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  ServeNebraska has seen when organizations get involved 
with AmeriCorps, there is often a jolt to the corporate culture. 
AmeriCorps members fit in a unique niche — not volunteers 
and not staff. This can be confusing as staff adjust and learn 
to respect the benefits AmeriCorps members bring. But they 
were very impressed with how quickly Nebraska State Proba-
tion embraced AmeriCorps as part of its operations and the 
desire for program expansion. Most importantly though is the 
impact the AmeriCorps members are having on the lives of the 
probationers with whom they interact under the guidance and 
support of skilled probation staff.
  The RISE Program continues to strive and grow in Nebraska. 
The RISE Program is only in the second year and Nebraska is 
already seeing probationers increase their skills and not return 
to the probation system, ultimately reducing recidivism rates. 
Nebraska Probation statistics show 74% of the probationers 
who graduated March 1, 2008, or before from the RISE Program 

have not returned to the probation system a year after comple-
tion. As the RISE Program continues to expand in Nebraska, 
other rural areas will see the addition of RISE Specialists to the 
probation offices, as well as a new focus on helping juveniles 
who are struggling in high school learn skills that will help 
improve grades, attendance and overall performance. The fu-
ture for probationers in Nebraska receiving support and skill 
enhancement from AmeriCorps members/RISE Specialists is 
as bright as the sun-RISE. 

  Kari Rumbaugh is RISE Program Director, Probation 
Administration, for the State of Nebraska. 
  Greg Donovan is Program Officer with ServeNebraska 
— the Nebraska Volunteer Service Commission.

JOB ANNOUNCEMENT
Chief Adult Probation Officer

Bexar County, Texas

  The district and statutory county court judges trying criminal 
cases in Bexar County are soliciting applications for Chief of 
the Community Supervision and Corrections Department, 
responsible for the operation of the county adult probation 
department and supervision of 400+ employees. 

  Qualifications: Graduate degree preferred in criminology; 
counseling; social work; psychology; business; public or nonprofit 
administration; or a closely related field; or a J.D. Significant 
administrative or managerial experience, with demonstrated 
leadership in a department or business. All candidates must also 
meet the eligibility requirements for a community supervision 
officer as set out in the Texas Government Code. Must successfully 
pass a background investigation. Required to be on call 24 hours 
a day, and required to work more than 40 hours per work week. 
Salary range is $135,000 to $170,000 per year. 

  Applicants must submit a résumé and short letter outlining 
their interest in and qualifications for this position to: Melissa 
Barlow Fischer, General Administrative Counsel for the Criminal 
District Courts, Cadena-Reeves Justice Center, 300 Dolorosa, Suite 
4076, San Antonio, Texas 78205. Applications must be received 
by November 2, 2009.
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Abstract

  Probation systems often fail to resolve high levels of employee 
turnover rates, possibly leading to a failure in promoting public 
safety. Since voluntary turnover can be preventable by identify-
ing its underlying reasons and addressing identified causes, staff 
turnover should be a top priority for probation administrators. In 
response, this study comprehensively investigated the determinant 
factors that shape turnover intention and pay satisfaction’s influ-
ence on organizational outcomes, such as overall job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment and turnover intention among line 
probation officers, and direct-care staff across Texas. The accumu-
lated findings indicated that compensation satisfaction, especially 
pay satisfaction, is a pivotal organizational influence on turnover 
intention and is much more important than affective commitment, 
overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice commitment, and organiza-
tional justice in reducing high levels of turnover intention. Based 
upon the findings, policy recommendations were included in an 
effort to reduce and prevent high voluntary turnover problems. 

Introduction

  Turnover among line probation officers and direct-care pro-
bation staff impacts every aspect of organizational functioning. 
From increases in recruiting expenses during times of austere 
funding to decreased effectiveness of retained personnel due 
to increasing caseloads, probation personnel turnover touches 
everyone associated with the department, from clients to super-
visors, from family members to the next victim of an improperly 
supervised probationer. Decreasing voluntary turnover is im-
perative to successfully carrying out probation’s primary public 
safety function. 
  There is much evidence of high levels of employee turnover 
faced by probation executives. Florida probation agencies, for 
example, reported a turnover rate of approximately 30% in 1995 
(Simmons, Cochran & Blount, 1997). In a 2000 report, the Texas 
Juvenile Probation Commission reported a 19.7% turnover rate 
among the State’s juvenile probation officers in 1999 (Texas Juve-
nile Probation Commission, 2000). The Commission also reported 
a 31.4% turnover rate for juvenile detention and corrections 
officers. Additionally, despite the absence of extensive national 
reports addressing community correctional officer turnover, 
members of the National Institute of Corrections agreed that the 
loss of qualified officers was a major concern (National Institute 
of Corrections, 1994).
  Voluntary turnover can be attenuated by identifying and 
addressing its underlying causes in many agencies. However, 
little research has been conducted in the area of probation 
agencies to empirically identify and address the underlying 
causes of voluntary turnover. Failure to address voluntary 
turnover can diminish the definitive mission of the probation 
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system, the promotion of public safety. To that end, this study 
was commissioned by the Texas Probation Advisory Committee 
(PAC) to conduct a web-based, state-wide survey targeting all 
line probation officers and all direct-care staff in Texas. For 
the purpose of this study, direct-care staff were defined as all 
community supervision and corrections department (CSCD) 
employees who have direct contact with probationers or other 
clients as an assigned job duty, such as case workers, counselors, 
counselor interns, residential monitors, caseload technicians, 
and technicians assigned to the inter/intrastate caseloads while 
excluding other staff, such as secretaries, general clerks, computer 
technicians, fiscal clerks, couriers, and transportation specialists, 
not assigned to a caseload or to have contact with clientele as part 
of their regular duties. This study comprehensively investigated 
any determinant factors shaping turnover intention, especially 
the effect of pay satisfaction on turnover intention.

Literature Review

  Voluntary employee turnover concerns institutional and com-
munity corrections agencies. Probation employee turnover can 
result in increased caseloads for remaining staff. Implications 
include: deterioration in supervision, low morale, increases 
in unnoticed violations, absconders, recidivism and increased 
recruitment and training expenditure (Simmons et al., 1997). 
Review of the organizational and criminal justice literature 
identifies key components studied, which are associated with 
turnover intention among employees: organizational commit-
ment, job satisfaction, job stress/stressors, organizational justice, 
participatory climate and pay satisfaction. 
  As the emotional link between an employee and an organiza-
tion, organizational commitment is associated with turnover 
intention and actual turnover (Griffeth, Hom & Gaertner, 2000). 
An employee committed to their organization is likely to work 
towards the organization’s goals and remain in the organiza-
tion. Meyer and Allen (1997) identified three dimensions of or-
ganizational commitment — affective, continuance and normative 
commitment. Affective commitment is an employee’s emotional 
attachment to, identification with and involvement in an organi-
zation. Employees commit to the organization because they want 
to. Continuance commitment is the extent to which an employee 
perceives high costs, including socio-economic costs, as a conse-
quence of leaving the organization. Employees remain with the 
organization because they need to. Finally, normative commitment 
represents an employee’s feeling obligated to continue employ-
ment: employees stay with organizations because they ought to. 
An employee remains committed to an organization mainly out 
of moral obligation developed by the organization’s investment 
resources, such as training.
  Compared to organizational commitment, job satisfaction is 
a link between an employee and his/her job that results from 
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appraisal of the job and job experiences. Employee reactions 
to a job that is based upon the level of congruence between the 
employee’s job expectations and the reality of the job is gener-
ally defined as job satisfaction (Cranny, Smith & Stone, 1992). A 
substantial body of literature reports that low job satisfaction has 
the effect of increasing turnover intention (Tett & Meyer, 1993). 
However, a growing body of recent theoretical and empirical 
research supports the notion that organizational commitment, 
especially affective commitment, is a better predictor of turnover 
intention than job satisfaction (Griffeth et al., 2000). 
  Job stress has been found to be positively correlated with 
turnover intention (Begley & Czajka, 1993). Among its vari-
ous definitions, job stress can be succinctly defined as the lack 
of congruity between individuals and their physical or social 
environment (Chesney & Rosenman, 1980; Whitehead, 1987). 
In conjunction with the person-environment fit perspective, job 
stressors have been succinctly defined as “circumstances which 
place unreasonable or distinctive demands on an individual and 
are usually capable of producing emotional and psychological 
discomfort” (Grossi & Berg, 1991, p. 76). This indicates that condi-
tions, situations or events are stressors and produce job-related 
stress. The literature suggests that role structure — role overload, 
role conflict, and role ambiguity — are important sources of job 
stress (e.g., Cherniss, 1980; Whitehead, 1987). Furthermore, dan-
gerousness of probation jobs is found to be an additional stressor 
to the role structure problem (Sheeley, 2008).
  Empirical research has supported important theoretical links 
between perceptions of organizational justice and its organi-
zational outcomes which can include turnover. Organizational 
justice is related to fairness perception (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 
1997). If organizational injustice is perceived, one feels relative 
deprivation, or a feeling of discontent, which in turn may lead 
to a range of attitudinal and behavioral effects, including higher 
turnover intention or actual turnover (Hendrix, Robbins, Miller 
& Summers, 1998). Organizational justice conceptually includes 
two aspects of justice: distributive justice and procedural justice. 
Distributive justice is the degree of fairness in distributing re-
wards (Price & Mueller, 1986), while procedural justice is the 
degree of fairness in the procedures used for distribution (Folger 
& Greenberg, 1985).
  Related to employee perceptions, there is substantial, empirical 
evidence indicating that support from supervisors is essential in 
allowing correctional officers to display positive, job-related atti-
tudinal and behavioral outcomes (Jurik & Halemba, 1984). Social 
support is the perception of being provided with instrumental 
and/or emotional assistance. Social support can be obtained 
from both supervisors and fellow officers at the organizational 
level. It can function as a successful coping factor to alleviate 
job stress, preventing job dissatisfaction, enhancing high levels 
of organizational commitment and reducing turnover intention. 
According to Cullen and his associates (1985), successful social 
support at work depends on the quality of interpersonal support 
from supervisors and fellow officers. 
  Also related to employee perceptions, a perception of involve-
ment or empowerment can affect turnover. Empirically, Moyni-
han and Landuyt (2008) found that a sense of empowerment 
reduces turnover intention. The notion of participatory climate 
is a response to “Reinventing Government,” borne out of the 
National Performance Review (NPR) which criticized malfunc-
tions of hierarchical, centralized bureaucracies. Since bureau-
cratization reduces workers’ control over the means of produc-

tion it alienates line workers from the decision-making process 
(Vernon & Byrd, 1996). Hence, participatory climate allowing for 
employees’ participation in decision-making is more beneficial 
than a rigid, autocratic structure for enhancing employee job sat-
isfaction, in turn leading to less turnover intention (Slate, Vogel, 
& Johnson, 2001). Also, participatory climate is related to em-
powerment which facilitates a sense of control and self-efficacy 
(Robbins, Chatterjee & Canda, 1998). 
  Finally, employee perceptions regarding pay satisfaction may 
affect potential turnover. There are two theoretical grounds: 
Adams’ equity theory (1963) and Lawler’s discrepancy theory 
(1971). Although Lawler’s discrepancy theory expanded Ad-
ams’ equity theory by incorporating the concept of valence 
(how much one values the reward), both theories are essentially 
based on predicting pay satisfaction and explaining its organi-
zational outcomes. If the employee’s ratio of input (e.g. effort) 
to output (e.g. pay level and benefits) is significantly different 
from a referent other’s ratio, they tend to feel under-rewarded 
and judge that they are not being treated fairly. This potentially 
leads to a range of negative attitudinal and behavioral effects 
(Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Vandenberghe & Tremblay, 
2008). Pay satisfaction was found to be a significant predictor 
of turnover intention and actual turnover by Miceli, Jung, Near 
and Greenberger (1991). Furthermore, empirical research has 
strongly established an important theoretical link between pay 
satisfaction and its organizational outcomes, including turnover 
intention (Heneman & Judge, 2000). 

State-wide Turnover Intention Study

Data Collection, Recruitment Procedures and
Data Confidentiality

  Lee and Beto (2008) conducted an initial pilot study that 
explored voluntary turnover rates among Texas line probation 
officers from 2004 to 2006. They sampled four adult proba-
tion departments in Texas. Based on responses from the four 
departments, line officers’ average turnover rate in each fiscal 
year was estimated to be 17-24%. Voluntary turnover rates 
increased steadily during the study period: 17% for FY 2004, 
20% for FY 2005, and 24% for FY 2006. The findings suggest that 
probation agencies have not only experienced high turnover, 
but have failed to resolve the underlying problems associated 
with voluntary turnover.
  Subsequently, a state-wide study was planned and presented 
to the PAC for consideration of funding and administrative 
support. Targeting all line probation officers and all direct-care 
probation staff in all 122 probation departments across Texas, an 
online questionnaire was made available for participants through 
Angelo State University’s survey system. The questionnaire 
used 137 questions for line community supervision officers and 
135 questions for direct-care staff. Respondents were required 
to select their department from a list in order for the researcher 
to determine a response rate for each department. Substantial 
efforts were made by the PAC and department directors to elicit 
voluntary subject cooperation, encourage a high response rate 
and thus enhance the validity and reliability of the survey. Stan-
dard survey methodology, pre-announcements of the upcoming 
study and an encouraging cover letter were combined with a 
consent form. Participation was voluntary and respondents were 
promised confidentiality. 
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  Two departments had only one employee, responsible for both 
line-officer and director duties and thereby were removed from 
the total 122 departments. The survey period began March 31 and 
ended April 18, 2008. During the three-week survey period, a total 
of 108 departments responded. The individual directors from the 
remaining 12 departments were contacted. The non-response of 
the 12 departments’ employees was determined to be due to a 
lack of internet capacity to access the survey web site. The same 
questionnaire used for the web-based survey was mailed to each 
of the departments on April 18, 2008. Mailings included a consent 
form, and a cover letter emphasizing that survey participation 
was voluntary and that responses were collected anonymously, 
held confidential and would only be disclosed in the aggregated 
statewide report. 
  Of the usable sample of 3,234 responses from 120 adult proba-
tion departments, 2,653 were obtained from line officers and 581 
from direct-care staff. Unfortunately, there is no available official 
information on the baseline population of both groups to calcu-
late each group’s response rate. However, using the total number 
of all probation officers including supervisors and managers (N = 
3,520), the response rate for the 2,653 line officer group should be 
well over 75.4%. Table 1 offers respondent demographics.

Table 1
Respondent Demographics

Variable	 N (%)	 Mean	 Min	 Max	 N

Employee Classification					     3234
  Community
    Supervision Officer	 2653 (82)
  Direct-Care Staff	 581 (18)

Gender					     3230
  Male	 1264 (39.1)
  Female	 1966 (60.9)

Age		  40.27 yrs	 20	 75	 3203

Ethnicity					     3213
  Caucasian	 1520 (47.3)
  Hispanic	 1003 (31.2)
  African-American	 605 (18.8)
  Other 	 85 0(2.6)

Marital Status					     3212
  Currently married	 1892 (58.9)
  Currently single	 1320 (41.1)

Number of children at home		  0.94	 0	 3*	 3215

Education Level					     3219
  High school diploma
    or GED	 402 (12.5)
  Associate degree	 154 0(4.8)
  Bachelor’s degree	 2231 (69.3)
  Master’s degree	 413 (12.8)
  Doctorate degree	 19 0(0.6)

Tenure in current department		  7.31 yrs	 0.08	 34	 3196

Prior employment in CJ system	 (if “yes”)				    3214
  Probation	 727 (32.6)
  Law enforcement	 348 (10.8)
  Corrections	 525 (16.3)
  Parole	 201 0(6.3)

*3 or more children at home

Preliminary Measurement of Variables

  Along with eight individual demographic and work expe-
rience variables used, twenty-four organizational variables 
were measured based on a respondent’s experience over the 
six-month period preceding the beginning date of the survey. 
Turnover Intention is the main dependent variable; the remain-
ing 23 organizational variables are independent. Guided by the 
previous theoretical and empirical literature, these independent 
variables have been theoretically and empirically demonstrated 
to be important correlates with turnover intention. All scale 
items were measured using the five-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly 
agree). Cronbach’s Alpha for each additive scale ranged from 
0.71 to 0.94, all above the minimal level of acceptability (α = 
0.70), indicating all 24 scales may be considered to be valid 
and reliable.

Measurement of Variables

  All responses to all twenty-four organizational variables were 
based on a respondent’s experience over the six-month period 
preceding the beginning date of the survey. Turnover Intention 
is the main dependent variable; the remaining 23 organizational 
variables are independent. A review of the literature indicates 
that these independent variables have been theoretically and 
empirically proven to be important correlates with turnover 
intention and actual turnover. All scale items were measured 
using the five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 
3 = neither; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s Alpha (α) for 
each additive scale ranged from 0.71 to 0.94, above the minimal 
level of acceptability (α = 0.70), indicating all 24 scales are valid 
and reliable.
 

Descriptive Analyses

Turnover Intention

  Understandably, there might be a reasonable suspicion that 
even if an employee shows an inclination to leave their employ-
ment, their intention may be influenced by the economic climate 
and by circumstances in the labor market, and therefore might 
not necessarily manifest in actual turnover. However, turnover 
intention has been found to be the best predictor and the most 
immediate precursor of the actual turnover in many studies (Grif-
feth et al., 2000). As the main dependent variable in this study, 
a respondent’s intention to leave was measured using the four 
items developed by Shore and Martin (1989). The respondents’ 
turnover intention is mixed with an overall average mean of 2.55. 
However, findings from Table 2 indicate that large portions of 
the line probation officers and direct-care staff show high levels 
of inclinations to leave in near future.
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Table 2
Itemized Turnover Intention Analysis

Item	 N (%)	 Mean	 SD	 Total N

1. Which of the following most
clearly reflects your feelings about
your future with this department
in the next year?		  2.74	 1.18	 3233
  I definitely will not leave.	 562 (17.4)
  I probably will not leave.	 816 (25.2)
  I am uncertain.	 1012 (31.3)
  I probably will leave.	 573 (17.7)
  I definitely will leave.	 270 0(8.4)

2. How do you feel about leaving
this department?		  3.03	 1.17	 3233
  It is unlikely that I would ever
    consider leaving this
    department.	 207 0(6.4)
  As far as I can see ahead, I intend
    to stay with this department.	 1190 (36.8)
  I have no feelings one way
    or the other.	 500 (15.5)
  I am seriously considering
    leaving in the future.	 980 (30.3)
  I am presently looking and
    planning to leave.	 356 (11.0)

3. If you were completely free to choose,
would you prefer or not prefer to continue
working with this department?		  2.38	 1.15	 3231
  I prefer very much to continue
    working for this department.	 747 (23.1)
  I prefer to work here.	 1395 (43.2)
  I don’t care either way.	 363 (11.2)
  I prefer not to work here.	 577 (17.9)
  I prefer very much not to continue
    working for this department.	 149 0(4.6)

4. How important is it to you personally
that you spend your career in this
department rather than some other
organization?		  2.71	 1.32	 3230
  It is very important for me to
    spend my career in this
    department.	 748 (23.2)
  It is fairly important.	 856 (26.5)
  It is of some importance.	 556 (17.2)
  I have mixed feelings about
    its importance.	 738 (22.8)
  It is of no importance at all.	 332 (10.3)

	 Average	 2.71	 0.96	 3227

Organizational Commitment

  The literature empirically supports the contention that 
employees with strong affective commitment to the organiza-
tion are more valuable employees for any organization. The 
respondents displayed an overall average of 3.17 for the level 
of their affective commitment to the department which is a 
mixed result and therefore does not support any one particular 
view. However, many respondents reported lower levels of 
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement 
in their department. For example, 26.6% of the respondents 

did not want to spend the rest of their career in their current 
department and 29.5% did not feel a strong sense of belonging 
to their department. 
  The continuance commitment construct has two sub-dimensional 
constructs: high personal sacrifice and lack of alternatives (Meyer & 
Allen, 1997; Powell & Meyer, 2004). High personal sacrifice refers to 
the commitment relating to personal accumulated investments: it 
develops when an employee realizes that he/she would lose ac-
cumulated investments by leaving the organization and therefore 
the employee needs to stay with the organization. On the other 
hand, the lack of alternatives denotes the commitment related to 
an employee’s lack of employment alternatives which increase 
the costs associated with leaving the organization. However, 
compared to the average of high personal sacrifice (3.21) and 
lack of alternatives (3.26), the average of affective commitment 
(3.17) was found to be slightly lower. 
  The average comparison appears to indicate that the main 
reason why respondents are committed to their department is 
their awareness of the costs associated with leaving: high personal 
sacrifice commitment (their personal accumulated investments) 
and lack of alternative commitment (limited employment op-
portunities), rather than affective commitment (their strong 
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement 
in the department). Regarding the high level of the respondents’ 
high personal sacrifice and lack of alternatives, for example, 49.7% 
of the respondents would stay with the department because too 
much of their life would be disrupted and 46.2% would not leave 
due to the scarcity of available alternatives. 

Job Satisfaction

  There are two measures of job satisfaction: overall job satis-
faction and satisfaction with job-related specific aspects such as 
pay, supervision, promotion, co-workers, and the job itself. Ac-
cording to Griffeth et al. (2000), overall job satisfaction is a bet-
ter indicator than job-facet satisfaction in predicting turnover. 
However, the facet approach is useful to define which parts of 
the job produce satisfaction or dissatisfaction, as a useful tool 
to help an organization identify areas of dissatisfaction that it 
can improve (Spector, 1997). First, overall job satisfaction was 
assessed using the five items developed by Brayfield and Roth 
(1951). Based on the additive scale produced by the five items 
used, a moderately high level of job satisfaction (Mean = 3.52) 
was reported. For example, more than half of the respondents 
agreed that: “I like my job better than the average worker does” 
(56.6%); and “I feel fairly well satisfied with my job” (60.1%). 
Regarding specific aspects of Job Satisfaction, the Job Satisfac-
tion Survey (JSS) by Spector (1997) was utilized to measure the 
respondents’ nine facets of job satisfaction. The JSS measures 
nine specific aspects of the job. The nine facets include pay, pro-
motion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards (satis-
faction with rewards, not necessarily monetary, given for good 
performance), operating procedures (satisfaction with rules and 
procedures), co-workers, nature of work (satisfaction with the 
type of work done), and communication.
  As for pay satisfaction, as one facet, this study originally em-
ployed both the four items of pay satisfaction in the JSS and 
the five items of pay satisfaction from the Index of Organiza-
tional Reactions developed by Dunham and Smith (1979). Dun-
ham and Smith’s (1979) pay satisfaction scale reflects a better 
understanding of the nature and domain of multi-dimensional 
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pay satisfaction than Spector’s uni-dimensional pay satisfac-
tion scale (Williams, Malos & Palmer, 2002). Hence, the study 
adopted only Dunham and Smith’s pay satisfaction scale for 
statistical analysis.
  Among the nine specific job satisfaction items, pay and promo-
tion were identified as unsatisfied job aspects (Mean = 2.44 and 
2.33, respectively). As evidence of low levels of pay satisfaction, 
only 10.3% reported their pay level was good, only 13.5% indi-
cated their pay level was either adequate or more than adequate 
given the cost of living in their area and only 15.4% reported 
that their pay level had a favorable influence on their overall at-
titude toward their job. Similarly, regarding promotion satisfac-
tion, only 14.1% perceived much chance for promotion in their 
department; 25.2% felt those who performed well on the job had 
a fair chance of being promoted, and 16.2% reported high levels 
of satisfaction with their chances for promotion. Taken togeth-
er, while the respondents had moderately high levels of overall 
job satisfaction, pay and promotion are the parts of the job that 
substantially contribute to dissatisfaction.

Job Stress

  Job stress was assessed using the five items developed by 
Crank, Regoli, Hewitt & Wolfe (1989). As an important source 
of job stress, job stressors included three role structure charac-
teristics: role overload, role conflict, and role ambiguity. Along 
with the three job stressors, this study included dangerousness 
of the job as an additional stressor because it was found to be a 
significant job stressor in both institutional and community cor-
rections agencies (Cullen et al., 1985; Sheeley, 2008). Role overload 
refers to having too much to do in the amount of time and the 
lack of available resources for completing workload demands, 
and was measured using five items developed by Peterson and 
his associates (1986). The other two role characteristics are role 
conflict (conflicting requests from different people) and role 
ambiguity (unclear expectations in fulfilling a role); both were 
measured using the nine items adopted from Lambert, Hogan, 
Paoline and Clarke (2005). Lastly, dangerousness of the job was 
assessed using five items adopted from Cullen, Link, Cullen 
and Wolfe (1989). 
  Respondents displayed an average mean of 3.12 for their job 
stress level, therefore not supporting any one particular view. 
However, 46.8% of the respondents reported that they were usu-
ally under a lot of pressure at work, whereas 29.9% reported 
that they were not under pressure. Among the job stressors, role 
overload (Mean = 3.09) was found to be the strongest stressor, 
closely followed by dangerousness of the job (Mean = 2.88) and 
role ambiguity (Mean = 2.77). The level of role ambiguity (Mean 
= 2.17) suggests that uncertainty about what actions are expected 
was not found to be particularly stressful. Overall, these find-
ings suggest that role overload, such as excessive paperwork and 
expectations to complete job duties in too little time, substan-
tially contribute to stress-induced role characteristics. In addi-
tion, as in a prison setting, the dangerousness of the work needs 
recognition as a substantial stressor in adult probation.

Organizational Justice

  Developed by Price and Mueller (1986), five items were utilized 
to measure the respondents’ perceived fairness of outcome, which 
is distributive justice (perceived fairness of outcome). Procedural 

justice (fairness of the procedures in distributing outcomes) was 
assessed through the use of six items adopted from Lambert, 
Hogan and Griffin (2007). Respondents reported an average 
mean of 2.55 for their perceived level of distributive justice, 
suggesting relatively negative judgments regarding the fairness 
of distributing rewards, such as pay and promotion. In addi-
tion, their perceived level of procedural justice (Mean = 2.86) 
is considered mixed and therefore does not support any one 
particular view. However, 49.9% of respondents perceived that 
promotions are given based on who you know rather than what 
you know. These findings indicate a lack of fairness of distributing 
rewards such as pay and promotion, as well as a lack of fairness in 
promotional procedures. 

Participatory Management

  Both participatory climate and empowerment have been rec-
ognized as important elements of participatory management. 
Regarding participatory climate, developed by Slate et al. (2001), 
seven items were employed to measure the respondents’ percep-
tion of atmosphere for participation in decision-making in their 
probation department. Despite no indication of one particular 
view (Mean = 2.89), individual item analysis demonstrated 
substantial evidence that the respondents’ opinions were not 
sought and respected by management. For example, nearly 50% 
of the respondents felt they had no opportunity to have a say 
in the running of their agency on matters that concern them, 
41.4% indicated unsatisfactory response or feedback to their 
input, and 53.2% did not feel involvement in the writing of 
policies. This evidence indicates that about half of the respon-
dents have a perception that they work in a non-participatory 
management environment.
  Empowerment was assessed through the use of the Index of 
Empowerment developed by Spreitzer (1995), which is composed 
of 12 items. The Index of Empowerment measures four dimen-
sions of empowerment: meaning, competence, self-determination 
and impact. These four dimensions, reflecting an employee’s 
orientation to his or her work role, were combined into an overall 
measure of empowerment. Respondents reported an average 
mean of 3.64 for their level of empowerment, suggesting they 
believe they have a moderately high level of empowerment in 
their department.

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analysis

  Descriptive analysis is useful to summarize each individual 
variable but it has often been regarded as too simplistic and of-
ten uninformative. Accordingly, not displayed here, hierarchical 
multiple regression was employed to identify which predicting 
variables were significant determinants of turnover intention 
among line probation officers and direct-care staff, respectively. 
In both groups, organizational variables were found to have a 
substantially greater contribution to make in predicting turnover 
intention than individual status variables. Focusing solely on the 
organizational variables for community supervision officers and 
direct-care staff, pay satisfaction, overall job satisfaction, high 
sacrifice commitment and affective commitment (after control-
ling for the effects of individual status factors) turned out to be 
significant predictors of turnover intention. 
  Despite the important findings, however, the hierarchical 
multiple regression analyses used are limited in measuring only 
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the direct effects of the predicting variables on turnover inten-
tion, and they cannot compare a total (direct and indirect) ef-
fect for each of the significant four organizational predictors of 
turnover intention. Also, the main purpose of this study was to 
probe the causal relationship of pay satisfaction with four signifi-
cant attitudinal and behavioral consequences — overall job sat-
isfaction, high sacrifice commitment, affective commitment and 
turnover intention–in the Texas probation system. Based upon 
this investigation, one important concern may be addressed by 
using SPSS Amos 16 for structural equation modeling: the role 
and total effect of pay satisfaction in preventing high voluntary 
turnover of both line probation officers and direct-care staff. 
Neither descriptive analysis nor regression analysis is suitable 
for measuring these relationships. 

Compensation Satisfaction and Organizational Justice 

  Pay satisfaction cannot be explained by pay level itself: the 
multi-dimensional nature of pay satisfaction includes four cor-
related but distinct dimensions: pay level, benefits, pay raises, 
and pay structure/administration (Heneman & Schwab, 1985). 
Therefore, incorporation of benefits satisfaction into pay satisfac-
tion may provide a better understanding of the nature and domain 
of pay satisfaction. This insight should enable the incorporated 
model to better predict pay satisfaction’s influence on its orga-
nizational outcomes.
  Research supports the important theoretical link between 
organizational justice and its organizational outcomes. Specifi-
cally, overall job satisfaction, organizational commitment and 
turnover intention are aspects of motivation that were found to 
be influenced by employee judgments regarding the fairness of 
outcomes and the fairness of procedures. Taken together, orga-
nizational justice (distributive and procedural justice) and com-
pensation satisfaction (pay and benefits satisfaction) are distinct 
constructs but conceptually related. Thereby the relationship of 
organizational justice and its organizational outcomes is similar 
to that of compensation satisfaction and its organizational out-
comes. That is, the incorporation of organizational justice into 
pay satisfaction provides a better understanding of the nature 
and realm of pay satisfaction and enables the incorporated 
model to better understand pay satisfaction’s influence on its 
organizational outcomes. 

Overall Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment and 
Turnover Intention 

  In a causal link between job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment, the dominant theoretical view has assumed that 
an employee’s emotional state/attitude toward a specific job 
necessarily precedes their psychological state/attitude towards 
the organization (Mowday, Porter & Steers, 1982). Many empirical 
studies have analyzed and confirmed the causal ordering from 
overall job satisfaction and organization commitment, suggesting 
a more immediate influence of organizational commitment on 
turnover intention. In a causal ordering between organizational 
commitment and turnover intention, Meyer and Allen (1997) 
have reported that organizational commitment is negatively 
related to turnover intention, and is also an antecedent to turn-
over intention. 
  Exploring a causal link between higher sacrifice commitment 
and affective commitment, McGee and Ford (1987) and Meyer, 

Allen and Gellatly (1990) provided a theoretical explanation 
suggesting that an employee’s awareness of the costs associ-
ated with leaving the organization leads to a higher desire to 
continue to work, which in turn, may lead to a greater degree of 
emotional attachment to, identification with and involvement in 
the organization. Despite a lack of empirical research to test the 
causal link, intuitively it appears that high sacrifice commitment 
necessarily precedes affective commitment. Hence, a hypothetical 
model to examine the causal relationship of both compensation 
satisfaction and organizational justice with overall satisfaction, 
high sacrifice commitment, affective commitment and turnover 
intention was developed. 

Final Model

  The final model provided a better fit than the hypothesized 
model. Results indicate that the final model best fits the data. Fig-
ure 1 presents the significant paths of the final structural model.

Figure 1
Structural Equation Modeling Results (N = 3,216)

  The effects of compensation satisfaction and organizational 
justice are positively correlated at 0.73. This finding indicates no 
causal order between the two constructs. Instead, as perceptions 
of organizational justice increase, compensation satisfaction in-
creases and vice versa. As for the causal relationship of compensa-
tion satisfaction with the following four significant attitudinal and 
behavioral consequences — overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice 
commitment, affective commitment and turnover intention, 
compensation satisfaction was found to have a significant direct 
effect on overall job satisfaction (0.36), high sacrifice commitment 
(0.32), affective commitment (0.08) and turnover intention (-0.30). 
However, organizational justice was found to have a significant 
direct influence only on affective commitment. This finding sug-
gests that perceived fairness cannot directly lead to higher levels 
of overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice commitment and lower 
levels of turnover intention. 
  Table 3 summarizes structural equation modeling estimations 
of indirect, direct and total effects of each independent variable 
on overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice commitment, affective 
commitment, and turnover intention. Of particular interest was 
a comparison of the total effects of compensation satisfaction, 
organizational justice, overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice 
commitment and affective commitment on turnover intention. 
Although affective commitment had the strongest direct effect on 
turnover intention, compensation satisfaction had the largest total 
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effect (indirect and direct) on turnover intention, more than a half 
of which (56.6%) is due to a relatively large direct effect (-0.30). 
The remaining 43.4% of compensation satisfaction had an indirect 
effect on turnover intention through overall job satisfaction, high 
sacrifice commitment and affective commitment. 

Major Findings

  Results from the descriptive analyses indicate that large por-
tions of the line probation officers and direct-care staff have high 
levels of inclinations to leave. Analysis of turnover intention 
indicated 30.3% were having serious thought about leaving in 
the near future, and another 11% were actively looking to leave. 
Among all organizational factors used, pay and promotion are 
the most negatively perceived work-related areas in Texas proba-
tion agencies. As evidence of low levels of pay satisfaction, only 
10.3% reported their pay level was good, only 13.5% indicated 
their pay level was either adequate or more than adequate given 
the cost of living in their area and only 15.4% reported that their 
pay level had a favorable influence on their overall attitude 
toward their job. 
  Moreover, the average mean of organizational commitment 
was lower than that of overall job satisfaction, suggesting that 
employees in Texas probation have a stronger psychological 
and emotional attachment to their job and job experience than 
to their department. Furthermore, the average mean of affec-
tive commitment was lower than that of continuance. This 
suggests that the respondents are committed to their depart-
ment only as far as they are aware of the costs associated with 
leaving, such as their personal accumulated investments and 
limited employment opportunities, rather than their strong 
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in 
their department.
  Results from the hierarchical multiple regression analyses 
indicate organizational factors, rather than individual status fac-
tors, have a substantially greater contribution to associating with 
and predicting employee turnover intention. This suggests that 
the organization is the underlying cause for employee turnover 

intention. For both line probation officers and 
direct-care staff, affective commitment, high 
sacrifice commitment, overall job satisfaction 
and pay are the main predictors of turnover 
intention. Among the four main predictors, 
affective commitment has the strongest direct 
effect on turnover intention. 
  Among all individual factors, the young 
age group of line probation officers and the 
young tenure group of direct-care staff are 
more likely to feel inclined to leave their 
job. Among the nine age groups in Figure 2, 
high turnover intention was most prevalent 
among line probation officers whose ages 
ranged from 20 to 34 years. Surprisingly, this 
age range group accounts for 42.8% of the 
line probation officers sampled. Likewise, 
high turnover intention was most preva-
lent among direct-care staff whose tenure 
range was between 0-3 years. This tenure 
group accounts for 45.6% of the direct-care 
staff sampled.

Figure 2
Turnover Intentions by Age Group

  Lastly, SEM analysis compared total effects (direct and indi-
rect) of compensation satisfaction (pay and benefits), overall 
job satisfaction, lack of alternatives, high sacrifice and affective 
commitment on turnover intention. Results from the structural 
equation modeling indicate that the total effect (indirect and 
direct) of compensation satisfaction on turnover intention is 
much greater than the total effect of affective commitment. Taken 
together, these accumulated findings suggest that compensation 
satisfaction, especially pay satisfaction, is a pivotal organizational 
influence on turnover intention and is much more important 
than affective commitment, overall job satisfaction, high sacrifice 
commitment and organizational justice in reducing high levels 
of turnover intention. Therefore, it can be concluded that pay 
satisfaction is the strongest underlying cause of high turnover 
intention in Texas probation. 

Policy Recommendations

  A review of the literature suggests that present probation 
systems fail to resolve high levels of employee turnover rates, 
possibly leading to a failure in promoting public safety. Since 
voluntary turnover can be preventable by identifying its 
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underlying reasons and addressing identified causes, reduc-
ing high levels of staff turnover should be a top priority for 
probation administrators. 
  Based on these accumulated findings, policy recommenda-
tions are provided. Most importantly, probation administrators 
should be made aware of the transition from individual to 
organization factors, especially the significance of pay satis-
faction, as the most influential underlying causes leading to 
high voluntary turnover rates. Only small portions of the line 
probation officers and direct-care staff sampled were satisfied 
with the pay they received. Therefore, probation administrators 
should recognize chronic, negative organizational outcomes 
caused by inadequate salary and should present a united front 
to increase compensation for probation employees. This can 
be an ongoing effort. Otherwise, inherent traps in the vicious 
cycle of low pay satisfaction, high turnover intention and high 
voluntary turnover, may result in the possible diminished pro-
motion of public safety, which is the stated, ultimate mission 
of the probation system.
  Increasing compensation is important, but on its own does 
not necessarily guarantee an employee’s long-term commit-
ment to probation’s mission. From the perspective of probation 
managers, employees with strong affective commitment to the 
organization are more valuable employees. However, 3,234 
respondents reported the main reason that they are committed 
to their department is an awareness of the costs associated with 
leaving — such as their personal accumulated investments and 
limited employment opportunities — rather than their strong 
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in 
their department. In recognizing existing low levels of affective 
commitment, probation administrators should identify its under-
lying causes, and develop strategies which increase employee’s 
emotional attachment to, identification with and involvement in 
their department. An employee who does not have an emotional 
connection to the organization’s mission may start thinking 
about leaving. Therefore, every department should have a clearly 
articulated mission, vision, and values that are supported and 
reinforced by management. 
  Younger personnel and those with fewer years of service are 
more likely to feel inclined to leave their probation jobs than 
older employees and those with more tenure. Among all indi-
vidual variables, age was found to make the most significant 
contribution to the line probation officers’ turnover intention; 
while length of tenure made the most substantial contribution 
to the direct-care staff’s turnover intention. Given the highest 
turnover intention among younger age and tenure groups, it is 
highly recommended that probation administrators recognize 
the unique characteristics of the younger employee and devote 
considerable attention and resources to this new generation, 
who have a much lower affective commitment and much higher 
turnover intention than other groups. 
  Inevitably, the role of probation managers is extremely impor-
tant in providing organizational stimulus for this new genera-
tion of employees. They can encourage feelings of belonging 
and establish emotional attachment to, identification with and 
involvement in their departments. Specifically, a concerted 
focus by management on developing mentoring relationships 
with new employees is indicated. Changing supervisory and 
managerial roles and styles should be made by management 
from a traditional, autocratic organizational climate to one 
of facilitating, coaching and consulting with the new genera-

tion. The older, more tenured employees would also benefit 
from these positive changes in supervisory and managerial 
roles and styles. To fulfill these important managerial roles, 
probation departments should devote considerable attention 
and resources to the selection, development, and training 
of managers. 
  Lastly, in the not too distant past, probation administrators 
did not experience the need to actively recruit staff. It was not 
uncommon to have a number of highly qualified applicants for 
each available position. This is no longer the case and probation 
departments find themselves in competition with other social 
service and law enforcement agencies for prospective employees 
from a dwindling labor pool. Probation administrators should 
become less passive and more active in the recruitment of new 
employees by attending job fairs at colleges and universities and 
developing close relationships with faculty members of criminal 
justice programs.
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from the bookshelf

  Book reviews found in this issue of Executive Exchange have been contributed by Donald G. Evans and Dan Richard Beto. 
  Donald G. Evans, a Senior Fellow with the Canadian Training Institute in Toronto, Ontario, is a member of the International 
Committee and Publications Committee of the National Association of Probation Executives. He is a past President of the American 
Probation and Parole Association and the International Community Corrections Association. 
  Dan Richard Beto, Editor of Executive Exchange and Chair of the International Committee of the National Association of Probation 
Executives, is a Senior Fellow with the Canadian Training Institute in Toronto, Ontario. He is a past President of the National As-
sociation of Probation Executives and was the founding Executive Director of the Correctional Management Institute of Texas.
  Executive Exchange welcomes reviews of books and periodicals dealing with community corrections, correctional policy, research 
and evaluations of correctional programs, and management and leadership issues.

PROBATION: SOCIAL WORK AND 
COMMUNITY JUSTICE

A review of Reducing Reoffending: Social Work and Community 
Justice in Scotland, by Fergus McNeill and Bill Whyte, Willan 
Publishing, Portland, Oregon, 2007, pp. 246 (paperback).

  In attempting to improve the delivery of probation services, I 
find it extremely useful and helpful to look beyond the borders 
of North America to see how other countries with different legal 
systems are managing offenders’ released to their correctional 
agencies. The use of probation as a sanction and as a service is 
used in most democratic countries and although it gets little 
attention either from the public or the political it is responsible 
for the majority of offenders under supervision by the state. 
With the wide spread of “what works research,” interest in 
how it is being implemented and what program and conceptual 
changes are occurring is a fruitful field to explore when look-
ing for assistance in improving or enhancing local probation 
services. There have been three major approaches suggested for 
community efforts to reduce victimization and produce safer 
communities. These three approaches — restorative justice, 
risk/need/responsivity-based programming, and the more 
recent insights coming from the desistance to crime research 
— are all contributing to the reframing and reconceptualizing 
of probation services. 
  In terms of an ambitious effort to retool the probation service, 
the efforts of the National Probation Service in England and 
Wales stands out as a leader in attempting to base probation 
programming on an evidence-based platform. This effort is 
still on going and the merging of prison and probation into the 
National Offender Management Service (NOMS) is intended to 
provide a rigorous case management approach for offenders. 
The structural changes in the England and Wales experience 
have not, as yet, lived up to their promise and a critical body 
of literature is emerging that again is instructive for probation 
leaders in North America to reflect upon. But England and Wales 
is not the only effort to seek improvements in how probation 
can reduce the need to incarcerate and lower reoffending rates. 
A whole different probation system and structure exists to 
the north of England and Wales. It is these efforts in Scotland 
that Fergus McNeill, a senior lecturer in the Glasgow School 
of Social Work (University of Glasgow and Strathclyde) and 
Bill Whyte, a senior lecturer in the Social Work Department 
and Director of the Criminal Justice Social Work Development 
Centre at the University of Edinburgh, turn their attention to 

in a very informative and insightful review of social work and 
community justice in Scotland.
  The authors claim two main purposes for writing this book. 
First they wish to make a contribution to developments occur-
ring in Scotland around the challenge of managing offenders 
in the community, and secondly, it provides them an opportu-
nity to share Scottish answers to questions about community 
justice in an accessible but critical introduction. The book is 
organized into three main sections — each section is supported 
by three chapters that amplify the section topic. In section one 
the emphasis is on analyzing the challenges currently facing 
community justice efforts in Scotland. The supporting chapters 
explore the history of social work with offenders in Scotland. 
The first chapter is intended as a conscious act of remembrance 
of probation’s beginnings. The authors do not want us to forget 
probation’s contribution to our penal heritage. They trace the 
development of probation from 1905 to the current interest in 
offender management. Currently, the criminal justice social 
worker (probation officer) strives to fulfill three interdependent 
outcomes: reducing the use of custody, reducing re-offending, 
and promoting the inclusion of the offender.
  Picking up on the issue of reducing re-offending, in the 
second chapter the authors examine what is known about com-
munity supervision in Scotland today and in the process of this 
examination seek to contextualize the successes and failures of 
supervision by exploring the scale, nature, and extent of the 
problems offenders face in efforts to change their behavior. The 
third chapter is an exploration of the concept of desistance and 
how workers might support the process of desistance from crime 
in their supervised offenders. There is a very useful chart com-
paring four probation practice paradigms: the non-treatment 
paradigm; the revised paradigm; the “what works” paradigm; 
and the desistance paradigm.
  The second section deals with the legal context in which 
social work (probation) services are carried out. McNeill and 
Whyte draw our attention to the fact that “practice that best 
supports reintegration and desistance needs to be grounded 
within a clear understanding of the legal and policy contexts of 
the core professional tasks.” Chapter four under the heading of 
advice and service to the courts outlines the basic functions and 
tasks that assist the sentencing process. This chapter covers the 
general terrain of social inquiry reports and assessing risks and 
needs and the development of action plans for the offender. In 
chapter five the authors deal with the supervision of offenders, 
where the community-based supervision is bound by a policy 
priority that sees probation in a context of prevention and crime 
reduction and not as an alternative to custody. There are some 
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useful descriptions of the functions and tasks of the probation 
officer. Topics such as diversion from prosecution, compliance 
and enforcement in supervision, uses of restorative practices, 
supervision of unpaid work in the community, and supporting 
victims of crime are all covered. The sixth chapter deals with 
prison throughcare and resettlement issues, what in North 
America we would label re-entry issues. Releasing mechanisms 
and authority are discussed as are the recent changes to the law 
and policy regarding high risk offenders. The authors conclude 
this chapter with a caution regarding the new measures that are 
being introduced. If adequate resources are not made available 
there is a real risk that the intent of the new provisions will be 
thwarted and public protection will not be realized. It seems 
that the resources to back up the intent of legislation is always 
problematic and appears to be a universal problem!
  In the third section of the book, the authors turn their at-
tention towards effective practice. This is a very useful and 
important section and a real contribution to our knowledge 
about effective practice. The seventh chapter explores issues 
surrounding supervision and asks the basic question: Are we 
talking about offender management or change management? 
The authors explore the following themes: 1) engagement: 
building relationships that support change; 2) assessing risks, 
needs and strengths; 3) research-based planning and delivery of 
interventions; and 4) case management: managing change.
  In the regard to the last point the authors identify four 
overlapping characteristics of case management: consistency, 
continuity, consolidation, and commitment. The authors also 
note that in terms of effective practice it is important to not only 
know what works but who works! 
  The last two chapters (8 and 9) develop the themes of human 
capital and social capital as they pertain to the offender’s reinte-
grative task. The concluding chapter brings the main arguments 
together and argues that the context needs to widen beyond the 
narrow confines of a correctional professional’s perspective. If 
there is to be a safer Scotland — and by extension safer com-
munities anywhere — attention to community justice is critical. 
Local responsive community services promoting social welfare 
and social justice can and will contribute to public safety.
  There are enough interesting and thought provoking ideas 
in the pages of this book to assist probation leaders in devel-
oping effective practices that go beyond compliance-based 
supervision. The appendix to this book is a very useful study 
guide that can be used in internal staff training sessions and 
the bibliography is extensive and a good guide to important 
references about probation.
								      

Donald G. Evans

A GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE ON MANAGEMENT

A review of Guide to Management Ideas and Gurus, by Tim Hindle, 
The Economist, London, 2008, pp. 322 (hardcover).

  On a visit to any major bookstore one will find scores of 
books on the subject of management, written by authors rang-
ing from those who are well known and respected to those who 

are relatively obscure and are likely to remain in that status. An 
interesting and valuable addition to this body of literature is 
Guide to Management Ideas and Gurus by Tim Hindle, the author of 
several best selling books on management and business. Hindle 
is a former business and management editor of The Economist 
and was the founding editor of EuroBusiness; he has also served 
as editor of Director magazine. In his most recent contribution 
to management literature, the author has produced a book that 
does a credible job of bringing together a collection of the major 
management theories and practices and identifying the most 
influential management thinkers. 
  Guide to Management Ideas and Gurus is divided into two parts. 
In Part I Hindle provides an overview of more than 100 ideas 
that have significantly influenced the field of management over 
the past century, and in Part II he identifies 54 of the leading 
management scholars. The management ideas appearing in 
Part I are arranged alphabetically — from “active inertia” to 
“zero-based budgeting” — and are summarized in two pages 
or less. Each idea is concluded with a short list of suggested 
references should the reader desire additional information on 
a particular management concept. Similarly, the gurus listed in 
Part II appear alphabetically and are covered in not more than 
two pages. Information on each person includes: 1) year born 
and year died (if applicable); 2) nationality; 3) achievement; 4) 
notable publications; 5) notable quotations; and 6) background, 
which provides a brief biographical sketch. While Americans 
make up the majority of the management thinkers, a little over 
a third come from other countries.
  A problem inherent in developing a “guide” — particularly 
one that attempts to provide a listing of the most prominent 
management concepts and thinkers — and a problem the author 
readily acknowledges, is the probability of missing an idea or 
overlooking someone. In my view there are a couple of omis-
sions, but those are not significant enough to detract from an 
otherwise excellent management resource.
  For a quick look at management concepts, and for sugges-
tions for further reading, Timothy Hindle has made a signifi-
cant contribution. Current and emerging managers in both the 
private and public sectors would derive benefit from reading 
this book. 
								      
	 Dan Richard Beto 
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ASSOCIATION ACTIVITIES:
ANAHEIM EVENTS

  On August 22-23, 2009, the National Association of Probation 
Executives held its annual events, this year at the Hilton Hotel in 
Anaheim, California, immediately prior to the Annual Institute 
of the American Probation and Parole Association.

MEMBERS RECEPTION

  More than 150 probation professionals gathered for the NAPE 
Members Reception on Saturday, August 22, 2009, at the Hilton 
Hotel in Anaheim, California. During this event NAPE members 
renewed acquaintances, met new colleagues, and discussed 
issues relevant to the community corrections profession.
  Also attending this highly successful social event were 
participants in the Synergistic Leadership Program, a joint 
initiative of the National Association of Probation Executives, 
American Probation and Parole Association, and Sam Houston 
State University. 
  NAPE is fortunate to have corporate members who provide 
additional financial resources to support the organization. The 
Members Reception and the Annual Awards Breakfast were 
sponsored in part by Varian, NCTI, and AnyTrax, formerly 
known as RoboCUFF.

AWARDS BREAKFAST

  During the NAPE Annual Awards Breakfast held on August 
23, 2009, those in attendance heard an exclusive presentation by 
George M. Keiser, Chief of the Community Corrections Division of 
the National Institute of Corrections, during which he discussed 
the role of the Institute in the Obama Administration. 
  Also during the breakfast several individuals were recognized 
for their contributions to the probation profession. In each of the 
three cases, the terms “leadership,” “innovation,” and “dedicated 
service” were used to describe the award recipients. 

Sam Houston State University
Probation Executive of the Year Award

  This year the Sam Houston State University Probation Executive 
of the Year Award was presented to Christopher Hansen, Chief 
U.S. Probation Officer for the District of Nevada. This award, the 
Association’s oldest and most prestigious, is presented jointly 
by NAPE and the George J. Beto Criminal Justice Center at Sam 
Houston State University to recognize a probation executive 
who has given unselfishly of his or her time and talents and 
who has demonstrated qualities of leadership.
  Hansen, who earned a bachelor’s degree and master’s degree 
in criminal justice from the University of South Florida and a 
doctorate in education from Nova Southeastern University, 
began his distinguished criminal justice career in 1983 when he 
was hired as a Probation and Parole Officer for the Florida De-
partment of Corrections, a position he held for more than three 
years. While in graduate school he was employed as a Police 
Officer with the University of South Florida Police Department. 
In January 1989 Hansen was appointed as a U.S. Probation 

Officer in the Middle District of Florida. He was later named 
a Senior Probation Officer and Supervising U.S. Probation Of-
ficer, managing the Fort Meyers Division Office. In September 
2003 Hansen was appointed Chief U.S. Probation Officer for the 
District of Nevada, headquartered in Las Vegas.

Pictured, from left to right: President John Tuttle and
Chris Hansen.

  In presenting the award, NAPE President John Tuttle went 
through an impressive list of Hansen’s accomplishments dur-
ing his tenure as Chief U.S. Probation Officer for the District of 
Nevada, including enhanced workforce development efforts 
and the creation of Collaborative Reentry Efforts and Action 
Toward Employment (CREATE), reinventing supervision strate-
gies through the employment of a new risk and needs tool, and 
the adoption of the “Courage to Change” series of interactive 
journals, a cognitive behavioral approach to therapy.
  In addition, the department focused on critical incidents, 
adopted motivational interviewing and trained officers in this 
technique, created the Chemical Abuse Rehabilitation Envi-
ronment (CARE), a program to address stimulant addiction, 
and engaged academic institutions to conduct evaluations of 
program effectiveness. 
  In accepting the award, Hansen credited his employees for 
the successful implementation of programs and initiatives. 
  This award was first presented in 1989, and prior recipients 
include Barry Nidorf (California), Don R. Stiles (Texas and 
Arizona), Donald Cochran (Massachusetts), Cecil Steppe (Cali-
fornia), Don Hogner (California), T. Vincent Fallin (Georgia), 
M. Tamara Holden (Oregon), Richard A. Kipp (Pennsylvania), 
Ronald P. Corbett, Jr. (Massachusetts), Richard E. Wyett (Ne-
vada), Rocco A. Pozzi (New York), Ron R. Goethals (Texas), 
Cheryln K. Townsend (Arizona, Nevada, and Texas), E. Robert 
Czaplicki (New York), Robert L. Bingham (Michigan and Indi-
ana), Gerald R. Hinzman (Iowa), James R. Grundel (Illinois), 
Joanne Fuller (Oregon), Tom Plumlee (Texas), and Ellen F. 
Brokofsky (Nebraska).

association activities
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Dan Richard Beto Award

  Recognized with the Dan Richard Beto Award was Thomas 
N. Costa, the Eastern Regional Director for the Pennsylvania 
Board of Probation and Parole. This discretionary award, first 
presented in 2005, is given by the President of NAPE to recognize 
an individual for distinguished and sustained service to the 
probation profession. It is named after Dan Richard Beto, who 
served the Association as Secretary, Vice President, President, 
and Executive Director.
  Costa, who earned a bachelor’s degree in mental health 
counseling at Gannon University in Erie and a master’s degree 
in criminal justice administration from St. Joseph’s University 
in Philadelphia, began his exemplary criminal justice career in 
1975 with the Philadelphia Adult Probation Department, where 
he held various positions from Probation Officer to Associate 
Director. After 23 years of service with that department, he ac-
cepted a position in May 1999 with the Pennsylvania Board of 
Probation and Parole as the Eastern Regional Director.

 

Pictured, from left to right: John Tuttle and Thomas N. Costa.

  As Eastern Regional Director, Costa is responsible for the 
27 field units in the Philadelphia and Chester Districts that 
supervises over 11,000 state parolees and special probationers. 
In addition, under his supervision are the parole offices located 
in two state correctional institutions and one in the Philadelphia 
County prison system.
  In addition to the National Association of Probation Execu-
tives, Costa is a member of the American Probation and Parole 
Association, Pennsylvania Association of Probation, Parole and 
Corrections, the Pennsylvania Warden’s Association, American 
Correctional Association, and the County Chief Adult Probation 
and Parole Officers Association of Pennsylvania.
  In presenting the award, NAPE President John Tuttle praised 
Costa for his more than three decades of dedicated service and 
for the leadership qualities he has brought to the criminal justice 
system in Pennsylvania. 
  Recipients of the Beto Award have included Beto, for whom the 
award is named, Christie Davidson (Texas), Ronald P. Corbett, 
Jr. (Massachusetts), and George M. Keiser (Maryland).

George M. Keiser Award for Exceptional Leadership

  This year’s recipient of the George M. Keiser Award for Ex-
ceptional Leadership was Robert L. Thornton, Director of the 
Community Corrections Institute in Springdale, Washington, 
a company dedicated to providing training and consultation 
specifically designed for corrections and law enforcement 
agencies. This award, named in honor of George M. Keiser, 
Chief of the Community Corrections Division of the National 
Institute of Corrections, is presented jointly by the Community 
Corrections Improvement Association (CCIA) of Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa, and NAPE. Presenting the award on behalf of the CCIA 
was Gerald R. Hinzman.
  Before devoting his professional activities to providing train-
ing and technical assistance to community corrections and law 
enforcement agencies, Thornton served in the U.S. Probation 
Service in the Northern District of Georgia and later in the 
Western District of Washington for over 27 years, first as a 
U.S. Probation Officer and later as a Supervising U. S. Proba-
tion Officer. During his years with the U. S. Probation Service 
he served as a faculty member of the Federal Judicial Center 
and developed and continues to provide training in enhanced 
supervision, officer safety skills, dealing with aggressive be-
havior, effective communication techniques, and management 
skills. He also conducts training for the National Institute of 
Corrections (NIC) and the American Probation and Parole 
Association (APPA).

Pictured, from left to right: George M. Keiser, Robert L. Thornton, 
and Gerald R. Hinzman.
 
  Thornton, who earned a bachelor’s degree and master’s 
degree in social science and corrections from Western Oregon 
University, co-authored the 1993 National Institute of Correc-
tions monograph, New Approaches to Staff Safety, and was the 
author of New Approaches to Safe Safety-Second Edition, released 
in March, 2003. He also authored the 2008 publication Guns, 
Safety and Proactive Supervision: Involving Probation and Parole in 
Project Safe Neighborhoods. He writes the “Spotlight on Safety” 
column for the APPA Perspectives magazine and has published 
numerous other articles on officer and staff safety. 
  Thornton also serves as a subject matter expert for the National 
Institute of Justice “Incident Commander” simulation training 
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website, the APPA On-Line Safety Training Program, and the 
APPA Audio Broadcast Safety Training and Firearm Interdiction 
Programs. He conducts agency audits for NIC and has testified 
as an expert witness on issues relating to officer and staff safety. 
He is a member of the Federal Law Enforcement Officers As-
sociation, the American Society of Law Enforcement Trainers, 
Federal Probation & Pretrial Officers Association (FPPOA) and 
the American Probation and Parole Association, and serves as 
Chair of the APPA Health and Safety Committee. 
  In 1990 he was the recipient of the Line Officer of the Year 
Award for the Western Region of the United States and the 1998 
recipient of the Doyle Award, presented by FPPOA in recognition 
of his contributions to effective offender supervision issues. He 
was also the 2002 recipient of the Sam Houston State University 
Award presented jointly by the George J. Beto Criminal Justice 
Center and APPA “in recognition of his outstanding contribu-
tions to scholarship in community corrections,” and the 2007 
Sam Houston State University Distinguished Service Award for 
“exceptional service and commitment to the Texas Probation 
Training Academy.” 
  Dan Richard Beto, who nominated Thornton for this award, 
said that “Bob Thornton had provided leadership to the proba-
tion profession through the high quality professional train-
ing he delivers and his unselfish contributions to community 
corrections. He is a natural for the Keiser Award.” 
  Prior recipients of this award include Keiser, for whom the 
award is named, Carey D. Cockerell (Texas), Dan Richard 
Beto (Texas), Donald G. Evans (Ontario), Rocco A. Pozzi (New 

York), John J. Larivee (Massachusetts), W. Conway Bushey 
(Pennsylvania), and Douglas W. Burris (Missouri).

NOMINATIONS SOLICITED

  Next Spring the National Association of Probation 
Executives will be conducting and election for the posi-
tions of President, Vice President, Secretary, Treasurer, 
two At-Large Directors, and five Regional Directors. 
Persons interested in serving on the NAPE Board of 
Directors, which is really a wonderful experience, 
should communicate with Christie Davidson, NAPE’s 
Executive Director, prior to December 31, 2009. She may 
be reached at (936) 294-3757 or davidson@shsu.edu.
  Members who have questions about service are en-
couraged to contact any member of the Nominations 
and Elections Committee
  The committee is comprised of former Presidents, 
who are not seeking office, and include: Ronald P. 
Corbett, Jr., Chair (Massachusetts); Cherie Townsend 
(Texas); Robert L. Bingham (Indiana); Dan Richard Beto 
(Texas); and Rocco A. Pozzi (New York). In addition, 
John Tuttle (Pennsylvania), who will be concluding 
his term of office as President next year, serves on the 
committee.

SEVERAL NEW CHIEFS IN CALIFORNIA

  Over the past several months reports of new appointments 
in California have been received. 

San Bernardino County

  Michelle Scray, who has spent 23 years in the San Bernar-
dino County Probation Department, has been appointed chief 
probation officer, effective March 3, 2009. Scray succeeds Jerry 
Harper, who retired on January 6, 2009. 
  Before her appointment, Scray was Harper’s second in com-
mand. Prior to that assignment, Scray worked as the deputy 
chief probation officer in charge of the Community Corrections 
and Detention Corrections bureaus, which are respectively 
responsible for the county’s Juvenile Hall facilities and super-
vision of adult probationers. Throughout her career, Scray has 
worked in various assignments related to the department’s field, 
detention, treatment, and administrative operations. She has 
worked as the department’s grant writer and also a member of 
its internal affairs bureau. 
  Scray received her bachelor’s degree in sociology and criminal 
justice from California State University, San Bernardino. She 
is awaiting the award of a master’s degree in criminal justice 
from the same campus.

San Joaquin County

  In February 2009 Longtime probation department employee 
Patty Mazzilli took over as San Joaquin County’s Chief Probation 
Officer. Mazzilli worked for the department for 23 years, holding 
the position of assistant chief probation officer during the last 
three. She replaced Chris Hope, who retired in January.
  Before taking a job with the department, Mazzilli worked 
as a group counselor at Mary Graham Children’s Shelter. She 
is a longtime county resident who attended San Joaquin Delta 
College and received her Bachelor of Science degree in criminal 
justice from California State University, Sacramento.

San Mateo County

  A veteran probation officer and manager has taken over the 
San Mateo County Probation Department’s top job. Stuart For-
rest will succeed interim chief Calvin Remington, who filled 
the position after long-time probation leader Loren Buddress 
retired in early January.
  Forrest began his career in 1976 as a group supervisor at San 
Mateo County’s juvenile hall. From 1990 to 1998, he oversaw 
the Probation Department’s Adult Division and since 1998 has 
served as deputy chief.
  A graduate of the University of Nebraska, Forrest holds a 
degree in psychology. He is a trained mediator and volunteers 

news from the field
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with the Peninsula Conflict Resolution Center. He is also a 
firearms and defensive tactics instructor and a management 
and communications skills trainer.

Sacramento County

  In August 2009 veteran probation administrator Don Meyer 
became the Chief Probation Officer for Sacramento County, 
replacing Verne Speirs, who retired in March. 
  Meyer started working for the Sacramento County Proba-
tion Department in 1966. He eventually rose to the rank of 
deputy chief before leaving in 2003 to become chief in Cala-
veras County.  He was named Chief Probation Officer for Yolo 
County in 2005.

Marin County

  Mike Daly, who started working for Marin County as an 
extra-hire deputy probation officer 20 years ago, has been 
selected to serve as the county’s new Chief Probation Officer, 
effective September 22, 2009.
  Daly, 44, joined the probation department in 1990. He has 
served as its acting chief since March, when the department’s 
former chief, William Burke, retired. Burke had served as Chief 
Probation Officer since 2005.
  Prior to serving as acting chief, Daly functioned as the de-
partment’s chief deputy, managing day-to-day operations. That 
included oversight of adult and juvenile probation services, 
juvenile hall, and mediation services.
  Daly, a graduate of Sir Francis Drake High School, has a 
bachelor’s degree from California Polytechnic State Univer-
sity at San Luis Obispo and a master’s degree from Golden 
Gate University. 

Central District of California

  The U.S. District Court for the Central District of California 
has approved the appointment of Deputy Chief U.S. Probation 
Officer Michelle A. Carey to head the district’s probation of-
fice. Carey’s appointment as Chief U.S. Probation Officer will 
take effect November 1, 2009, upon the retirement of incumbent 
Loretta S. Martin.
  Chief U.S. District Court Judge Audrey B. Collins, who tapped 
Carey for the post, commented that Carey was “the unanimous 
choice of the Court from a field of outstanding candidates.” 
Collins said judges on the interview panel commended Carey’s 
“strong academic credentials and her enthusiasm for the 
position and the goals of probation.”
  A graduate of Columbia College and Harvard Law School, 
Carey practiced law in New York before moving to California 
to join the probation office in 1997. She described the change as 
“one of the most rewarding career decisions of my life.”
  Carey has held a number of supervisory and line probation 
officer positions in the Central District since her original ap-
pointment, and has served in her current position since 2006. 
She currently leads a probation office team to develop a re-entry 
program for drug offenders with the U.S. Attorney’s Office, the 
Federal Public Defender, and the court.
  The U.S. Probation Office in the Central District is one of the 
largest probation offices in the federal system with over 278 
officers and support staff serving 34 senior and active judges 

and 23 magistrate judges. The office’s jurisdiction includes 
seven counties in the metropolitan Los Angeles area and 13 
branch offices.

NAPE MEMBERS ON THE MOVE IN TEXAS

  Longtime NAPE member Tom Plumlee, Director of the Tar-
rant County Community Supervision and Corrections Depart-
ment in Fort Worth, Texas, retired in June. In 2007 Plumlee, a 
leader in community corrections in Texas, was the recipient of 
the Sam Houston State University Probation Executive of the 
Year Award presented by NAPE. Plumlee has been replaced by 
another NAPE member, Leighton Iles, Director of the Fort Bend 
County Community Supervision and Corrections Department 
in Rosenberg, Texas.
  Also retiring in June was NAPE member David Baker, Direc-
tor of the Judicial District Community Supervision and Correc-
tions Department in Huntsville, Texas. He was replaced by John 
McGuire, a supervisor with the Brazos County Community 
Supervision and Corrections Department in Bryan, Texas. The 
Brazos County agency is an organizational member of NAPE. 

EYRICK PRESENTED WITH AUGUSTUS AWARD

  NAPE member Steve Eyrick, Chief Probation Officer for 
LaPorte County, Indiana, is the 2009 recipient of the Indiana 
Augustus Award. The Order of Augustus is an award presented 
annually by the Probation Officers Advisory Board of the Ju-
dicial Conference of Indiana to those persons in the profession 
of probation whose commitment and personal dedication have 
exemplified the ideals and philosophy of John Augustus, the 
“Father of Probation.”  The creed of John Augustus was “To 
raise the fallen, reform the criminal, and so far as my humble 
abilities would allow, to transform the abode of suffering and 
misery to the home of happiness.” 
  Eyrick began his career as a public servant in 1984 as a deputy 
sheriff for LaPorte County. He became a probation officer for 
LaPorte Circuit Court in 1986, and has served as Chief Probation 
Officer for LaPorte Superior Court #4 since 1990.
  Eyrick was nominated by Judge William Boklund of LaPorte 
Superior Court #4. In his nomination letter, Boklund wrote: “As 
this Court’s Chief Probation Officer, Steve is indispensable and 
far exceeds the duties of that position. He is an even tempered 
and highly knowledgeable person whose input is sought by ev-
eryone in the criminal justice system. We generally regard him in 
this county as the expert concerning the law of probation. Steve’s 
reputation for getting things done well and completely is well-
known. To call him a Chief Probation Officer is an understatement. 
A more appropriate title might be ‘Super-Chief Probation Officer.’ 
I cannot think of a more fitting person to receive this honor.”
  Magistrate Greta Friedman wrote in support of Eyrick’s 
nomination: “I think it is fairly accurate to say I may not have 
survived my first week on the bench but for the assistance of 
Mr. Eyrick. His knowledge of probation law coupled with his 
institutional knowledge of staff and general courthouse proce-
dure makes him unique and invaluable. One of the qualities that 
I find most remarkable about Steve is his ability to see the best 
in his probationers. He is not cynical or apathetic in his outlook 
toward his clients. He encourages them, holds them accountable 
and enforces consequences when necessary. I cannot think of a 
more deserving person to receive this honor.”
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  Eyrick was also lauded for his work as a board member in 
the establishment of Harmony House, a facility providing 
supervised visitations and monitored exchanges for children 
in a safe, homelike setting. In addition, he was praised by his 
nominators for his grasp of technology, calling him the “go-to 
guy” regarding all things technological in the Michigan City 
Courthouse. Eyrick was instrumental in implementing a video 
conferencing system to link all LaPorte County courts to the 
county jail, instituted a scanning system for all probation files, 
and instituted an electronic check-in system for probationers.

TENNESSEE JURISDICTION INSTITUTES
POLICE-COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

PARTNERSHIPS

  As of July 2009, the Jackson Police Department and Madison 
County Community Corrections in Tennessee have entered into 
a joint collaborative partnership that will enhance the Jackson 
Police Department’s commitment to work with Community 
Corrections officials to ensure that criminal offenders in the 
City of Jackson maintain the conditions of their probation and 
supervision and the Madison County Community Corrections 
commitment to proactive community supervision. 
  Effective immediately, sworn Community Corrections Officers 
will operate on Jackson Police Department radio frequencies 
when conducting home visits inside the City. 
  Sworn Madison County Community Corrections Officers will 
also begin to ride regularly with Jackson Police Department 
Officers. When these Corrections Officer-Police Officer teams 
are working, the Jackson Police Officers will be detailed to ac-
company the Corrections Officers on home visits of individuals 
under Community Corrections supervision and to handle arrests 
of violators as well as serve violator warrants. They will also 
perform tasks such as bar checks and curfew checks looking for 
probationers who are violating conditions of supervision. 
  Community Corrections Officers will also join in on special 
operations and neighborhood sweeps with special attention to 
individuals under their supervision that fall under the special 
operation or reside in areas where neighborhood sweeps are 
being conducted. 
  The two agencies are committed to better sharing of information 
and shared access to their databases.
  These Police-Corrections Officer teams will primarily conduct 
previously described operations in the spirit of this collabora-
tion but while the uniformed, sworn, trained and POST certified 
Corrections Officers are working with Jackson Police Officers, 
they will assist on calls and assist Officers investigate or act on 
criminal or suspicious activities or activities that present a risk 
to public safety or hindrance to order as needed.

HORN RESIGNS IN NEW YORK CITY
TO ACCEPT TEACHING POSITION

  On July 31, 2009, longtime New York City Correction and 
Probation Commissioner Martin F. Horn resigned to accept a 
teaching position at the John Jay College of Criminal Justice.
  In commenting on Horn’s resignation, New York City Mayor 
Michael R. Bloomberg said “Martin F. Horn has served since 
the beginning of our Administration as the Commissioner of 
the Department of Probation. In January 2003 I asked him to 
serve as Correction Commissioner as well, and he has become 

the longest-tenured City Correction Commissioner of the 
past 50 years.”
  He added, “Marty came to our Administration after earning 
numerous promotions for distinguished service, having started 
out as a parole officer before working his way up to Secretary of 
the Pennsylvania state prison system. In New York City, he has 
used those experiences to help us make our jails the safest large 
city jails in the nation. Crime in the jails has dropped markedly, 
with far fewer escapes, suicides, homicides and inmate assaults 
than in previous periods. And with his support, we have kept 
driving down crime across the City, and kept making the safest 
big city in the nation even safer.”
  “Marty is recognized around the nation as one of the strongest 
advocates of prison reform, and a champion for humane condi-
tions and respectful treatment who understands the potential 
of those committed to the City’s custody. His work to create an 
innovative jail-based reentry program, which is defined by a 
remarkable degree of interagency collaboration and community 
participation, has been hailed as a national model and is being 
replicated throughout the country,” Bloomberg noted. “Marty 
has accepted an offer to join the John Jay College faculty as a 
Distinguished Lecturer in the fall 2009 semester, where he will 
have the opportunity to share his experience and wisdom with 
the next generation of criminal justice professionals — and per-
haps future Correction and Probation commissioners. I thank 
him for his great work and wish him well.”
  Horn, a NAPE member, responded by saying “I have pro-
found respect for what Mayor Bloomberg has accomplished in 
making our city safer, and profound gratitude for giving me 
the chance to contribute to his Administration. We have dra-
matically changed the way the family court system responds 
to juveniles, replacing destructive institutionalization with 
community-based supervision for better outcomes. We have 
streamlined adult probation supervision and created a case 
management system that is the nation’s envy. We have made 
real a commitment to safety and security as the first rights of 
those in our jails. We have broken ground in programs that are 
giving offenders a chance to resume productive, law-abiding 
lives. And, with it all, we have made and kept New York safer. 
I owe my thanks and my respect to Mayor Bloomberg’s leader-
ship and support, and also to his management team and the 
remarkable men and women of the Department of Correction 
and the Department of Probation.”
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Membership Application

NAME  TITLE 

AGENCY 

ADDRESS 

TELEPHONE #  FAX #  E-MAIL 

DATE OF APPLICATION 

	 CHECK	 Regular	 	 $	 50 / 1 year	 	 $	95 / 2 years	 	 $	140 / 3 years
		  Organizational	 	 $	 250 / 1 year
		  Corporate	 	 $	 500 / 1 year

Please make check payable to THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PROBATION EXECUTIVES and mail to:
NAPE Secretariat

ATTN: Christie Davidson
Correctional Management Institute of Texas

George J. Beto Criminal Justice Center
Sam Houston State University
Huntsville, Texas 77341-2296

(936) 294-3757

National Association of Probation Executives
Who We Are

Founded in 1981, the National Association of Probation Executives is 
a professional organization representing the chief executive officers 
of local, county and state probation agencies. NAPE is dedicated 
to enhancing the professionalism and effectiveness in the field of 
probation by creating a national network for probation executives, 
bringing about positive change in the field, and making available a 
pool of experts in probation management, program development, 
training and research.

What We Do

•	 Assist in and conduct training sessions, conferences and 
workshops on timely subjects unique to the needs of probation 
executives.

•	 Provide technical assistance to national, state and local 
governments, as well as private institutions, that are committed 
to improving probation practices.

•	 Analyze relevant research relating to probation programs 
nationwide and publish position papers on our findings.

•	 Assist in the development of standards, training and accreditation 
procedures for probation agencies.

•	 Educate the general public on problems in the field of probation 
and their potential solutions.

Why Join

The National Association of Probation Executives offers you the 
chance to help build a national voice and power base for the field 
of probation and serves as your link with other probation leaders. 
Join with us and make your voice heard.

Types of Membership

Regular:  Regular members must be employed full-time in an 
executive capacity by a probation agency or association. They must 
have at least two levels of professional staff under their supervision 
or be defined as executives by the director or chief probation officer 
of the agency.

Organizational:  Organizational memberships are for probation 
and community corrections agencies. Any member organization 
may designate up to five administrative employees to receive the 
benefits of membership.

Corporate:  Corporate memberships are for corporations doing 
business with probation and community corrections agencies or 
for individual sponsors.

Honorary: Honorary memberships are conferred by a two-thirds 
vote of the NAPE Board of Directors in recognition of an outstanding 
contribution to the field of probation or for special or long-term 
meritorious service to NAPE.

Subscriber: Subscribers are individuals whose work is related to 
the practice of probation.




