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INTRODUCTION: FIELD SERVICES TASK FORCE REPORT 

It is the judgement of this study that correctional services can 
best be provided if: (1) they are community-based (i.e. non-institutional), 
and {2) the delivery of such services is accomplished at the local level 
of government. 

In respect to the value of community-based programs, the Corrections 
Task Force of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra­
tion of Justice observed: 

"A key element ••• is to deal with problems in their 
social context, which means in the interaction of 
the offender and the community. It also means 
avoiding as much as possible the isolating and 
labeling effects of commitment to an institution. 
There is little doubt the goals of reintegration 
are furthered much more readily by working with 
an offender in the community than by incarcerating 
him 11

• l 

Support for community-based correctional programs had earlier been expressed 
in a 1964 study conducted by the Board of Corrections, in which it was ob­
served: 

11 The circumstances leading to delinquent and crim­
inal behavior are the product of life in the com­
munity, and the resolution of these problems must 
be in the community. This proposition is based on 
the assumption that local treatment has an inherent 
advantage since it keeps the offender close to his 
family and the important social ties that bind him 
to conformity in the community. 11 2 

In respect to this study 1 s view that the best correctional services 
can be provided at the local level, support may also be found in the afore­
mentioned 1964 study by the Board of Corrections, which reported: 

11Modern correctional theory takes the position that 
the most effective correctional service should and 
must be offered at the local level if it is to achieve 
the greatest rehabilitative impact on the offender. 11 3 

Unlike programs of institutionalization, which, by their very nature, 
prec1ude maximum utilization of community resources, the field supervision 
component of correctional services appears to have the greatest potential 
for incorporating community-based support, as well as the greatest potential 
for delivering services at the local level. This thought was reinforced by 
the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
which suggested that field services are best able to reintegrate the offender 
into society and to restore him to productive, law-abiding citizenship. In 
accordance with views expressed in previous studies, and also in accordance 
with data collected in the course of this study, it is suggested that correc-



tions can most effectivel! maximize its investment by concentrating its 
efforts and resources on ocally operated community-based supervision 
programs. 

In terms of volume, it is apparent that the vast majority of California's 
correctional population participates in field supervision programs, rather 
than in institutional programs. In April 1970, California had a correctional 
population of some 274,000 persons; of this number, some 221,000 or about 81%, 
were the s~bjects of field supervision, under the auspice of either probation 
or parole. Data furnished by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics reveal that~ 
for every 100 Superior Court convictions, 66 persons are placed on probation; 
for every 100 referrals to Probation Departments by Municipal Courts, 70 defen­
dants are awarded probation. In terms of juvenile corrections, data reveal 
that for every 100 youths who appear before a juvenile court, 62 youngsters 
are granted probation.5 

When viewed from an economic vantage point, it is apparent that field 
supervision is much less costly than institutionalization. According to the 
Corrections Task Force Report of the President's Crime Commission, the average 
yearly cost, nation-wide, of confining a youth in an institution was $3,400 
in 1966, while probation supervision normally cost only about one-tenth of 
that amount.6 Current California data support this finding: the average cost 
of maintaining a ward in a State operated youth facility in the fiscal year 
1969-1970 was $6,371 ($6,754 for fiscal year 1970-71} while parole supervision 
was provided for only $580 per year per ward.7 

Whether measured in terms of human values (such as preservation of the 
family unit) or in terms of dollar savings, local field supervision of offen­
ders, incorporating community resources, represents the most effective and 
least expensive means of dealing with both juvenile and adult offenders. 

A review of the professional literature, along with data collected in 
the course of this study, clearly identifies certain ingredients which are 
essential for the construction and operation of adequate field supervision 
services; among these ingredients are: 

1. Clear designation of goals and policies and adherence to such 
goals and policies. 

2. Adequate manpower, both in the numbers of field supervision 
officers and in the appropriate training of such officers.8 

3. Cooperation of key social institutions, such as the family and 
the school. 

4. Employment opportunities for probationers and parolees; inherent 
in this ingredient is the necessity for the development of a 
program whereby an ex-offender's past criminal misconduct may 
not constitute a barrier to employment. 

5. On-going research to determine effective classification procedures, 
and to determine differential treatment practices which can be 

VI 



applied successfu11y to various types of probationers and 
parolees. 

6. Public education about the problems of reintegrating offenders 
into the community, in order to elicit the community's cooper­
ation in carrying out specific field supervision efforts. 

7. Improved administrative structure and practices. 

8. Improved staff development, through intra and extra mural training. 

9. Expanded and improved diagnostic and mental health services for 
probationers and parolees. 

10. Improvements in the law, particularly in respect to current 
statutory restrictions upon the granting of probation. 

Field supervision in California runs the gamut from highly sophisti­
cated, experimental endeavors to supervision which is, in reality, a myth. 
Data collected in the course of this study indicate that, along with a pro­
portional increase in the use of probation in recent years,9 there has been 
some qualitative increase in field supervision, probably due, in large 
measure, to the 1965 enactment of the California Probation Subsidy Law. 
However, as will be argued ,in the Probation Task Force Report, probation 
(and early parole} can be used to an even greater degree; similarly, all 
field services can certainly increase their current effectiveness. 

It is the view of this study that, second only to efforts to divert 
inappropriate persons from the correctional system, California corrections 
should continue to place primary emphasis upon field supervision, and that 
such continued emphasis on field supervision must include development of 
the necessary ingredients itemized above. 

As the field of corrections is enabled to develop and.establish en­
riched, community-based, locally operated programs, it is believed that 
commitments to institutions in general, and to State institutions in partic­
ular, will continue to decrease. As institutionalization is de-emphasized 
and savings are realized from the closure of some State facilities, these 
savings should be invested in community-oriented field supervision programs, 
to be operated locally under conditions and standards determined by the 
State in cooperation with the counties. 

In order to operationalize a system which delivers maximum field ser­
vices, it is held that the primary role of the State should be that of an 
enabler--to provide subvention, training, research, coordination, and con­
sultation. Concurrently, local government should be primarily responsible 
for the delivery of correctional services, giving emphasis to those services 
which incorporate local community resources. 
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FOOTNOTES 

lPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, Task Force ~)port: Corrections, (Washington: U. s. Government 
Printing '01Tfce, 196 , p. 27. 

2soard of Corrections, Probation Subsidy, State of California 
(Sacramento, 1965), p. 135. 

3rbid., p. 3. 

4Data provided by Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Department of 
Corrections, and Department of Youth Authority, State of California. 

5Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Adult Probation: 1969, State of 
California (Sacramento, 1969), p. 30; Bureau of Criminal Statistics, 
Juvenile Probation and Detention: 1969, State of California (Sacramento, 
1969)' pp. 1, 64. - --

6President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, 2.E.· cit., p. 28. 

?Data provided by Department of Youth Authority. 

8The reader is referred to Perspectives on Correctional Manpower 
and Training, published by the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower 
ancf Training, Washington, D. c., 1970. 

9Acco~ding to data published by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics in 
Crime and Delin~uency in California: 1966, State of California (Sacramento, 
1966), p. 192; ureau of Criminal Statistics, Crime and Delin1uency in 
California: 1969, State of California (Sacramento, 19'09), p. 26; and 
Bureau of CrTITilrlal Statistics, Juvenile Probation and Detention: 1969, 
.Q.E_. cit., p. 9, there were 33,700 adults and 79,58'2"Tuveniles on probation 
in 1965. By 1969, these figures had increased to 55,100 and 94,724 re­
spectively. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Wl'itten statementa of goal.s and objeotives should be formulated by 
each probation department in keeping fJ)ith the mission of corrections 
(the ?'eduction of further illegal beha't)ior on the part of offenders), 
and should inc'Lu.de an emphasis on 'I'eintegrating the offender into 
the ccmnunity. 

2. As quickly as adequate alternative carmunity resources can be deve'L­
oped, probation dBpartments no 'Longer should supervise dBpendent 
children and those caUed "pre-deUnquent" (Sections 600 and 60l of 
the We'Lfare and Institutions Code, 'I'espectiveZy). Departments should 
not supervise persons ptaced on probation mereZy for the purpose of 
coZZecting money nor supervise those persons whose soZe offense is 
pub Uc drunkenness. 

3. Section Z203 of the Penaz. Code should be amended to remove restric­
tions on granting probation because of an offender's prior convic­
tions, and to reduce other 'I'estriotions on granting probation. 

4. Standard conditions of probat;ion should be at a minimum and should 
be relevant to each individu.aZ client in terms of his needs, abilities, 
peraonal.ity, offenee, and the pro1;ection of society. Conditions im­
posed should be realistic and therefore enforceable by probation 
officers. Although special conditions may be app:ropriat;e in individ­
ual cases, standard conditions should be limited to (l) a prohibition 
of any Zaw violatione; (2) requirements for maintaining contaot with 
the officez• in the way prescribed by the officer; and (3) keeping the 
officer informed of residence or whereabouts. 

s. Recommenda.tione to courts by officers and their supervisors on super­
vision cases should be based on an eva'Lu.ation of aiz pertinent data 
and shou'Ld be madB without infiuence from "special- int;erest" or other 
sources outsidB the dBpartment. 

6. Each department should make use of a cZassification system, UJith 
specific differential treatment impUcations. To the degree necessary, 
the State shouZd assist the counties in accomplishing this. 

7. Probation supervisors and administrators shouZd provide a working 
environment which wi"LZ encourage staff to deveZop caring reZation­
ships with probationers under their supervision. 

8. ciienta should be involved in the p'Lanning of their probation programs, 
beginning at the earliest possible time and continuing on through the 
term of probation. 

9. Probation departments ahouZd begin ~anding tfie roZes and capabiU.ties 
of their staffs as "sePVices managers". 

10. Whenever appropriate, probation supervision ahouZd be invo Zved with 
offenders' famiZy units, not just UJith offenders al.one, in order to 
further the reintegration process. 



S'Ulmlary of Recommend.atione 

11. Probation departments should adopt an adminiBtPative policy requil'ing 
the retum of supel'Vision oases to the court with a recommendation 
fol' termination of nonvoZuntary supel'Vision at a time not exceeding 
ttJo years, unless there is evidence that the protection of the com­
munity un.zi be substantiaZZy deCMased by so doing. If there are 
compeZUng reasons fo:r the continuance of supel'Vision, these reasons 
should be brought to the attention of the COUl't at a heal'ing in the 
presence of the probationer and his counsel. 

12. Pr-obation departments, assisted as necessary by the State, shouZ.4 
make avaiZ.abZe gNatZy e:cpanded mentaZ heaZth sel'Vices for proba­
tioners. 

13. Probation departments, assisted as necessary by the State, shoutd 
make avaitabZe adequate pZacement resources in the community. 

14. Probation departments, assisted as necessary by the State, shouZd 
deveZop and make use of existing dr-ug abuse programs to meet vastZy 
incNa.sed needs for such resources. 

15. Probation departments, assisted as necessary by the State, shoutd 
provid.e emergency financiaZ aid to cUents in need as a reguZar part 
of departmental, programs. 

16. Prtobatiun departments shouZd develop public information programs that 
LJiZ'L ass·iat in both enZightening the community and invol.ving it in 
the :r-oZG probation supel'Vision plays in the justice system. The State 
should provide consultation sel'Vices to assist the counties in devel­
oping suoh programs. 

17. Each probation department shouZd dsveZop its own in-sel'Vice training 
programs, aided as necessary by the State, geared to provide re Zevant, 
individualised, and ongoing training fol' azi Zevels of staff. Pl'imary 
attention should be given to developing tl'ainers within the dspartment, 
partiauZ.ai'ly first l.ine supervisors. 

18. Probation departments should stl'ive to make better use of available 
training and professional. deveZopment programs in the comnunity, e.g. 
by contracting for sel'vices and by encouzoaging and enabling their 
staff to participate in suoh programs. 

19. The State should greatl.y increase its rol.e in providing training 
needsd by the counties, partiaularZy speciaZiaed tPaining pl'Ogztams. 

20. The State should immediately implement the CO-ACT concept of a cen­
trai unit to coordinate statewide training and develop a net:work of 
trainers and tl'aining resources f1'om azi appropl'iate sources. 

21. The State, in cooperation with the counties, shoul.d dsvel.op a certi­
fication program for ail probation officers. 

[xi] 



82. Prtobation departments should create a case-carrying position equiva­
'l.ent to the first 'l.evel supervisor in saZaey and other benefits. 

2J. Certified probation officers should be able to tl'(lnBfer to in-grade 
positions or compete for promotional opportunities in other probation 
dspartments or other similar parts of the correctional system, prao­
vidsd they meet the necessary requirements. 

24. The State and counties should coordinate their retirement systems so 
that a Wol'ker can combine his benefits when transfemng betiueen 
agencies. 

25. Departments should greatly e:cpand their use of nonprofessional. worok­
ers, inc'luding vol.unteers, para-professiona'ls, e:c-offendsrs, and 
studsnts, to assist in probation supervision. They should, at the 
same time, pl.an carefuUy how to reczouit, train, and supervise these 
'Workers. 

26. The chief probation officer should be appointed by and be responsibl.e 
to the board of supervisors; Sections 575 and 576 of the Wel.fare and 
Institutions Cods and Section 1203. 6 of the Penal Cods should be amend­
ed accor-ding ly. 

27. The State of.California shoul.d subsidize county-oper-ated probation 
sel'vices in accor-d with the overati subsidy program specified in the 
System Task For-ce Report. EssentiaZl.y, that Report recommends sub­
sidy as foZl.ows: 

a. 75/25 -- probation supervision and investigation, incl.uding day 
aare aenter-s and other juveniZe non-residential. programs. This 
means that the State wouZd pay 75% of the actual. costs and the 
oounties 25%. 

b. 60/40 -- "open" institutions (e.g. group homes or faciUties 
which send youth to schoo'L in the community; a'Lso jai'L 'Work 
ft41"'Lough programs). 

c. 40/60 -- "cZ.osed" but short-tel'fll and cormrunity-based institutions 
(i.e. faciZities to which persons _can not be committed more than 
six months and which are both adjacent to and have a high dagree 
of interaction with the community). 

d. 25/75 -- other institutions (e.g. juvenil€ institutions.which are 
not short-tel'fll and not aormiunity-based; ad:ul.t jai'Ls, incZuding 
branch jai'Ls and honor aaJTfPB, minus separate UJork f141"Zough faci7.­
ities). 

28. Assuming . that the above recommendation is operationalized, counties 
shou'Ld pay the State 75% of the "career costs" (a,s dafined in the 
System Task Force Report) for any youths or adul.ts committed to the 
State. 

[xii] 



Sumnaxy of Recommendations 

29. The probation subsidy progr-am, as par>t of. t'he overaz.i corraectionaZ 
subsidy progmm, shouZd be r-eviewed annuaUy, to conaider cost 
fiuctuations and to effect necessaey adjustments. 

30. The State shouZd provide inCl'eased consuZ.tation to the counties in 
Nspect to county-operated probation subsidy programs. 

31. The State, in cooperation with the counties, shouZ.d deveZ.op a set of 
minimal, standard.a for a.ii probation services that are subsidized. 
'.fheNafter, the State should enforce the standards, i.e. no subsidy 
shou1..d be granted to a program which does not meet State stan.dards. 

32. Probation depar-tments, assisted as necessaey by t'he State, shouid 
conduct programs in Nsear-ch and evaiuation designed to improve the 
quaZity of probation operations. 

33. Depar-tments shou1..d be abZ.e to contract with the State to provide pro­
bation supervision as weiz. as accept contracts from t'he State to pro­
vide paroZ.e services. Permissive 1..egisZation which wouZd enabZe the 
State and counties to enter into such contracts shouZd be enacted. 

34. Where better sel'Vices can be provided at l,OIJ}er cost, counties shou1..d 
consider contractual. agNements with neighbor depar-tments (or possibl,y 
consider consoiidation. of services) for probation supel'Vision. En­
abUng ZegisZation shoul.d be enacted to provide for> such agr-eements. 

35. Depar-tments shouZ.d engage in Z.ong range pl.anning about the impUca­
tions of supel'Vising 'large numbers of environmental, pol.1..ution t>ioia­
tors and consumer f1!aud. vioiators, both individual.s and corporoations. 

[xiii] 



"Probation is a term that gives no clue 
to what is done by way of treatment. 11 

Healy and Bronner: 

Delinquents and Criminals -
Their Making and Unmaking 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

I. PROBATION IN CALIFORNIA 

Probation in California faces monumental problems as the size of its 
caseload mounts steadi1y--prob1ems largely related to the highly complex 
economic difficulties faced by county and State government. However, now 
may be a propitious time for movement forward because moments of great pro­
gress often arise out of deep financial troubles. The. adversity faced today 
demands that solutions be found. To maintain the status quo is to retreat 
into mediocrity. 

Many of the key issues cited in this Report focus upon the changing 
relationships of State and county government, particularly the increased 
emphasis on providing direct services to the offender by the counties and 
increased emphasis on the part of the State·for providing supportive and 
enabling services to the counties in the form of subsidy, planning, training, 
research and information~ standard setting, inspections and consultative 
services. Other key issues include staff training, the use of non-profes­
sionals in the probation setting, increased workloads, improved classifica­
tion and treatment, and the reintegration of offenders into the community. 

Probation is of ten seen as f i rs t among the sever a 1 .components of cor­
rections because it begins the series of correctional services used by the 
courts for sentenced offenders. To many persons, probation represents the 
least restrictive punishment and the least cost to the taxpayer. In fact, 
many of the uninformed look on probation not as punishment at all, but rather 
as a form of leniency, 11 second chance 11 ~ or 11 lucky break" for the offender. 
Fortunately, this misunderstanding gradually is being eradicated as proba­
tion becomes more effective and involves more of the general public. 

In the 68 years since California law first made provision for proba­
tion, there has been a tremendous growth in this service. Today, of some 
274,000 offenders who comprise California 1s correctional population, about 
200,000 are probationers.l Because the law provides for probation services 
to be operated by the counties, the effect of 11 home rule 11 is plainly visible. 
As a result, a wide variety of service patterns exists, running the gamut 
from a service performed totally by one man on a part-time basis, to the 
largest probation department in the nation with over 2,000 officers on its 
staff. Service provided by the 60 departments within the State varies from 
excellent supervision to the opposite extreme of no contact whatsoever. 
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An adult offender may come under the supervision of the probation 
officer following conviction for an offense which the court sees as meriting 
stronger measures than a suspended sentence or a fine, but not as stringent 
a measure as incarceration. An order for supervision is also normally made 
on the basis of a review of the offender's past record and social history. 
A common variation of probation is the "split sentence", i.e. imposing cus­
tody in the county jail as a condition of probation {this is done in over 
40% of the cases granted probation by superior courts2). A wider range of 
dispositions are available for the juvenile who may be handled informally 
on a first offense, placed on informal probation without having to appear 
in court, be ordered by the court to a term of probation limited to six 
months without having been made a ward of the court, or be placed on formal 
probation. Again, institutionalization may be used by the court, with the 
juvenile placed in a juvenile hall or county operated ranch, camp or school 
or in some other facility, including privately-operated institutions or 
foster homes. 

Probation terms imposed on adults in superior courts are almost en­
tirely in the two to three year range, with twice as many three year terms 
being imposed as are two year terms.3 However, a quarter of the termina­
tions of superior court probation are made prior to the expiration of the 
term.4 No data are available concerning lengths of terms for lower court 
cases. In the case of juveniles, Section 607, Welfare and Institutions Code, 
provides that the term of wardship can extend almost until a youth's 23rd 
birthday, but generally it is terminated no later than the 18th birthday. 
Almost 30% of juvenile probationers are dismissed from supervision in six 
months to a year and about the same percentage are dismissed after a year 
to a year and a half of supervision. By the time two years from

5
the date 

of wardship has elapsed, 80% have been dismisaed from probation. 

II. TRENDS IN PROBATION 

According to the Bureau of Criminal Statistics, on December 31, 1969, 
there were 102,042 active adult jurisdictional probation cases in California. 6 
Of these, 55,124 (i4%} were granted in the superior courts and 46,918 (46% 
were granted in the lower courts. In addition, there were 17,232 active 
courtesy probation cases under supervision. On the same day there also were 
88,104 active juvenile probation cases in California.7 

Table I shows the number and ratio of adults granted probation in the 
superior courts between 1960 and 1969. The data clearly indicate an upward 
trend, both with respect to the number of persons under supervision, and to 
the ratio of persons granted probation rather than confinement in a correc­
tional institution or some other alternative. In 1960, 44.4% of the superior 
court convictions were granted probation; in 1969 this ratio had increased 
to 65.6%, representing the increasing trend in the number of probationers 
under supervision. 

Table II shows the trend for the number of delinquency petitions 
filed, declarations of wardship, and first commitments to CYA institutions. 
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TABLE I 

SUPERIOR COURT DEFENDANTS CONVICTED, ADULTS GRANTED PROBATION 

AND PROBATION CASELOAD, 1960-1969 

Superior court 
defendants Adults Percentage of 

Calendar convicted and granted adults placed Caseload 
Year sentenced probation a on probation December 31 

1960 ••• 24,800 11,000 44.4 26,900 

1961. •• 28,000 12,600 45.0 28,300 

1962 .•• 27,000 11,400 42.2 28,700 

1963 ••• 28,400 13,500 47.5 30,800 

1964 ••• 27.800 14,200 51.1 32,000 

1965 ••• 30,800 15 '700 51.0 33,700 

1966 ••• 32,000 16,800 52.5 36,000 

1967 ••• 34,700 20,300 58.5 39,500 

1968 ••• 40,500 25,000 61.7 46,300 

1969 ••• 50,600 33,200 65.6 55,100. 

Percent change 
1969 over 1960 104 202 105 

asased on data submitted by district attorneys. 

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Crime and Delinquencg in California: 
1969, State of California (Sacramento-;-T970), p. 12 • 
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II 

NUMBER Of INITIAL DELINQUENCY PETITIONS FILED, DECLARATIONS OF WARDSHIP 
ANO FIRST COMMITMENTS OF JUVENILE COURT WARDS 

TO CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS, 1956-1969 

Initial petitions 
ffled0 

Percent 
change 

Year Nunber previous year Number 

1956 • 22, 145 

1957 ••• 24,057 

1958 ••• 25,227 

1959 26,171 

1960 • • • 28,401 

1961 28, 187 

1962 30$778 

1963 

1964 

• 33,401 

• 34,229 

1965 ••• 35,614 

1966 ••• 37,344 

1967 .•• 43,782 

1968 • 49, 688 

1969 •.• 57, 978 

21. 7 

8.6 

4.9 

3.1 

8.5 

- 0.8 

9.2 

8.5 

2.5 

4.0 

4.9 

11.2 

ii .2 

16.7 

14,417 

16,473 

17 

18 

19 

'163 

,782 

,597 

24,842 

,247 

1 

30,535 

,451 

arations 
wardshipb 

first co1m1itments 
of wards to CYAC 

Percent Percent 
change from change from 

previous year Nunber previous year 

15.4 

14.3 

9.2 

5.2 

2.8 

3.7 

13.0 

8.0 

1.0 

3.2 

2.3 

7.9 

7.8 

16 .1 

2,539 

2,656 

3,023 

2~986 

3,350 

3 

3,739 

4,358 

4,157 

4,632 

4, 119 

3,571 

3, 163 

2,778 

18.4 

4.6 

13.8 

- L2 

12.2 

15.0 

- 2.9 

16.6 

4.6 

11.4 

- 11.1 

- 13.3 

- 11.4 

- 12.2 

aPetitions filed as the intake sposition of new referrals. Excludes supple-
mental petitions and also fili following the re-referral active un-
officia 1 cases. 

binitial adjudications of wardship delinquent acts as prov1 in tion 
725-b of the Welfare and I tutions on 725 also provides for 
probationary periods without cations wardship. The declarations of 
wardship accounted for 1n this e may be on ini al or secondary 
petitions. 

CFirst tOlmlitments to ins tutions recei on 
juvenile courts. Crimi tments 
are excluded. 
Sourc~: Department of the Youth Authority 

tment from California 
juvenile court reco1m1itments 
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FOOTNOTES 

1Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Adult Probation: 1969, State of 
California (Sacramento, 1970); Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Juvenile 
Probatjon ~Detention: 1969, State of California (Sacramento, 1970). 

2Ibid., Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Adult Probation: 1969, p. 17. 

3Ibid., p. 16. 

4 Ibid., p. 27. 

5sureau of Criminal .Statistics, Juvenile Probation and Detention: 1969, 
.QR· cit. , p. 40. 

6Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Adult Probation: 1969, Pl!.· cit., p. 6. 

7sureau of Criminal Statistics, Juvenile Probation and Detention: 1969, 
.QE_. cit.' p. 9. 

8Ibid., p. 36. The reader should keep in mind that these figures refer 
to the dTSjiOsitions of juvenile courts, and not to referrals or number of peti­
tions files; this accounts for the discrepancies between these figures and 
thOSt in Table II. 

9Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Adult Probation: 1969, .QR· cit., p. 4. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Because of the vast size of the probation population in California, 
it was patently clear to the Probation Task Force that a method of sampling 
the State had to be devised. The sample used in the report, Probation 
StudJ'.'.1,by the Board of Corrections in 1964 still appeared to be a valid and 
representative one; hence, it was again adopted. Fifteen counties in Calif­
ornia, representing all sizes and most geographical areas of the State from 
Oregon to the Mexican Border, were studied. The counties included in the 
sample were: Alameda, Del Norte, Fresno, Humboldt~ Imperial, Los Angeles, 
Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Francisco, San Joaquin, Santa Barbara, Santa 
Clara, Sutter, Tehama and Tulare. 

Seventeen probation departments were included, as the Counties of San 
Francisco and Santa Clara have separate adult and juvenile departments. Be­
cause of its size, a sub-sample was devised for Los Angeles County which 
enabled the Task Force to survey four offices which covered a wide geographi­
cal, economic, and ethnic range. The four offices had responsibility for 
about one-quarter of the total clients and staff in the county. 

One of the first steps·taken by Task Force staff was to review the 
most significant literature available on probation. This review c~vered 
four statewide studies done previously on probation in California, Youth 
Authority research reports on probation, reports from a number of probation 
departments, and professional journals and books. In addition, extensive 
use was made of annual reference tables and other data from the State Bureau 
of Criminal Statistics. 

Another preliminary step was to talk with a number of probation staff 
members for the purpose of discussing probation as it now exists and what 
probation supervision should be like in the future. The discussants held 
positions as line workers, supervisors and administrators in probation de­
partments in various parts of the State and provided the Task force with 
valuable insights into a number of important issues facing probation today. 
This information was helpful in developing the overall study strategy. 

A staff questionnaire was developed, similar to those used by other 
components of the study. It was distributed to chief probation officers 
and an personne1 with supervision assignments in the 15-cou·nty sample. A 
total of 982 staff questionnaires were distributed and 892 returned, giving 
a very high return of 91%. The questionnaire for clients was given to 10% 
of subsidy cases and 5% of regular supervision cases in the sample counties. 
Most counties were asked to distribute the questionnaires on a systematic 
random selection basis and this method was followed in many of the counties. 
Return of the client questionnaires created some procedural problems; how­
ever, of the 3,632 distributed, 2,103, or 58%, were completed and returned. 
Because of the proportionally small sample of clients, no effort is made to 
derive definitive conclusions from their responses. However, the responses 
are viewed as general indicators of the attitudes of probationers in the 
sample counties. 
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Questionnaires were pre-tested in a non-sample county before being 
put into final fonn. 

Computer printouts divided questionnaire results into several cate­
gories, including job function, adult probation and juvenile probation, and 
subsidy and non-subsidy units. Results were also divided by four sizes of 
counties with size A having populations below 100,000; size B between about 
100,000 and 500,000; size C being 500,000 to 2,000,000 and size 0 being over 
2,000,000. 

Because the emphasis of the questionnaires was on describing proba­
tion as it exists today, interview schedules were designed to elicit pri­
marily comments about what probation should be in the future. Interview 
questions were prepared for four 9roups: (l} chiefs and staff assigned to 
supervision, (2) probationers, (3} presiding superior court judges, county 
supervisors, and county administrative officers, and (4) judges, district 
attorneys, public defenders, law enforcement and juvenile justice commissions 
or probation committees. In order to conserve time and to stimulate dis­
cussions, it was decided to utilize group interviews. Eight was detennfoed 
to be the optimum number of persons and most groups approximated this size. 
However~ most of the interviews with chiefs were on an individual basis as 
were a number with judges and other key persons, including the presiding 
judges of superior courts, members of boards of supervisors and county ad­
ministrative officers. 

The number of interviews was scaled to the size of the probation 
supervision staff in each sample county. Staff interview panels varied be­
tween one and six per county in addition to an equal number of client p1nels 
Overail, there was a total of 70 staff panels and 70 client panels. In 
addition, there were panel and individual interviews with chiefs and other 
persons and groups mentioned above. 

The names of staff chosen for interviews were selected through use 
of a random number process. Although client panel participants were chosen 
most frequently with the assistance of local probation staff members, the 
clients freely verbalized the whole range of attitudes toward supervision 
from very negative to very positive. Panels generally were either entirely 
juveniles or adults and usually were all subsidy or all regular supervision. 

The bulk of the data were collected by consultants from the Division 
of Community Services of the Youth Authority assisted by some Youth Authority 
Parole Agents, a number of graduate students, and the Task Force staff. In 
addition, questionnaires were mailed to chiefs in non-sample counties and 
written responses were solicited. 

Three 11model-building 11 sessions were held; one with members of the 
Correctional System Study and two with experts outside the Task Force. 
These sessions provided information on changes that were imminently impor­
tant plus ideas as to what the correctional system should be in the future. 
Additionally, two special and valuable meetings with chief probation officers 
were held to discuss the tentative findings and recommendations of the Task 
Force. 
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In short, the major sources of input into this Task force Report 
were the probation literature, the probation staff and clientele in 15 
selected California counties, and a number of additional experts familiar 
with the State's probation process. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1Board of Corrections, Probation Study, State of California (Sacra­
mento, 1965). 

2Ibid.; Re~ort of the Governor's Special Study Commission on Juvenile 
Justice, Part !_,tate-Of Californi~acramento, November 30, 19b1J); Report 
of tfie Gover~or's Special Stud,x Commission on Juvenile Justic~, Part II, 
state of California (Sacramento, November 3t:r,° 1960); The Spec1al"'""StUdy Com­
mission on Correctional Facilities and Services, Probation in California, 
State of California (Sacramento, December 1957); The Speciar-crime Study 
Commissions on Adult Corrections and Release Procedures and Juvenile Justice, 
Probation Services in California, State of California (Sacramento, 1948-1949). 



CHAPTER III 

MOO EL 

The model presented in this chapter is an attempt to apply to proba­
tion supervision those goals and underlying principles which the Correctional 
System Study believes are vital to the entire correctional process. In brief, 
these are seen as the cornerstones upon which any progressive probation pro­
gram must be erected and must rest. 

I. GOALS 

The primary goal or mission of probation superv1s1on 1s the same as 
that of the entire correctional system, viz. the protection of society by 
minimizing the probability of recidivism on the part of probationers. 

Secondary goals, and strategies for attaining goals, are basically 
the same as for the rest of corrections, but with particular emphasis on 
community-based, field supervision objectives and techniques. Secondary 
goals include rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders into the com­
munity and, at the same time, specific {i.e. directed at those on probation) 
deterrence. The Probation Task force contends that all of these objectives 
are normally compatible, i.e. that society is best protected and offenders 
most effectively deterred from further illegal behavior by their successful 
rehabilitation and reintegration into the community. 

The strategies of probation, for both youth and adults, should place 
heavy stress on effecting social change, maximum development and utilization 
of community resources, family involvement, group work, and individual case­
work. 

II. PRINCIPLES 

The statements below represent an effort to apply specifically to 
probation supervision those basic principles which the Correctional System 
Study contends are most fundamental to any progressive correctional system. 

i. Responsi bi 1 i tj' 

Local communities, normally individual counties, have primary respon­
sibility for delivery of probation services. Accordingly, they have the 
responsibility to develop the range of strategies, techniques, and resources 
to effectively protect the community and successfully rehabil i tate/reinte­
grate probationers placed in their charge. 

The State which has the overall enabling responsibility for the en­
tire correctional system, should assist the counti:s to.develop ~nd imple­
ment the types of programs necessary for an effect1ve f1eld serv1ces opera-
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tion. This assistance should include subsidization and a wide range of 
11 supportive 11 services such as training, planning, research, standard setting 
and enforcement, and general consultation. (Additional discussion of the 
State's role as an "enabler" will be found in the System Task Force Report.) 

2. Divers ion 

P~obation departments should make every effort to divert or remove 
from the system all persons who are not appropriate subjects for correctional 
supervision. As a general rule, probation should receive or retain under 
supervision only those offenders who pose a threat to the community's pro­
tection. 

3. Coordination 

Since it handles the great bulk of the correctional population and 
is the normal first step in the correctional labyrinth, probation must be 
closely coordinated with other components of the correctional system, both 
to avoid duplication of efforts and to provide a continuum of treatment. It 
should also work hand-in-hand with the rest of criminal justice, and with 
other public and private agencies who are involved with its clientele. 

4. Community-Based Programs 

Probation should keep its programs as close and as relevant to the 
communities of its clients as possible. 

Offenders should be retained in the community (i.e. not institution­
alized) whenever possible. 

5. Visibility 

Probation operations, including departmental policies and procedures» 
should be "open11 or visible to the community, not only to permit scrutiny 
and review, but also to engender public understanding and support. 

6. Accountability 

Each probation department should spell out, for itself as a whole 
and for each of its major programs: (1) goals, (2) how to measure whether 
or not those goals (results) are attained, and (3} the tools necessary to 
. assure the measurement of resu\ts and act'\ons based on those resu'\ts. Re­
search and evaluation should thus be an integral part of every program. 

Provided they are given the necessary resources, probation programs 
should then "live or die" by their results. This is the 11 contract" of 
accountability. 
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Probation should be accountable not only to itself, but also to the 
public, to other segments of the criminal justice system, to other branches 
of government, and to probationers. 

7. Objectivity 

Probation departments and individual officers must maintain profes­
sional integrity by submitting reports and recommendations on their clients 
which are as objective and straight-forward as possible. This means that 
individual workers must not only refrain from any attempts to manipulate 
other decision-makers, but they must also be free from intra- or extra­
departmental pressures which might cause them to submit reports or recommend­
ations which are not objective, do not reflect their honest views, or do 
not reflect their best professional judgment. 

8. Burden of Responsibility 

All probation decision-making relevant to handling of clients should 
~lace the burden of responsibility on the system, not the probationers, to 
justify any further degree of restriction or extention of restriction on 
his freedom. Put another way, the system should also select the least re­
strictive course consistent with protection of the public. 

9. Public Involvement 

Probation should take greater recognition both of general public 
apathy about corrections and of the growing interest and concern among at 
least some elements of the community; in response, it should develop strong 
programs aimed at eliciting greater public involvement. Such programs 
should focus on at least three levels: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Establishing credibility with the public, i.e. obtaining the 
community's trust through ongoing public education and public 
relations. 

En 1i Sting di re ct susport, e.g. financi a 1 ass i Stance, VO 1 unteers, 
and other direct ai • 

Involving the community in an advisory capacity, i.e. providing 
for public input by at least an indirect share in policy and 
decision-making. 

10. Change-Orientation 

In recognition of the fact that governmental agencies tend to pre­
serve their traditional modi operandi. probation departments must incorpor­
ate flexibility, creathnty, and innovation into their very bloodstream. 
Based on a commitment to continual feedback and evaluation, they must be 
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prepared not only to change but, if necessary, to "self-destruct" any part 
of their program that fails to produce expected results or that is no longer 
relevant to current problems and responsibilities. 

11. Differentiation 

Meaningful handling, let alone treatment, of offenders demands dif­
ferential approaches based on individual needs. Hence, differential classi­
fication/treatment systems must be employed. 

12. Range of Services 

Probation must have available specialized programs and resources to 
meet the .needs of its clients to the fullest possible degree. Such pro­
grams/resources may be provided by the probation department itself, con­
tracted for with another agency or individual, or obtained in some other 
manner (e.g. volunteers). At the bare minimum such services must include 
a study or diagnostic capability, casework services, a wide variety of 
alternatives to institutionalization, and access to available community re­
sources such as employment and schools. 

13. Client-Centeredness 

All probation programs should be "client-centered .. , i.e. involve the 
client himself in the planning and carrying out of a specific program of 
rehabilitation/reintegration. · 

14. Financial Support 

To carry out their primary responsibility for the delivery of ser­
vices, county probation departments must have the financial resources to 
carry out effective programs, contract for necessary services, and experi­
ment with promising innovations. 

The State and Federal Governments should provide subsidization for 
such services as necessary. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE CURRENT PROBATION SYSTEM: SURVEY FINDINGS 

This discussion of the current probation system will focus on six 
ma~or areas: (1) goals and philosophies of probation department~, (2) their 
primary functions or tasks, (3) their organizational structure, (4) the re­
sources· they have or need to carry out their functions, (5) evaluation and 
research, and (6) some important issues facing probation in the immediate 
or near future. 

I. GOALS ANO PHILOSOPHIES 

The primary goal of probation, as well as all of corrections, is the 
protection of society by reducing recidivism. As indicated in other Task 
Force Reports, society is normally best protected by the development and im­
plementation of effective programs of rehabilitation and reintegration. For 
probation this means that recidivism is most likely to be reduced if the 
offender is provided with a variety of effective services while under super­
vision in the free community. These services include working with the offend­
er's family,providing vocational counseling and training, finding appropriate 
employment, helping to overcome stereotyped public attitudes toward offenders, 
overcoming restrictive employment policies and procedures, and providing case­
work services to the individual offender. 

The Probation Task Force included two items in its survey questionnaire 
to determine how the major objectives of probation were perceived by the staff. 
The first question was, "What actually is the primary goal of your agenc,Y? 11

, 

and the second question was, "What should be the primary goal of corrections? 11 

The response categories included, 11 punishment 11
; "keeping offenders off the 

streets 11
; 

11 protection of society"; 11 rehabi l i tat ion of offenders 11
; 

11 other11
; 

and 11 unc1ear or no opinion". Staff responses to the two questions were tab­
ulated and are presented in Chart I. Thirty-two percent of the staff thought 
that the actual primary goal was the protection of society, while 38% asserted 
it was the rehabilitation of offenders. Significantly, 20% claimed that the 
primary goal of their respective agencies was either unclear or they had no 
opinion on the matter. The fact that a sizeable number of staff members did 
not know what is the actual goal, suggests that there is little in the way 
of attempting to clarify major agency goals on the part of administrators 
and agency heads. Almost all of those having no idea of their agency's goals 
were 1ine workers and supervisors; administrators and agency heads almost 
without exception expressed a definite opinion on the question of agency 
goals. However, the data in Chart I clearly show that even when the staff 
expressed an opinion--no matter what their rank in the agency--there was no 
agreement on the primary goal. 

Lack of agreement is also evident with respect to the ideal goal of 
corrections. Thirty-nine percent asserted that the goal should be the pro­
tection of socie.ty and 58% said that it should be rehabilitation. Juvenile 
probation officers were more likely than adult probation officers to assert 
that rehabilitation should be the major goal. Almost everyone expressed an 
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op1n1on in defining the ideal goal, but again, the preferences were distri­
buted between protection of society and rehabilitation. Apparently there 
is a good deal of confusion over the meaning of these two objectives; the 
latter is construed to be generally a more permissive approach, while the 
former is seen as being more punitive. There is little doubt that probation 
officers did not agree on the meaning of these concepts and perceived them 
to be somewhat incompatible with each other. Rehabilitation is thought of 
more as an end product, rather than as a means by which society can be pro­
tected. 

Similar disagreements have also been noted over the question of the 
most effective methods of supervising juvenile probationers. In one study, 
the probation officers were completely divided on whether unexpected home 
visits were more effective than predetermined appointments, and whether 
making probationers 11 toe the line" was more effective than being lenient.1 

In short, the data suggest that in the probation agencies surveyed by 
the. Task force there have not been very extensive attempts to discuss goals 
and objectives. Even in those instances where goals have been formalized 
in writing, they have not always been disseminated to staff members or, if 
disseminated, they have not always been read, accepted or followed by staff 
members. Encouragingly, it was observed that efforts are under way in some 
of the larger probation departments to develop and define fonnal statements 
of goals and objectives. 

An additional problem, however, is that goals are rarely operation­
alized, i.e. defined in clear, concrete terms, so that their attainment or 
lack of it can be measured. Unless this, too, is done, a mere theoretical 
formulation of goals is of limited value. 

I I. FUNCTIONS 

The Making of Probation Policy 

Because of the large number of counties where the judge appoints the 
chief probation officer, one would expect to see many courts participating 
in the making of probation policy. Responses in the interviews indicated 
that the court is involved in such activity in many areas, although it was 
reported that the practice no longer exists in some communities. What subtle 
influences, if any, the courts have on recommendations made on supervision 
cases is not clear. However, it does seem clear that the power of judges 
to appoint and remove chief probation officers, under Section 575 Welfare 
and Institutions Code and Section 1203.6 Penal Code, carries with it the 
danger that judges may become de facto administrators of the probation de­
partments. In at least two ofthe sample counties, there was evidence that 
the court was determining departmental policy to a large extent. 
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Diversion 

While intake laws and procedures were not fonna11y within the scope 
of the present study, an effort was made to ascertain retrospectively what 
types of clients now placed in probation supervision are inappropriate sub­
jects for the probation process. In fact, the exclusion of intake issues 
from the study was a point of serious concern among probation administrators 
and personnel. Study staff shared in this concern and attempted to look at 
critical issues from a retrospective point of view whenever possible. 

It became readily apparent to Task Force staff that not only preven­
tion of initial law violations, but also diversion of many persons who com­
mit acts which make them legal subjects for the criminal justice and proba­
tion systems are of growing import to both correctional workers and the 
general public. Persons interviewed throughout the course of the study 
had many opinions as to types of clients who are not appropriate for proba­
tion supervision. The chief categories of persons suggested for diversion 
from this process were: dependent and pre-delinquent children, alcohol and 
drug abusers, those placed under supervision simply as a means of getting 
them to pay money under court order, victimless offenders in general, and 
those in need of psychiatric aid. 

The topic provoking the most discussion was possible removal of the 
pre-delinquents (Section 601 Welfare and Institutions Code) from probation 
supervision. Chief probation officers, in particular, urged that this sec­
tion of the law not be repealed until viable alternatives were present in 
the community which would provide services as good or better than those 
now offered by probation. Actually, a large proportion of such cases are 
presently diverted from the justice system by various agencies, but it is 
those delinquent-prone youth who find their way to court that cause the 
concern. While many anticipated such a change in the law, most hoped for 
additional time for communities to prepare alternative programs. 

The case for removal of Section 601 from the Welfare and Institutions 
Code was made by Thomas L. Carroll in a report prepared for the California 
Assembly.2 That report urged that Section 600 be used for those pre-delin­
quent youth in need of the protection of the court. Probation chiefs and 
staff saw such resources as youth service bureaus, crisis intervention 
centers, welfare departments, and various family service and mental health 
agencies as being the alternatives to handle the pre-delinquent, but did 
not feel that such services were adequately developed as yet. As an example, 
Duxbury cited evidence that some youth service bureaus in the State have 
had an impact on diverting young persons from the justice system. However, 
she indicated the bureaus have been in operation too short a time to deter­
mine whether they are a satisfactory alternative.3 

The greatest consensus was found in support for removal of common 
drunks from the criminal justice system. Most respondents felt that pro­
cessing drunks to jail or probation is inappropriate because their problem 
is not one of harming society but rather of harming themselves. It was 
suggested that the problem could best be met by detoxification centers or 
some other programs operated by a public health or mental hsa 1th agency. 
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Ad6i~iona1 discussion on diverting the alcoho1ic from the criminal justice 
system may be found in tne Jail Task Force Report. 

Formulating Conditions of Probation 

Whi1e it occurs during the investigat·ive process, and therefore does 
not t~cnnicaliy fall within the scope of this Study, adult probation officers 
are required ~Y law to make recommendations either for or against placement 
on probation. In the. superior cou5ts in 1969, there were 37 ,832 recommen­
dations made by probation officers. Of this number, 23,794 (63%) were 
recommendations for probation, and in 96% of these cases the court granted 
probation. Of the 14,038 cases where probation officers recommended against 
probation, the court denied probation 66% of the time. Thus, when probation 
officers recommended probation, the courts almost always granted it, but 
when probation was not recommended, the courts nevertheless granted it a 
third of the time. The effects of this disparity are not known and should 
be a matter for systematic investigation. 

In addition to making recommendations either for or against probation, 
probation officers also specify the appropriate conditions of probation if 
it is to be granted by the court. One of the most common conditions of pro­
bation is that the offender serve a jail term prior to his placement under 
supervision in the community. In 1969, there were 27,458 adult defendants 
granted probation by superior courts. In 11 ~470 (42%) of these, a jail 
sentence was a condition of probation.6 It is not known how long each of 
these sentences were, but it is unlikely that they were a year, or longer.· 

At the present time, it is not known whether jail as a condition of 
probation is more or less effective in reducing recidivism than straight 
probation. Research is urgently needed on this question, since, as noted 
in the Jail Task Force Report, approximately 40% of the sentenced jail pop­
ulation presently are serving terms as a condition of probation. It is the 
belief of the Probation Task Force that many of the above offenders could 
be placed on straight probat'ion without seriously jeopardizing the safety 
of the cow.munity. This action also would be consistent with the principle 
of ret&ining offenders in the community whenever possible, rather than 
isolating them from it. furthermore, minimizing the use of jail as a condi~ 
tion of probation would result in substantial savings. It has been esti­
mated that the average per capita annual cost for successfu1 cases on 
straight probation is $247, while the costs range between $1,000 and $39000 
if jail is a condition of probation.7 

fines acd restitution also are stipulated conditions of probation, 
and tend to be imposed more frequently in the municipal courts than in the 
superior courts of the State. (On the other hand, the condition of jail is 
specified more frequently in the superior courts.) According to the statis­
tical report of a large adult probation department in the Bay Area, there 
were 2,681 persons admitted to probation in 1970. Of these, 812 had to pay 
a fine as a condition of probation, 100 were required to make restitution, 
and ';93 had to pay a fine in addition to making restitution. Thus, of the 
2,681 probationers, 1,105 persons (41%) had fines~ restitution, or both 
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imposed as conditions of their probation. Of this number, 823 were munici­
pal court cases and only 282 were from the superior ·courts. It is signifi­
cant to note that while fines could very likely be an effective device in 
reducing recidivism, especially for property offenders, it is not commonly 
a condition of probation in the superior courts of the State. further 
corroboration of this fact was reported in a recent study which found that 
of 17,000 property offenders sentenced by the State's superior courts, only 
750 received fines.8 · 

There also are a number of specialized conditions that can be imposed 
if the probation officer or court deems them to be necessary. Some of these 
stipulate that the probationer receive psychiatric treatment, that he pay 
child support, or that he pay court costs. There almost always are standard 
or routine conditions specified, such as not violating any laws, not leaving 
the county without permission, not associating with persons who have been 
in difficulty with the law, actively seeking or maintaining employment, re­
fraining from the use of alcoholic beverages, and so forth. 

Judges, juvenile justice commissions and a probation committee, dis­
trict attorneys and public defenders were asked to describe what kind of 
condit·i ons are regu i arly imposed on persons granted probation in their county, 

· why, and how strictly the conditions should be enforced. It was accepted 
generaUy that conditions such as those mentioned above were imposed in 
order to help clients stay out of trouble. · 

However, the evidence shows that the appropriateness and relevance 
of the conditions for the client often was overlooked and that a need exists 
for a review of the whole matter. One indication of this need came from a 
member of the judiciary who responded frankly to the question of why certain 
conditions were given without reference to their appropriateness by saying, 
11 Because they always have been imposed. 11 Other proof of the need for change 
came from the frequent observations of probationers that conditions often 
were meaningless, irrelevant, non-individualized and overly restrictive, As 
examples, some reported being told not to associate with other persons on 
probation, even though members of their own household were under supervision . 

. In one community, a seven o'clock curfew was imposed on a mature teenager 
even though his offense was related to traffic. In another county~ some 
married women probationers complained that they were threatened with revoca­
tion if they became pregnant. 

That there is value in having probation conditions is evident in the 
fact that 75% of 2,039 clients responding to this part of the questionnaire 
said conditions usually or sometimes helped them obey the law. The need is 
to move now toward more relevant conditions. Further support for this stance 
is found in the observation of the President 1 s Commission on Law Enforcement 
ana Aan~nistration of Justice that conditions of probation must be appropriate 
to the needs of the individual case in order to have differential treabnent.9 

The Probation Task Force strongly suggests that the impact of the 
varfo\.is conditions of probation on the recidivism rate be systematically 
investigated. It is likely that a jail sentence preceding prubation wi'll 
be more effective for certain types of offenders, but not for others. The 
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same is likely to be true for other conditions that are commonly imposed. 
Only after a period of systematic evaluation will there be information on 
the relative effectiveness of the various conditions. If some turn out to 
be effective in reducing recidivism, then they should be specified as con­
ditions of probation; if others are found not to be effective, then they 
should be abandoned. 

Classification and Treatment Srstems 

In 1964, the Board of Corrections conducted a study of probation 
services in California. One of the major recommendations of that study 
was to reduce the size of the burgeoning caseloads throughout the State. 
The report was quick to point out, however, that reduced caseloads p~r se 
we~e not sufficient to bring about more effective probation supervis1on, 
and that an efficient classification system must be adopted to provide 
meaningful and individualized services to probationers. "Without commit­
ment to classification$ probationers receive a generalized, often meaning­
less, service that is best characterized by the current goal of probation: 
one probationer--one contact a month. 11 10 The 1964 Probation StudJ'.' found 
that classification was not a regular part of the operational activities of 
any of the 17 probation departments selected for the study.11 

Since classification was recommended by the 1964 study, the Probation 
Task Force~ using the same 15 counties as the 1964 study, attempted to de­
termine the extent to which classification systems are now being used by 
the various probation departments. Interviews with probation staff and ad­
ministrators revealed that most classification and treatment systems current­
ly were operating only in probation subsidy units, although there were some 
exceptions to this. Classification systems solely for case management pur­
poses existed in many regular probation units. 

One of the items in the Task Force questionnaire asked probation 
officers whether they were using a classification system with the probation­
ers under their supervision. Fully 41% of the line workers said that they 
were not using any system; an additional 38% asserted that they were using 
a classification system, but it was of no help in the treatment process. 
While there were differences between subsidized and non-subsidized units 
(more probation officers from the former type of unit claimed to be using 
classification), the data dearly showed that in no instance did a majority 
of probation officers claim that they were using classification effectively. 

It was also found that, while many staff would like to use a differ­
ential treatment classification system, they lacked an adequate level of 
understanding of the way such a system should be used. In addition, inter­
views revealed a lack of planning for case management. The questionnaire 
disclosed that folly one-quarter of probation staff members felt their agen­
cies did not encourage them to develop individual treatment plans and to . 
implement them. This is in direct contrast to the opinion expressed by the 
President's Crime Commission that one of the major requirements for using 
a differential treatment system is an adequate case analysis and planning 
procedure. However, it is consistent with the Commission's observation that 
careful planning by probation officers is almost non-existent.12 
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Support was expressed during interviews for the idea of matching 
officers with clients by personality types. In addition, questionnaire 
~esponses indicated that 75% of 875 staff at all levels supported the match-
1ng concept. Because of a failure to understand the way in which classifi­
cation is used for treatment purposes, a number of negative views were ex­
pressed (s1.Jch as classification is merely a "labeling process" and is 11de­
humanizing11). Other negative statemen~s coone from those who felt that the 
particular system being used was ineffective. 

It is quite evident that the years separating the 1964 study and the 
present Probation Task force Report have not witnessed the widespread use 
of classification--even with the existence of subsidized units with reduced 
caseloads--nor any great acclaim as to its effectiveness in the supervision 
of probationers. While an increasing range of approaches and techniques 
were noted (such as psychodrama, Gestalt and other forms of group therapy, 
conjoint family therapy, transactional analysis, reality therapy, audio­
visual equipment for "instant playback", recreational and camping trips, 
drug schools, weekend work or other programs, remedial tutoring, vocational 
training and counseling by private agencies~ etc.), the standard 11 treatment 11 

practice for the great majority of probationers still consisted of 10 to 15 
minute nacross the desk" office type interviews on a once a month basis 
{less often for many adults) and frequently under rushed circumstances (e.g. 
with a 1ine of other clients waiting). Even in some intensive supervision 
programs, the nature of supervision had changed little, i.e. the additional 
time provided by reduced caseloads was used mainly to offer more of the 
same type of service that had traditionally been offered. A related problem 
was that the great bulk of probation officers worked hours which were in­
convenient for most clients and which inevitably led to long waiting lines 
and short interviews. On the other hand, a number of counties, particularly 
in their subsidy units, had implemented many of the treatment strategies 
mentioned above, in addition to others, and had begun to demonstrate more 
flexibility in their programs and the hours they were available. 

There is great variation in the types and intensity of probation 
services which are offered to clients. These range from phone or mail super­
vision to daily contacts in which probation officers a."lmost 11 lived 11 with some 
youngsters. Subsidy units, because of their smaller caseloads and richer 
resource~, tended to have the most innovative and progressive types of pro­
grams. A number of the most promising treatment efforts wi l1 be discussed 
in more deta·il in a foilowing section entitled 11 Program Highlights 11

• 

However, overall it was found that probadon contacts tended to be 
simUar, infrequent and fleeting. In fact, the probation officers them­
selves questioned the quality of their services. One of the items in the 
staff questionnaire asked them to estimate the quality of services provided 
by their agencies. Only 36% of all staff (33% of subsidy staff) rated the 
general qua·lity of correctional services in their agencies as "high". 

The general conclusion of Task force staff is that most probation 
programs offer minimal treatment and the treatment they do offer ten~s to 
be the same, for the great majority of probationers. with the exce~t10~ 
that srnTie offenders receive more of it. The direction that probat1on 1s 
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only beginning to pursue incorporates sophisticated programs of differential 
treabuent, i.e. developing and implementing separate correctional strategies 
for different types of offenders. 

However, many of the staff and administrators were aware of the exis­
tence of at least one classification system. When they were queried by the 
Task force as to what were the most promising classification systems, several 
were mentioned. The one most frequently cited was the 11 I-level 11 classifi­
cation system in which offenders are classified according to a given level 
of interpersonal maturity. According to the theory of interpersonal maturity, 
individuals progress through several stages of socialization.13 Each succes­
sive stage of development involves a greater degree of interpersonal compe­
tence and skill. The theory asserts that there are seven levels of inter­
personal maturity and individuals who are fixated at the lower levels tend 
to be poor role-players and dependent personalities. 

The theory of interpersonal maturity has clear implications for dif­
ferential treatment. In California, both Youth Authority wards and some 
probationers have been classified into one of the levels of interpersonal 
maturity and then provided with treatment services that would logically 
appear to be related to deficiencies characterizing the particular type.14 
For example, a youth classified as being very immature would require some 
form of placement where his dependency needs could be met. This classifi­
cation system has been used with some success in the Community Treatment 
Project, and is discussed in greater detail in the Juvenile Institution 
Task Force Report. 

While the I-level classification system holds much promise, a number 
of cautionary remarks should be made to prevent its uncritical use. First, 
this system assumes that offenders are interpersonally immature as compared 
with non-offenders in the general population.15 A substantial body of re­
search has been conducted on this general matter, and as yet none of it has 
uncovered a trait or set of traits that clearly differentiate criminals and 
delinquents from non-criminals and non-delinquents. 

A second point to keep in mind is that more than one classification 
system is likely to be needed by the correctional services. There are many 
offenders who do not exhibit any clear sign of emotional or mental disorders. 
Instead, their crimes may result from social forces beyond their control, 
such as a sagging economy; high unemployment rates; discriminatory policies 
in unions. business and industry; and other limited opportunities. Under 
such conditions, psycho1ogica1iy healthy individuals can succumb to these 
forces. 

A final point to keep in mind is that classification systems are 
abstractions which might not accurately describe a group of individuals. 
Some individuals do not neatly 11 fit 11 into any given category; and ever. when 
they are classified, they are not clearly distinguishable from persons who 
have been classified into other categories.16 · 

The above remarks are not intended to discourage the use of class ifi­
cation systems. Rather, they are made with the aim of encouraging the in-
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telhgent and effective use of such systems. There is little doubt regard­
ing the validity of the idea of differential treatment. Different types of 
offenders have different needs, and one of probation's major tasks is to 
decide "who needs what type of service 11

• Effective differential treatment 
assumes statutory flexibility, a minimum of restrictive probation conditions, 
greater and more varied use of community resources, including volunteers, 
para-professionals, and ex-offenders, and greater public understanding and 
support. 

The Probation Officer as "Services Man~ger 11 

Effective "treatment" involves not only the rehabilitation of the 
offender, but also his successful reintegration into the community. Rehab­
ilitation involves strategies of intervention that are aimed at changing 
the individual client. Some of these strategies are counseling, casework, 
and psychotherapy. All of these are attempts to help the individual gain 
more insight into his personal problems in order to bring about behavioral 
change. A long-standing tradition of probation has been to offer counsel­
ing ana casework services to probationers, and the Task force found that 
these continued to be assigned positions of high priority in the minds of 
most probation officers. When asked if they used any form of counseling, 
such as individual, family, or group counseling, almost all of the probation 
officers (95%) stated that they used at least one of these. It is quite 
clear that probation servicies are conceived largely in 11 casework11 terms. 

Another major goal, as indicated in all of the Task Force Reports. 
is the successful reintegrc1tion of the offender into the mainstream of the 
community's life. This means academic and vocational training, the creation 
of empioyment opportunities, health and welfare services, legal services. 
housing, and so forth. While the probation officer cannot be expected to 
be an "expert 11 in all of these areas, he can be expected to coordinate and 
manage the dispensing of the variety of community services that can be made 
available to the probationers. The probation officer's role is most aptly 
described as a 11services manager 11

• His task is to locate the range of in­
dividuals, agencies, and organizations that can be helpful in reintegrating 
the probationer back into the community. · In this regard. the probation 
officer may have to spend more time with the agencies and organizations 
providing specialized services, than with his individual probationers. This 
is not to say that casework services will be less important than was pre­
viously the case; rather, it means that the probation officer will not be 
as directly involved in the dispensing of specialized services. His task 
wi1Y-be to identify the needs of the offender, locate the appropriate ser­
vices, and coordinate them to his client's best advantage. Seen from this 
perspective, the probation officer is the central figure in the network of 
community services. 

There is an increasing amount of evidence to suggest that services 
provided by the probation officer as such are not as important as the ser­
vices provided by other individualS-aiiCr9roups in the reintegration process. 
For example~ one study investigated the reasons for the successful comple­
tion of supervision of 75 Bay Area Federal probationers and parolees.17 
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This group was asked, "How do you account for your success on supervision?" 
Similarly, the officers and a friend or relative of each offender were asked, 
"How do you account for the offender•s success on supervision? 11 The re­
sponses to these questions are reproduced in Table V. In summarizing the 
results of this study, Sigurdson has noted that: 

110ne is immediately struck with the high level of agreement 
in the response pattern of officers, offenders, and third 
parties interviewed. What is more significant is that only 
20 percent of the officers themselves and even smaller per­
centages of offenders and third party respondents--12 percent 
and 15 percent, respectively--associated the efforts of the 
supervising officer with successful completion of supervision . 
... It is apparent from these findings that the officer plays 
a rather insignificant role in the rehabilitation of most of 
his charges. 11 18 . 

This and other studies thus suggest that the probation officer may have a 
greater contribution to make on a broader community level in the role of 
arranging for and coordinating services to his probationers. 

Summar~. Almost without exception, correctional authorities have 
endorsed the 1dea of classification and differential treatment of offenders. 
But two problem areas remain. The first pertains to which system or systems 
to employ in the field of probation. While I-level offers a good deal of 
promise, there are other typological systems as well. For example, the 
President's Corrections Task Force outlined the characteristics of a general 
offender typology of: prosocial offenders; antisocial offenders; psuedo­
social offenders; and asocial offenders.19 This classification also holds 
some promise. But at the present time, any of these systems should be con­
sidered as tentative. It is clear that more research and experimentation 
are needed to determine the relative effectiveness of competing typological 
systems. 

The second problem area has to do with the assimilation of research 
findings into routine programs and policies. To date, despite the vast 
amount of research that has been conducted in various facets of corrections, 
especially in typological systems, a notable gap continues to exist between 

·research findings and correctional practice.20 Perhaps the most important 
problem facing all of corrections is to determine how best to translate re­
search findings into viable agency policies. 

But despite the above concerns~ the ideal of differential treatment 
should continue to be a major goal of probation, and indeed of all correc­
tions. As the President's Commission on law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice has pointed out: 

.. More individualized and systematically differentiated 
treatment and contro1 of offenders is (a) .•. m~jor requisite 
of more rational and effective corrections, 11 21 
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TABLE V 

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY ORIGIN ANO CATEGORY 

Category of Response 

Assistance Personal 
from Strengths 

Family Employment or Religious 
and or Emotional Probation or Ethical 

Fear of 
Social Further 
Respon- legal 

Orientation Friends Training Growth Officer Principles si bil ity Action Other 

75 Officers 

75 Offenders 

Family or 
friends * 

41 

43 

38 

43 34 34 

40 40 39 

57 53 39 

15 6 9 14 

9 13 11 21 

11 11 17 16 

*For a variety of reasons it was possible to interview only 49 families or friends of the 75 offenders; for 
purposes of comparison, their responses were projected to a total of 75. 

Source: San Francisco Project, ~Study of Federal Probation and Parole, Research Report No. 13, National 
Institute of Mental Health, 1967, Table3 13, 14, 15. 
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Similarly, the Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project has demonstrated 
that: 

11 
••• it is the differential or intensive/extensive treatment 

aspects •.. which appear to be of fundamental importance."22 

However9 consistent with its tortoise-like tradition, probation has been 
slow to peer out from under its shell and move forward. The fact is that 
probation's main incentive has come from State subsidization and that, with­
out increased subsidization and encouragement by the State, little additional 
progress is anticipated in the near future. 

Client Views of Treatment 

A variety of responses were received when probationers were asked 
what it was like being on probation. Many of the answers were in a negative 
vein. Clients told of their resentment to overt displays of authority on 
the part of the officers, of probation terms which were too long, and of 
regulations which seemed childish. Illustrative of the last point was a 
report from probationers recently released from jail that they were prohib­
ited from visiting inmates, even family members, still in jail until a cer­
tain time had elapsed after their own release. 

Frequenc~ of contact with probation officers. A major concern of the 
Task Force was to determine from the clients' perspective how frequently they 
had contacts with their probation officer. Table VI presents information on 
frequency of contacts, average length of each contact, and whether the pro­
bation officer had ever visited the probationer's home. The data show quite 
clearly that clients in subsidized units claimed having considerably more 
contact with their probation officer than those who were being supervised 
in non-subsidized units. In fact, throughout the study, most of the posi­
tive comments were made by probationers in the subsidy units. 

At the same time, however, it should be noted that of the clients 
under subsidy supervision, fully 25% of the juveniles and 42% of the adults 
claimed seeing their probation officers only once a month or less. In addi­
tion, only 28% and 34% of the juvenile and adult probationers. respectively, 
in subsidy programs estimated that their probation officer usually spent an 
hour or more with them. Thus, in terms of contacts, while there were defi­
nite differences between subsidized and non-subsidized units, neither group 
estimated having a great deal of contact with their probation officer. 

It would appear, therefore, that the subsidy program has succeeded 
in increasing contact between the probation officer and his charges. In 
1964~ the Probation ~tudy found that the average caseload for adult proba­
tion officers was "20 cases, which was four times the re.commended national 
standard and three and one-nalf times the recommended State standard.23 For 
juvenile probation officers the median caseload size was 78.9 cases, sub­
stantially in excess of any State or national standard.24 While the 1964 
study did not estimate the number of contacts probation officers had with 
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TABLE VI 

CLIENT CONTACTS WITH PROBATION OFFICERS 
(Percentage Distribution *) 

Juvenile Adult 

Non- Non-
QUESTION Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy 

(N=280) (N-440) (N=250) (N=l ,077) 

How often do you usually see 
your probation officer? 

Never seen 1 3 4 
Once a week 42 17 24 3 
Semi-monthly 34 21 35 6 
Once a month 17 42 34 66 
Every 2 or 3 months 6 12 5 14 
less often 1 5 3 7 

How much time do you usually 
spend together? 

Few minutes 22 31 15 37 
Half hour 50 49 50 51 
An hour 23 17 23 10 
Over an hour 5 3 12 2 

Has probation officer ever 
come to where you live? 

Yes 85 74 13 32 
No 14 25 25 62 
Don't know l 2 2 6 

* Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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case loads of 209, judg"ing from the comments made by judges, probation offi­
cers, and others during panel interviews, it is clear that they were minimal. 
Since 1966. it has been possible to reduce some caseloads below 50 through 
the State subsidy program, and as Table VI shows, this has had the effect 
of increasing the amount of contact probation officers have hadwith their 
charges. 

Perceived he1~fulness of probation officers. Both juvenile and adult 
probationers were as ed to evaluate how helpful their probation officer was 
in a variety of areas. The results of these queries are presented in Tab.le 
VII. There are several points worth noting about the data. first clients 
under subsidy supervision did not uniformly evaluate their probation offi­
cer as being more helpful than the clients under non-subsidy supervision. 
In general, there are fairly consistent differences between the subsidized 
and non-subsidized units among juvenile probationers. Those under subsidy 
supervision claimed, more frequently than juveniles under non-subsidy super­
vision, that their probation officer always helped them with any kind of 
trouble (42% vs. 27%), always helped with problems at school (32% vs. 21%), 
aiways helped when looking for a job (24% vs. 9%), and had a lot of personal 
concern (50% vs. 39%). 

However. the differences between adult probationers under subsidy and 
non-subsidy supervision were not nearly as great, nor as consistent. The 
only clear difference between these two groups was found to be in the area 
of employment. Thirty-one percent of the clients in subsidy units claimed 
that their probation officer was always helpful when looking for work or 
with problems on the job, while only 18% of the non-subsidy unit clients 
claimed this to be the case. Beyond this one area, however, the differences 
between the two groups are not significant. 

In short, the data suggest that the State subsidy program has had a 
more positive impact on the supervision of juvenile than adult probationers. 

A second point worth noting in Table VII is that in no instance did 
the clients enthusiastically endorse their probation officer. There is not 
one instance where at least a two-thirds majority checked the "most favor­
able response category". Instead, the evaluations were less than enthusias­
tic~ or flatly negative. For example, when asked, "How can your probation 
officer he1 p you most? 11

, fully 38% of all the clients answered, .. leave me 
a·1one 11

, or something 11other11 than the response categories 1 i sted. In addi­
t"ion, responses to this item did not differ between probationers who were 
and were not under subsidy supervision. 

Thus, in conclusion it appears that subsidy programs have not had an 
overwhelming impact on probationers' evaluations of the helpfulness of their 
probation officer. Whenever they do make a difference, it is likely to show 
up among juvenile, rather than adult probationers. Adult probationers under 
subsidy supervision are, however, quite likely to be helped in the field of 
employment. 
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TABLE VII 
CLIENT EVALUATION OF HELPFULNESS OF PROBATION OFFICERS 

(Percentage Distribution *) 

JUVENILE 
QUESTION 
When you have troubles of any kind, does 
your P.O. help you solve them? 

Always helps 
Sometimes helps 
Never helps 
I have not needed help 

Is your P.O. helpful to you when you 
have problems at school? 

Always helpful 
Sometimes helpful 
Never helpful 
I have no problems at school 
I am not in school 

Is your P.O. helpful when you are look-
ing for work or have problems on the job? 

Always helpful 
Sometimes helpful 
Never helpful 
I have no problems at work 
I am not of working age 

Does talking with your P.O. help you 
stay out of trouble? 

Helps very much 
Helps some 
No help at all 
P.O. does not talk with me 

If you wanted help from your P.O., do you 
think you could get the help you want 
right away? 

Subsidy 
(N=280) 

42 
34 

2 
23 

32 
29 

2 
27 
10 

24 
20 

8 
22 
26 

33 
55 
12 

Yes 56 
No 12 
Don't know 32 

How much concern does your P.O. have 
for you? 

A lot 
Some 
None 
Don't know 

How can your P.O. help you most 
Be available when I want him 
Listen more to what I say 
Both of the above 
Leave me alone 
Other 

50 
23 

3 
24 

21 
12 
33 
14 
21 

Non-Subsidy 
(N=440) 

27 
33 

4 
36 

21 
26 

7 
35 
11 

9 
12 
16 
27 
37 

32 
51 
14 

3 

51 
11 
37 

39 
28 

6 
27 

19 
11 
35 
14 
21 

*Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding. 

ADULT 
Subsidy 
(N=250) 

38 
29 

2 
31 

11 
6 
3 

15 
65 

31 
16 

9 
36 

7 

42 
44 
14 

65 
9 

26 

51 
30 

4 
16 

11 
10 
34 
12 
34 

Non-Subs id) 

(N=l ,077) 

32 
23 

3 
42 

5 
4 
1 

13 
76 

18 
13 
9 

54 
7 

40 
38 
16 

6 

62 
8 

30 

44 
29 

5 
22 

18 
11 
32 
13 
26 
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~eived helrfulness of other persons. The clients were also asked 
to assess the helpru ness of persons other than their probation officer, as 
well as the helpfulness of their home, job, and probation rules, in keeping 
them out of trouble. Table VIII presents the appropriate data. The first 
thing to note is that no one person was singled out and identified as clearly 
being the most helpful in keeping the probationers out of trouble. For the 
juvenile probationers, parents were identified as being most helpful (37% 
of the subsidy probationers and 40% of the non-subsidy clients)) while for 
the adult probationers, the spouse was singled out as being the most helpful 
(2i% for the subsidized units and 25% for the non-subsidized units). Overall, 
parents, spouses, and relatives were evaluated as being the most helpful group 
of individuals. 

The juvenile probationers under subsidy supervision evaluated the pro­
bation officer as being more helpful than did non-subsidy juvenile probationers 
(19% vs. 10%), again suggesting the program's greater impact among juvenile 
clients in reduced caseloads. Adult clients, however, did not rank the pro­
bation officer as high. 

When the clients were asked to evaluate the helpfulness of their home 
and job, the picture changed. Both juvenile and adult offenders in subsidy 
and non-subsidy units asserted that a job helped them keep out of trouble. 
While the percentages are somewhat lower for juveniles than adults, the 
positive evaluation of employment is nevertheless clear. While a job was 
perceived to be an important deterrent to crime and delinquency, it will be 
recalled that at the same time fewer than one-third of all the clients said 
that their probation officer had always been helpful when looking for work 
or with problems on the job (Table VII). 

Both groups evaluated the home as being almost as important as the 
job in keeping them out of trouble. 

Juvenile probationers assigned less importance to the helpfulness of 
probation rules than did the adult probationers. Of the former group, 45% 
under subsidy supervision and 41% under non-subsidy supervision asserted 
that probation rules usually helped them to obey the law. The percentage 
rose among adult probationers to 53% for the subsidy units and 60% for the 
non-subsidy units. These data suggest that various conditions imposed on 
offenders when they are placed on probation will be more effective for adu.lts 
than for juveniles. Apparently the greater experience and maturity of the 
adults plays a role in the relatively positive assessment of the helpfulness 
of probation rules. 

In short, the only factors that were clearly defined by probationers 
as befog helpful were the job and the home. However, no specific individual 
was singled out as being definitely helpful. Of those evaluated, parents 
and spouses were mentioned as being moderately helpful. Probation rules 
were evaluated as being more helpful in obeying the 1aw than were t~e proba­
tion officers themselves. This was especially true of the adult cl1ents 
under supervision. Finally, with only one exception, there were.~o signifi­
cant differences between probationers under subsidy and i1on-subs1dy super­
vision; that exception was in the assessment of the probatio~ officer among 
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TABLE VIII 

CLIENT EVALUATION OF HELPFULNESS OF OTHER INFLUENCES 
(Percentage Distribution *) 

Juvenile Adult 

Non- Non-

QUESTION 
Subs id) 
(N=280 

Subsid) 
(N=440 

Subs id) 
(N=250 

Subsidy 
(N=l,077) 

Who helps you most to stay out 
of trouble? 

Parent 37 40 17 15 
Spouse 3 2 21 25 
Relative 3 4 2 4 
Friend who has been in 

trouble 8 16 8 1 
Friend who has not been 

in trouble 11 11 14 10 
Employer 3 2 
Teacher 1 1 
Probation Officer 19 10 12 12 
Police 1 1 2 2 
No one helps 16 15 20 22 

How much does a job help in 
keeping you out of trouble? 

A lot 55 47 64 70 
Some 14 14 15 14 
None 6 6 14 9 
Not of age 25 33 8 6 

What effect does your home have 
on keeping you out of trouble? 

A lot 47 50 63 62 
Some 35 33 22 19 
None 18 16 15 19 

Do probation rules help you obey 
the law? 

Usually 45 41 53 60 
Sometimes 36 32 24 21 
Never help 11 14 18 12 
Don't know 8 12 5 8 

* Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding~ 
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juvenne clients. Those on reduced caseloads gave a more positive assess­
ment of the probation officer than did those in large caseloads. 

S mm~rxj The 1964 Probation Study found that caseloads in California 
were ex~ess ve y large when compared to national and State standards. The 
study ca'l'ied for a State subsidy program aimed at reducing case loads; and 
since 1966 the State has been subsidizing counties to aliow at least some 
of the probation officers to work with caseloads of substantially less than 
50 cl fonts. The data presented in this ·section clearly indicate that the 
reduced size has resulted in increased contact between the officer and his 
client. There were great and consistent differences between clients under 
subsidy and non-subsidy supervision. 

However~ the increased contact has not always resulted in providing 
clients with better service. The data suggest that the subsidy program has 
resulted in improving services for juvenile clients, but not necessarily for 
adult clients. for the latter group, the one major area where increased 
contact through reduced caseload size apparently has made a difference is 
in the area of employment. But in other areas the quality of service for 
adult probationers on reduced caseloads has not necessarily improved. Per­
haps it is not surprising to see reduced caseloads making a greater differ­
ence among juvenile than adult probationers. Being younger, the fonner 
group can more readily profit from the more intensive supervision made pos­
sible by reduced caseloads. 

finally, it should be noted that overall client evaluation of the 
quality of services provided by the probation officer was only moderately 
favorable. In no area did clients as a group enthusiastically evaluate his 
helpfulness. In fact, other persons were seen as playing an equal or more 
important role in the rehabi 1i tation and reintegration process. This fact, 
however, should not be taken as evidence of the failure of probation. the 
subsidy program, or the individual probation officer. The probation officer 
cannot be all things to all persons; no one person can be. Rather, it should 
be taken as possible evidence of misplaced emphasis regarding the probation 
officer's role. As indicated in the previous section on Classification and 
Treaunent~ perh3ps the focus needs to be shifted somewhat away from directly 
providing all services to the client and more towards enlisting the aid of 
various persons and groups in the community. Perhaps the probation officer 
should be viewed more as a 11 broker11 or "manager of services in the community 11 

than so1e1y as a avcaseworker 11
• Within this framework, the probation officer 

would not oe the person to provide, for example, all casework services to 
his client. Instead, he would often attempt to locate appropriate casework 
serv1ces in the community and make them available to the client. In short, 
the thrust of the probation officer's efforts needs to be directed more to­
ward the community as well as the individual probationer--with the goal of 
involving the community in the reintegration process. Much of his job then 
wou1a center around locating services, coordinating them, identifying areas 
where services do not exist, playing a role in creating them, and assessing 
thefr relative effectiveness in reintegrating the offender·back into the 
community. 
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III. STRUCTURE 

The most typica1 organizational structure for probation departments 
involves the juvenile court judge as the appointing power for the chief 
probation officer. Most chiefs have an assistant chief, directors or chiefs 
of oivisions or sections, staff supervisors and line workers to supervise 
the clients. Divisions typically are established for adult work, juvenile 
work, and institutions. Depending on internal factors, mostly relating to 
the size of the department, the assistant chief may be used in a direct line 
of administrative control, or may be used as a partial supervisor, or may 
be completely bypassed by the chief in the chain of corrmand. Several de­
partments in the study were found to have no assistant or division chiefs. 
The span of control of staff appeared to be adequate in most instances, al­
though there were some instances where supervisory staff or the department 
head appeared to have far too many persons under their irrmediate supervision. 
In one of the sample counties, a chief probation officer was superv·ising 
nine officers, in addition to the juvenile hall staff, with help from an 
assistant who was carrying a half caseload. Another county had supervisors 
with as many as 19 workers in their units. · 

Communication 

The problem of faulty communication was demonstrated by a failure on 
the part of some staff to comprehend departmental policies. Line workers 
in several departments felt corrmunication was not coming clearly from the 
top and, in return, they were unable to corrmunicate to administrators their 
lack of comprehension of departmental policies. When asked in the question­
naire to estimate the clarity of agency philosophy and policy, most officers 
gave either a 11middle of the road" answer!b or asserted that philosophy and 
agency policy were unclear. A similar response came from both adult and 
juveni'le workers in subsidy and non-subsidy units to the questions request­
-n-1.; evaluation of communication within departments. However, line workers 
and supervisors rated the quality of downward and upward corrmunication lower 
than did administrators and department heads. Details of these responses 
are ~eported in Table IX. In some instances, evidence of bypassing the chain 
of command was reported, resulting in some confusion on the part of those 
bypassed. This occurred both within departmental administrative structure 
c.nci, more frequently. when there was a line of authority running to and from 
a judge (in which case the judge sometimes became the de facto administrator 
of the probation department). ~ 

Several examples of good communication were noted in the counties 
studied. For example, in one of the small counties, both the chief and his 
assistant were readily available to staff; similarly, in one of the large 
counties, the fonna1 structure was able to facilitate rather than inhibit 
communication. In both instances, the facilitation occurred because those 
in the lines of communication were able to talk and to listen. The oppor­
tunity given some staff to share in decision-making also as~isted the com­
municction process. However~ it is not a widely practiced procedure as the 
questionnaire results make clear. Staff were also asked to estimate the 



TABLE IX 

EVALUATION OF COMMUNICATION BY PROBATION STAFF 

(Percentage Distribution *) 

Department 
QUESTION Total Staff Line Workers Supervisors Administrators Heads 

(N=881) {N-727} ( N= 115} ( N= 28} ( N= 11) 

Estimate how clear the philosophy 
and policies of your agency are: 

Clear 28 29 22 39 55 
In between 37 35 41 50 36 
Unclear 35 36 37 11 9 

Estimate how good the downward 
communication in your agency is: w 

co 

Good 30 31 25 37 64 
In between 33 32 36 44 36 
Bad 36 37 39 19 

Estimate how good the upward 
communication in your agency is: 

Good 27 25 29 28 64 
In between 36 34 44 54 27 
Bad 38 40 27 18 9 

Estimate how good the lateral 
communication in your agency is: 

Good 61 62 58 43 100 
In between 30 29 35 50 
Bad 9 9 8 8 

* Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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extcr.t to which they had a voice in administrative decision-making. Their 
responses tended heavi 1y toward the 11 no voice 11 end of the scale--two-thirds 
of the line workers and 45% of the supervisors said they had little or no 
voice in this area. 

In summary, it is evident that the quality of communication has not 
improve<;; srnce the ·1964 Probation S~udy. That study strongly suggested in­
terr.a i changes within departments t at would result in improved communication, 
and an improved understanding of the phiiosophy and policies of probation.25 
However, the Probation Task Force found that the situation in the area of 
communication was substantially the same as it was in 1964. Accordingly, 
the Tasi< Force suggests that the whole area of communication needs immediate 
attention and that efforts should be made to clarify and communicate philoso­
phies and policies to al1 staff in a more straightforward fashion~ particu­
larly in smaller sized departments. Upward and downward channels of communi­
catioV'I are always in need of reinforcement and data clearly indicate that 
such reinforcement is needed at this time in many counties. 

Job Satisfaction 

A number of items in the questionnaire explored job satisfaction of 
the staff. As seen in Table X, the adult probation officers expressed some­
what more aissatisfaction with their job than did the juvenile probation 
officers. The former group was samewhat less satisfied with promotional 
opportunities, workloads, and general working conditions. They were defi­
nitely not satisfied with the adequacy of clerical and stenographic help 
(also a problem in 1964), and estimated the morale of their agencies to be 
somewhat lower than did the juvenile probation officers. It was generally 
agreed among staff members that adult supervision appears to have the least 
priority of any part of probation. 

Sorrre probation officers expressed the feeling that their supervisors 
and chief probation officers were non-supportive, inadequate, and suppressive 
of new ideas. Staff was asked by questionnaire if their agency encouraged 
flexibility and creativity; 42% replied that they felt their agency discour­
aged creativity. Probation officers also voiced serious concern over the 
lack of risk-taking and progressiveness within their agencies, feeling this 
to be inhibiting the application of new treatment methods .• Over half (53%) 
r~spor1ded on the questionnaire that their departments were conservative; 
oniy 20% s~w their departments as progressive. 

Table X also shows that a number of substantial differences in job 
satisfaction existed between subsidy and non-subsidy probation officers. 
The former group clearly expressed more satisfaction with workloads, and 
with adequacy of c1erica1 and stenographic help. In 1964~ the Probatio~ 
Study found the workloads to be excessive, and many line workers, suoervi­
sors, and administrators expressed concern over unmanageable loads.2b It 
appears that the Sta.te suosidy program has had a favorable impact in this 
regard, ~nci this is ref1ectec by the more favorable attitudes expressed by 
probation officers supervising reduced caseloads. However, they were 1ess 
satisfied with the promotional opportunities, and with thoir salary. They 


