1974, This is a definite reversal from the first yéar of the POA Program ,

i

f\en aides were rates considerably more hel/pful i/han POs. Aldes were

rated significantly higher than officers in terms of hawving connectiOns to help

parolees get jobs both §'ears (61% compared with 46%} in 1973, and 55% versus /

43% in 1974). Aides|were understandabl'y rated bett both years at compre- '

» ' ' Y
" hending what it is like to be on parole, { ) X d

- 2

\\Ihe first year parolees felt that aides were considerably easier than

|
"t ~ i
“ “ ‘
B ;
.

) parole officer s to find if they needed them. Certainly the eas 2 with which

. |
parolees carn contact whoever is supervising them ®n parole is important if




-

~

TABLE 35,

,7_ ‘

PAROLE?S' RA&KING OF PAROLE OFFICER AIDES
’ AND PAROLE OFFICERS ON SEVERAL DIMENSIONS

'(Rated on scale from 0 = poor to 100 = excellent)

1973 Resgondents

1974 Respoﬁdents

Parole Parole Parole Parole
! Aldes Officers Aldes . Officers
3 X X X X
Ability to Motivate Parolees 76.2 - v 73,3 76.7 76.7
Ability to Relate to Parolees  79.1 76.8 79.2 81.1
Willingness to Put Himself Out - 78.4 75.9 :72.3 78.0
Overall Quality of Performance R
as a Parole’Officer 80.7 78.8 78.1 83.4
r " . . !
’ . ‘ \ .
- P ) ¢
/ ’ f
i f\ -~
’ 3 ‘1 *
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the whole concept\ of parole is to be viable<” Nevertheless, it wasg to ‘be v

&

3

expected that aides\ clients could gé\in touch with therh much easier than

‘\‘ . N

could offenders sdpe ised by a;parole/c\Jfficer. One major reason for this

<y

. . ~ . X
v\as that aides }1ave only one-haif the number "of parolees to supervi* *'

than did the typ}c'a'l parole officer. However, parolees contacted in 19_74 . .

indicated POs were easier to find than POAs This seems again to indicate

Because of

e

a different type of POA employed the second year from the first,

<

_the difference in caseloéds. one would also expect ‘that parolees assigned to

L) » % i

\ N
aidp/ would hgve more contact with :Bem than parolees ass{%d( to parole offioers.
. . 4 P

‘This is what data in Table 34 indicate/\ Parolees supervised by an aide
- - ~— . N : ‘o s . - »
repqrted more contacts and meetings tm supervised by regular

LS

N
)

parole officers. Parolees supervised 5% those &mdes who started during the
. -y ™S © .

first year of the program reported considerahly morepcontac&ts with"their aide

)

»

than*those supgrvised by the newer aides.

LI’

v

-

-

N
v

-

-~

There was little difference in the two’grogps of -parolees’ ‘.ev‘all.tation

of whether their aide or officer would give. them a second chance if they

"were diseovered committing a par'ole violati'on,:
. y

Tre——

hd . L4 -

' “four scales utilized earl er by field workers and unit supervisors in ranking.: .
{ g,

. N
g .
1
- \ )

these employees‘(see Table 35). '

-

.

[

»

officers ‘on all four scales in 1973; however in 1974, parolees rated POs

on the average to be consistently superior. S\ipervisors had ranked aides

~ ¥

2

. 124

Al

P ” 187

superior to parole officers regardless of years of service. -

a .
_ Paroleesqwere asked to rank gheir.parole officer or'aide on the‘sa'me

Parolees felt aides superior to paro@

L4




- . L oo A Q )
The first three scales attempted to measure characteristics which many
parole officers and supervisors had indicated were most important\iq_q,iffer’—

. rentiating between good and average parole officers. Assuming the)\\scores

' <.

to be additive, superv‘tt’sors rated parole officers somewhat superior to aides °

in 1973 (223 compared with 219) and more se in 1974 %213 compared to 199).

- ) N 4

~ . . . o

Parolees rated parole officers considerably lower than aides in 1973 when the"

- L
- AN

three scale scores were combined (226.0 compared with 233.7), hut'higher

in 1974 (236 compared with 228). .

>

Interestingly, unit supervisors and parolees overall evaluations

-

of POs differed only by 3'points out of a possible 270, while the difference '
* ]
between the two groups in bheir evaluation of the POAs differed by. 15 points.

hY .

However, when POAs hired during the first year of the program were compared

v -~ withPOs  supervisors and pafolees consistently ranked the POAs much

\

higher. Parole officer aides with a year's experience were rated higher
. " [N < . * t - »

than parole officers hy, parolees on e\}ery scale and question designed to

- 4
~ . P 4

- measure effectiveness. However, when all POAs are compared to POs

. &

the officers-were ranked higher by parolees in\lg 74'.‘§The first y S

/4

N
»

evaluation,concluded that aides may be rated more effective by parolees.
because of their similarity to parolees, i.e., also being ex-offenders. \ At

least one other possibl'e explanation for these differences may be the varia-
* ¢

tion in.aides' and officers' size of* caseloads which. affected tt’letime allo-

-

cation per case. Several studies have concluded that the more contact - A

time that pris"oners, parolees, welfare recipients and others havé with

’

social service personnel the more satisfied they are with the service they

e , 138
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receive.3 This feeling of satisfaction appears to be an artifact of the contact

. . . N 1

C ’ ) f. - < i - )

time,4 inasmuch as_external changes in behavjor have not necessarily been

[ . ' - (
associated with these feelings.S o ‘ i ) T

v -
' +

. Therefore ,;-those'parolees supervised by aides who felt they were
i . ,
receiving better supervision might think 1o} because the aides had more time
. . h a °

to spend with thern than'did the average parole of'ficer. Whether contact time

i 7

@
was res]ponsible for at least@part of the I;pvorable evaluation aides received

-

¥

from paroleis in 1973 is impossible to discemn; however, it does not appear

to be as relevant as other variables in light of the 1"97A4 evaluation.

» If aides wePe equally as good or better at:helping paroleés than parole

T . ] ‘ . : . el
: officers, one could expect aides' parolees to have had fewer legal problems

since their release from prison. In ¥rder to ascertain this, parolees were
Y
(.4

asked four questions concephing their legal problenis sce parole. The ’ _ 9
queitions dealt with whether they hdd been/\questioned by th polioe since

) '_ their releaSe from prison arrested, arraignéd or reincarcerated, during this

. -n—'! . 2

time*, Parolees response§ are giveén in ’Pable 36 t

‘ - n, -

The ‘parolees working with aides had considerably more legal roblems
i} . - ’ -

t 2N

5 v : o v . - ! . 5 . I~ .
" sincé their release from prison. They ‘reported they had since their release

\

from prison\been questioned more by the police arrested more frequently, \

” 1
@ »

<

’arraigned more often in court on more new offenses and a1so been reincar-

s #
.

cerated or jailed more often. If one were to evaluate ‘the effectiveness of .

POs and POAs on tke ,basise‘of\ their clients' légal preblems (assumin'g the

two groups of clients were similar), one would have to conclude that parole

- .

Y

officers were far superior to aides. However, the caseloads of aides and

139 ,.
126 {
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A
parole officers were considerably different, Aides' parolees were incar-

¥

cerated longer for more serious offenses, had more extensive past cri al

involvement, and were also youhger on the average when first arre3te

1]

The POAs' parolees, in other wocds, had the characteristics of th\o&s‘e most |
likely to recidivate. In facty if one contgols for pri‘pr criminal.involvement

' .

p ’ )
and age at first arrest, aides' parolees have:-lower rates of legal problems than -
\ ' f .

parolees., * . / -

did the POs'

-~
v

. B

. The 1973 evaluation of theﬁa)m\e Officer Aide Program concluded that
0 .

aides were rated a\s superior to parole officers by parolees on every dimensioi;. .

N -
» ! .

oit is apparent from the 1974 data that being an ex-offender parole officer was_
certainly no guarantee of receiving a positive evaluation, from a parolee. The

agiditional ex-offenders hired the second year o% the prograqxl were not as

arefully se’lect"ed, and their performance had generally not been rated as .
ighly by parolees, supervisors, field workers or as predicted from attitudinal -.-
P . n \
. indices as those employed the first year.' The data from both years, how ever;

” '

reflected more similatities

I

between POAs and POs*th"gn p‘osisible diffenences.,

- 4

“»

These recent data certainly inaicated the importafnc'e of screening potentia}

o

employees whether they be ex-offenders or not., B
. et : 2 ' ' .
- . )
~ ., . . ‘ . ¢ . s Al .
- .. Summary . - . .

Responses to interviews 'oriquestionhairqs by parole supervisors,

prison inmates, and parplees indicated general agreement that the Parole
Officer A‘idé Program was worthwhile. - Supervisors in 1973 and 1974 ranked
‘cparole officer aides higher than parole officers only in effort and ability
L . . %

to get parolees jobs, yet they saw aides as a. valuable source, of*information
S S : S . “~
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far parole officers and as teachér? for parole offic\ers 'L)n how to relate to

€

0
-

’ ’ ‘ " » . I
parolees., Inmates consistently_iriCiicated a p'r‘eferencé for parole officer

4. R el
a?des, with over two-th&rds,‘of them expressing a desilj,e to be employed as

* an aide. - Parolees §upeijviséd‘by ai&és?@sistenth} ranked them higher

l |

. on all questions or scal%s than didfthose clients supervised by parole officers. |

The researchers suggeést this might be due to the smailer caseloéds of parole

3

officer aides which allowed the"'m to devote more time tc; each of their parolees,

but that this was not t};ﬁe likely answer in light of ‘the 1974 data. The final

| ) w

) portion of the parolee questionnaire 1ndic§ted that parolees under-an aide's

. o . ‘
* supervision consistently haq more legal problems, Th}s was apparently the

_result of aides'being assigned parolees who are more likely to be "losers"

AN

to begif] with, réther than the fact that parole officers provide superior.

»' . ()

service to theff parolees. . , -
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f . [ ! Footnotes

I. Shock parole is an early reléase altemative .which the"Parole Board might
use in releasing incarcerees after a minimum of six mogghs™ of imprison-
ment. This is not split-sentencing (as practlced ;in the Federal systqm) .

. inasmuch as offefiders do not know if or when they might receive ears}y
‘parole.  This alternative has been evaluated by Ptofessor Joseph E. Scott,
and the results will shortly be issued in the Moncrgraph Series of the
Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency.
| 5 g

2. Shock probation is a judicial disposition in at least Ohio, Indiana an
Kentucky. In Ohio, the sentencﬁlg judge commits the offender to the
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction, and can recall the offend B
30 to 130 days later, placing him on probation within the community.
This also differs from split-sentencing in that the offender does not
know at the point of sentencing if he, will receive shock probation.
Evaluations by the Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency
indicate an 85% success rate. See Paul Friday, David ersen, and
Harry Allen, "Shock Brobationt A New Approach to Crime Control",
Georgia Journal of Corrections, Vol. 1, No. 1 (July, 1973), pp. 1J73 .
See also David Petersen and Paul Friday, "Early Release From Ingarcer-
ation: Race, as a Factor in t}}e Use of 'Shock Probation'", louma? of .

" Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 66, No. 1 (March, 1975),-pp. 79-87.." “

3. Robinson, James and Gerald Smith, "The Effectiveness of Correctional
Programs", Crime and Delinquency, (Jaruary), pp. 67-80. =

4, Kassebaum, Gene‘ David A. Ward and Daniel M, Wilner, Prison Treatme'r'lt
and Parole Survival: An Empirical Asséssment, New York: Iohn Wiley ‘
and Sons, Inc. - o -

[}

N,
S. Martinson, Robert M. , Correctional Treatment: An Empirical A’gessment, .
unpublished manuscript. . . ¥ , \.

1,

/- - 4,
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CHAPTER 6 {- .- :
EFFECTIVENESS INDICATORS FOR PAROLE OFFICERS
; AND AIDES:  RECIDIVISM QUTCOMES
!) . | 4
T

. for more serious offehses, had more extensive past criminal involvement, and

.

Introduction

y “ . . . B /
The previous ﬁhapter indicated that the giides are supervising chénts who //

n
- AT

Had considerably more multiple problems; these /clients had been incarcerated

al

> 1
* .

were Yolu.nger when first arrested The 1’975 data also suggested that- aides were . .
Supervising more problematic cases, although the differences were not as obvious

- \ '
as in the' 1973 and 1974 studies, In any event the 1974 POA's clients had

- \

the characteristlcs of those more likely to recidivate, If one controls for prior .

c;:iminal involvement and age at f1rst‘ arrest, aides' clients had lower rates o - \

. oy
5 . ! '

of legal probletfis than did the PO's d\asel_oads\. N "
o |

1

-

. v e .
A ’ The Recidivism Outcomes " - /

. o q )
Although it,‘wé‘s known that the caseloads for'POs and POAs were diff-

L3

erent on a rm‘*berqof important dimensions,'it was not émpirically demonstrated .
how effective the two parole agent groups were in preventing further criminal

A 1

misbehavior by their clients. For this reason it was decided that the 1975

study should determine the outcomes of caseloads by parole agent. type,

-

To ascertain the differences in outcome, thé caselohds of 22 POAs

vvere examined (one POA had been the victim Qf a heart attack, preventing the , \

Y )

- ~/, Bl .




LY L
9 , P *

-

P C ‘ 4 b . ; “ Z »
% o . a4 /‘ b <

examination of that,person s effecti\zeness ) A random sarr »14 of POs in the @
", .~ - » .

same uni}t of POAs was drawn (22 officers) a;}d’eac,h agent vas asked to report

N - - . \ . ' ’ ' ' i .
’ . M . J -

on §0% ‘(every cther case) of his caseload. The' superv sion outcomes of the

[/ N

- caseloads from ]‘uly I, 1973 to ]'une 30, 1974 were determined - j

Simultaneously, we sought to answer the question of-how problematic

! o

° the caseloads were for those under supervision in 1974-1975. Data on these
. " |
clients have been presented in Chapt\r 3, but one additional bit of infonfxation

R——

‘is tabulated and presented in Table 37, which details the 10 most frequently ; r

occuring offehses for clients under supervision in 1974-1975. These include

.

66 .3% ¢of all cases reported by both POs and POAs.

From the data in Table 37, it is obvious that the clients supervised by |
' v - o Ve
N .

aldes had more frequently been convicted of breaking and entering, armed and

.t . o’ 0 .

+ . R

unarmed robbery, burglary, grand theft and second degree murde,r. POs on the

o~ Ky

other hand, had clie%fs who hdd more frequentlf been convicted of forgery, e
uviolation of drug laws auto bﬁ and receiving and concealing stolen property.

* N
It appear(; that aldes are Eore frequently supervising clients convicted of crimes ’

against the person (as well as some crimes against property) .and that the re]bativé
a &
' composition of aides' caseloads were still more problematic than the officers

clients. .

.
('S ¢ ' - . > ©

The data in Table 38 were derived from the records of the APA, and have . .
been classified into "Definite Failures"” (resentenced or returned to prison as |
parole violators) ; "Possible Failures" (tran sferred to a Reintegration Cente'r
’ -~

.

| Mental hoSpital or declared to be a parole violator at large); and "Not Failures"

.

. 132 ’ . -
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- ' .. TABLE 37 4 ,
/ ) ‘ '
" TEN MOST FREQUENTLY OCCURRING OFFENSES
' |
i — id
b~ L}
— . Lo
P.O. P.O.A. | .‘
. . Caseloads Caseloads Total .
vt T ¥ % % { Number Percent .
B &E | 25 15,96 18 18,00. 43 16.72 |
T A e Pl b ,
E 28 17.83 8 8.00 36 }14.01
| . .
| AnnéZiobbay , 19 12,10 . 16 16.00 35 13.62
. "Burglary : 16 10.19 15 15.00 3l 12,06
\ . c .
‘ Grand Theft ° 12, 7.64 10 10,00 22 8.56
o‘ b ’ i N ’
“ Unarmed Robbery 12 7.64 12 12.00 24 9.34
Viol. of Drug Laws 17 10.113 4 4,007 21 8.17
'~ AutoTHeft . 1+ 7.00 . -§ 5.00, -16 < 6.23
S § o e : . )
: ‘Rec..Stolen Prop, - 1 7,0 4 4.00 15 . 5.84
A v . N . . .
2nd Deg, Murdey 6 ,3.82 8 8.00 14 ) 5,45
S 157 99.99 . 100 100.00 257 .100.00:
. i P . ks L4 i
, N .
Q& '! l. i
v 14
2 &
. e 133 :
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Table 38
e . Outcome -Indicators: for Clients' of Parple
\ Officers and Aides ‘ . |
. | \ K o }
; \ (In Percentages) [
. | -
|, 4 f ,
hdd i J} i .
1 . . - ;o
Outcomes \ ‘ Plarole Officers Aides \1
P
Definite Failure! . 4.74% 2.78% |
Possible Failure ‘ 5.43 T 3,54 \1 4.89
\:
Not Failures® . . _89.83 - 93.68 | 91.07
Totals . -+ 100.00% 100.00% K 99.98%
‘7 R (n=) o (2 [ 468) L ‘(? ' ]85) | H,
. - ‘ [
x2= 14,67 |
‘PL.0Y .

] |
1. Includes offenders resentenced or returned as parole violators.
2. Includes offenders transferred to a Reintegration Center or/mental
hospital as well as declared parole violator at large.
‘\« 3. All other clients’under supervision during year,




i o \_/: S

. '
(all other categories) including final releage, maximum sen{ence release, etc ).

PR Y
/

’This cla$sificat16n is similar to the process by which the APA de(ines outcomes.

JI'he data indicatea‘ (he‘t aldes, despite the fact that they supervise the

\\

\ |

more problematic caseloads, J have had fewer "Definit& Failures" and "PosSible

\
Failures” and therefore more "Not Failu.rtis" than the POs. The difference is )

D
-

N - \
- significant at t}we .01 level, This suggests that, for th;\ sam}:le examined,. th

4

aldés have been more successful with their'@aseloads than have the POs, as ’

) i
| . -

\\ ’
" measured by criminal behavior outcomes.

| . -Summagg /’ v
~ * Despite the more prf)blematic caseload@ssigned to aid€s, the clients

under their supervision have had significantly more favorable outcomes in

)

K

1973-74 than did those cases under supervision by POs., If one weré to measu;e
programmatic effectiveness, at least in part, by recidivism data, one could v S
concl}de thatl the Parole Case Aide Program has led to less“\ened recidivism and '

A g . - ' “

therefore a reduction in crime for those cases under their supervision for the

<

time indicated. Whether the smaller caseloads or the characteristics-of the

aldes is more causal cannot be answeretl from the data at this time, but it is

-~

more reasonable to,argue that the aides' characteristics are more important.

f

¢
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) ! /CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMWNDATIONS \ /

'I; !s cox‘/cluding chapter presents a conci e overview of the%hio

\ ! - !

Parole Of cer Alde Program and the verious apprq cl}es utilized by the,‘
i

. v '
research staff in the evaluation. In addition, sevégral recommendatiox&s
. 4 .

1 - A

_—ind tmplica‘ions for using ex-offendex':‘s as paraprofessionals in the field

\ |
f cofrectloys are offered for consideration. |

|
)

Background ©of the Project‘

!

1 . _

! .
in the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction is not unique tojOhio.
' I . {

Several other states have utilized ex-offenders in one capacity or nother

in correctional programs. Two things are relatively novel, however, about
the Ohio Parole Officer Ailde Program. First, the authority, power and trust
~given ex-offenders hired as aides are unique. Although the aides do not

" heve the total qutonomy of parole officers, they do have theft own ]\Easeloads

»

for which they are primarily responsible. Second, the desire ahdj mmittment
a of thre Ohio Adult Parole Authority to objectively evaluate the effectiveness
of the program is both exceptional and commendable. In these apd other
respects,'/the Ohio Adult Parole Authority is capitalizing on the resources
of ex-offenders and evaluating their effectiveness more extensively than have

other states to .date.

’ ’ ‘ oo ‘I
' The use of ex-offenders to aid and assist with probati_o‘ner or parolees ,
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1 Al

| b \
' .

/ .
In evaluatin? the twenty-three parole officer aides employed by the LT
j , (A

&;tate ofbhio during the first two years, their performance\\n,comparison to ‘\ ‘ i
I

L\
Summary of the Eval;ruaftic}m . v \

a control grOUQ Of‘parole off.iqers has been deemed equally ective. As \

a result, the Ohio ?»‘\dult Parole Authority hired additionaH aides and . ’\ i
\
broadening their responsibilities . The third year evaluation f0und veny

o & | i
similar benefits\ . ‘ . .

» The research techniqugs employed in\evaluating the effectiveness
of the parole officer aides ;ncludéd aAvar'».ety '/of approache§. The first
technique utilized was the measurement of a;ideé' and parole officers.
attitydes on several dimensions often mentioned as being associated with
successful’ social service-type workers. Yhe results from the'attitudinal

questio na1re on the scales specifically designed to measure traits associated

\ P P
“ with successful” social service worKers indicated aides have the qualities, e
attitudes and orientations generally asSocia_ted with such employees. More
. . -

similarities than differences were found between aldes and parole officers on these

" , A i -
varlous attitudinal indicators, as well as 1n/t__h"<§r attitudes toward law and

3

order.

. The in-depth 1ntéw1esz w}vith parole off_ige;\aides 1nd1ca"ted they were
very pleased with'their jobs. They have been well accepted and socialilzed
into their respective parole’offices. Aides had considerable conﬁc_ience and )
their own ability to-help and assist parolees, although in 1974 only four felt

\ " . 4 &
being an ex-offender was more 1mportan; than being a community resident

4

in working with parolees.

. 150
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students as field observers. The students reported no difference in the

.
I

number of parolees seen on the average by the various parole officers and

T

pafole officer aides. Similarly, no differences were observed in the per-

|
|
§ . . ‘
The third approach followed in evaluating the pro¢ram was the use of
’ ) .
centage of time spent with parole‘es. "Also, parole / officers -and parole

officer aidés‘ relationships with fellow workers were rated uequa,l, but aides / |
| ’ ) .
wgkéd evaluated as having somewhat better relations with their parolees than

" did parole officers. .o . - A

Unit supe‘rvisas rated parole officers and aides on several dimensions <

- ~

as a fourth téchnique in evalu'ating'the program., Their ratinE;s indicated
fchat in ‘most res;$§cfs ;;‘arole officers were much™superior to aides. Supervisors

=

»
in 1973 rated parole officer aides better in 'ge&ing‘;' parolees jobs and "putting
However, in 1974, supervisors rated parole officers supéri'or

themselves out.

on every indicator. -This 4s\appé|1rently a reflection of the type of aides hired’

1 -

<, - r»during the second year of the program.
S . ’ - | .
» In 1975, aides were rated superior on about half the dimensions., !

~

In comparing supervisors’ ratings of aides accoiding to length of employment,

-
t

: - / . N
?/ 'thosI hired during the first year in comparison to the second year.‘ of the program. ,
' g

. {
rated higher on every dimension. In fact, if supervisors' ratings V_for‘

wer

parole officer aides hired during the 1972-1973 program ;/ear were compared to
! parole offic':er'S ., there was very liftle,tﬁ?l‘e{ence between the two groups. Aides

. ' ® . .
L
were rated somewhat better in relating, helping, and getting parojees jobs ))

~

in 1974, while parole officers are rate'd' higher in nfotivating parolees and }/




‘ © considerably better at report writing. Overall, however, supetvisors’in who‘se

PN P

units aides-worked were very excited about the Parole Officer Aide Program,
severdt supervisors irdicated they had grave doubts about the program at
v . . }
its inception but they now felt it was the best new program to have ever
N 4

-

~

come out of the Adult Parole Authority and that it should certainly be expanded,

u
-

i The Hﬁh indicator in assessing the desirability of the ex- -offender

4

@
pro arryojas to ascertain inmates' attitudes toward such an fnnovation,
s/

Inma'{es surveyed at Ohio's penal institutions were very much in favor of
( - ' ‘e .

re
theSParole Officer Atrde Program, The majority of inmates felt parolees
-~ .

vt

-~ supervised by an aide would be more likely to succeed on parole. Ari over-

whelming majority of inmates indicated they would prefer being supervised ,»
by an aide rather than a parole officer. Surprisingly, although the program-

] .
had been in effect for two years m 1974, less than 50% of the inmates were

aware of t the Proycam, :

A sixthR approach used in the evaluation was to contact the\ pagolees
< : s
s{ipervised by parole officers and parole’ officer aides to determine their

opimon of the help and support they were receiving parolees SUr-

4
.veyed, who were under the supervision of either an/aide or a parole

4

officer, rated parole officer addes superior on evesy indicator in 1973, and rated

K]

parole officers somewhat better than parole officer aides in 1974, Parole ot/ficer

’
aides in 1973 were rated more trustwoythy, more concerned, more helpful in

} finding jobs, more understanding, easier to tafk with\,and easier to find
» - ’ . M . 0
. when Nieeded by pardlees than were pénole officers. Such was not the case

_i39 -




in 1974, when all yarole officer aides were simply_ compared to the control

group of'parole officers. . .

g The reason for such differing results seemed to lie with the type of *

) P . . .
parole oft“fcé.r aide chosen. The 1973 program evaluation mentioned that the

aides' smaller caseload might be responsible for the more positive ratiﬁgs

garole ‘officer aides received from parole’eé. This explanatién now seems
somewhat less than accurate. A more rational explanation might simpl'y be

N L \

that aides, carefully chosen, can be a real asset tq an Adult Barole Authority's
. ' ’ . ’ ' \
| will make a good parole officer or aide, Consequently, careful screening .
|
of applicants \ihould be used in the futufe in order to assure the program's

success.

- v

|
service. However, being an ex-offender was no guarantee that an individupl )

A seventh appr%ach in assessing the ex-offender program was &
national survéy of State Directors of Corrections. This survey documented
|

the growing trend of utilizing ex-offenders in corrections as support persbnnl!f .

[ ‘ ‘ \ — ’
| The majority of directors favored usifig ex-offenders as parole officers or
| < '

aides, but only Ohio and Penns/ylvania have actually implemented programs
where a sizeable number of such ex—offénders are employed.

The recidivism (failure) rates for aides' and parole officers’ caseloacis,
measured in 1974, indicated that thosé clier;ts supervised by aides had

signi}icantly less failures in every category than did clients of parole

. .

officers. ,

o f
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Recommendations ) - T
R . \-
. \ /’— . ) . . ‘
From the work and contact with the Ohia Parele Officer Aiée Program

during the last three years, information has been received from numerous

- ~ N

sources\cfc\ncengxigg recommended changes. It is from such suggestions as )
SN &

o, . . /,.
- well as the evaluation of the data collected that the following recommend ns
Lot . ‘ .w \'
are offered for consideration, N c N
' =N\ ’ vy, e
(1) Selection of parole officer aides. Greater care should be given _ . )
. ‘ X 5y - . o
- — . v
in selecti‘ng ex-offenders as parole officer aides. e basis of this =

’ \ r . ’ -
evaluation, an aide's effectiveness can be predicted from v

L4

ious atgitudinal \

scales and indices assoéiated with 5uc-cessfu1 soéial Serv‘ice—type 'wprke/rs‘/
The Adult P‘arole Author[ity should consider s'creening f_u'turey a’pplicén{‘s_’ on the
basis 6? their sco\r;e»s‘ on tests' such*;s the;;-}o}'?evem‘entjl\/.l‘otivation Eéale,» Self
Esteem Score, Focal Concems Scal;a, the Dogma}igm Scake and the Innq'va-

-
.
[ «

tiveness Scale. - . ' _ . - »
N o .
(2)"Training seminars, All new aides should attend an orientation

* .
\,

and t;ail'itng seminar. The seminars should'empha'size such slgills as report

-
-

writing, dictating skills, and counseling techniques. The k/ seminar

‘ 1

should be conducted in such a way that the parol€ officer aides will be

4 )
« o .
1

\

c
(3) Retraining seminars, All parole officer aides ihOUld e invitell

enthusiastic about their jobs,

. G -,
ta participate in at least part of each new training seminar This will allow

I k4
§ [y . 7

techniques. This will d&lso help aides to get to kr{ow one angther and perhaps

. a . v




¢ w-

. “ . . " ! . )
~provide the additional s‘upport and a?dvice needed. Ip addition aides wouLd

[

_ be able to learn from one. another ‘how they have dealt with precarious

*"*.« ;ﬂ> ' .
situations./ ' " : L
() Relations with police and jail personnel. Police, jai;l‘and court ,
personnel in citi€s where aides will work should be invited to a portion of

»

the training seminar /Ji%eir understanding of the program should facilitate

3 pert” Y
,rv-" Ny

atdes in gaining the needed cooperation from local law enforcement and criminal

justicie\agfqucies If such officials do not attend the training seminar, r

e, , -
o, " 3

%"’*\» A /’." .
correspondence from the Parole Officer Aide Project Director explaining the

program and requesting their assistance would be helpful. Literature describing

the program and its success sMould be made availablegpot only to these
agencies but to others with which the POAs will be working. The Ngjional

Criminal ]ustice Reference Service should also be used to disseminate this

[y

- information . .

[

(S) Increase the number of parole officer aides. The ekact number of

.
Y s

POAs employed would depend on the available resources. At least one aide
» s 1 ¢ ‘
should be’ assigned to each adult parolé unit in the state. At the present

<

time, supervisors, inmates, and parolees appear‘t’o be in favor of this

¢ n

recommendation. - Continuing evaluation should be conducted to avoid any

possible "boomerang" effect, as the program continues to grow and to be

implemented.

N
parole units. A conscientious effort

should be made to continue to assign POAs to communities with which they

| ' s-

| . ! N .
are acquaintéd. This will a,llow POAs to more fufly,utilize their knowledge

W

. 1




of the community and its resources in working with parolees. From interview§,

the parole officer aides suggest tMt%waedde of the community is more impor-
tant to them in helping parolees tQan is their status of beingan ex-offender.

)

\/‘__\
¢ (7) An incentive program and career ladder. Aides should be provided
S /

-

an incentive to gain acfditional writing, speaking and counseling skills, as
v *

"~ well as formal education. Such an incentive should be related to salary

I

increments and advancemerlt possibilities. As the aides gain the education

. . and experience, required for potential parole officer employees, they should
be given first consideration for any,*ne(k openings, and more should be promoted

to. parolg officép—staws Such an incentive system would hold out v1ab1e,

'

. attainable goals for aides to wef{ toward Certainfy the opportunity to become

! @

a parole officer and have the period of time when working as an aide count
toward advarlcement, retirement, and other benefits is necessary.

(8) Integration of aides into parole units. Unit supervisors should

atd

encourage an exchange of 1deas and knowledge between POAs and POs in

//\ their respective units. Aides& may be of considerable help to POs in further

/ ™

i \

understanding parolees' problems‘;r\apprergensions, occupational desires and
) /
capabilit'ies, and differenoes in "culture." “Parole officers, on the ather hand,
may be of enormous help to POAs in learning how best to cope with k;ureau-
cratic'problems and workable solutions to various oroblems with parolees .
The exchange can be further beneficial for and' complem'entarx to the Adult
Parolé Authority, ' ‘ -
> (9)° Ujd&iting traininc_'; seminars . At least two updat'ing training seminars
|

should be held each year for all parole officer aides. This wou&%i allow a1des

to receive addit1ona1 training in areas in whloh they feel weak It would

also prov1de the means by'which aides co%g commzrmcate to each other the ‘
156
- T 43
. N 1




¢

@ oy, e . .
various/techni ues which they find to be most successful in workhgg- with , |,

parolees.

(10) Public relations and educational programs. A more intensive

|
\
and effective public information and education program should be conducted. J

"~

The Adult Parole Authority si{ould receive more recognition and praise for
» N

” their innovatiyé attempts in the field of corrections., Certainly, the parole
officer aide program is one program in which the APA can tak'eﬁpride. In addition,
by informing the public of such programs, some of the resistance aides have

.
encountered in their respective communities may be minimized.

(11) Project Director's duties . The POA Project Director should be
] allocated at least one-half and preferably all of his time to coordinate,

implement, and monitor th¢ project's programs and activities. This would

allow for the preparation of training seminars and selection of new aides, and
for the"dissemination of relevant inf ormation concerning the program to the
APA, regional and unit parple offices, parole officer aides, the"press,gand
correctional departments in.other states. |

-

(12) Evaluation of the program. The parole officer aide program should

be further evaluated by an outside agency. This will provide the Adult Parole

) !
Authority with further baseline data to assess the effectiveness of the program

in the future. If the program is apparently less effective from one year to .

the next, the evaluation may supply some of the reasons and act as a catalyst
for "chang;. Similarly, since innovative ideas such as the POA program are

e subject to ridicule andcriticism by the press and the public, the sponsoring
agency has a continuing responsibility to justify such programs wityable

empirlcal data.

vl < . .

A




LY
1
[} .

Qverall, Ohio's Parole Officer Aid2 Program hgs been given positive,

KR

\ ’ofte'n' superlative, ratings from almost everyone associated with it; this

P | .

", ’ . g : ' ¢ ' 1
includes the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminisiration. The aides have
‘performed well 1n their three yedrs of employment with The Ohio Adult Parole

¥ - » ‘.
Authority. ggardless of whether parolees, supervisors, or others are

N v

valuating  their work, aides should and have received outstanding praise

*

and m*"knowlcdqcment‘ for their contribution to the field of corrections. The

.

Program should be continued, and adopted in other states.
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