
Ji 
I' ) , 

F~indings of ttie 

Probation M[an~gement Alternatives 

.'-.." 
'~'~-:S ' ,; 

~. ,'~ , ," ' , 

. . -.. .. 

, . 

r,.~·.··,",· .. ·· •. ··,·., .. ······ 

I
, "- . . I 

- ' I 

I , 

~ c. 'T 

. . . . 

. (\ .. 

) , ) 

", ) 

pf()ject 
LEAA GR.<\.NT NOS. 75M DF-06-0003 

76~F .. I-I-M-S 

Ji?repared By 

RO!:SALIE ,D. DAVIS, Ph.D., C.P. , 

R(ISea;rch Analyst 

:I I, 

" 

Jun,e, 1976 

JOHN C. PA1'TERSON 
'Project Director 

, \\ 

fi II 

~~~~~~~~--~~~~ 

I. 
" 

"\i 

... _~~ 'L~ __ • ~ _~~' 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



.01 
',. 

~ 
~ ,0 

". ~, 

" " 

~ , 

.' 

! 

L, .. 

'.' . . 
l: ~ 

; 

" , 
~, " 

ii' . l':. e" 

o 

...... :.,~., '('" 
__ ~',,' ":!1It,~;1,.:;.' '. 

o 

Q 

FINDINGS 0F" THE 

PROBATION MANAG~MENT ~'rERNATIVES 
if ' 

" PROJECT 

LEAA GRANT NOS. 7S-DF-06-0003 
76 .. F-l-l-M"'S 

() 

, 

N'CJRS 

SEP2 1917 

o ACQUISIT10NS 

Prepared By 

ROSALIE D. DAVIS. Ph. D. t G • P 
Research Analyst 

June, 1976 

John C. Patterson 
Project Director 

, .', (0 

\\ 

,.)l 



• 

• 

• 

e' 

e 

, i 

.1 

• 

• 
• 

• 

(r 
\1 

(!l 

'\ . 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

IW?LEMENTATl'ON .. • • • • 'll . . · .. . • ®'I' 

RESULTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . . . 
" Frequency Distributions . . . . . 'J 

1ft • • • • • • ": . . 
Cross Tabulations " • • . . . . . . . . '. . . . . . 
The Research Design ,- . · . . . . . ". 
Sidetracks, to Uncover Pec:~lari tie/!f i~ I)ata' . . . . . 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS • • • ~I • • · . . . . " . 
APPErDIX I: Project Director's 'Notes . . . . . . 

c 

APPENDIX II: Diagnostic Evaluation of Delin~uents 

\~ 

., 

, 
I, i 

"- ., 

d 

.1 
:~ 
.( 

1 

~ 

" 
,~ 
1 
') , 
,~ 

'i) " '1 

0" 

'.' 



;. 
, ,. 

~. 

. i/ 
:1 

, <ft' 

'.~( , ' \. 

o 'l'" 

••• 
"0 

., 

~.' .•... 

~ .•.. 
:"'", . 

,. ,. 

.. ', 

o 

ttl 

I wish to laud mAny of the Juvenile Probation 

Officers for their unfailing dedication, despite mini­

mal support and recognition. I could not have sus­

ta:Lned the effort a.lone; I am deeply indebteq:;;> 
Ii 

The rest of the credit goes ·to Bert, Were it not 

for his -intell~.gence and sense of humor, we'd still be 

wandering around in a computerized wasteland. 

" -- ---- - ---~--

Ros.alie Davis, Ph.D., C.P • 
Research Analyst 
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FOREWORD 

t) 

\L· \r 

What follows is a pres~rttation of facts and trends,dls-
, 
c 

covered during the tenure of the Probation Management Alter-
,'j. (£,~\;j' 'I 

natives Project. While this wa'S t~ have beert rig~~J1us re-

search comparing three approaches to juvenilep~obation,'" what 

we have. instead, is an example of the effects of realityahd 

other extraneous, hum~n var.iables on the'; outcomes of even the 
1.1 

o 

mbst meticulously drafted desip,n. 'the reader should not des-

pair, hO~>1ever; whenever possible the data were kept urtcontam;.. 
",~ ;" " 

ip.ated toward the"dual purpose "if successfully implemen'ting 
, I ,. '~ 

, : the research design and followj~hg our o~ curiosity. ''tV'e~Q'e ..... ",,"" 

o lieve the r~~ults to be interesting 

working in Juveni~le Justic~ '" 
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Implementation 

,\ 

\' 

On March 31, 1975, we set out to comparete~m; traditional 
o \~ 

,\ 

and volunteer probation management schemes to deteri&~ne whether 
',. jI , \\ 

f . ~ 
'any signif.icant differ~"lC~e in cost, rec;Ldivism rates ,'\ the length 

J ' 

jI \ 
of time re,quired to ~t:taincorrectional goals and thai frequency 

I I' 
and kinds' of p~~baeion office~~-probationer contacts exill3ted be-

,I) ~! // 

Ii 7 ;< ~', 

tween tlje three~pproaches~, In accord with the research design, 
1\ ./ 

therip1/[;c hypO"t:h~siS' was: (, 

there is n.o significant difference between traditio'nal, 
;team or volunteer probationary methods on recidivism, 

/length of time required to achieve correctional goals, 
frequency and kinds of contacts between· probation of·· 
ficer and probationer a.nd cost per probationer served . 

" 

The opeX'ationi~l definitions were: 
, ~ 

1\ 

1. 'I'r~~ditional pX'obation: SUpervisio!l of a number of 
" prqbationel:'s by a,single field probation officer as 

is I, currently the accepted procedure. 

2. Te;]lm probation: Supervision; of a group of juveni.le 
prc)ba:;tioners by a team composed of three probation 

,- of1:icers. A group counseling~pecialist was as - " 
signed half-time to each team tIo conduct parent 
and./or family group counseling sessions. :::7 

3. Volunteer probation: Supervision of,one probationer 
by a volunteer probation officer who is not neces-' 
sarily trained, but whose sole motivation iSl.a will­
ingness to be of service . 

4. '-Recidivism: Any new charge, more or less serious 
than the probationary offense, which causes the pro­
bationer to be.referred to the Juvenile Probation 
Offllce. 

5. Correctional goals: Statements of be1;lavioral objec­
t:f~ves agreed upon conjointly by. probationer and pro­
b~~tion officer Ii (or t~ose specified by the sentencing 
judge) to be ~~complished upon or prio~ to release 
~.;-om probation.' These goals may include psycho­
therapy, school attendance, community service, em­
ployment, restitution or the like. 

Ii 

Ii 
" II 

1 

, .~ 

if 
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, 8. 

Contact: Anytime increment during which the pro­
bation officet is directly involve~ with the pro~ 
bationer or acting in his behalf. Contacts will be 
classified as direct, peripheral or telephone'and 
can be made at the probationer's home, school, place 
of employment or inJQne of the support a~encies 
(e.g. Mental Health Center), the probation office 
and/or any other setting acceptable to all partiesj 
they can involve one or more of the following: the 
probatiqner, his family, school personnel, employer, 
another probation officer and/or propationer (s), 
agency staff members, non-delinquenfspe~r group mem­
bers and other probationers with their families. 

Cost: A simple accounting of money spent under the 
tea:vn, traditional or 1(folunteer approach as related 
to number of inrlividugils sF.irved (contacts) and over­
all aim (correctional goal$ and recidivism rates). 

o • c, 

Probation: " (; 

A. Official - probation involving court action 
either by 

B. 

1.) adjudication - judge ordered thi'ough a 
court appearance 

2. ) or, oonsent decree - the ,child volunteers 
to accept court ordered probation witho~t 
a direc t court ~'=lppearance ii 

Unofficial - chil_Q. is\laced on p!obation a: (i 

the. recommendaJ:i:~it' of 1.t1take o,~fi'Cer " II 

9. Degree of Supervision - is determined at the discre­
tion of the field officer and 'involves " 

A. 

B. 

C. 

Naximum Supervision - probation officer will 
contact the probationer once a week and meet 
with the probationer's family bi-monthly. Ad­
ditional contacts to be provided as neede.d. 

,', 

Medium Supervision - bi-monthly contact with 
probationer; monthly contact wi~h family. Ad­
ditional contacts to be provided as needed. !( 

\L, 
Minimum' Supervision - monthl", contact with pro'" 
bationer. Additional contact,rs to be provided 
as needed. ~ 

r!~ 

10. Seriousness of Offense: The research design ad­
judged ser,iousness of offense using the New Mexico 
Criminal Code (NM Statutes 40A-l-l through 40A-l-lS) 
in that ~V'ere the offencl.er an adult he would be, '~, 0 

guilty of commit,fing a felony, misdemeanor, or petty 
\ 

\, (j 

;:;,.- ~- - -"~ - --- ---

o 
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misdemeanor (40A-l-5) and' if a' felony it would fur­
ther be classified as a c~pita1 felony; first, 
second, third or fourth de~ree felony (40A-1-7)~ 

'; 

The population consisted of any juvenile offender living in' 

~ernalitlo County who was on probation when the research began, 
I' 
\\ , 

and those juveniles placed on probation. for the subse;quent thir-
,\ 
\\ 

teen (13) month period from\t\pril 1, 1975, through AP~~l 30, 

\\ 
\\ 
\ 

1976. 

<J At first the existing, Probation Department was del:i.ghted , 

at the prospect of having six ne':<1 officer(~ on board, as t'4is 
o 

meant a significant reduction in caseloads. Under ,the pro\\'ri­

sions of the design, the tradi tional offict~rs Were to retaii\'. 

any probationer whom they had supervised sl.x months or Jmo:rej \ 

it was decided that those on probation less than six months 

':'1ould not be) affected as greatly by the disruption in services. 
" <,' 

So as to'ins~tt~that ,these officers were not merely ridding 

themselves of '1;h~ 'difficult cases, probatIoners transferred to 

the team w'et'~ tit} have:! been carefully scrutinized by the head 

fielq officer and the Chief Probation Officer. Of course, the 
C; 

teams' views were subjective f but some slipp'age was apparent, 

as (the "teams :r.eceived individuals requiring less than six 

months supervision whose records of past offenses were note­

worthy. 

Nevertheless, cases bein~assigned, data collection began 

and team, 'traditional and volunteer officers were instruct~/d~ 
':, 

~n the use oof the followingD' instruments. 
1.1.' ;: c 

1", Weekly Contact Reports! 'oJ'eekly contact reports were 
required of each probation officer to insure accuracy 
of data. The checklist format aided the uniformity 
qf response. ease of " documentation and were directly 
amenable to keypunching. Reports from team and 

3 
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2. 

traditional officers were submitted each Monday 
morning; volunteers filled theirs out during the" 
monthly meetings with the Director of Volunteers. 
Information included: 

A. Probationer's name and/or case number 

B. Who contacts ~whom 

C. The kj.nd o~,c6ntact ~ade 

D. A description of the contact 

E. The'plac~ of contagt 
C) 

F. A record of technical violations 

G. and, length of time per c6ntact. 
I) 

Probation Action Plan: This is a list of correctional, 
goals agreed upon by probationer and pr,obation officer 
or ordered by the court at the. onset of probation whic.h 
were turned in once probation ~-1as~ terminateg ~ Since 
it was our wish to avoid va~ueness, the probation o~,­
ficers were asked to state correctional goals (and '~' 
those actions which lead to completion of goals) in 
measurable, observable behavioral ,terms. For instance, 
let us assume that full tima employment had been a cor~ 
rectional goal. ' The etonomic situation was such that 
completion of this goal probably presented some diffi­
culty,' but the probationer could have initiated pro­
cedures which.enhanced his opportunities. , Sub-goals 
could have included registr3tion with the Employment 
Securitties Commission, reading the want ads daily and 
applying for three or four jobs per week, seeking the 
assistance of one of the employment" agel'!lcies in the 

" city. ,~r the like. Irrespective of the number of 
goals ,\" they should have all been specified as that 
cite'l~ above; the probation officers were required to 
keep a running account "of progress toward and/or 
achi~vement of each 'goal. <) 

3 ~ Proba.\tioner' s Evaluation: The research team, believed 
that the probationer's subjective feelings ~oward pro­
hatio~ were importai\t in a comparison of te'am" volun­
teer a:~d traditional approaches. As a pre- and" post­
measur" of the probationer's attitude. the, probation 
office~~ asked their charges to fill out the evalua­
tion fo~. Tl\e first measure was," to be completed when 
the prot:.\ation~y1greement was taken; the post measure 
was re,qu\l.red as part of ,the dismissal procedure., In 

,both ins~.ances, the probationer received assurance " 
that no ope. save the research anal~st, would see 
their responses. +he evaluation was completed in pri­
vacy (the\anti-room or empty offie~) and left with ona 
of the rec':eptionists. 

\ 
\ 

,4 
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4. WHAT: The read1.ng section of the Wide Range Achieve-
ment Test was administered to 20% of, the exist:in~ ii) 
populatfc~rt and to everyone placed on probation ~fter 
April 1, 1975. Since there seems to be a negative 
correlation between reading ability and juvenile de­
linquency, we wished to discover how far, if at all, 
the juvenile offenders were behind the average school 
popula tion. .' 

~ , ' 

5. The MooneYcProblem Checklist: Typically, most adults 
are wont to define problem areas for the juvenile of­
fender; we (,thought it might Q be" iIj}teresting to alloW. 
the probationers to enumerate' th~!ir own problems and 
compare these results with thoselproblems named 'by a 
population of juveniles not on probation. Again, 20% 
of the existing population and everyone placed on pro­
bation after April, 1975, w,as given the checklist. 
The control group consisted of random1}, selected, non.,. 
delinquent adolescents in Bernalillo County. 

;:. 

Our getting-started enthus:~asmpalled ~omewh~,t when it be-

came apparent that, we" possessed \neither office' s,pace or furni-
\ i 

ture. The grant ptovided a type'writer and desks for, the direc-

t.or. reseatch analyst and secretary J only. Sinlpe we lacked 

funds for rent "and,t;here was no room at the COu't"t house, where 

the traditional officers are housed,~we were ~,~n:ced to set up 

shop in one room of a defunct elementary school in Albuquerque's 
\) 

Central Cities area. Ironically, we were evicted from our rent 

free haven about three month~ later, at which tin\e we moved 
() 

into one room of a defunct high school also in the Core Area. 

Off,icer furniture throughout the life of the program ,vas a 

ra1?;~tag colleiction of Public School discards. 

Comput~rized demographic data for all the juveniles pres-

ently on probation, which the research analyst believed existed, 
i: 

was not so. True. the data were avai1able~ but not on lape or 

keypunched cards; they existed in the file room and in the minds 

of the probation officers. This presented a singular dilemma. 

But, "since we needed a data base if any analysis was to be 

5 
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accomplished, ~~~ research analysis 'spent tl:t'e first two mortthsJ "f\l 
of (t~e proj ect. gath~~ing and coding data on the exist.~ing\' pop,··· ... 

" ,! 
• )) \ ~, CI Ii \ ~ 

lation. Quite correct:J~, the w~am members, t:r:aditional and 
Ii 

volunteer officers, feeling bombarp.ed by extra work, \;net this 

effort with considerable resistance, thus making the task even 

more tedious. Adding'the need to' ~stablish the data base C and 
" I') 

its concommitttl:1t resistance to inadequate office space, two 
\' 

t,elephone lines for ten persons and no air, conditioning, it iso 
(( 

understandable that our enth;usiasm waned and tempers ran high 
,\ c' 

during the summer of 1975. 

But the fall brought coole~ weather and a lessenin~ of 

tension. A rapid turnover in and addit'iot:l of personnel to the 
, . (I.. 0 

traditional officer:s unit meant less resistan~e to ,the paper') 

work resultant of we-never-did-it-this-way-before mentality. 

Also, the more experienced traditional and team officers de-
(\ 

veloped an expertise in the use of the instruments and, in 

general, we all enjoygd a harmonious fall and winter.' But, as 
o ,,~j' 

ca~. be expected when experimental constraints are !(forced \l1'On 

~~ existing, ,,,operating system', reali~y q~:i.ckly " st~p;~'d in to 

alter the randomization scheme and thereb~r inalterably con-' 

founding the data. 

The desi,gn called for the research analyst to evaluate " 
I) 

~_ach officer IS caselo,ad with regard to the':, age "sex, socio-' 

economic status, type of probation (official or unofficial) 
~ ~ 

of each probationer to determine to what ex~ent these factors 
I, 

were present in" each caseload. 
~ 

v 
Knowing that\random assignment 

;) 

is impossible when cAseloads already" exist, we expected con-

siderable skewness, which we hoped to balance out a.s quickly 
1 0 
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randomization procedures. In other words t controls were (t~~ 
. ,." '., , ;:" , 

have been implemente,d to i'n'sure that the co-variates (ag~i; 

{,~ex; soc:feO ... economic. status t kind of probation ~~d g~pgraphi~ 

'. location) w~re evenly distributed among' caseloads. Code,(1'9a,ta 
. ., .11 ." 

was submi.tted to the Drvision of Automated DataProcessi~g': 

(DADP) during the last week in May, 1975; 'wh~l'e';;awaiting the 

results pf what variables were px::esent in ea,ch caselo,~d, the 

"chief field ,officer assigned cas'~s on a ~otatin~ system, which 

Qs"impJ.y" matched probation' officers to prqbationer's on a "who's 

nex,t l
', basis .'!;;fri1fortunately, t'he st&cb,trsticallocat~~on scheme 

stipul~t~d it'!S,l'te J~esigti never saw, frui.t:ion. DADP' ~\ first run 

'was not ava~'l~~le""until .;r~n~a17Y' 197i'; and in the m~:an'~h:i.le a 
I) , OJ " \1 ' 

newchtef field officer reorganized the field un! t s1~ch that 
. II. " " I., (,) " 

t'ti~diti'ional officers· 'Were 8;)ssigne'd to sCQJ30l districts, there:: 
.} . 

by significantly loading' variables lly geographic locati.on. 

Team$ ha~~alway$ been ~ssigne4. probationers within geographic 
, " ,:'J c' 

boundaries, but:pains had been taken to insure an equal repre-

sentation of demogr~aphic viables irCeach area. Therefore, 
c . 

~ven after the reallocation of traditional manpower, the teams 

continued to receive probationers more or less randomly. 

. '.< • 

~; 
(> ~ ,j 

e 

C> 

The data regarding frequencY(:'c..nd kind of ¢ontact were also 

° confounded. Even though computerized reports were not avail­

able; hand tall~ies ot monthly contacts l'1ere made; insufficient 

"",:~)l.d ~excess;lve meet'ings were discussed with team members and, 
- "'0f [) 

to atf'lesser extent, with the traditional officers. While this 
~ ~ 

q a 

lsind"of accountabi!ity is necessary in making probation viable, 
~ . 

&" 0 'li 

a it does tend toC:on.tam!nate the outc:omes" of research; statistical 
o 

/I 
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inferenc~s rega,rding contacts a's "a result of the m~thod ofc 

probation management will not b~ include.d in this report,. , 
-,\ '.:', 

Further aff,~cting the results is the qu~sti6ftable accuracy 
{;; , ,t "-.~. 

of the data base, itself. DADP witne~sed overwhelmihg .in~ ". 

ternal stres~~;'~'last summer. T~e per~onnel, although" coopera­

tive, ~ere unable to function in the administr,f\tive upheaV'a~ • 

Rather than to use an existing canned package J availabH! in 

the DADPr library, they crp.ated a program" in our b~half.· We' 
" 

spent the year. working,. out the' kit:lk2',' l3ht ,,,.despite our efforts' 

many tragic flaws are still evident. 
II,' ,. 

SR;,cifically, we are 

still ttncertain that all the case 

list; if some cases do not exist, 
" 0 

scietftis t.to realize th~ snowball 

h~:foriesare on ~he mast~r­

~~:i«~)need not be a compu'ter 
S~V>~ 
Ct;-"':I;'\ 

ef'rect ' .. all subsequent' 

tra\rsactions ,coptacts J goals, releases t would have been ig­

nored. 'fherefore, as stated in the. foreword, some of what is 

. documented represents only trends in the data. Hopefu1.1y; OU't;" 

errors tended to cancel on~ another and the picture is a true.' 
t~ 

one. Right no~o1, ~ve are not confident in ma~ing sti.ch a state .. 

mente 
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"" I Results 

II 
Frequency Distrfputions 

I) 

For many of llS, the term Ju~e~ile Delinquent ,h.as societal 

and emotional overtoJt~s'i'; Although the\,word is ral,:'ely found in 
~: ... :~~' \?, 

current popular or~~h!~~~!1-tific literature, the theme rema.ins 
, 6 ~,;,: ~'! \ ' 

the same; childr.en"';;1n trouble, youth~ul off~nders, problem 

children ... -call them what you will--all bring to mind a stereo .. 

typed, stylized teenager. He (mind you, not she) is an habi-
:.:.~ j • " 

tual· offender and a school dropout from a br"oken hom~ shared 

." 

by many· s,iblings, wherein the income is substandard, the loca­

tion undesirable. Usually there is a racial or an ethnic bias, 

as well. The' Juvenile Del\inquent population in Bernalillo 

County is as follows. to1here comparisons are made, the popula­

tion information was taken from the 1970 Census data. .. 

'f 

Population: Our records show that at some point in time from 

April 1 ~·.1975, to April 30; 1976,,' 1255 yo?ths were on p~obation 

in Berna11],Ji~2"-~eounty. This accounts for approximately 2% "of 
.I "--'-~~~<;:.,-_:~ 

all youngsters aged 10-19 residing in the county. Accountin.g 
'. 

from the.l>aily Referral sheets sho'Ws that about 3300 persons 
, '0 . \il ,,;~i 

'or 5'~ o!I.t.ne youths in the county ~o1erereferred to the Proba-
::<~r 

tion Department. O\t':!? 
_~t , ~?; 

Income: The. ran.ge from $840 to $60,000 per year is ~f conj 

sidex-able magnitude; the figures below demonstrate a notice-
,) 

able descrepancy . 
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Inc:,ome for Probationer's Family 

$ 840 .. 5,000 
5,100-10,OQO 

10,100-15,000 
l5,100~20,000 
21,000-.60, 000 

38~O 
37~i 
14.4 
5.1 0 

5.4 

Comparing thes'e figures to those for the pppulaticmat large •. ' 
. " " \ 

there is no doubt: that most of tl1e prQbatid\pers in Bernalillo, 
\ ~. 

County c£ome from lower socio-economic famil;hes. 
,I 

'\\ 
I, 
I' Average ,Family Income. 

'Bernalillo County 

M<aan = 10,370 
Median = 9,031-

ii 
Juvenile~ Probation 

Mean = 8442,53 
Median = 6449.45 

Test for Difference in Medians 

Sex: 

Race: 

Anglo 

Spanish 

Other 

// 

z = 10.37 
p = £...0001 

Male 

Female 

1039 " 

216 

Percent on Probation 

43.10 

54.10 

2.80 
C:_>~ r, 

X2 - 52 ~'h1 
p f~ ~. 0001 

""-" 

82.8% 

17.2% 
',I:' 

~\ ... ,,:": .", 

")' 

Pereent age'lO-19 in Coun'ty 

53.27 

44.23 . 

2.50 

;. ' 

,:,' 
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9 
10 

,11 
12 
13 
14 
1S 
16, 

;,17 " 
18 
.19 

Meah :It 15. 75 "l>' 

Median if 15 .i~6 
'~ ~ II " 

o 
(! 

Number 

2 
12 
8, 

28 
54 

140 ' 
244 
309 
300 
157 

1 

''':' 

" 

Percent 

0~,2 
1.0 
0.6 
2.2 
4.3 

11.2 
19.4 
24.6 
23.9 
12.5 
0.1 

:". '" /, ' .' Number bfPrevious Offenses: Our figures conclude 40.6% ,are 
,I 

"first o,ffenders i 36.8% are on probation for the second or 

third t'ime. 

Offense Number 

,0 , 

1 
'2 

~'3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

,8 
9 

10 
ll" 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17' 
23 

o 

0, 

o 

Number of Probationers 

510 
294 
168 
109 

69 
33 
2'3 
16 
12 

5 
·5 

2 
I' 1 
'I 2 I' 
iI 

!\ 2 
)) 1 

1 , 
2 

\) 

11 

Percent 

40.6 
23.4 
13.4 
8~7 
5.5 
2.6 
1.8 
1.3 
1.0 
0.4 
0.4 

'0,.2 
0\~1 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.2 
)~. 

r' 

.0 

. 0 

Il 

i> 

J<, t 
L_ ~~ 
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Geo~raohic Location: 
. ,.0 

I,'; Quadrant Percent of Probationers Percent of Countyp,opulatiQn, 

NE 

. ~,' 
Sl1l 1,1 

~, 
, ~, 

/; 

34;.40 
16/20 
25.80 
23.60 

" , ,48,09 
' ... 
15.60, 
20.14 
15.56 

J ' 

Since PO~lation figures fdrt:h~, lO-~9 age g'l70upwere not av,lil-

a~le by' q,~drant •• there ~~~ ,nos:tgnif1Cance t.est computed. 'The' II 

d:Lsparitie~" for the l1:.ort'l.1 and s,outh valley may notbe'Si~nifl ... : 
\ Ii. .:' e', ,,', '.'" 

,c,~nt whenw~~;conside~ the) po!,ula~ion!.s predominantly Spanish~' ,', 
, . II " .' C'" I' 

.;: 
:~ 

6 .. 

the adoles~en ~~r~~tiP ~~iCJ1' tends *=0 be disproport,ionately 1:'e- '" .' 

presented in thec,gen:ral population. .__ __ " '~",~. '_,_~. <,' 

E1:hnic Representatfori in Ethnic Representation '. . .... ~. 
Bernalillo County for All Ages 10-19 

"'" Ages " 

An,Rlo 
Spanish 
Other 

School Information;' 

53.27% 
44.23% 

2.50% 

Percentages of Probationers by High School D1strict 

Not in School 
Albuquerque 
Cibola 
Del Norte 

C) El Dorado 
'Highland 
Rio Grande 
Sandia 
Valley 

,Gj 

(j 

. 

~vest Mesa 
Manzano 
School on Nheels 
CO,rra1luni ty School 
New Futures . 
Freedom 
Out"of",-Town 
ParoclHal 
T-VI 
11NM o 

", ~" .., . 

8 
5 
3 

'1 
o 
I 
2 
2 

t.) .• 

,2" 
o 

~ _ :\ ,_ .... "- . ';., fk' ~ •• '" ,~ .. ¥' '_-;'l""H _t '. '.(L. "",~) .i~~.~' . =' -"-,---,,,--- .• -.~ .. + ~~""'-'--'-"- •• ~(~''?I"'''~~ 

~J. 

q . 

" ,., 

.. ~ 
.' 

',,!~ 
c, 1! 

'J' 
" 
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, 'High School ,Enrollment Compared to 
Probationer Density 

High School Percent of all High 
School Students 

Percent of Probationers 
in Attendance 

A1buqu~-que 
Cibola 
Del Norte 

'1 Rl Dorado 
Highland 
Rio Grande 

, \( Sandia 
Valley 
West Mesa 
Manzano 
SchoQ1 on lVhee1s 
Community 
Freedom 

8.83 
6.86 
8.96 

12.24 
9.80 

10.91 
, 11.74 

7.91 
9~77 

10.54 
1.04 

.62 

.77 

14 .. 29 
3.78 
5.58 
6.57 
9.69 

14.29 
7.39 
9.03 

11~49 
7.06 
6.24 

.82 
3.78 

Excluding School on lfuee,ls, Community and Freedom . .High X2=78. 73, 
"'{~'; 

df-9, p= tOOl. That a school effect exists is undeniable; the 

probationers are disprop'ortit~nately represented at Albuquerque 

High School . 

. The Albuquerque Public Schools Student Withctraw1's 1976-75, 
.,' l 

rec,ently completeli by the Org9::,nization Analysisr;1nd Research 
{-

component, proj~cted a 5.0% yearly dropout rate for secondary 
::, .. - -

schools; attrition amcmg pt"Qbationers is alarmingly higher at 

12.93% per year. 

Age 

14 
15 
16 
17 0 

18 0 

. iI ' 

if Ii 

Percent in School 

~~. 94.3 
93.9 
81.2 
70.7 
62.4 

Retention Rate \1 Dropout Rate" 

13 

86.46 
87.07 
88.26 

13.53 
12.93 
11~74 

,:' 

o· 

,,------'---
,if 

___ ~_"---_ r/t-_ "-----________ --':} ~ __ G) 
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MaIital Status of Natural Parents: 

Status Number Percent 

r.farried 619 49.3 
Separated 61 4.9 p 

Divorced 451 35.9, , 
Never Married 14 1.1 

c'l,1idowed 110 8.8 fI 

Family Size: 
;-.-::"~-) 

,Siblings Number Percent 
(} 

0 94 J 7.5 
1 175 13.9 
2 215 17.1 
3 () 247 19.,,7 
4 190 15.1 
5 123 9.8 
6 -'!J 87 6.9 
7 40 3.2 
8 41 3.311 

" 9 12 1.0' 
10 13 1 0, . " 

11 7 0.6 ii 
12 8 0.6 'I 
14 2 0.2 
15 1 ~~" 0.1, 

3.43 
II: 

,Mean = \1 
\ 

Median = 3.08 \ 
i\ 

SUMmation of Freouency Distributions: The stereotype still 
',' 

ists, but the image is not nearly so crystallized as in the 

past. Tbe data reveal ... 
o 

.\\\ " 

(;-'1 

ex .. 

.. ,:;;:,'I;;P 

1. that ev!en thoup,h most of ~fhe probationers live in lower 
~' \ 

socio-E=.?conomic surroundings, an impressive numblar 
F ~, 

(45.9%)\hav~ a yearly family income above $7100,.00, 

2. .almost 20% are girls', 

3. a reversal in ethnic. representation of Spanish" and 
• (I , . ' 

Anglo youths. ;as found in the ~eneral populatiol1 of 
" ,'i \~~. a , \, 

Bernalillo CCluntYj'nonetheless, over 40% of the pro-

bationers ~re Anglo, 

71 

Q 

" 

i 
": 

, ,"; 
.~ 

, ,j 

, 
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4. and" the typic.al probationers is" a socin-to-be' 16,\ 
" ii 

year old male on probation .for the first or se-cond 

tilne , living in the northeas t quadrant wi. th his 

natural parents and three siblings. 

15 
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Cross Tabulations 

Of the 45 juvenile offenses, nine.account for over three­

fourths of the dispositions documented :f.n this research project; 

let us examine these as they relate to quadrant, school, family 

income and sex of offender. 
I 

Offense 

Auto Theft 
Auto Burglary 
Burglary 
Shoplifting 
Larceny 
Stolen Property 
Possession of Marijuana 
Disorderly Conduct 
CHINS 

Offense by Quadrant:* 

Offense 

Auto Theft 
Auto Burglary 
Burglary 
Shoplifting 
Larceny 
Stolen Property 
Possession of Marij'l~ana 
Disorderly Conduct. 
CHINS 

Income by Offense: 

Offense 

Au.to Theft 
Auto Burp;lary 
Burglary 
Shoplifting 
La:~ceny 
Stolen Property 
Po:ssessioT\, of Marijuana 
Di,Border1y Conduct 
CHINS 

NE 

35 
22 
92 
28 
37 
18 
13 
16 
66 

$840-
4200 

21 
12 
79 
25 
26 
11 
10 
18 
48 

Percent of Probationers 

SE 

14 
7 

49 
7 

15 
9 

10 
12 
26 

(,'P'· 

$4300-
7000 

18 
12 
86 
18 
21 
13 

8 
14 
42' 

6.5 
4.0 

25.1 
6.1 
8.1 
4.5 
3.5 
4.4 

'13.9 

mv 
15 
13 
93 
17 
21 
18 
12 
15 
43 

$7100-
10,800 

27 
11 
66 
17 
17 
16 

7 
10 
·27 

SW· 

18 
8 

81 
24 
29 
12 

9 
12 
40 

$10,810+ 

13 
13 
68 
14 
32 
11 
17 

7 
35 

"~Un1ess stated othe~o1ise, numbet's represent actual cases in 
each category. 

o 
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Offel1se by High School District: 

Offense Not in School Albuquerque Cibo1a Del Norte El Dorado Highland 

Auto Theft 18 9 2 6 4 9 
. Autl.b Eurg1ary 6 9, 1 1 2 4 

11 

Burp,Jary . l.5 54 5 20 14 15 
Shoplif.tinR 12 9 0 6 2 8 
Larceny 16 27 6 5 3 8 
Stolen Property 11 16 1 2 2 6 
Possession of Marijuana 8 5 3 2 2 5 
Disorderly Conduct 17 9 2 1 2 5 
CHINS 28 29 3 12 4 15 

Rio Grande Sandia Valley Hest Mesa Hanzano School on Wheels 

Auto Burglary 12 3 3 5 1 3 
Auto Theft 3 4 4 4 2 0 
Burglary . 39 14 16 33 14 15 ~ 

Shoplifting 9 2 3 10 4 1 
...... 

Larceny 16 4 2 5 3 1 
Stolen Property 6 5 3 5 0 0 
Possession of Marijuana 3 3 4 2 2 1 
Disorderly Conduct 4 1 ,~ 5 3 1 
CHINS 16 4 15 19 9 9 

New Futures Community Freedom Out of Town Parochial T-VI Ul 

Auto Burglary 0 0 2 1 1 3 0 
Auto Theft 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 
Burglary 0 3 7 8 9 3 1 

.Shoplifting 1 0 2 1 5 1 0 
Larceny 0 2 2 1 0 1 

" 
<, 0 
·v 

Stolen Property 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Possession of Marijuana 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
Disorderly Conduct 0 0 0 0 0 1. ~ 0 
CIIINS 0 0 1 5 4 2 0 



• 
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• 
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Offense by Sex: 

Offense Female Male 

Auto Theft 6 76 
( , 
" 

Auto Burglary 1 49 " ........ 
Burglary 15 300 
Shoplifting 30 46 
Larceny 4 98 
Stolen Property 3 54 
Possession of Marijuana f 1 43 
Disorderly Conduct 7 48 
CHINS' 98 77 

Summation of Cross Tab~lation! 1.Jere age by geoRraphic quadrant 

figures available from the 1970 census data, we could compute 

more meaningful offense by quadrant comparisons. Let it suffice 

to say that there is a fairly equitable city-wideldistribution 

of juvenile offenders; the southwest quadrant may tend to be 

over-represented, but again we call your attention to the pre­

dominance of Spanish.surnamed youths in the area. tole conclude ... , 

1. that income and possession of marijuana tend to be 

positively related I while income is in""ersely related 

• to disorderly conduct and shoplifting, 

• 

• 

• 

• 
"" 

2. agaiu that Albuquerque High School is over-represented 

in the probationer population when considering these 

nine offenses, 

3. 28.9% of the males and 45.4% of the females are under 

supervision for burglary and CHINS, respectively, 

4. and, that one-fourth (?f all the juvenile offenders 

are on probation for residential, or commercial bur-

glary. 

18 
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The Research Design 

As the reader 't'li11 recall; the purpose of this proj ect ~<1aS 

to compare the effaCaCy o;"'"team, traditional and volunteer pro-
/' 

!( J/ I 

batiol'i management in tll~ face of recidivism, length of time to 

achieve correctional goals, freq,uency and kinds of contact and 

eost. Included also 'tV'ere investigations of the results of the 

Nooney Problem Checklist, the '{vide Range Achievement Te.st (WRAT) 

reading subtest and the pre- and post-probation evaluation. OnJ.y 

team and traditional comparisons are shown, as the volunteers' 

contact sheets, dction plans, et. a1, ~-emained conspicuously 

absent throughout. We do know, hm<1ever, that the volunteers 

supervised forty-nine (L~9) probationers during September, 1975. 

We re~ret this laak in the findings, but no amount of ,f,orce or 

cajolary brought results; 'ole contend the volunteers are a valu­

able factor in juvenile probation, but without documentation the 

knm<1ledge must remain strictly spe'utulative. 

Recidivism: Every juvenile referred to the department has his 

or her name ente~ed in the daily log book kept by the Intake 

Unit. Since our operational definition included any new char~e, 

more or less serious than the probationary offense, which causes 

the probationer to be referred to the Juv,enile Probation Office, 

'i'1e felt the daily log was the lo~ical bep,inning in our rec5.di-
I' 

vism tallies. Only juveniles actively on probation during this 
,-, 

study are represented in the outcomes j volunt'eers are included. 

The read~r is()cautioned to r,~,:tP,ember these are strictly refE!rra~ 
(j,I:\ . 

and do not flzccount for final dispositions. Referra~sby way of 
\ d' 

'J \ 

G 

~ __ .~_.r,-I ___ ~/i~ 
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,,:r~vocation (.Ji;olation of probation) are not included, as it ~s 

felt a revocatio'n reprdse'nted action on a previous, .not ,new, 

charg~. '" 

'r 
Type of Probation 
Management 

Number of Persons ?' 

on Probation by'" 
M~thod' 

r; . 

Number of 
Referrals 

'Average Number 
of Referrals 

Number of Persons 
Re'ferred 

Percen'tag8 of 
Recidivism 

Estimated Annual* 
Recidivis'q1 Rate 

II 
II. 

Recidivism 

'J I' 

Team G Traditional Volunteer 

437 769 49 

358 541 L25 

.8192 .7035 .5102 

183 « 312 13' 

41.88 40.57 26.53 

66:72 62.44 45.53 

Ii, 

~ 1 

(I 

o 

j 
*The percentage of recidivism is not a representative numbe~ \ 
estimati,ng annual recidiv~srn rate~~ For exa, mp1e, if a person ~~ 
w~s on probation for only one month of the study, it would be~=0~~ 
invalid to count that person as having gone one year or six -= 

o months (as the others on official or unofficial probation) 
without recidivating. To arrive at an ad.justed annual recidi­
vism rate, a technique for reliability te~ting was employed 
which uses 1) the total "time on test" (time on prqpation 
without another referral) and 2) the number of failures (re­
cidivists). This method yields an estim~ted mean time to re­
cidivism-and an estimate of the annualredidiv~sm rate. Please 
recall this number does' ~ reflect final dispositions . Please )'j 
see: Cohen, A. C., --progressively Censor~d Samples in Life, d.l 
Tes,ting, Technometrics, 19:63, 5. 3~7-339~ 

,.; 

, __ .~~1 
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Persons Referred But Not on Active Probation 

Numbet' 
Number of Referrals 
Average Number of Referrals 

-

1066 
1523 

1.4287 

There is no significan.t difference in Team and Tradition. <J 

o 

rates. While -they both have approximately the'same percentage("" 

of recidivists, the Teams' average annual recid~vism rate tends 
o -

to be higher owing to repeat offendel.'s. Most dis.tres"sing is 

the recidj.vism ra,te for those not on probatioon '." Projections' 

are that over 50% of the juvenile offenders (referrals to t~ . 

department) are;~;!ounseled and released twice, or more. ,. 

Length of Time to CqrnE1ete Correctional Goals: 
,r--

Method 
b 

Goals Set Goals Completed Percent '\ 
Team 451 106 23.50 

Traditional 416 185 .. 44.47 

:z ,. 6.53 
<.,.0001 

(:;. 

P 

Team members; " In all fairness to the it should be state~J 

»;; 

that they were required to report correctional 'goals through­

out the study; the Traditional officers ,reported theirs. ex post. 

facto. Retrospection is generally expansive. 

:~;. 

Frequency and Kinds of Contac,ts: Even though these data tend' 

to be unreliable, frequency of contact is listed.~ 

Avera~e Monthly Contacts Per Officer* 

Traditional 
() 

Direct l) (1' 
" 

Peripheral 
() 

Te1ephon~ 

-------~,~\---------------------­" 

53.23 

20.81 

17.74 

Team 

42.26 
, 

24'.96 . 

17.81 

'i') , 

*Reflects""af1uctuation in numbers of Traditional Officel':S, 

21 
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Averap.;e Monthly ContaC.t ?er Prob~tioner* 

Traditional Team 

Direct 

Perip'hera1 

Telephotle 

1.60 

.60 

.52 

1.22 

.72 

.52 

Cost: Early in the summer of 1975, the research analyst, per--
"chance. met the ~entleman whq drafted the project's grant ap ... 

a 
plication and, 'since the cost requirement had baffled us, this 

s.eemed the 0PJ:l0rtunity to settle this issue with finality. His 

response was less than satisfactory, however, as he was also 

mystified as to eX,F\ctly how the cost should be calculated. He 

invit~a us to use our collective imagination. The following 

~~r:s reflect the 1975-76 projected budget for the Traditional 

Fleld Officers Unit. 

Probation Management 
Alten1atives . 

Grant Funding 
~Research Analyst Salary 
$91,: 837' , . 

Divide by number of officers 
(7) . 

$13,548.14 per officer per 
year 

Divide by avera~e caseload 
(34.57) 

$391.9,0 per prgbationer per 
year 

Traditional 

Projected Budget 
'. -Director of Volunteers Salary 

-Part time salaries 
-2/3 office supplies 
...3/4 postage 
-eqUipment and machinery 
-intake unit 
$207,959.28 
Divide by avera~e number of 

officers (10) 
$20,795:93 per officer per year 
Di ·J'ide b .. Y average case10ad 

(33.87) 
$613.99 'per probationer per 

year 

,Jktfeflects" ~ fluctuation in numbers of Traditional Officers. 

22 '''.\ 
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Save the cost and. correctional goals factor, we must accept 

the null hypothesis; ,there is no significant difference be-
1\ 

tween traditional and" team prob~;tfon management inre~idivistn, 

rates and contacts. Team management does, however, provide 
d 

services to slightly more probafiortefs at a sign~ficantly l~wer 
I 

cost. 

" Hooney: Problem Checklist: Results from the checklist are avail ... 

c.] 

able for 575 probationers and 57 non-d~iinquent Vigh school and ~ 

junior high school students in Bernalillo County. Scoreswere 
\) 

completed as specified in the manual and the threOe major' af~~s ;,' 

of concern, irrespective of the magnitude of concel;'Il, werex-e-
,;', 

corded in the master file. There were 330 items, 30 in ea.ch 

of the following areas: 

0 HPD 
FLE 
SRA 
SPR 
PPR 
CSM 

HF 
MR 

ASt07 
FVE 
CTP 

HPD 
'" FLE 

SRA 
CSM 
SPR 
PPR 

MR 
HF 

F~TE 
ASl07 ' 
CTP 

Health and Physical Development 
Finances, Living Conditions and Employment 
Social and Recreati.onal Activities 
Social-Psychological Relations 
Personal-Psychological Relations 
Courtship, Sex and ~.farria,ge 
Home and Familv 
Morals and Religion; 
Adjustment to School Work 
The Future: Vocational and Educational o 

Curriculum and Teaching Procedure 

Probationer Population 

-.f) 

First Second Third Choice 

38 40 48 
64 67 50 
18 27 34 
15 7 (,) 27' 
41 81 73 " 
50 77 67 
23 

I'cr; '27 37 
f2 'II, 

1'1. 66 (~9 
73 79 78 

207 96 74 
18 28 38, 

q,<O 

Q 

O'~ , 
23 

.':. 

,I 
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" Even the most cursory glance reveals ASW as the over-

whelming area of concern--so ove1;'Whelming, in fact, that it is 
, ::; II 

the first and second most frequet\t1y dec1aredp~ob1em. Let us 
- 1"', ',',' 

compare th.ese resu1ts'to the non-delinquent population by 

totaling tpe numb'er of times a speci'tic problem z-anked first," 

second or third. 

Probationers Non-delinquent z 
,'I 

HPD 126 (2Q.69%) 11 (19.64%) .19 
FLE 181 (29.72%) 18 (32.14%) -.38 
SRA 79 (12.97%) , 9 (16.07%) -.66 
CSH 49 ( 8.0S%) 10 (17.86%) -2.47* 
SPR 195 (32.02%) 20 (3S.71%) -.57 
PPR 194 (31.86%) 22 (39.29%) -1.14 

MR 87 (14.2970) 11 (19.64%)"; -1.08 
!iF ;).77 (29.06,%) 13 (23.21%) .93 

FVE 230 (37.77%) " 9 (16.07%) 3.24** ? 

ASW 377 (61.90%) 27 (/+8.21%) 2.01* 
CTP 84 (13.79%) 18 (32.14%) -3.6S** 

li 

*p<.OS ' 
**p<.Ol 

0 

Discovering de1inq~ent and non-delinquent yout~s expressed 
IV 

similar kinds of problems made us c~rious as to whether 'the de~ 

~reeof concern was at all similar in both groups; because the 

dif'ferencgs were significant, the CSM, ASW and FVE categories 

were reViewed and the under1ine~ statements were tallied. The 

comparison follows: 

CSM 

ASW 
\:1 

FVE 

*p<.OS 

Probationers, 

Mean - 2.20 
S.D. 1:1 3.76 

t - 1.22 

Mean III 6.20 
S.D. a 6.12 0 

t - 1.97* 

Mean=- 3.71 
S.D. - 3.76 

t III 0.6S 

24 
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Non-delinquent 

3.07' 
3.90 

'S.28 
4.19 

3.12 
3.33 
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CSM and FVE do not differ si,gnificantly, but in. addi~1c:m ' 

to being the overwhe~ming first concetrn of the probationers, . 

ASl-1 is also of a greater magnitude of conce:rn. 'W\}t1' Could it 

be that even though the control group expresses difficulty in 

" . . i:.-·'~ 

...• ~ 
j~1 
it: 
'I~ 

;,,\ 
, ~; 

•• . ., I 

school, their coping ,sJ~...ills are bet~er developed such. tha~:. ." .,.~ 

can tolerate the situation and remal.n free to. enjoy (?) the. "'\. ".'1 
social-psychological preoccupations J~ypical of adolescents,? .... \~ 

o ~ 

The juvenile prohationersmay dislike school with"such'in~ensity ] 

tha't it' permeates and/or over-ridest2.heir soeial and ps.ycholo-. 

gical concerns j knowi.ng 'they cannot cope with school t the pro-
C; r; 

bationers may ,realize and express a parallel concern over the 

future. Suc~ess in school, so we are taught, often predicates 
>':; 

sUcce,ss ,in a ch9senprofession. :00 they feel dooFed to' failure? 

Do they now and will they continue to fulfill the prophecy?' 

Readin~ Ability: Much to our dismay, the Albuquerque Public 

Schools do very lilttle institutional research and are, tbere-' 
'.", '"~ 

D 

fore, unable to give specific information with regard t() system-

wide reading s,bilities.A "ball park" figure,- computed f;t;om 
D . . 

, .. (; , 

the 1973-74 academic year sweep testing effort in which 6000 

sophomores participated, allows that the average, fift~en ~ or 

sixteen year old isreadi~g aboutnfne (9) tnonths,below the 
6 

grade level; i.e., the national norm. We administered the 

reading section of the WRAT to 597 probatHi.ot1,ers and present the' 

following results,: 

:.~ 
o ...• ~ 

:j 

.. G ," 'jI.l 
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Grade Level 

1 
2. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

casesif' 
:3 1,~~, 

36 
30 
52 
60 
67 
67 
62 

1 
6 
5 
9 

10 
11 
11 
10 

o 9 50 
44 

8 
7 
5 
5 
5 
2 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 

10 
11 
12 
13 
l~ 
1'5 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Mean • 7.69 
Median - 7.25 

28 
28 
32 
12 

7 
8 
4 
1 
6 

seventy-nine (79) ,percent of the population reads at or below 

the ten,th grade level,; fifty-one (51) percent read at the fourth, 

fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth grade levels inclusively. The 
" average probation~r is a tenth grader reading at somewhat better 

thana second sett'l.ester seventh ~rader. Our ball park figure 
( i,1 

estimates the juvenile offender population in Bernalillo County 

to be two to three academic years beh~pd their non-delinquent 

Pre- "and Post Evaluations: The initial evaluation was filled 

out as soon as possible. For those on official probation, it 

was normally done 'directly after court; unofficia1s and con-

i "sent decrees completed theirs at the first meeting with the 
if? " 

probation. officer. Since the probation officers remembered the 

\\ post-evaluations only after the release was completed, we re-
i) 

~ 
ceived far less of these thap anticipated; pre-evaluations were 

\\ 

..... ~ ". ,', , ' 

~~':;:,i:;t..,_;, ~,; ';_"~, '.u '~~ ~'~" ~;."-,, . ... """,A""-,, '------"_ 
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~ , . 
numerous. lole did cOntplete sevehty-six sets and, even ,though " :; .' , , 

the sample size may be too 'small to be reliable, th~ results 

are presented, as they are curious. 

There<cW'ere five questions per evaluation wi~h a five 

point, lea,st favorable tQ mos,t favorable option, seale ~ The 

pre- andpost-evalua'tions were-wordedidentically with the ex­

ception 'of verb tense,. the post-evaluation being in the pas~. 

tense. 

Question 

I feel probation 
will be good for 
me. 

My probation of­
ficer will"be my 
friend. 

My correctional 
goals are realis­
tic. 

Probation will help 
me stay out of 
trouble~ 

Probation will help 
me solve some of my 
personal problems. 

*p~Ol 

Pre-Mean 
'II 

,,3.5472 

4.3962 

3.5660 

4.0000 

3.0943 

Post-Mean tvalue 

3.6226 -0.56 

~A. 0566 2.58* 

3.3208 1.42' 

," 

4 .1887 -1'.53 

. " 
3.0755 0.10 

Of singular significance is the pos~-evaluation l.'esportse 
" \) " .~ :; 

to question 2; probationers did not view thiHor p,l;:ob'ation of-

ficers aS"friends after being released. A closer look at the 

outcomes raises some intei:esting questions: after, ,the fact, 

probatio~ is good; correctional goals become ~unreal:istic;they 

'1P stayed 'out of trouble thanks to probation; no personal problems, 

were solved. Why? . Hypothetically, the pr9bationers' may f(!,~l 
, lJ. 'I 

.~!.' 

relief an4 be happy at staying out of troub,le ,so 1 by inferel1c·e, 

D 
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probatio~i is good. On the othe; hand, correctional goals may 
I 

'\ j/ 

have bec,~ome unrealistic in tandum with the pressure, as applied 

by the officer, to complete them. Personal problems may have 

gone unsolved because the cause of the problem may have been 

the probationer himself, not the outside. ,world. (This was wit .. 

ness,edin our parent~teen group counseling sessions.) The of­

ficer may have tended to introduce or reinforce that fact. No 

wonder the officer is not a friend. The negative outcome may 

~e a credit to the officer; no, they were not friends, but they 

may have done their work well. Pursuance of these hypothetical 

questions might yield interesting results. 

28 
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Sidetracks to Uncover Peculiarities in Data (STUPID) 

If we haven't already lost you, thi,s' is the part of re-
-, 

search most enjbyable to the researcher, those serendipitous" 

sidetracks which raise questions and, often, eyebrows. Some 

of what follows is silly and presented strictly for comic re­

lief. The rest bears significance and adds knowledge to the 

relative paucity of fact~ known about juvenile offenders in 

Bernalillo County. 

Astrological Sign by Percentage of Probationers and General 
Population: 

Number Percent of Percent of General 
Probationers Population 

Aries 88 .07012 .08348 

Taurus 112 .08924 .08485 

Gemini 102 .08127 .08582 

Cancer 115 .09163 .08612 

Leo 106 .08446 .08564 

Virgo 109 .08685 .08"454 

Libra 97 .07729 .08313 
(', 

.08179 Scorpio 100 .07968 

Sa.ggitarius 111 .08845 .08088 

Capricorn 109 .08685 .08061 
n 

Aquarius 106 .08446 .08105 

Pisces 100 .07968 .08209 

X2 
::If 6.16 

')'( Taken from: A to ,Z Horoscope Maker and ~Ielineator by Llewellyn 
George, Llewellyn Publications, St. Paul, Minn., ,1970, p,. 7,16. 

,"",,~ 
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• 
Race bv GrouEed Irtcome: 
===<,5 

• 840- '+300- 7100- 10B10- Total Cases 
4,200 7000 10BOO and Up 

Anglo 16.S% 21.S% 24.1% 3B.0% S03 

• Negro 41.7% 25.0% 12.5% 20.B% 2l. 

Indian 66.7% 22.2% 11.1% 0.0% 9 

Spanish 35.6% 30.3% 21.1% 13.1% 641 

• 
Race by Marital Status of Natural Parents: 

..-;:'!/ 

;f" /./ 

Mar'ried Separated Divorced Never Married Widowed Total 

• Anglo 48.6% 4.4% 3B.B% 0.2% 7.9% 541 

Negro 36.0% 0.0% 52.0% B.O% 4.0% 25 

Indian 30.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 20.0% 10 
.O' 

Spanish 50.7% St 4% 32.8% 1.6% 9.4% 679 

Age bv Disposition of First Offense: 
" • 

Age Official Unofficial Counsel and Release 

6 0 0 1 
1 0 0 ;2 

• 8 4 2 1 
9 7 5 9 

10 B 10 17 
11 1.0 11 19 
12 27 19 54 
:13 63 26 69 

• 14 109 35 97 
15 134 41 77 
16 11B 29 47 
17 69 20 

'~~..;.I." 
14 

18 
'0, 

7 0", 0 

• l~ ~ 
~ 

' .... 
\ ~~i' .~:; I 

~1 
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The older the person at the time of first referral, the greater" 

the likelihood of being placed on official or unofficial proba~ 

tion. Fourteen seems to be the age of responsibil.ity in the 

eyes of the Second Judicial District: 

,Age 13 or younger 

Age 14 or older 

52.74% placed on Official or Unofficial 

70.51% placed on Official or Unofficial 

Summation of STUPID: Race and income tend to be. inversely pro-
(i 

portional among the families of Spanish and Anglo probationers; 

marital ~tatus of natural parents is constant cross-culturally. 

Astrological sign and day of birth, notwithstanding, the likeli-
\\ 

hood of being placed on probation for a first offense is greater 

after the fourteenth birthday . 

~' . 
,. 
/. 

, 
'I 
i 
I 

I' II 
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Summary and Conclus,{~~)ns 
., .... ' 

The report makes no attempt to develop all the implica" 
\3. 

tions; the findings are fairly evident, but subj ect to such "" 

differing and controversial expl~nations that this wr~er will 
.-:;; 

simply avoid the proverbial heat by t"emaining well outside the 

kitchen. Said simply, any ramifications ,\;;be they" change, dis .. 

cussion or rel?lication, are left to the experts. 

There are some suggestions, hoW'e'ver. At this juncture 

team managemel1)t appears neither to he}p Bfr harm in any" signi-, 

ficant way, but it is les~ expensive in terms of service de­

livery. Of course,. the surrO'l:~ndinga were aus tere compared to 

those of the traditional officers, but even that did not alter 
;-, 

the teams' effacacy. If saving money, regardless of the phy-

, 0 

sica\l plant, means hiring additional officers with a reduction 

in caseloads, then, p~;rhaps, team management is a viable alter-
, ,2) 

native. The reader will recall the average caseload contained 

35 or so probationers 

approximately 1.25 to 

# ~ 

per officet and every person was seen 
~, --;;:=. 

1.50 times per month; ~Y'hile this is 

hardly up to t.he court requirement for maximum supervision, we 
,0 

might safely assume this is better than when the ratio was one 

(~officer per 65 to 80 probationers. 

, ~~i1e investigating the cost of service delivery, the 

Probation Department m~ght also explore the self-stated prob-
,) 

lems of the juveniles under supervision. \\ Is school the prob- @ 

\\ ')L.~ -

'\ 
1em ''or is it, in fact, the emb.odiment of all conflict stemming 

"~:; :1 c:;, 

from acceptance, conformity(\:and the generalized middle class 
(' " 

o 

/l 
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(' social system. And~' what of readin~ ability? Educators and 
o 

adjudicators ,alike," ~hould explore whetherr a deficit reading 
c\ ~\ 

,) fl () ". ~ 

score is a function of delinqueney.of visa versat, 

There's a "-'1ealth' of .. data from this study that not only 

needs further manipulation, but could also act as the catalyst 

for other, lessgen~ral, research e&forts. In the past, we 
~ G 

have done a great dea,l to the probationer; this "study, , the 
,11 I' 

pres~nt'd~ta arid any future endeavors may very well. begin a 
.' .J ~" ' . ~_, 
( c~certedeffort c~~· do something fo~ the probat'1onet':'" particu- p 

larly aU an e~rlier' a,ge. We should. lYrno'::1 conclusively whether 
'/ 

youngsters placed on offic;L'al probation for the first '"gjfense, 
: l .' I) ,~ 

~ge and seriousness of offense notwithstanding, come back more 
d "C\ Q <', 

'o't" less often than those who are repeatedly counseled and re ... 

leased. 

Finally, the data base warrants continuation; it could 
(,') 

become an invaluable.tool in prediction as well as in simple~ 
o Q 

accounting. The following"'plan is merely a suggestion. Other 

such systems may also be applicab~e. 

The PDP'~'ll/IO and the RT-li software offers an on line 

;:J' system with one hard copy device and one video sC~ge usuable .. 
'\ "."~ ,. !J 

for prin\~ed copies and genera~/{nformation retrieval respec- " 
~ tlf' 

tively., All demog~hicoinformation can be entered at Intake 
(\ 

and the 'f;ile can be updated 
lot 

I ' 

di,spo~d,l;Jon, release. etc. 
, ,~, ~J.V 0 

a~Eer every transact~on '" . 

referral, 

A data clerk eouid easily complete 
. ~ 

these tasks in minimal time (about eight hours per week) and 

the probation officers would be able to,q\'\e~Y' the files 'at 
-:1 ~' /:~;g'.:~ ,\ 'J 

their convenience. An.~~~~ syste\m assures 
d'\~ "'-~' 
.~ ~~ 

" and eliminates time constraints as ~<7ell as the 

o 

confide~tiality 

inconvenience 
"~ 

!\ 
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month. Of immedia.te Use is th~ daii'y record keep.ing capabi .. , 

lities; wider aspects include the assimilation of qua,rted, " 
., 

and monthly reports and an accurate de'scription of monthly 

trends. 
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Appendix I -Pro.1ect:Director' s Notes 

'0 

The purpose of this appendix is to evaluate. on a rather 

1
,,1) ' • . ) 

,;"»)0":'" . intuitive basis. the administration i!l'plicstiol'ls of the Pro ... 

. . bation Management Alternatives Proj,ect. If anything :t,s ap­

parent from th~ data gathered and,~nalY'zed by the, PMA Project} 
!' • 

~1--;I;~ 

it is that' the;·/t~sults are inconclusive as to which .method o)~ 
'.'1., 

probation sllpervision is more effective. 

I wou1.d hyp'bthesize that the method of supervision is not 

so' much a fUnction of recidivism ~,s are the' uncontrollable 

factors that have exerted daily influence on the probationer~ 

for a substantial period of time. These factors include home, 

~loo land peet gr.oup. 

As a suggestion for further research, it might be advl1h ... (.-..~ Ii 

ta/l:eous to separate the recidivist population from the dadi'c- \-:-'= 
j'1( ., 

base and to do statistical analysis to determine ij any factors 
'., 

significantly relate to the tendency to recidivate. 

The need for an ongoing data collection and analysis pro­

gram is definite. 

As Dr. Davis points out in the. research report, the lack (~ 

of art est:;lplished electronic data base was one of the biggest 
! ,. ,;, 

drawback:s of the proj ect. 

Any meaningful, "pgoinR assessment of the work of the de­

partment will depend upon .~he availability of an easily mani-

.pulated data base. 

In order to l'rovide a complete picture t 'it will be neces­

sary to include both a juvenile offender based tracking sys-
~ .. ". 

tem (JdBT~) and a mana~ement information system. 0 
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For the.,~,,~ourt, the point of ehtryof the data"' would be 

at the intake level. 

The maintenance of such a system would n6.t be expensive 
",' Q 0 

and, in my opinion, would not necessitate the purchase of ex"" 
, 

pensive hardware or hiring of personnel." Even though the de-

velopment of the existing system was painstaking and slow, 
,rl..'..) 

the trauma·was typical of that reported by others in converting 

to cOl11puter ii.systems . Now, most of the "bugs It have ,been worked 
" 

out and the ,immediate t}eeds of the department ,can be met and 

the operations1:tould be considerably smoother." ThefDivision 
, " c· . 0 . ' 

of Automated Data Processing (DADP) has recently expanded its )1 
" .' capacity to provide services"., thereby enabling much morere-

sponsiveness. 

The mana~~Dl~ntinformat'i~h reports now programmed and i.n. 

Is.,~~-o~~_);f.-",~:,-,-~"~-operat'i~~' i~~ l~de : :\ \ -,', . 

• 

• 
, 

• 
0< , 

.. 

1. Monthly Contace Report by Officer - giving the num­
ber. gf contacts by type . and, average time per con,,: 
tact-listed by officer.' 0 

2. Monthly Contact; by Case - each case a~'tively as­
signed for field supervision is listed" and the 
type and time., of contac't is listed. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

n i> 
" Insufficient Contact, Report. -cases listed. by' of-
"ficer and file "number that were not seen in ac­
co~dance with the degree of supervision, specified. 

,), (: 

Excess Contact Repo;t:'t - cases listed by officer 
and file number that ~07ere seen in excess of t~07ice 
the minimum number of contacts speci.fied.· 

. 0 
1) 

r10nthly Goa:t?CompletionReports ~ correctional 
",goals, 'completions data and numbetl, of days to 
completion for each probationer released ~rom 
supervi s ion. " 

, " 

These rep~~ts are necessary to provide a de~~ee o£ ac-

countabilityfor the supervision of the probationers ~:nd 

(] 'J. 

~. 

1: 

I 
, I 

" 
. -
j 
'I 
i 

J 
i, 

,\~ . ~ 
,~ 

!~ 
~ 
'f 
,~ ". 

"J 

" , ,; 
.' u . ~~ 
~ ,~ 

~~ 
.~ 
w 
" ~ 
; 

) 



'. 
I: 
I', 

r:r' 

, , 

,. ' .. 

• 

• 

• 

o 

the most efficient use of time. 

One factor tliat might be viewed ~:l.th concern is that the 

average amount of time spent in case related contacts (as re-
<:::J 

po'rted on the contact reports submitted by the officers) was 

less than 40% of the available work time. 
I " '.; .~,:; 'y .' 

This mitl;ht indicate a need for training designed to'in~ 

crease the efficiency of time us~. It also might indicate a 

need to study the non-case related time use (court responsib.i­

lities, public relations contacts, transportation of juveniles 
!I 
I( , , 

to and from the Detention Home, etc.) to determine if the field 

officer might not be ~elieved of some of these duties. 

Presently, the Second Judicial District's Probation De­

'Part~ent does not maintain data that can track the individual 

through the system. Their annual report, however, demonstrates 

considerable expertise in trackin~ paper. 

While the research evaluation was inconclusive as to the 

effectiveness of traditional "Is. team supervision, there might 

be some consideration given to the follm<1ing: 
,) 

1. Work environment 

a. physical 

b. em6tional 

2 . l\7ork performance 

a .. accountability 

b. functional specialization 

3. 
J1 

Training. 

It should be noted that the Haw~horne effect has had some 

significance in the execution of the proj.ect ~I however, the' 
(, 

wtiter feels that operationally the effect is 0 distributed, 
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equally on both the control group 

fJicers) and" the experimental group (pro~ation teams) and the1;'e- ,0 

fore equalized t<? some ~xtertt. 
, 

t-lhen the proj~ct was started, the working conditions of 

,~ 

:~ 
, ",,:~ 

the traditipnal probation officers wer,e c;!hangedc,s'ignif:tcaTit'ty.;~" ~ ,,' 

The biggest change 't-1asa dramatic decrease in the size of~ the" 

'caseload. Prior to PMA, the average caseload ,for a sin~le of-
~C'< 

J " 

ficer was between 70 and 80 probationers. As the case loads 

for the PMA teams were built from the cases carried ,by the, 
a 0 " ~ 

o ' 

traditional officers, caseloads decreased to an averagoe of(l35 

proba~ion~!rS per officer\ v 0 

',I~ 

Accompanyinp, this change waS a shift, in ~he record keeping~" ,,:~ 

procedures. For the first time, the probation officer; were P ',:~~ 
.~ 

q a . ~ 
required to keep a record to be turned in weekly of the, con ... 

tacts they made. This' was, viewed by many of the traditional 
(, DC', q' ,1 

officers as a sign of mistrus.t and ~hey :t;'esented this research 

reauirement . 

The PMA teams, however, wererrall neophytes' to the job. 
," ? 'b . \;, :.J 

None of the sevep. officers involved, had, been probatio~f~ic)ars 

before. The record keeping requirements were included as a 
, q, 

/' part of their initial training and were accepted. ~ese record .'~~ 

keeping chor~s were also accepted by the l1ew tradit{~al field' :'~1 
''::$ 

officers, as personnel changes we,re made \ The ~iter feels that' "l'~ 

the recordo keeping which was ~imposed is part of the normal' ex­

pectatiops of'daily operation of any ent~rprise and are really 

minimal . 
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or any office furniture other' than for the Pro .. iect Dir,~'cto,r, 

Research Analyst, and Secreta.ry. !t be~ame neeessar~' for the 
. '1 

project to secure space from .the Albuquerque Public/Schools 
f, 

i 
(rent free) for .offices, and the space provided ~as(one class­

/ 
l:'.«'om in· the old, Albuquerqtl~e H:Lgh 

i 
Sehool. Office fprniture was 

,'I 
~/ 

also scrounged from the school system and placed tn a rather 
I! 

communa.1 fashion in the space provided. Providep:tia,lly" this 
D I 
situation' has worked out to the benefit of the project. Ter­

e:' JI 

ritoria1 rights do n0
0
t seem to qe important to ~:he PMA staff 

I 

and it has made its possible for the erftire projikct staff to 
I, 

interact. Indeed, the physical conditions for'if~s interaction. 

This interac;tion includes the secretary arid etjl,~bies her to 

fun,etion effectively in situations when the p!Fobation officers 

are not in the office and sottle sort of action seems indicated, 

to stave off crisis. 

The emotional environment is also effected. Through the 

interaction of the team members, a collective support is given 

to individual efforts. Case plannin~ uses the creative thoughts 

and experiences of several people and failure becomes less per­

sonal. Frequent team meetings provide almost daily feedback 

and different insi~ts. 
" 

By contrast, being a traditional probation officer can be 

a lonely experience. Defeats become personal defeats. Situa-
" 

. tions such as the suicide of a probationer creates emotional 
\ 

drains for which outlets are not provided . 
"1\ If. 

lolork Performance 

While the writer would like to assume that all people who 

are hired for "jobs will do their· utmost t03:ccomp1ish what is 

o . 
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"" expected, it would be "Pollyanish" to believe 

always t~ue. 
() 

o 

(," 
, \\ 

that ,thll, s'" is' 
" 1\ 

ji 

o II 
, "i Ir~ 

in 'd~e(i'PMA 
II 

One situation this writer encountered early 

,Project which eventually led to the forced terminatiq/n of a 
, , 

Q ~ l' 

team member involved falsification of contact ~ecoX'd~ and 
'II 

,feedback reports to team members. The team members 'Ii cont,acts 
I~ u 

with the same probationers belied the reports and e~iabledthe 

confrontation ~-1hich led to the termination. Thts 'situation 
o o 1\ 

cou1d have lasted indefinitely without the team interaction. 
, "' ; 

\ ~. ~I 

A situation which exists and has existed fqr a I,long tim~ 
II " 

is the high attrition rate of probation officers wi:t:jpin the', 
1'1· 

,department. 
'\ 

Each time a probation officer leaves the caseload 

\'\ S~ifted to a, ne~-1 offi,cer, disrupting the continuity of sel."Y-

ad:e'to the client. Through the team, continuity would be dts-
"''\ 
;iruJ'ted only if,' the entire team were to leave at 'the same time. 

• \ v " ',' 

A si1"ilar situation is created whenever a traditional probation \ , ' ,,' 

officE:.,r goes on vacation, sick ~,eave, etc. As long as' one mem­
\ 

ber ot' the team remains ,in town, the continuity of service to 

the client 'can be maintained. 

Because ofa the specialization, that each member of the team 

has, it is possible to better identify problem areas and de­

velop the means to solve the problems. This also results inCa 
'1. v 

, ,iill 
satisfaction beyond tha.t which can be experienced by the tradi,-

tional officers who ,are confronted' by such a multitude ofprob-
o 

1/' 

lems that it is aifficu~t' to see the forest because ,of the trees. 

An 'exampl~ of this may be seen by the work done by an edu.,-o . 

cational"specialist with the PMA Proj ect. The relationship be'~,' 

tween educational progress and delinquency is bec~~in~ mo1"e and 
\~ 0 I 

@ 

~: .' ~.,. 
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more, apparent. It. seemed as if there ,~as a nee,d to identify 
\"(1, ,-\\, 

the reasons f.or this and to improve the educational program 
o \ 

accordingly. The team member identified the need and a com,.. 

munityresource'. This resulted in "a comprehensive rese.a.rch 
;, If \ 

proj~ct being i\Litiated to determine the lccal relationship 

between learnin.g disabilities and delinquent behavior as well 

as prescriptive educational programs de.signed to meet the needs 

of those subsequently identified as "learning disabled~." (See 

Appendix II) 

This progi'am wa'~~ made possible because of the specializa-
(, 

tion ·'0£ tasks on,; the 't;eam and the ability of the other team 
'\ 

~embers to covelt w:hen l\eCessary. 

Because of tft~ relatively larger caseloads that the teams 
,~' 

d~al with, the ability to categorize problems and deal with 

thes,e in groups has been facilitated. 

For example, . appr,oximately-:~O,1,. of the juveniles on proba-
: \ ~ .. -c~:; 

tionare out of school and many'jof these need employment. The 

teams decided to deal with these clients in a group situation 
, ':' 'V"'I 

with the employrHent specialists and group worker teaching the 

skills necessary for obtaining a job. Unless a traditional 

officer's caseload was homogenously ass:hgned, this type of 

~roup operation would be impossible and the resultant time 

savings would be lost. 

training 

Because of the high turnover rate of probation personnel, 

the training of new probation off.icers must be an administra-
G 

o 

tive concern. Bud~etary considerations dictate replacement 

personnel cannot be hired until a vacancy exists. 

42 
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that caseloads go unsupervised un'til new officers can be 

trained to assume them.,:, 
f~) 

Training has generally been done by,'a combination of ob­
I, 

servation of another more experienced officer and specifiecd 
" ' 

,,0 

tasks to be carried out . 
o .(.' 

The [training process with the team is much the same with 

the exception that training is done with other members of the 

team doing the training and, since the caseloadwill be the 

same with ~qhich the new officer eventually works, assumption 
, ;1' 

of full usefulness and :Ieffectiveness is fa,cilitated. 
'\ 

" D;sadvantagesi\ 
)1 

One could hardly '1rite a credible exposition on thet-ela­
!j 
, 0 

tive effectiveness of i;traditional versus team supervision with::-
'I 

out exploring some of if he dra~o1backs of ~ach. ' Lest the reader 
" feel the ~rriter has ldet all objectivity, it is necessary toO 

"I 

examine the drawbacks (,f team ','pperations. 
" , 

Effective team opt~ration ~ust allow time for exchange of 
'\ 

information. At times, this coimnunication must be a forced 

priority. There are always other'things that team members can 

do such' as telephoning, seeing ,clients, writing court reports, 
" 

etc. I.t was decided early in the PMA Project that during the 

team meeting nothing short of a disaster would be allowed to 1) 

. u 

interfere. This had to be reinforced front time to, time. 

Due to the inconclusive nature of the; results, there,}is 

n'bt sufficient justification to reconunend that traditional"., 

team or volunteer methods of probation~ supervision be con­

tinued a~ they have be~n oper~ting. 
,f\) 

The cost factor would seem to indicate that more could 
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be done with the resources available to the Juv'enile Probation 

Department, and the low perc.entage of time being spent by those 
(, 

officers responsible for field supervision working their ~cas,e-

load needs to be examined closely. 

Generally, in a research effort the burden of proof is on 

the new or innovative. I am not sure that this is as it should 
(~) 

q:~._,as it stifles the development of different solutions to the 

problems confronting us. 

I 'N'ould suggest that chanp.;e should be an ongoing, dynamic 

process and that new and innovative ideas be constantly intro­

duced, evaluated, adjusted and re-evaluated . 

With that as a philosophical basis, the following sugges­

tions are tendered: 

1. Increase communication between the intake unit and 
" the field officers - many t;trnes durinR the c.ou,rse 

of this project it was b1-':'ought to my attention that 
the intake unit was, involved in the supervision of 
a case ,~fter it was assi~ned to a field officer for 
ongoing supervision. The result was confusion and 
chaos. If a team method of supervision were to be 
adopted, it would be recommended that an intake of­
ficer he assigned as part of the team, thereby faci­
litating communication. 

2. Increased use of group techniques - if it is not 
possible to increase the percentage of time being, 
used by supervis~ng officers for case contacts, 
then the use of group meetin~s would increase the 
effectiveness of the time spent. Even if the per­
centa~e of time spent on case contacts were in­
creased, group meetings would still provide better 
efficiency. ' 

,0; it 

3. Dev~lopment of diversion capabilities within t~,le 
department - the data would suggest the presenF 
methods of informal dispositions are' not effec'· 
tive, especially with the younger offenders. A 
diversion unit which could offer remedial ser.v~ 
ices rather than just lecture and release might 
be indicated. ' 

4. Cl,arification of the lines of authority for the 

~\ 

o 
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Director of Volunteers - a major disappointment has 
been the in'~lbili ty to receive any information con­
cerning the Volunteer Probation O±:fip~r Pra\~r,t:lm to)1 
include in !:the data base. Strictlifi~$ of account­
ability need to be established fO~1thiS' program. , r 

" ,I 

On a. personal note, I would like to recognize the efforts 

of many' people who contributed to the success'ful iTllplementation 

of tfi~s project. There were a number of professional consul-
n 

tants ~07ho gave of their expertise: Dr. Kyle Pi.erce, Clinical 

Psychologist; Dr. Richard McDowell, Professor of Special Edu-
o 

cation, University of New }lexico; Dr. Bil'ly Watson, Associate 

Professor of Special Education, University of New Mexicoj and 

Dr. Hubert Davis, Associate Professor of Mathematics, Univer­

sity of New Mexico. 

Also, Jim Garcia and Michael Kenney of the Bernalillo 
_:''1 

County Mental Hea:e!th Center; Ms. Pat Donnallen ,Family Coun-

seling Service, and a multitude of people a.nd agencies too 

numerous to mention. <1.,')-

C> 

I would also extend my~~ersonal thanks to the twelve judges 

of the Second Judicial District and especially to Judge Josepir 
, C» 

F. Baca,'Administrative Judge of the Children's Court, a.nd to 

Ed Uahr,Court Administrator, without whose backing,the project 

\vould have been impossible. 
'/ /1 

A very special note of thanks should go to the project 

"staff members, the seven probation 

analyst, and the secretary. These 

~o" , 

officers, ,/ the tesea~ch " 

people assumed ~":-,Pi()fia~ing 
~~~ 

attitude and came through rather well in the atmosphere ,of un-" ~, 

certainty about their future or the future of this program. 
n 

I hope that all is not done and s,aid about this project. 
\_~ 

I would hope that it might serve as the springboard fO,r 
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examining the validity of the methodo£ operation c~nt:i..nually 
'/, 
'1';f the probation ~ystem. ,I 

, 46 

John C. Patterson, Director 
Probation Management Alternatives 

Project 
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Appendix II b INTERIM REPORT* 

Diagnostic Evaluation of Delinquents 

Scoring and data Qnalysis has been completed on 6~ly a 

part of the subjects in the study. 
-t-,r.~'\ 

i 1 d d d d' (,. \ . d ff j ects nc ude i.n each mean an stan ar 'li'2~~1at:I..on i ers 

Since the number of, sub ... 
) ,J ~,:, 

the number of subjects will be indicated for each area. No ~ 

data are included on the neurological examinations. Also; 
\C\ 

no data are included on the inciG~nce of learning disability 
II " "\t 
since this requires an individual byi~divi~';lal evaluation. 

.. 

The final analysis of all data should be completed by August 

15, 1976. 

The slowness of this process emphasizes the need for an ,I 

individual at Manzanita Center whose sole responsibility for 

(i 20 hours per 'tY'eek ~-1ould be to conduct diagnostic ,evaluations , 

score and analyze tesults, and report those resultoS to the " 
~ . 

court, the probation officer, and the school or other place-

ment agency. Such a position in the 1:orm of a graduate as­

sistant is available at a fraction of 'the cost ($3807) than 

it would be availabh~i in any other setting. 

Results 

The mean age of the 28 subjects was 15 years 8 months 
o 

(SD::z16.0l0 months) with a range from, 12-3 to 17-7. Of these 
'i 

28 subjects, 24 ·were male and four wel~e female. Mean' grade 

placement for last grade successfully,\completed was 9. 76 

(SD-7.640). Last grade successfully complet~d rafiged from 

*Compiled by Dr. Hilliam lVatson, Associate Professor, Special 
Education, University of New Mexico. 
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grade 7 to ~rade 12 ror, 25 'subjects. One of the 25, who only 

;¥, ,completed" seventh grade. was in a, GEl) cdurse at tpe Teehnica1: 
o:;c (, 

Vocational Irtstitute at co the time of the t;t!s.ting. 
17 ,~ • " .. 

(9 ,'" '" 

,An aSEr~ssment' 'of recel'tive vocabulary was done using tq,e 
~ 0, '" il 

Peabody Piet~~~; Vocabulary Test. The scores are especially 

reflective of poor and different language backgrounds. ',:>tand-
{t·~ 

'~ 

ard scores on Dthis test tend w'h!!-~~, a fair1y high relation-
, ~~ 

II '" ship to intelleetual (primarily verbal components) quotients 
, () 

iJ 

obtained £]:'011'1 more, comprehensive inst,ruTt\.emts. With n=22, the 
~ 0 

'ii 
mean s,tandard score was" 85.500 (SD=14. 7l2)~,-.J) This is approxi-

I: " ''.'J 

matie1y on.e,standar,d deviation lower than the mean of the group 

onJ~h:LCh t~e test was standardized. However, such a score is 

ft the very lower end of the normal range. Scores l."anged from 
','-, 

a low, of 62 to a high of 109. 
() 

Subte~ts of the Goldman-Fristoe-Woodcock Sound-Symbol Test 

battery were used t~ measure auditory functioning in several 
~ ~\ 

areas. (For this test, the mean scale score for the standa\:di-

za'tion group~t~l?J 50.) 

Subtest 3, Sound Analysis,Oscores for 19 s~bjects we-re 

analyztd. 'rhe task requires the subject to identify the first, = 

middle and last sounds of nonsense words. Mean scaled score 
"", 0 

()' ~-1as 42.'842 (Sn-lLt-jll). Scaled scores ranged from 1 to 60. 

Any scores below Gtandard score of 43 are consideJ!;ed signifi­

caf'\~ly low ~ Six subj.ects scored in this category. 
~ 

Suhtest 4; Sound Blel'ld.ing, requires the 

the.$ize the i~~dual soun~s· of real wOJ;,ds. 

subject to syn­

This is an im-

portant task in readin~. Mean scaled score was 43.368 

o 

" , 
48 
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(Sn-lO.028) (N-19). Scaled scores ranged from ,a low of 27 {2o " 
o 

o 0 

a high of ,,60. Nine subJects scored below 43.", which is con-
" 

~idered' an indication, of deficit in this task.' 0 

Data on 17 subject~ on Subtest 5 J Sound-Symbol Associa­

tion, require the subje&t to recognize an': unknown o symbol and 
(, t", 

a nonsense name given the symbol. This appears similar to the, 

~~ask of spelling,. The result was a mean scale score of 48.882 

(~D=8.767). This mean score is considered well within the 

normal range;"however J four subjects did score significantly 

low. 
\..', ;, 

Subtest 7 J Spelling Sounds I requires the subject to li.s,ten 

It:o a nonsense word, repeat it and then spell ",the word:cThis 
n'· '" " 

requires an auditory in'Put and a written output. Sco~ingwas, 

\,Jcompleted on 11 subjec;,t.;iS . ','Mean scaled score was 39. 3~" 0;3 ' 
" \ ~' 

(SD=7.690) compared"to a sta!].dardized mean of 50.. 'oythe 11, 

subjects J seven ind1'6ated ,\defic,its in this area. 
'}' o v . 

On the Developmental !ri~~t of Visual Motor lntegratiqnthe 

mean age ,score (SD=33.598) "for 14 subjects. The task l;'equires 
," 

the subj ect to copy a geometric shape. The test "was s"tallda.rd .... 
,,- ""J 

ized on youn~sfers two through fifteen. For subj ects} older 
1, ' , 

,:---;..' 

than fifteen J their performance must be intel'pr~ted cautiously. 

Four of the fourteen s1,tbjects on which scoring andan,alysis 
() 

'{.fas completed scored below CA 6.11 J ~07hich is considered to be 

a significant discl:epancy. 
, " 

The Piers-Harris Children's Selr-Concept Scale was also 

adminis,tered. Sl,lbjects respond to statements about themsel~es 

with y~s or no. 
~-)-

The mean stanine score for 13 subjects wa.s 
.. .~ 

3.692 (SD-l.315). This is below the average range'~ Fpur " 
,i' I~ 

o 
(\ ' 

~O'~~:,:~ 
i .. ", 

~. )",~ 
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sc,ores fall Within the below average range and one falls with­

in the low range. 

Scores on three subtests of ,the '-1ide Range Achievement 

Test: Reading, Spelling; and 4rithrrtetic for 16 subjects were 

analyzed. Mean score's of, two types: scale scores and grade 

,equivalent scores,are presented. Scale scores consider the 
',' 

age of the subject. Grade equivale~~scores are median scores. 
1,_ f 

The ra'l1 score from which the median score is derived is the C;',\ 

middle s~ore (half were higher, halr were lower) for that 

grade" level in the s'tandardization sample. In reading, the 

mean scale SCOre is 88'.187 (SD=13. 712) . The standardization 

,mean scale score was 100. Sca.le scores ranged from 63 to 112. 

The'foui'.sc.ores above 100 were 101) 101, 111, and 112. 

Mean grade eq,ui valent score in reading for 16 was 7.6 

(Sn-2. 792). ,This compares with the mean grade placement of 

9.16 for the group of 28. Two subjects were below tihe level 

of fUng,tional literacy (fourth grade) and one subject was at 
'-'~') 

"the fourth grade! le"el." 'rnirteen of the 16 subjects were 

reading belo~1 the level of the last grade completed. 

The mean scale score in spelling was 79.25 (Sn-9,,. 6 71). 

The', +ange of scale scores was from 64 to 91. Not a single 

subject reached the s,tandardization mean of 100 and only two 

had scale scores in the nineties. Grade ~(quivalentmeaI),.; score 

in ~pel1ing for the 16 subjects was 5~I(SD-l.808). The 

, range was from 2.6 to 7.8. None of the scores was' equivalent 

to the last successfully completed school grade. 

Scores in' Ari.thmetic were the lO~07est of the three acade-

mic content areas measured. Mean scale score was 75.062 
o 

50 o '. 
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(SD-9.953). Scale scores ranged from a low of 62 to a high 

of 99. The next highest, score was 84. "Mean grade equivalent 

score was 4.775 (SD-l.835). Range of grade equiva:1ent scores 
o 0 

~as from 2.3 to 9.5, with the next highest score being 6.3. 
" In sununary,~ these interim results indic,ate that most of 

the subjects have a great difficulty mastering basic., acade~ic 

skills. The results of the a}1,ditory and vis,ual tests indi­

cate that some of these difficulties may be attributed to 

learning disabilities "withi'n" the child and arepossiply en­

hanced by poor environment. However J most of the school, 

learning problems are probably not directly attributable to 
" 

difficultj.es within the 'children thetnselves. Regardless., 

these tentatble results point'up the need for a thorough psycho'" 

educational diagnosis and ,appropriate teaching program. 

() 
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