
RESEARCH ARTICLE

Adli Tıp Bülteni
The Bulletin of Legal Medicine

A Forensic Responsibility: The Examination of Decision-Making Strategies and 
Problem-Solving Skills of Probation Officers

Mehmet Aykut Erk, Sunay Fırat*

The Bulletin of Legal Medicine, 2020; 25(3): 206-223

Abstract: 
Introduction: Since working with the offenders that are in the probation process requires 

a detailed assessment, probation personnel should be able to produce logical solutions for the 
problems that may occur in the process. Probation personnel play a key role in whether the of-
fenders are convicted or not. The fact that their decisions can influence the future of the offenders 
explains why they have such a key role in the probation process. Therefore, probation personnel 
have an important responsibility to fulfill since their decision can affect the judicial process of the 
offenders.

This study was conducted to assess decision making strategies and problem-solving skills of 
the probation personnel working at the Probation Directorate of Adana.

Methods: In this study, 83 personnel working for the Department of Probation constituted the 
sample group of this study, while 87 personnel working for other public institutions constituted the 
comparison group. Sociodemographic Data Form, Decision Strategies Scale (DSS) and Problem 
Solving Inventory (PSI) were applied to the participants and the results were analyzed.

Results: When the PSI total score and DSS sub-scale score averages of the sample group 
were compared to the comparison group, male probation personnel’s problem-solving skills total 
score and indecisiveness sub-scale point averages showed a statistically significant difference 
compared to the personnel from the comparison group. Similarly, a statistically significant diffe-
rence was found between the married probation personnel and married comparison group person-
nel. When the logical decision making sub-scale score averages of the participants were analyzed, 
a statistically significant difference was found between the probation personnel with a job tenure 
of 1-5 years and the personnel from other public institutions (p<0,05).

Discussion and Conclusion: It is worth noting that the probation personnel can have a serio-
us impact on the lives of the offenders with their problem-solving and decision-making skills. The 
findings obtained in this study suggest that focusing on this situation will be beneficial in terms 
of providing a better service to convicts in the probation process and reducing the crime rates.
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Öz:
Amaç: Denetimli Serbestlik sürecinde hükümlülerle çalışmanın titiz bir değerlendirme ge-

rektirdiği, dolayısıyla süreç sırasında personelin, oluşan problemlere mantıklı çözümler üretebil-
mesi önemlidir. Özellikle personelin, hükümlülerin mahkûmiyet kararlarını ve bir bireyin bundan 
sonraki yaşamını çok ciddi etkileyebileceği, hükümlülerin hayatına dair kilit rolleri olduğu unu-
tulmamalıdır. Bu nedenlerle denetimli serbestlik sürecinde personelin sorumluluğu adli sürecin 
seyrini etkilemesi bakımından oldukça önemli hale gelmektedir.

Bu çalışma, çok önemli adli bir sorumluluğu yerine getiren Adana Denetimli Serbestlik Mü-
dürlüğünde görev yapan Denetimli Serbestlik personelinin karar verme stratejileri ve problem 
çözme becerilerinin değerlendirilmesi amacıyla yapılmıştır.

Yöntem: Denetimli Serbestlik Müdürlüğüne bağlı olarak çalışan 83 personel çalışma grubu-
nu, diğer kamu kurumlarında çalışan 87 personel ise karşılaştırma grubunu oluşturmuştur. Birey-
lere Sosyodemografik Veri Formu, Karar Stratejileri Ölçeği (KSÖ) ve Problem Çözme Envanteri 
(PÇE) uygulanmış ve sonuçları analiz edilmiştir.

Bulgular: Denetimli Serbestlik Müdürlüğü personelinin cinsiyetine göre Problem Çözme 
Envanteri toplam puanı ve Karar Verme Stratejileri alt boyutları puan ortalamaları karşılaştırma 
grubuna göre değerlendirildiğinde; erkek personelin problem çözme becerileri toplam puanı ve 
kararsızlık alt boyut puan ortalamaları, evli personelin karşılaştırma grubundaki evli personele 
göre, hizmet yılları açısında 1-5 arası hizmet veren Denetimli Serbestlik personelinin diğer kamu 
personellerine göre mantıklı karar verme alt boyut puan ortalamaları açısından aralarında istatik-
sel olarak anlamlı bir farklılık tespit edilmiştir (p<0,05).

Tartışma ve Sonuç: Denetimli serbestlik personelinin sağlıklı birer çalışan olması, hüküm-
lülerin problemlerini çözme becerileri ve verecekleri kararlar ile onların yaşamını çok ciddi bir 
şekilde etkilemesi bakımından önemli görevleri olduğu unutulmamalıdır. Bu durumun denetimli 
serbestlik sürecinde olan hükümlülerin daha iyi hizmet almasının sağlanması açısından da konu-
nun önemli olduğu düşünülmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Denetimli Serbestlik Personeli, Problem Çözme Becerileri, Karar Ver-
me Stratejileri
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1. Introduction
Probation is an alternative punishment and execution 

system that the suspect, defendant or offender is inspec-
ted and monitored, and all necessary services, program-
mes, and resources are provided for the mentioned to be 
rehabilitated and adaptation (1). In this programme, co-
unseling is provided considering the individual differen-
ces in various subjects, such as putting themselves into 
the victim’s shoes, retrieve the loss, develop moral reaso-
ning; contributions they can make to the society and the 
country they live in (using a way of different paths, from 
paying taxes on time to taking the role that they keep the 
young ones away from drugs), and improvement in anger 
management skills (2).

Personnel working at Probation Directorates perform 
their duties based on respect to human dignity and ho-
nesty, privacy, and neutrality principles, in accordance 
with law no. 5402 named Probation Centres and the Law 
of Protective Commissions (1). Education, informing and 
awareness of the personnel running this rehabilitation 
process are crucially important because after the probati-
on process, the offenders will have serious societal roles 
(3-5). For these reasons, the individuals that work at the 
Directorates of Probation are psychological counselors/
psychologists and social workers (health and supporting 
health services class), sociologists (technical services 
class) and qualified probation personnel who were tra-
ined in different fields of professions by a teacher from 
different areas (2). In the probation system, experts are 
responsible for observing the rehabilitation process of the 
offenders and informing the case officer orally, or written 
if necessary, about the offender’s situation. Counseling 
for the evaluation of risks and needs of the offenders and 
preparation of probation plans, evaluate and make plans 
and check the convenience of them when it is necessary, 
prepare a social survey report are among the duties of 
experts. Officials, on the other hand, are responsible for 
preparing the probation plan, supervise and monitor the 
offender’s behaviors in public, taking part in the prepara-
tion of a list of services, corporate training, and program 
list, and work protocol (6).

When it is considered that the ultimate aim of the pro-
bation services is to reintroduce the offenders included in 
the system and to reduce/prevent their possibility of com-
mitting the crime again, the approach and attitude of the 
probation personnel towards the offender become more 
important. Thus, it is also expected from the probation 
personnel to make decisions that can positively affect the 
offender’s process, as well as their approach towards the 
offender who has been under the “Probation” or “Treat-
ment and Probation” is important (7). Nonetheless, some 

offenders who have been delivered “Probation” continue 
the process with electronic tagging. Many problems may 
occur during the tagging process due to the acute prob-
lems caused by the offenders. The ways followed by the 
personnel while dealing with the crises, solutions to the 
problems, and making decisions on the possible new situ-
ations becomes crucial (8,9). It is reported in the studies 
conducted, especially in this field, that experts with tra-
ining and practices in the multidisciplinary team during 
the probation process are reported to highly contribute to 
the offenders in the framework of human rights (10,11).

It is required a meticulous evaluation to be able to 
work with the offenders on their probation process. Many 
studies aimed to determine the importance of the experts’ 
ability to produce reasonable solutions to the problems 
occurring in the process. It is indicated that the decisi-
ons made by experts and other personnel working on 
the probation process help offenders to have a qualified 
process. Thus, they will not commit the crime again and 
their social adaptation to society will be affected positi-
vely (12,13). According to another study, the offenders’ 
crime rate has been detected, and “what it will work” is 
researched according to the risk level on effectively be-
nefitting for problem-solving and rehabilitation process. 
While the rate of turning into crime is 46% in the litera-
ture, it is shown that this rate reduces in the %64 when 
trained personnel come up with an advanced approach to 
the offender (14-16).

According to Yıldız and Tiryaki (2015), it is believed 
that probation personnel have great faith in the Probation 
System. Thanks to this system, the offenders are more be-
neficial to themselves and society without drifting apart 
from their social environment (17). During this process, 
the offenders are acknowledged with various psychosoci-
al practices about their criminogenic needs, their adapta-
tion to the process and if they tend to commit the crime 
again (7) with the help of the counseling services, and 
raised awareness and the possibility of committing the 
crime again is aimed to be reduced (17).

It is estimated that within the scope of the probation 
system that has been implemented with the help of the 
2005 legislations, in Turkey, approximately 5.895.327 
“Treatment and Probation Provision (TCK 191)” were 
confirmed, which was covered by 409.968 children and 
5. 485.359 adults between 2013-2018 (18). In such ca-
ses where intense and high numbers of files are included 
in the process, how the probation personnel react to the 
situation may also affect their further decisions on the 
individual’s condition. As for making new decisions and 
practicing them fully, the individual’s problem-solving 
skills become involved. Thus, it becomes more impor-
tant than the relationship between individuals’ problem-
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solving and decision-making strategies is evaluated. It 
must not be forgotten that, especially for the offenders 
who have been included in the process for substance use 
or possession and the personnel (experts and officials) 
working in the electronic tagging team, the personnel’s 
approach to the crises that can happen, and the quality 
of the decisions made may seriously affect the offender’s 
conviction and an individual’s life afterward. The per-
sonnel have a key role on the offender’s lives. Therefore, 
reducing the possibility of the offender to commit the cri-
me again and the adaptation of them to society becomes 
extremely important in the responsibility of the probation 
personnel.

This study aims to evaluate the decision-making stra-
tegies and problem-solving skills of the probation person-
nel working at the Probation Directorate of Adana, fulfil-
ling a very important legal responsibility.

2. Materials And Methods
The content of this study, which is a depictive study, is 

formed by the study group, which included 109 personnel 
working at the Probation Directorate of Adana Courtho-
use and volunteered for this study, and the comparison 
group, which included 103 civil servants (e.g., principal, 
teacher and official) working at high schools affiliated 
with the Ministry of Education (at public institutions). 
However, 26 of the personnel from the study group and 
16 civil servants from the comparison group who were on 
the leave or were on an assignment in another instituti-
on or filled the application form incorrectly could not be 
included in the present study. Thus, 83 Probation person-
nel and 87 personnel working at other public institutions, 
who filled the form completely, accepted to take part in 
this study on a voluntary basis and they were included. 
The civil servants who were determined as the compari-
son group were matched using the crosstab method with 
the individuals’ age, gender and level of education in the 
study group.

In the data collecting process, face-to-face meetings 
were held with the civil servants who accepted to take 
part in this study, and they were asked to fill the sociode-
mographic data collecting form and the other two forms. 
This process was organized as a face-to-face meeting not 
to halt the workflow. Filling the forms approximately 
took 15 minutes.

In the statistical analysis of the data, SPSS 22.0 pac-
kage programme were used and all analyses in this study 
were completed in the confidence interval of 95%.

All the necessary permissions and approval were ta-
ken from the Ministry of Justice General Directorate of 
Prisons and Detention Houses with the help of the docu-
ments prepared in the format that the institution deman-

ded to be able to conduct this descriptive study. After the 
necessary permits were taken, the data were collected and 
then, after it was turned into an essay, this study was sent 
to the Directorate to take the second necessary permits to 
be able to be published.

Data Collecting Tools

Sociodemographic Data Collecting Form
Sociodemographic data collecting form was prepa-

red to collect sociodemographic data of the Probation 
personnel, such as age, level of education, marital status, 
number of children, the period of service and compassion 
towards the job.

Decision Strategies Scale (DSS)
Individuals in the decision-making process under an 

experience or a problem may use different strategies, 
such as following their intuitive feelings, postponing de-
ciding, being fatalist, overthinking the decision, and avo-
iding taking risks (19). According to Kuzgun (1993), the 
strategies that individuals are using in the decision-ma-
king process are composed of four categories:

-Impulsive Decision-making: Deciding without eno-
ugh consideration on the options.

-Logical Decision-making: Deciding by gathering in-
formation on every option and examining the advantages 
and disadvantages of the options.

-Indecisive Decision-making: Changing their decisi-
ons often.

-Independent Decision-making: Self deciding without 
getting affected by other’s opinions (19).

DSS is a Likert scale with 40 items designed by Kuz-
gun (1993) to investigate the decision-making types of 
individuals. The scale has four different subscales as 
impulsive decision-making, logical decision-making, in-
dependent decision-making, and indecisive decision-ma-
king, and each subscale includes 10 items. The scale is 
calculated with scores between 1-5 and it can be scored 
at least 10 and most 50 based on each subscale. When the 
scores are added to the subscales, it is thought to be more 
easily adopted the decision-making style related to that 
subscale (19).

The Cronbach alpha coefficients of the DSS subscales 
were as follows: impulsive: 0.74, logical: 0.72, indepen-
dent: 0.72, Indecisive: 0.70. To test its validity, the scale 
was administered to groups whose decision-making stra-
tegies were predicted to be different, and the distinctive-
ness of the scale was observed. For this purpose, the tool 
was administered to high school students to observe the 
difference between genders for the decision-making stra-
tegies, to adults to determine the difference between them 
and young, and to doctors, lawyers, officers and theatre 
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artists who face decision-making situations frequently to 
observe the differences between them. The findings sho-
wed that the tool validated these groups as expected. As 
a result of the reliability and validity studies of it, DSS is 
the first and the only scale in Turkey developed for the 
determination of decision-making strategies of individu-
als (19).

Problem Solving Inventory (PSI)
PSI is a scale developed for the individual to perce-

ive themselves on the determination of their own prob-
lem-solving skills (20). It was developed by Heppner and 
Petersen (1982) and adaptation studies to Turkey were 
conducted by Şahin, Şahin and Heppner (1993). It is a 
Likert scale composed of 35 items and calculated with 
the scores between 1-6. In the scale, the numbers mean 
as follows: “1”: I always act this way, “2”: I usually act 
this way, “3”: I often act this way, “4”: I sometimes act 
this way, “5” I rarely act this way, “6”: I never act this 
way. When scoring, items numbered 9,22, and 29 were 
excluded from scoring. Items numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 11, 13, 
14, 15, 17, 21, 25, 26, 30 and 34 are the reversely scored 
items. It can be scored at least 32 and most 192 based on 
the scale. An increase in the total scores shows that the 
individuals perceived themselves as inadequate in terms 
of problem-solving skills (20-22).

Ethical Declaration
Ethical approval was obtained from Çukurova Uni-

versity Non-Interventional Clinical Research Ethical 
Committee with date 2019 and number 96-35, and Hel-
sinki Declaration rules were followed to conduct this 
study.

3. Results

 Table 1. Sociodemographic variables of the personnel 
working at the Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse 
and the civil servants taking part in this study as a compa-
rison group

Variables Study Group 
(n=83)

Comparison 
Group (n=87)

N (%) N (%)

Gender Female
Male

23(27,7)
60(72,3)

27(31,0)
60(69,0)

Age Group 23-34
35-41
42-63

25(30,1)
40(48,2)
18(21,7)

30(34,5)
36(41,4)
21(24,1)

Level of Education 
Primary School
High School
Associate Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate

1(1,2)
3(3,6)
5(6,0)
65(78,3)
9(10,8)

1(1,1)
1(1,1)
6(6,9)
66(75,9)
13(14,9)

Position Civil 
Servant
Expert

68(81,9)
15(18,1)

77(88,5)
10(11,5)

Marita Status Single
Married
Divorced

14(16,9)
68(81,9)
1(1,2)

24(27,6)
62(71,3)
1(1,1)

Number of Child-
ren	  Childless
One child
Two children or 
more

25(30,1)
21(25,3)
37(44,6)

30(34,5)
18(20,7)
39(44,8)

Period of Service 
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11 years or more

13(15,7)
43(51,8)
8(9,6)
19(22,9)

1(1,1)
22(25,3)
31(35,6)
33(37,9)

Compassion for the 
Job I don’t like it
I like a little
I like it
I love it

15(18,1)
23(27,7)
38(45,8)
7(8,4)

3(3,4)
20(23,0)
43(49,4)
21(24,1)

Wish to Keep Wor-
king I want
at the Same Institu-
tion I don’t want

46(55,4)
37(44,6)

60(69,0)
27(31,0)

As shown in Table 1, 60 (72,3%) of the personnel 
working at the Probation Directorate consists of the fe-
males, while 23 (27,7%) of them consists of males. The 
findings showed that 40 (48,2%) of the personnel in 
this study group were between the age of 35-41, 25 of 
them (30,1%) were between the age of 23-34, and 18 of 
them (21,7%) were between the age of 42-63. When the 
level of education of the personnel working at the Pro-
bation Directorate was analysed, 65 (78,3%) personnel 
had bachelor’s degree. The largest group of the positions 
(job titles) consisted of 59 (71,1%) individuals and ci-
vil servants. When the marital status of the personnel in 
the study group was examined, 68 (81,9%) of them were 
married and 14 (16,9%) of them were single. When the 
number of children of the personnel working at the Pro-
bation Directorate was analysed, 37 (44,6%) of them had 
two or more children, while 21 (25,3%) of them had one 
child. When the period of service of the personnel in this 
study group were examined, 43 (51,8%) of them were 
working for 1-5 years, 19 (22,9%) of them were working 



Erk and Fırat. / The Bulletin of Legal Medicine, 2020; 25 (3): 206-223
- 210 -

for 11 years and more, and 13 (15,7%) of them were wor-
king for less than one year. Concerning the compassion 
towards the job of the personnel working at the Probation 
Directorate, the findings showed that 38 (45,8%) of them 
liked their job and 46 (55,4%) of them wanted to stay at 
the institution that they were working.

The civil servants in the comparison group, who ac-
cepted to take part in this study, consisted of 60 males 
(69%) and 27 females (31%). The findings showed that 
36 (41,4%) of the civil servants in the comparison group 
were between the age of 35-41, 30 of them (34,5%) were 
between the age of 23-34, and 21 of them (24,1%) were 
between the age of 42-63. When the level of education of 
the civil servants in the comparison group was analysed, it 
was determined that 66 (75,9%) of them had a Bachelor’s 
degree, 13 (14,9%) of them had a graduate level of educa-

tion, and six (6,9%) of them had an Associate degree. The 
largest group of the positions (job titles) were formed by 
77 (88,5%) individuals and civil servants. When the ma-
rital status of the civil servants in the comparison group 
was examined, it indicated that 62 (71,3%) of them were 
married and 24 (27,6%) of them were single. When the 
number of children of the civil servants in the comparison 
group was analysed, 39 (44,6%) of them had two or more 
children, while 30 (34,5%) of them did not have children. 
When the period of service of the civil servants in the 
comparison group were examined, 33 (37,9%) of them 
were working for 11 years and more, 31 (35,6%) of them 
were working for 6-10 years, and 22 (25,3%) of them 
were working for 1-5 years. Concerning the compassion 
towards the job of the civil servants, 43 (49,4%) of them 
liked their job, and 60 (69%) of them wanted to stay in the 
institution that they were already been working.

Table 2. Score average distributions, of the study and comparison groups, depending on the gender, of the personnel working 
at the Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group

GENDER Groups
Female (n=50)
 Study group female (n=23)
Comparison group female (n=27)

Male (n=120)
Study group male (n=60)
 Comparison group male (n=60)

±S.D. Med.[Min-Max] ±S.D. Med.[Min-max]

Problem-solving Study
Comparison

63,78±10,57
69,62±16,78

 62 [39-83]
68 [43-112]

78,70±16,88
87,40±18,19

 78,50 [42-130]
 91 [51-117]

Statistical analysis*
Probability

t=-1,495
p=0,142

t=-2,715
p=0,008

Logical Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

28,52±4,85
21,40±5,96

 29 [17-36]
 19 [14-36]

28,30±4,80
25,78±6,63

28 [19-37]
27 [15-38]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-3,843
p<0,001

Z=-1,919
p= 0,055

Making Intuitive 
Decisions

Study
Comparison

19,30±3,83
19,07±3,62

19 [13-27]
19 [12-27]

19,56±5,05
20,26±4,52

19 [11-33]
20 [12-30]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-0,108
p=0,914

Z=-0,944
p= 0,345

Making Decisions 
Dependently

Study
Comparison

20,43±3,24
21,40±3,02

20 [13-29]
21 [16-30]

21,23±2,83
21,81±3,32

21 [14-28]
21,50 [14-29]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-1,088
p=0,276

Z=-0,942
p=0,346

Indecisive Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

16,43±3,44
24,14±4,74

15 [10-23]
 26 [16-31]

17,66±3,67
21,96±6,34

17,50 [10-27]
20,50 [14-34]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-4,890
p<0,001

Z=-3,439
p=0,001

*“Independent Sample-t” test (t-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups with nor-
mal distribution, while “Mann-Whitney U” test (Z-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two indepen-
dent groups without normal distribution.
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As shown in Table 2, when female personnel in this 
study were evaluated based on the gender variable with 
PSI total score and DSS subscale scores regarding the 
comparison group of the civil servants working at other 
public institutions, the logical decision-making subscale 
(Z= -3,843; p<0,001) and the indecisive decision-making 
subscale (Z= -4,890; p<0,001) of female personnel were 
significantly different from the male personnel (p<0,05). 
The logical decision-making score of female personnel 
working at the Directorate of Probation was significantly 
higher than the females in the comparison group, while 
was significantly lower than the ones in the comparison 

group concerning indecisive decision-making.
When male personnel in this study were evaluated ba-

sed on the gender variable with PSI total score and DSS 
subscale scores regarding the comparison group of the ci-
vil servants working at other public institutions, PSI total 
score (t= -2,715; p=0,008) and indecisive decision-ma-
king subscale score (Z=-3,439; p=0,001) of male person-
nel were significantly different (p<0,05). The PSI total 
score and the indecisive decision-making subscale score 
of male personnel working at the Directorate of Probation 
was significantly lower than the males in the comparison 
group.

Table 3. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the marital status, of the personnel working at 
the Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group

MARITAL STATUS Groups
Single Married

±S.D.
Med. [Min-Max]

±S.D.
Med. [Min- Max]

Problem-solving Study
Comparison

72,07±19,89
68 [42-110]
82,36±18,71
81 [43-114]

75,12±16,08
75,50 [39-130]
81,69±19,97
81,50 [43-117]

Statistical analysis
Probability

t= -1,872
p= 0,061

t= -2,026
p= 0,043

Logical Decision-making Study
Comparison

28,07±4,89
28 [17-37]
24,44±7,07
24 [14-38]

28,43±4,80
28 [19-37]
24,42±6,63
24,50 [16-38]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -1,568
p= 0,119

Z= -3,525
p<0,001

Making Intuitive Decisions Study
Comparison

19,27±5,05
19 [12-27]
20,80±4,27
21 [13-29]

19,54±4,69
19 [11-33]
19,53±4,27
19 [12-30]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-0,980
p=0,332

Z= -0,138
p= 0,890

Making Decisions Dependently Study
Comparison

22,13±3,46
22 [17-29]
21,28±2,98
21 [14-28]

20,76±2,80
21 [13-28]
21,85±3,33
21,50 [16-30]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -0,702
p= 0,489

Z=-1,728
p=0,084

Indecisive Decision-making Study
Comparison

17,93±3,61
19 [12-23]
23,04±5,98
23 [15-33]

17,19±3,65
17 [10-27]
22,48±5,99
21,50 [14-34]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -2,465
p= 0,013

Z= -4,990
p<0,001

“Independent Sample-t” test (t-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups with 
normal distribution while “Mann-Whitney U” test (Z-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two inde-
pendent groups without normal distribution.
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When personnel in this study were evaluated based 
on the marital status variable with PSI total score and 
DSS subscale scores regarding the comparison group 
of the civil servants working at other public institutions, 
among the single personnel, a statistically significant 
difference was detected on the indecisive decision-ma-
king subscale’s score average as (Z= -2,367; p=0,018) 
(p<0,05). The indecisive decision-making subscale of the 
single personnel working at the Directorate of Probation 
was significantly lower than the ones in the comparison 
group.

 As shown in Table 3, when the personnel in this study 
were evaluated based on the marital status variable with 
PSI total score and DSS subscale scores regarding the 
comparison group of the civil servants working at other 
public institutions, among the married personnel, the PSI 
total score (t= -2,076; p=0,040), the logical decision-ma-
king subscale (Z= -3,525; p<0,001) and the indecisive 
decision-making subscale (Z= -4,990; p<0,001) were sig-
nificantly different (p<0,05). The PSI total score average 
and the indecisive decision-making subscale scores ave-
rage of the married personnel working at the Directorate 
of Probation were significantly lower than the ones in the 
comparison group, while their logical decision-making 
subscale was significantly higher.

Table 4. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the number of children, of the personnel working at 
the Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group
THE NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN Groups

without Child one Child two Children or more
±S.D.
Med. [Min-Max]

±S.D.
Med. [Min- Max]

±S.D.
Med.[Min-Max]

Problem-solving Study
Comparison

71,92±17,15
71 [42-110]
87,06±18,15
82,50 [53-117]

73,90 ±19,15
72 [39-130]
75,38±17,08
74,50 [43-112]

76,72±15,10
77 [50-118]
80,89±20,90
81 [43-115]

Statistical analysis*
Probability

t= -3,175
p= 0,003

t= -0,256
p= 0,800

t= -0,992
p= 0,325

Logical Decision-making Study
Comparison

28,60±4,60
28 [17-37]
25,10±6,74
25,50 [15-38]

29,47±5,57
30 [19-36]
21,55±5,70
19,50 [16-33]

27,56±4,41
27 [20-36]
25,23±6,92
26 [14-38]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -2,025
p= 0,043

Z= -3,685
p<0,001

Z= -1,281
p= 0,200

Making Intuitive Deci-
sions

Study
Comparison

18,76±4,43
19 [12-27]
20,96±4,98
21 [13-30]

19 ±3,96
20 [13-29]
19,44±3,12
19 [14-28]

20,27±5,28
19 [11-33]
19,28±4,09
19 [12-27]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -1,568
p= 0,117

Z= -0,326
p= 0,745

Z= -0,433
p= 0,665

Making Decisions De-
pendently

Study
Comparison

21,96±3,08
21 [17-29]
21,50±3,29
22 [14-28]

19,76±2,56
20 [13-24]
22,38±3,07
22 [17-30]

21,08±2,89
22 [14-28]
21,51±3,27
21 [16-29]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -0,280
p= 0,779

Z= -2,625
p= 0,009

Z= -0,225
p= 0,822

Indecisive Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

17,64±3,35
18 [12-23]
23±5,99
23 [15-33]

16,04±3,32
16 [10-23]
24,38±5,45
26,50 [14-32]

17,83±3,89
17 [11-27]
21,56±6,06
20 [14-34]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z= -3,248
p= 0,001

Z= -4,051
p<0,001

Z= -2,551
p= 0,011

*“Independent Sample-t” test (t-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups with normal 
distribution while “Mann-Whitney U” test (Z-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups 
without normal distribution.
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As shown in Table 4, when the personnel in this study 
were evaluated based on the number or children with PSI 
total score and DSS subscale scores regarding the compa-
rison group, among the personnel without a child, a statis-
tically significant difference was detected PSI total score 
(t= -3,175; p=0,003), the logical decision-making subsca-
le (Z= -2,025; p=0,043) and the indecisive decision-ma-
king subscale (Z= -3,248; p=0,001) (p<0,05). The logical 
decision-making score of the personnel without children 
working at the Directorate of Probation was significantly 
lower than the females in the comparison group, while 
significantly higher than the ones in the comparison gro-
up in terms of PSI total score and the indecisive decision-
making. When the personnel in this study were evaluated 
based on the number or children variable with PSI total 
score and DSS subscale scores regarding the comparison 
group, among the personnel with one child, the logical 
decision-making subscale (Z= -3,525; p<0,001), the de-

pendent decision-making subscale (Z= -2,625; p=0,009 
and the indecisive decision-making subscale (Z= -4,051; 
p<0,001) were significantly different concerning the sco-
re averages (p<0,05). The dependent decision-making 
and the indecisive decision-making subscale scores ave-
rage of the personnel with one child working at the Direc-
torate of Probation was significantly lower than the ones 
in the comparison group while their logical decision-ma-
king subscale was significantly higher. When the person-
nel in this study were evaluated based on the number or 
children variable with PSI total score and DSS subscale 
scores regarding the comparison group, among the per-
sonnel with two or more children, the indecisive decisi-
on-making subscale (Z= -2,551; p=0,011) were signifi-
cantly different concerning the score averages (p<0,05). 
The indecisive decision-making subscale scores average 
of the personnel with two or more children working at the 
Directorate of Probation was significantly lower than the 
ones in the comparison.

Table 5. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the level of education, of the personnel working at the Proba-
tion Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in the study as a comparison group
LEVEL OF EDUCATION
±S.D.
Median [Min-Max]

Study G. (n=83)  Comparison G. (n=87)
±S.D.
Median[Min- Max]

p

Problem-solving High school and 
below

79,56±14,20
76 [59-103]

82,38±14,02
83,50 [51-95]

Z= -0,867
p= 0,423

Bachelor’s degree 
and above

73,96±17,01
73,50 [39-130]

81,84±20,05
81 [43-117]

Z= -2,500
p= 0,012

Z= -0,975
p= 0,330

Z= -0,250
p= 0,803

Logical Decision-making High school and 
below

27,78±2,73
28 [24-32]

20±5,66
27 [16-32]

Z= -0,484
p= 0,673

Bachelor’s degree 
and above

28,43±4,99
28 [17-37]

24,27±6,83
24 [14-38]

Z= -3,883
p< 0,001

Z= -0,404
p= 0,687

Z= -0,663
p= 0,507

Making Intuitive Decisions High school and 
below

22±5,34
21 [12-30]

18,63±3,70
18,50 [14-26]

Z= -1,551
p= 0,139

Bachelor’s degree 
and above

19,19±4,60
19 [11-33]

20,03±4,34
19 [12-30]

Z= -1,323
p= 0,186

Z= -1,740
p= 0,082

Z= -0,877
p= 0,381

Making Decisions Depen-
dently

High school and 
below

20,44±2,51
20 [16-24]

20,38±5,01
19,50 [15-30]

Z= -0,437
p= 0,673

Bachelor’s degree 
and above

21,08±3,01
21 [13-29]

21,82±3,01
22 [16-29]

Z= -1,408
p= 0,159

Z= -0,583
p= 0,560

Z= -1,277
p= 0,202

Indecisive Decision-making High school and 
below

18,67±3,39
19 [15-25]

20,25±4,65
20 [15-29]

Z= -0,776
p= 0,481

Bachelor’s degree 
and above

17,17±3,65
17 [10-27]

22,87±6,04
23 [14-34]

Z= -5,711
p < 0,001

Z= -1,206
p= 0,228

Z= -1,089
p= 0,276
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As shown in Table 5, when the personnel in this study 
were evaluated based on the level of education variable 
with PSI total score and DSS subscale scores regarding 
the comparison group, among the personnel with underg-
raduate and graduate degrees, the PSI total score (Z=-
2,500; p=0,012), the logical decision-making subscale 
(Z= -3,883; p< 0,001) and the indecisive decision-making 

subscale (Z= -5,711; p< 0,001) were significantly diffe-
rent (p<0,05). The indecisive decision-making subscale 
scores average of the personnel working at the Directo-
rate of Probativon was significantly lower than the ones 
in the comparison group while their logical decision-ma-
king subscale was significantly higher.

Table 6. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the positions, of the personnel working at the 
Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group

POSITION
Groups

Civil Servant Expert

±S.D. Med. [Min-Max] ±S.D. Med. [Min- Max]

Problem-solving Study
Comparison

75,19±17,72
80,12±19,75

 74 [39-130]
80 [43-117]

71,73±11,25
95,40±10,59

 73 [57-93]
95 [76-114]

Statistical analysis*
Probability

t=-1,578
p=0,115

t=-5,336
p<0,001

Logical Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

28,83±4,69
24,64±6,87

 28,50 [19-37]
 24 [14-38]

26,20±4,76
22,70±5,29

27 [17-33]
21,50 [17-29]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-3,702
p<0,001

Z=-1,589
p= 0,112

Intuitive Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

19,38±4,88
19,20±3,90

19 [12-33]
19 [12-29]

20,00±4,07
25,20±3,35

22 [11-27]
25,50 [19-30]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-0,129
p=0,897

Z=-2,930
p= 0,003

Making Decisions 
Dependently

Study
Comparison

21,16±2,94
21,58±3,18

21 [13-28]
21 [14-30]

20,33±3,01
22,50±3,62

20 [17-29]
23 [17-27]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-0,596
p=0,551

Z=-1,480
p=0,139

Indecisive Decision-
making

Study
Comparison

17,51±3,71
22,32±5,89

17 [10-27]
 21 [14-34]

16,46±3,24
25,10±6,19

15 [12-23]
28 [15-32]

Statistical analysis
Probability

Z=-4,717
p<0,001

Z=-3,239
p=0,001

*“Independent Sample-t” test (t-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups with 
normal distribution while “Mann-Whitney U” test (Z-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two inde-
pendent groups without normal distribution.

As shown in Table 6, when the personnel in this study 
were evaluated based on the positions at work variable 
with PSI total score and DSS subscale scores regarding 
the comparison group, among the personnel working as 
an official, the logical decision-making subscale (Z=-
3,702; p<0,001) and the indecisive decision-making 
subscale (Z=-3,239; p=0,001) were significantly diffe-
rent (p<0,05). The indecisive decision-making subscale 
scores average of the officials working at the Directorate 
of Probation was significantly lower than the ones in the 

comparison group while their logical decision-making 
subscale was significantly higher. When the personnel in 
this study were evaluated based on the positions at work 
variable with PSI total score and DSS subscale scores re-
garding the comparison group, among the personnel wor-
king as an expert, PSI total score (t= -2,715; p=0,008), the 
intuitive decision-making subscale (Z=-2,930; p=0,003) 
and the indecisive decision-making subscale (Z=-3,439; 
p=0,001) were significantly different (p<0,05). The PSI 
total score (t= -2,715; p=0,008), the intuitive decision-
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making subscale and indecisive decision-making subsca-
le scores average of the experts working at the Directora-
te of Probation were significantly lower than the ones in 
the comparison group.

As shown in Table 7, when the personnel in this 
study were evaluated based on the service years variable 
with PSI total score and DSS subscale scores regarding 
the comparison group, PSI total scores of the personnel 
working for 6-10 were significantly different (p<0,05). 
Accordingly, the personnel working at the Directorate of 
Probation had better problem-solving skills than the ones 
in the comparison group. Besides, when the comparison 
group was evaluated by themselves based on the service 
years variable, there was a statistically significant diffe-
rence between service year groups (F= 7,744; p<0,001). 
According to comparisons made using the Bonferroni 
correction, carried out to determine the group that this 
significant difference derived from, there was a statisti-
cally significant difference between the PSI total scores 
of the personnel working for 6-10 years and the ones wor-
king for 1-5 years and more than 11 years (p<001).

When the personnel in this study were evaluated 
based on the service years variable with DSS subscale 
scores regarding the comparison group, the logical de-
cision-making subscale score averages of the personnel 
working for 1-5 years were significantly different (Z= 
-2,127; p=0,033). When the personnel in this study were 
evaluated based on the service years variable with DSS 
subscale score averages regarding the comparison gro-
up, the indecisive decision-making subscale score avera-
ges of the personnel working for 1-5 years (Z= -2,455; 
p=0,014), 6-10 years (Z= -3,033; p=0,002) and 11 years 
and more (Z= -3,558; p < 0,001) were statistically signifi-
cant. Besides, when the comparison group was evaluated 
by themselves based on the service years variable, there 
was a statistically significant difference between service 
year groups (F= 3,498; p=0,019). According to compa-
risons made using the Bonferroni correction, carried out 
to determine the group that this significant difference de-
rived from, any significant difference among the groups 
could not be found (p> 0,05).

As shown in Table 8, when the personnel in this study 
were evaluated based on the compassion towards the 
job variable with PSI total score and DSS subscale sco-
res regarding the comparison group, PSI total scores of 
the personnel who answered, “I don’t like it” (t= -2,202; 
p=0,003), “I like it a little” (t= -3,041; p=0,004) and “I 
like it” (t= -2,177; p=0,031) were significantly different. 

Accordingly, the personnel working at the Directorate of 
Probation had better problem-solving skills than the ones 
in the comparison group. Besides, when the comparison 
group was evaluated by themselves based on the compas-
sion towards the job variable, there was a statistically sig-
nificant difference between compassion towards the job 
groups (F= 7,945; p<0,001). According to comparisons 
made with the Bonferroni correction, carried out to de-
termine the group that this significant difference derived 
from, that there was a statistically significant difference 
between the PSI total scores of the personnel who answe-
red, “I like it a little” and the ones who answered, “I like 
it” and “I love it” (p<0,001).

When the personnel in this study were evaluated 
based on the compassion towards the job variable with 
DSS subscale scores regarding the comparison group, the 
logical decision-making subscale score averages of the 
personnel who answered, “I like it” (t= 3,682; p=0,008), 
“I like it a little” (t= 3,017; p=0,033) and “I love it” (t= 
3,045; p=0,008) were significantly different (Z= -2,127; 
p=0,033). Besides, when the comparison group was eva-
luated by themselves based on the compassion towards 
the job variable, there was a statistically significant dif-
ference between compassion towards the job groups (F= 
4,346; p=0,007). According to comparisons made with 
the Bonferroni correction, carried out to determine the 
group that this significant difference derived from, that 
there was a statistically significant difference on the verge 
between the logical decision-making subscale score ave-
rage of the personnel who answered, “I like it” and the 
ones who answered, “I like it a little” and “I don’t like it” 
(p=0,062). When the personnel in this study were evalu-
ated based on the compassion towards the job variable 
with DSS subscale scores regarding the comparison gro-
up, there was a statistically significant difference in the 
indecisive decision-making subscale score averages of all 
groups. Besides, when the comparison group was evalu-
ated by themselves based on the compassion towards the 
job variable, there was a statistically significant differen-
ce among the groups (F= 9,537; p<0,001). According to 
comparisons made with the Bonferroni correction, carri-
ed out to determine the group that this significant diffe-
rence derived from, there was a statistically significant 
difference on the verge between the indecisive decision-
making subscale score average of the personnel who ans-
wered, “I don’t like it” and the ones who answered, “I like 
it” (p=0,010).
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Table 7. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the period of service, of the personnel working at the 
Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group

PERIOD OF 
SERVİCE

Study G. (n=83) Comparison G. (n=87)
±S.D.

Median [Min-Max]

±S.D.

Median [Min- Max]

Problem-solving

Less than 1 
year

72,92±11,44
73 [55-92]

77,50±2,12
77,50 [76-79]

Z = 
-0,681

0,496

1-5 years
75,35 ±19,57
73 [39-130]

80,81±16,26
82 [43-111]

Z = 
-1,509

0,131

6-10 years
75±18,36
69,50 [57-110]

93,22±19,85
102 [51-117]

Z = 
-2,227

0,025

11 years and 
more

73,74±12,66
76 [50-93]

72,18±16,25
74 [43-111]

Z = 
-0,333

0,739

F= 0,087
p= 0,967

F= 7,744

< 0,001

Logical Decisi-
on-making

Less than 1 
year

30,15±4,43
30 [24-35]

29,50±0,70
29,50 [29-30]

Z = 
-0,172

0,863

1-5 years
28,58±4,94
29 [19-37]

25±7,18
26 [15-38]

Z = 
-2,127

0,033

6-10 years
25,25±4,59
26,50 [17-31]

22,51±6,43
20 [15-38]

Z = 
-1,329

0,184

11 years and 
more

27,95±4,40
27 [23-36]

25,54±6,60
27 [14-36]

Z = 
-0,972

0,331
F= 1,865
p= 0,142

F= 1,605
p= 0,194

Intuitive Decisi-
on-making

Less than 1 
year

17,46±3,55
17 [12-24]

24,50±6,36
24,50 [20-29]

Z = 
-1,701

0,089

1-5 years
19,98 ±4,44
19 [11-33]

19,76±3,64
20 [12-28]

Z = 
-0,201

0,841

6-10 years
21±3,25
21 [16-27]

20,81±4,61
20 [13-30]

Z = 
-0,279

0,780

11 years and 
more

19,16±3,95
18 [13-26]

18,85±4,06
19 [12-27]

Z = 
-0,191

0,849
F= 1,265
p= 0,292

F= 1,966
p= 0,125
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Making Decisi-
ons Dependently

Less than 1 
year

21,92±3,57
22 [17-29]

19,50±3,54
19,50 [17-22]

Z = 
-0,948

0,343

1-5 years
21,12±3,01
21 [13-27]

22,14±2,95
22 [18-30]

Z = 
-0,943

0,346

6-10 years
21,50±3,50
21,50 [17-27]

21,71±3,64
22 [14-29]

Z = 
-0,105

0,917

11 years and 
more

19,95±1,90
20 [16-22]

21,51±3,03
21 [16-28]

Z = 
-1,760

0,078
F= 1,339
p= 0,268

F= 0,469
p= 0,705

Indecisive Deci-
sion-making

Less than 1 
year

16,38±2,93
17 [11-20]

15,50±0,70
15,50 [15-16]

Z = 
-0,684

0,494

1-5 years
18,28±3,79
18 [10-27]

21,90±5,39
21 [14-32]

Z = 
-2,455

0,014

6-10 years
16,50±4,57
16 [10-23]

25±6,21
27 [14-34]

Z = 
-3,033

0,002

11 years and 
more

16,16±2,87
15 [12-23]

21,33±5,50
20 [14-31]

Z = 
-3,558

< 0,001
F= 2,153
p= 0,100

F= 3,498
p= 0,019

4. Discussion
This study aimed to evaluate decision-making strate-

gies and problem-solving skills of the Probation person-
nel working at the Probation Directorate of Adana Co-
urthouse.

At present, the offenders in their probation process are 
exposed to a risk evaluation analysis of probation person-
nel concerning their criminological needs, their adapta-
tion of the process and their possibility of committing a 
crime again (7). With the help of these analyses perfor-
med by probation personnel, the improvements of the of-
fender during the process, their adaptation of the process 
and whether they will be in the social adaptation process 
after the probation is ended, are determined and the con-
venience of their probation provision are detected. In this 
regard, the personnel play a key role in several decisions 
on the offenders and may have to solve problems that can 
be encountered during the probation process (23-25). In 
this respect, according to the results of this study, decisi-

on-making strategies and problem-solving skills between 
the personnel working at the probation directorate and the 
ones working at other public institutions are compared 
concerning sociodemographic variables, and as a result of 
the analysis, the findings show that there are statistically 
significant differences between them in respect to gender, 
department (position at work), marital status, number of 
children, service years and compassion towards the job.

According to the results of this study, when the pro-
bation directorate personnel are evaluated concerning the 
comparison group of the civil servants working at other 
public institutions in terms of the decision-making skills, 
there is a statistically significant difference between the 
female personnel working at the probation directorate and 
the ones in the comparison group in terms of logical de-
cision-making subscale and indecisive decision-making 
subscale. Besides, when the male personnel working at 
the probation directorate and the ones in the comparison 
group are compared, there is a statistically significant dif-
ference in terms of problem-solving skills and indecisive 
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decision-making subscale score averages. Therefore, lo-
gical decision-making subscale and indecisive decision-
making subscale score averages of the male and female 
personnel working at the probation directorate are higher 
than the ones’ score averages in the comparison group. 
According to Izgar and Altınok’s (2013) study conduc-
ted with the civil servants working as school principals, 
the findings show that there is a statistically significant 
difference between the decision-making scores of the 
female principals and the female personnel who are not 
principals (26). In this study, a significant difference for 
both the probation personnel and the comparison group 
is detected concerning gender variable (Table 2). Since 
probation services contain both the execution of court’s 
orders and the rehabilitation of the offender, they are qu-
ite stressful practices run for multiple objects. Therefore, 
concerning affecting another individual’s (offender) life 
severely, the decisions and problem-solving skills of the 
male and female personnel working at the Probation Di-
rectorate are more delicate and critical tasks than the ones 
working at other public institutions (27).

When the probation personnel are compared to the 
comparison group according to the marital status variab-
le, both single and married personnel working at the Pro-
bation Directorate are determined to have a statistically 
significant difference with the comparison group working 
at other public institutions (Table 3). Regarding the single 
personnel, the indecisive decision-making subscale score 
averages of the probation personnel are detected to be lo-
wer than the ones in the comparison group. Nonetheless, 
PSI total scores and indecisive decision-making subscale 
score averages of the married probation personnel are lo-
wer, while their logical decision-making subscale score 
averages are higher than the civil servants in the compa-
rison group. In this respect, taking part in the probation 
process, as the nature of the working area, may affect the 
problem-solving skills and decision-making strategies.

When the civil servants are examined according to the 
number of children variable and the probation personnel 
are compared to the comparison group, many statistically 
significant differences between the probation personnel 
and the personnel in the comparison group are determi-
ned (Table 4). It is detected that the probation personnel 
without children have lower PSI total score averages than 
the comparison group, and there is a statistically signi-
ficant difference between their logical decision-making 
subscale and indecisive decision-making subscale score 
averages. Besides, the logical decision-making subsca-
le score averages of the probation personnel are signi-
ficantly higher, while their dependent decision-making 

and indecisive decision-making subscale score averages 
are lower than the comparison group. On the other hand, 
when the personnel with two or more children are compa-
red, there is a statistically significant difference between 
the probation personnel and the ones in the comparison 
group only on the indecisive decision-making subscale 
score averages. In some studies in the literature, conduc-
ted with the civil servants based on the number of child-
ren, it is claimed that the problem-solving skills do not 
alter (28). The results of this study prove the opposite. An 
explanation for this finding can be that the probation per-
sonnel have to be more delicate on the decisions made for 
offenders and solve many delicate problems since they 
need to make more decisions in the justice system during 
their communication process with the offenders (29).

When the probation personnel are compared to the 
comparison group according to the positions at work va-
riable, both officials and experts working at the Probation 
Directorate are determined to have a statistically signifi-
cant difference with the comparison group working at ot-
her public institutions (Table 6). Accordingly, the logical 
decision-making subscale score averages of the probation 
personnel are significantly higher, while their dependent 
decision-making and indecisive decision-making subsca-
le score averages are lower than the comparison group. 
On the other hand, the experts working at the Probation 
Directorate can be said to have more advanced problem-
solving skills than the ones in the comparison group. 
However, intuitive decision-making (more individual, 
impulsive behaviour) and indecisive decision-making of 
them are lower than the experts working at other public 
institutions. Because more structured methods/evalua-
tions are used during the meetings with the offender, it 
is evaluated as an expected result that the officials, who 
have contact with the offenders in the probation process, 
show less indecisive behaviours (24). According to Izgar 
and Altınok’s (2013) study, the individuals’ who have ex-
pert status use of logical decision-making strategies may 
reduce their indecisive and impulsive behaviours, origi-
nated from cognitive functions, such as receiving infor-
mation and analysing them (26). Similarly, in a Canadian 
study based on a risk-need-responsivity model, aiming to 
evaluate the training of probation personnel, the training 
is effective both on the personnel and the offenders. The 
results of the study also emphasize the significance of 
continuous skills improvement. It is also observed that 
the probation personnel having clinical feedback and ta-
king part in the monthly meetings and refreshment tra-
ining can show the skills learned from the training and 
focus better on the important problems (e.g., crime moti-
ves) in their meetings (30,31).
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Table 8. Score distributions of the study and comparison groups, depending on the compassion towards the job, of the personnel working at 
the Probation Directorate of Adana Courthouse and the civil servants taking part in this study as a comparison group

COMPASSION 
TOWARDS JOB

Study G. (n=83) Comparison G. (n=87)
±S.D.
Median [Min-Max]

±S.D.
Median [Min- Max]

Problem-solving I don’t like it 76,13±21,93
75 [39-130]

105±8,18
107 [96-112]

t= -2,202
0,003

I like it a little 80,95 ±14,67
80 [42-108]

95,10±15,80
94 [53-117]

t= -3,041
0,004

I like it 70,47±15,32
68 [48-118]

78,55±17,79
79 [43-114]

t= -2,177
0,031

I love it 72,42±13,95
72 [54-93]

72,80±19,04
68 [48-112]

t= -0,049
0,956

F= 2,030
0,116

F= 7,945
< 0,001

Logical Decision-
making

I don’t like it 28,40±5,38
29 [19-37]

16,66±0,57
17 [16-17]

t= 3,682
0,008

I like it a little 27,43±4,03
27 [20-36]

22,10±7,30
18 [15-38]

t= 3,017
0,033

I like it 28,55±5,23
28 [17-37]

26,62±6,30
27 [14-38]

t= 1,484
0,211

I love it 30,28±3,14
29 [27-36]

23,23±5,79
23 [16-33]

t= 3,045
0,008

F= 0,675
0,570

F= 4,346
0,007

Intuitive Decision-
making

I don’t like it 19,73±4,26
19 [14-26]

19±3,60
18 [16-23]

t= 0,277
0,721

I like it a little 20,34 ±4,87
20 [11-29]

20,55±4,69
20,50 [13-29]

t= -0,138
0,893

I like it 19,05±5,18
19 [12-33]

20,37±4,11
19 [12-30]

t= -1,275
0,092

I love it 18,57±2,14
18 [16-22]

18,42±4,21
18 [12-27]

t= 0,116
0,810

F= 0,453
0,716

F= 1,206
0,313

Making Decisions 
Dependently

I don’t like it 20,73±3,43
21 [13-27]

24,66±4,04
24 [21-29]

t= -1,770
0,120

I like it a little 21,65±2,90
22 [16-28]

21,20±3,66
21,50 [14-26]

t= 0,451
0,854

I like it 20,78±2,91
20,50 [14-29]

21,74±2,96
21 [16-30]

t= -14,59
0,183

I love it 20,71±2,56
20 [17-24]

21,61±3,21
21 [17-28]

t= -0,603
0,748

F= 0,490
0,690

F= 1,014
0,391

Indecisive Decision-
making

I don’t like it 16,06±3,15
16 [10-22]

30,33±3,21
29 [28-34]

t= -7,142
0,007

I like it a little 18,21±3,77
18 [12-27]

26,85±5,58
29 [15-33]

t= -6,005
<0,001

I like it 17,34±3,72
17 [10-27]

20,23±4,92
18 [14-31]

t= -2,946
0,017

I love it 17±3,51
15 [14-22]

22,47±5,63
21 [14-31]

t= -2,402
0,019

F= 1,083
0,361

F= 9,537
<0,001

*“Independent Sample-t” test (t-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups with normal distribution 
while “Mann-Whitney U” test (Z-table value) statistics are used for the comparison of two independent groups without normal 
distribution.
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When the probation personnel are compared to the 
comparison group according to the service years variab-
le, the personnel working at the Probation Directorate for 
1-5 years have a statistically significant difference with 
the comparison group working at other public instituti-
ons (Z= -2,12; p= 0,033) (Table 7). According to a study 
conducted by Aslanyürek Zorlu (2014), the service years 
of probation experts and emotional exhaustion, deperso-
nalization and personal success emotions are compared, 
and a statistically significant difference between them is 
detected (32). Also, in Atameriç’s (2012) study conducted 
with the teacher, the service years of the teachers do not 
influence the exhaustion (33). In Demir’s (2010) study 
on the hospital personnel; on the other hand, the result 
is consistent (34). Thus, a newly appointed personnel or 
long service years experiences, and emotions, such as 
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization that affects the 
task, which may have a negative effect on the logical 
decision-making process of the probation personnel are 
now considered to influence less.

In another study on probation experts conducted by 
Panknin (2007), they are reported to feel more exhaustion 
because of the dilemmas that they have gone through on 
applying laws and providing rehabilitation to the young 
ones and the lack of participation in their decision-ma-
king process (35). Thus, unlike the research results, the 
service years of the probation personnel at the Probation 
Directorate do not cover a long time, and this limits to 
commentate on how the service years of the personnel 
affect their problem-solving and decision-making skills.

According to the study conducted by Yücel (2019), 
concerning the results obtained from the probation per-
sonnel, internal job satisfaction is higher than the exter-
nal job satisfaction concerning job satisfaction subscales 
(internal, external, general). It is also determined that 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization levels of the 
probation personnel are high while their personal success 
is low regarding the exhaustion subscales (emotional ex-
haustion, depersonalization, and personal success) (36).

When the probation personnel are compared to the 
comparison group according to the compassion towards 
the job variable, the probation personnel are determined 
to have a statistically significant difference with the com-
parison group (Table 8). Although the probation person-
nel do not like their job, a significant difference between 
them and the comparison group is determined concerning 
problem-solving skills total scores, logical decision-ma-
king subscale score averages and indecisive decision-ma-
king subscale score averages. As the reason for the pro-
bation personnel’s higher scores on problem-solving and 
decision-making strategies than the comparison group, 
although they do not like their jobs, being a probation 

civil servant allows to influence the offenders’ lives seve-
rely, that is a fragile group since it is both a theoretical and 
practical profession, and also, probation personnel may 
have an important responsibility in the eyes of the pub-
lic since they have critical tasks on the criminal justice 
system (37,38). However, as the probation personnel who 
answered, “I like it” or “I love it” have higher problem 
solving total scores and logical decision-making subscale 
score averages, it is assumed that the compassion towards 
the job may be related to inner job satisfaction (2). The 
density of the job and the number of offenders seen in one 
day can affect the personnel’s way of decision-making, 
as it affects their motivation. Hence, compassion towards 
the job may determine if a rehabilitation-oriented and fair 
judgment can be made during the decision-making pro-
cess of the offender (39,40).

5. Conclusion And Suggestions
As the education practices on probation services 

around the world are examined, it can be seen that both 
academic and in-service training take place. For examp-
le, the Correctional Service of Norway Staff Academy 
have a two-year personnel training programme by NO-
KUT (the Norwegian Agency for Quality Assurance in 
Education), accredited in 2012 (41). In the UK, a good 
part of probation personnel gain credits depending on the 
qualifications that they have preciously obtained, or since 
they have related degrees that requires shorter-term edu-
cation, they attend a 15-month diploma programme and 
then, start serving in the related department (42). Person-
nel-oriented training has a crucial place for the develop-
ment of probation services in Turkey. For this purpose, 
53 training activity took place in 2014 and as a part of the 
training, 1.820 probation personnel, including execution 
and protection officials and experts, are trained within 
the Justice General Directorate of Prisons and Detention 
Houses (43). It is believed that frequent in-service tra-
ining and the update of these training for the personnel 
working at the Probation Directorates can positively af-
fect the decision-making strategies and problem-solving 
skills. There are studies in the literature directed to the 
effectiveness of the in-service training for the probation 
services. For example, in a study aiming to evaluate the 
training, the case formulation training package is ob-
served to have the potential of recovery and improving 
rehabilitation plan for the offenders (44). In a Canadian 
study aiming to evaluate the probation training, based on 
the risk-need-responsivity model, the training is observed 
to have positive impacts on the offenders. The results of 
the study also emphasize the significance of the constant 
skill improvement. It is also observed that the probation 
personnel having clinical feedback and taking part in the 
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monthly meetings and refreshment training can show the 
skills learned from the training and focus better in the im-
portant problems (e.g., crime motives) in their meetings 
(30). The positive effects of the SEED training have been 
observed on the personnel in the UK (31).

Another practice that can contribute to the workload 
management of the personnel is that the personnel are 
distributed according to their education and experience. 
In the USA, the newly appointed personnel are respon-
sible for the probation of the relatively non-dangerous 
offenders. Senior personnel class is a promoted position 
and includes the personnel working with the offenders 
who have convicted for substance use, the public scrutiny 
personnel, and the release control personnel. The relea-
se control personnel monitor the offenders released from 
prison while the public scrutiny personnel oversee the ho-
use detention-electronic tagging. Lastly, expert position 
is also a promoted position and includes violence crimi-
nals, sexual criminals, and criminals with mental issues. 
This practice provides personnel’s workload distribution 
in view of the offender’s risk level (45).

Improving personnel’s problem-solving and decision-
making skills with the help of the training and supervisi-
on for civil servants in the probation services are consi-
dered to contribute positively to a more fair and rational 
evaluation of the offenders, and thus, to contribute to the 
offenders to be successful in the rehabilitation process 
and the possibility of the repeat of the crime is diminis-
hed. Although there are differences in personnel training 
in probation services around the world, in Turkey, trai-
ning of the probation personnel is considered to be very 
important, and personnel training and improvement are 
supported with the help of many in-service training.

As conclusion, it should not be forgotten that the pro-
bation personnel are healthy individuals, and they have 
critical tasks on the offender’s lives with their problem-
solving skills and decisions. Therefore, this is considered 
to be important in terms of the increasing productivity of 
the probation directorates, and also, providing better ser-
vice to the offenders who are under the probation.

With the help of this study, in Turkey, as it all around 
the world, presentation of different practices of probation 
services can contribute to the future studies on preventing 
the offenders to turn into crime on reducing the possibi-
lity of crime and committing the crime again.
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