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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Crime has been With us as long as society itself, and the result-
ing penal process may now be considered an integral part of our society.
As early as 2100 B.C., Hammurabi had set a societél standard for
handling criminals based on his "eye for an eye'" philosophy (Sandhu,‘
1974).

In present day society, as crime continues to increase, the problem
of successful rehabilitation of criminals becomes more meaningful and
relevant to gach citizen because, like it or not, members of the cul-
ture hold a vested interest in those designated by law to be criminals.
Either as victims or taxpayers, citizens at large are directly or
indirectly ;ffected by the activities of criminals. As victims, citi-
zens often experience physical and psychological abuse, as well as
financial loss; as taxpayers, citizens are required to bear the tre-
mendous financial burden of attempting the rehabilitation of the ctim-
inal, or in providing for tﬁe isolation of the offender.

Alternatives to prison are now generally administered by the stéte,
but such was not always the case. Prisons in America had been erected
by 1830, whereas probation was not begun until 1841. The concept of
probationary sentences, however, was.not initiated by the state but

' !

began in the private business sector. John Augustus, a Boston cobbler,

offered to take charge of a drunkard whom he saw being jailed after



conviction by a court. Augustus obtained permission and took the man
home and taught him the trade of shoemaking. Soon the drunkard showed
signs of reform, This, then, was the humble beginning of treatment of
the offender in the cbmmunity-—of probatibn. Encouraged by his first
success,‘Augustus continued his work and he and his friendslhelped

to accomplish the rehabilitation of over 2,000 offenders over a period
of twenty years in Boston (Sandhu, 1974).

From this early beginning, the éoncept of probation has changed and
today it is not only a humanitarian act; probation is a process designed
to assure the criminal's\adjustment in the community folléwing sentenc-
ing. Presently, the demand for professional probation officers has
surpassed the usage of voluhtéers from the community, and the super-
vision of probationers has been largely taken'over as a state function.

The majority of sentences handed down by the courts today are 6f a
probationary nature. Probation provides for the supervision of the
offender in the communityvalthough he is still subject to the court's
authority.

It has been said it currently costs as much to send an individual
to prison as it would to send him to college for an equal amount of
“time., It appéars clear, therefore, that the successful rehabilitation
Qf the offender through probation is more beneficial to sbciéty than is
the punishhent of the criminal in prison, which is usually only a tem-
porary period 9f isolation.

Sandhu (1974) reports that society erroneously feels safer when the
offender is isolated and removed frbm the scene. Supposedly, when the
criminal comes out of prison, he will have learned to behave better.

Sandhu feels that today there is some realization that the culture



enjoys only a false sense of security since most offenders will return
to society eventually--and many will be more angry, predatory, socially
héndicapped and disabled, outdated in skills, and less employable and
capable of rehabilitation than when'they were sent away.

One can see édvantages to accbmplishing the successful réhabilita—

tion of the offender while leaving him in the mainstream of society.

Statement of the Problem

Most of today's prisons are known to be such crowded, undesifable
places that it seems reasdnable to as;ume that a criminal given a
""last chance'" to reform, i.e., a probationary type sentence, would make
every effort to reform and cease and desist his criminal activities;
under threat of possible incarceration. But this is not the case.

Many probationers fail to comply with the ruies and conditions of their
_ probationéry sentences and afe eventuaily put away to serve time in
prison. Herein lies the problem.

Since probationers are generally ﬁlaced under the same rules and
conditions of.probation by the courts, the failure of some probationers
and the success of others, would appear to be attributable to the indi-
vidudl'é characteristics and attitudes. It would appear, then, that
the characteristics and attitudes of different groups of probationers
‘might be ascertained, and compared, to détermine whether there ére
significant differences between them. If differences can be found,
these differences could permit the probation officer to in;ensify his
delivery of services to probationers found to have characteristics and
attitudes similar to those who_have tended to have difficulty while on

probation. Hopefully, delivery of appropriate supervision and services



to difficulty prone probationers would serve to ward off predicted

failure.
Purpose of the Study

~ The pufpose of thié study is to ascertain selected individual
characteristics and attitudes of successful, difficulty prone,|and
- college student probétioners. Through the analysis of particular
data, secufed from three groups, it is further proposed to draw
conclusions and provide better services to future probationers, on the
basis of characteristics which are found to be significantly different
between the college student, successful, and difficulty prone groups
of probationers.

The question to be answered by the study is whether there are

significant differences in the attitudes and histories of college

students who are on probation, probationers who successfully complete

their probation, and probationers who have difficulty.
Scope and Limitations of the Study

The study population was limited to probationers who were living
in non-metropolitan areas. A sample of twenty-five was raﬁdomly
selected for each of the three groups. Due to the small population,
the sample of twenty~five was deemed adequate to be representative of
the study populafion. When generalizing conclusions of the stﬁdy in
- comparison with @rban-grdups; the reader may wish to exercise a
certain amount of caﬁtion; however; it is presumed results of the
study might well serve as a basis for conducting similar studies in

different demographic settings.



Assumptions Basic to the Study

The following assumptions were accepted by the investigator:

1.

That the accomplishments of the objectives would yield
pertinent data which would differentiate between the
study groups and permit comparisons between them.

That sufficienf rapport existed to give reasonable
confidence that probationers' responses were_reliable
and valid and that the instrument measures what it

purports to measure,

Definition of Terms

Since crime is with us in our daily activities, most citizens
e

possess a general knowledge concerning criminal justice; however, the

following list of selected terms is specifically defined for the con-

venience of the reader or researchers who may wish to duplicate the

study:

1.

/

Probationer - for the purpose of this study, a probationer
is an individual who received a deferrment of sentence or
a suspended sentence for a felony offense. .

Deferred Sentence - a legal process which allows a defendant

(usually on first offense) to enter a plea of guilty; the
court then defers sentencing for a period of time (usually
one or two years) during which time the defendant is put on
probation. At the end of the time, if the client has been

"good," he is allowed to withdraw the guilty plea and enter



a plea of not guilty, at which time charges are dismissed and
no felony record exists because the record has been expunged.

Suspended Sentence - involves a felony conviction and

criminal record for the defendant. The sentence is suspended,

that is, it is served in the community as probation instead

of in prison.

Successful Probationer - a probationer who is not having

difficulty meeting his rules of probation.

Difficulty-Prone Probationer - a probationer who is in’

danger of not being able to successfully cbﬁplete his pro-
bation; he may be in non-compliance with the rules.of
probation or may have new charges pending against him.

Felony - a crime for which maximum punishment'always includes
time to be served in the state penitentiary; a crime for which
one éan lose some of his constitutional rights if found
guilty.

Rules and Conditions of Probation - a set of rules governing

a probationer's behavior. The rules are generally good
behavior requirements which require the probationer to work, .
report to an officer, and not to break any laws; these rules

are compiled at the discretion of the court.



CHAPTER 1II
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to present background information
for the study. Used in the search of literature for this paper were:
textbooks, jouinal articles, government documents, materials fr;m state_
agencies,‘an& research studies in the field. Extensive use of the ERIC
computer search of literature was also made. Many experts\were inter-
viewed in the course of compiling the questionnaire used in the study.
These included pfofessors in the area of corrections, officers of the
court, members of the judiciary, law enforcement officers, and persons
under the supervision of the criminal justice system. The major areas
covered in fhe review of literature are the history and development of
the criminal justice system as it pertains to probation, existing

research on the attitudes of histories of probationers, and research

concerning construction of a questionnaire.

History and Development

of Probation

One can view criminal justiée, in terms of punishment, as having
begun with "the original sin." Reportedly, Christian society came about
as the result of Eve's invitation to Adam, and hiS'acceptahce, to eat of
the fruit of the tree of knowledge, the one and‘only act which was

against the law. After eating of the apple, the couple was cast from



paradise as punishment; as time passed society was burdened with the
formulation of laws for the punishment of those who broke the rules.

The criminal justice process continued to be harsh and irrevers-
ible from Biblical times until the Middle Ages. Physical puniéhments
were cruel and included such atrocities as the stoning of offenders,
tearing off of limbs, and burnings; later came the Inquisition, and
such punishments as the wearing of the Scarlet Letter‘followed. The
comparably humane practice of imprisonment was not yet popularly
accepted.

While early Christianity did exert somewhat of a softening in-
fluence upon the severe penélties administered to criminals, according
to Bromberg, the Inquisitidn of the Middle Ages set progfess back con-
siderably and further advances were not made until the enlightenment of
the Renaissance period. Bromberg (1965) reports:

/
Witchhunting underwent a decline in the early 1700's:

intellectualism, the growing world of sciences, . . .

the civilization of the eighteenth century - all con-

tributed to modify punishment for crime, and paved the

way for handling the criminal as an individual (p. 27).

Pidgeon (1942, p. 84) feels that the roots of probationary sen-
tences reach far back into Anglo-Saxon history in Medieval England when
the practice of judicial reprieve involved withdrawing a sentence for a
period of time. She points out: '"Probation was adopted after the
criminal code became less severe and vindictive and after the social
sciences had begun to exert their influence."

As early as 1821, iivingston, an American attorney, had construct-
ed a code of far-reaching reforms for prisons, including reﬁdjusfment

programs for those discharged from prison, and crime prevention through

education. The Louisiana legislature failed to adopt the program, but



Bromberg (1965) feels the publication of Livihgston's recommendations
helped bring about mofe humane practices in the criminal justice system.
Robinson (1971, p. 78) reports that progressive measures in crim-
inal justice programs in the latter part of the nineteenth century
resulted from the desire fqr humane treatment of criminals. The crim-
inal was no longer regarded as an evil person who willingly chose to
engage in criminal activities; instead, he was seen as having been
socially determined to take deviant roles. The retributive and fam-
iliar slogan, '"'Let the punishment fit the crime,' was replaced by a
new principle, "Let the treatment fit the needs of the offender."
‘Alexander and Staub (1956, p. 4) view justice in a much broader
context. They feel that when injustice becomes the focus of the pop-
ular masses and is viewed in the conteit that "This might happen to any
one of us," the identification leads to reforms; Indeed, the French
Revolution is noted to have begun with the storming of the Bastille,
Carter, McGee, and Nelsoﬁ (1975) agree that the concept of pro-
bation is of recent origin in terms of the total history of the treat-
ment- of offenders and is a distinctly American correctional innovation.
Ancel (1971) reporfs that as early as 1901 judges were criticized
for concerning themselves more with the nature of the criminal act
rather than with the personality of the offender. At that time it was
proposed that the criminal's personality should have great influence
on whether a suspended sentence was granted or refused.
Pidgeon (1942, p. 83) cautions that probation not be viewed
strictly as the mercy or leniency of the court, but rather, as a form
of treatment chosen since there is reason to fhink society can be

protected while the needs of the offender are met. ', . . probation
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implies constructive treatment. . . . it is preventative in
nature. . . . probation permits a normal family life in the community
and avoids the bad effects of prison."

On sentencing, Halleck notes that even though our primary concern
might be punishment, trying to make the punishment fit the crime rather
than the criminal does not make sense. '"All men may be equal before
the law in terms of their guilt, but no two men respond the same way
to punishment. Some men would find thirty days in prison as agonizing
as others wouid find thirty months.'" Halleck (1967, p. 344) also adds
that, '"Many first offenders are so ashamed and humiliated after they
are apprehended and legally designated as criminals that further
punishment is often superfluous."

Kadish (1962, p. 17) notes that individualized treatment is a
great idealvin sentencing but, in corrections, it '". . . has resulted
in vesting in judges and parole and probation agencies the greatest
degree of uncontrolled power éver the liberty of human beings that one
can find in the legal system."

Writing in 1967, Seymoﬁr Halleck reviews the traditional view-
point of punishment and responsibility in American corrections. He
feels that punishmént in America is severe.and our prison sentences are
loﬁger than those imposed.in most other countries. Correctional tech-
niques are compa}atively harsh and we have executed more people for
non—treasohous behavior than any other country in the world.

Referring to the recent press toward coﬁmunity treatment, Sullivan

(1971) states that:
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. . . corrections is being asked to totaliy reverse its
direction and this is difficult. Rather than seeking
increasingly sure ways of 'holding' offenders, corrections

now must find improved ways of 'letting-go'. And modern

trends and information indicate that, instead of training

to establish greater managerial control by adding to

existing patterns of deprivation, we should increase

opportunities and rewards even when offenders do not

demonstrate they deserve them, but only that they need

them (p. 3).

Of the twenty-two recommendations made by the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice in 1967,
eight encouraged expansion of community based treatment for offenders.
Placing the criminal on probation allays many of the bad effects of

prison and thus increases the likelihood of success.
A Cost Comparison

Certainly to be considered in, if not directly responsible for,
present day society's interest in suspended sentences is the cost of
otherwise maintaining an offender in prison. Galvin (1971) reports that
operational costs of American correctional pfograms are about $6 billion
a year. And although probationers comprised two-thirds of those under
supervision, only about one-fifth of the available funding was spent for
probationer programs.

The United States Cnamber of Commerce'réported in 1972 that it was
14 times less expensive to maintain an offender on probation than in
prison. The national average cost of maintaining a prnbationer at that
time was 38¢ per day, while prison-building costs averaged about
$20,000 per bed. - |

‘In his biting criticism of the penal system, the Honorable Judge

David Bazelon (1972) reports that in West Virginia, $13,000 was being
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spent on each inmate. He then asks whether thé correctional problem
would not better be handled by letting the inmates out of the institu-
tion and giving them $13,000 per year. He makes the accusation that
the only function that the research and rehabilitation programs serve

is to provide staff with jobs.

Probation as a Community

Safety Measure

In their discussion of rhetoric and reality in corrections, Morris
and Hawkins (1970, p. 22) note that the President's Commission Task
Force Report on Corrections has stated that: "The ultimate goal of

\ . .
corrections under any theoryvis to make the community safer by reducing
the incidence of crime." Unfortﬁnately, this is a broad enough philo-
sophical statement to lead to the development of many theories of crime
which might as easily conflict with each other as not.

A supervising officér is faced with the realization that his duty
is the protection of society. But how is society best protected? -
Should he emphasize short or long term rehabilitation goals? To call
for revocation of an offender who has féiled to comply with the rules
and conditions of his probationary sentence may temporarily reduge the
crime rate by téking the offender ouf of circulation,.but in the long
run, the prison experience may serve as a training ground for crimes
of a more serious nature. As a result, the officer is constantly faced
with conflict. How can.society best be protécted? By recommending
another chance for an offender and hoping that this will lead to his
eventual reform, or by requesting revocation and hoping that the prisdn

experience will be a deterrence to future crime? Ultimately, the
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officer knows that if there is any way rehabilitation can be-accomplish-
ed without imprisonment, this is the best way, and yet the officer must
carry on his conscience the crimes committed by those wﬁom he has been
able to persuade the court to give (often unwarranted) lehiency in the
‘hope of reforming them.

Any information the officer might be able to gain with reference
to which probationers are the best risks may be helpful to him in
making special requests to the court. Not only would he then be able
to temper his requests with responsibility and better judgment, but he
also would be able to provide better quality services to the probation-
ers most in need.

Research in probation could perhaps play an important role in pro-
viding useful information to serve the probation officer. But now, just
as most of the money is spent in penal institutions, most of the
research in corrections is conducted on capfive prison populations.
Officers in the field are perhaps just as much to blame for this lack
of research as anydhe. Taylor and McEachern (1966, p. 18) note that
the role of research is not well embraced by probation departmentsf
"In most departments, research, when it is thought of at all, is con-
sidered little more than an exotic intrusion rather than as the normal
and necessary basis for forming decisions.ﬁ -

The lack of enthusiasm over research projects may not be so much
a result of‘overt uncooperativeness on fhe part of Officeré as a
result of their lack of time. Carter, McGee; and Nelson (1975) report
that a standard casé.load size of fifty units has been generally
established and that one pre-sentence investigafion is equal to five

supervised cases. This standard was first proposed by Charles Chute
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of the National Probation Association in the 1920's but current offi-
cer case loads often exceed two hundred.

Regarding probationers under supervisioh, Bromberg (1965, p. 1)
feels that ". . . no clear distinction now exists in the potential or
actual criminal population.' Bromberg (1965) further states that

« + o 'treatment' and 'rehabilitation' lead directly to the

need to know more about the person being treated: Who is

the criminal? What are his potentialities, assets, physical,

and social background, liabilities, aims, and goals (p. 35)?

Answers to these questions attempted in the present study may lead

to- information helpful to the probation officer in his daily work.
Characteristics of Probationers

Revocation by Offenses

Perhaps the most definitive statistics concerning success and non-
success of probationers relate to the crimes with which they were
charged; thié is a relatively unambiguous factor since it is a matter
‘of public record rather than one of personal judgment.

In 1964, Davis studied over 11,000 cases in California. Thefe; the
highest rate of revocation was in the forgery and check offense group,
while the lowest rate was in manslaughter and manslaughtef by vehicle
groups. He notes in most studies of either probationers or parblees,_
forgery gnd check offenses are invariably among the high recidivism
group while homicide and sex offenses are among the lowest.

Glaser and O'Leary (1966) agree that érimes involving taking
another's property by steélth or deception without the use of foéce are

generally associated with recidivism; this includes forgery, theft, and

burglary. Robbery and narcotic crimes had average rates. -Lower
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»recidivism was again associated with crimes of violence, including
rape, assault, and homicide. Auto theft is usually treated in a cate-
gory of its own and, in most jurisdictions, auto thieVés have the
highest rate of revocation of any particular group. Burglars, forgers,
and narcotic users are most likely to be revoked for offenses similar
in nature to those for which they were originally sentenced; sex
offenders and murderers were least likely to repeat the same offense.
Landis, Mercer, and Wolff (1969) concurred with the prévious '
researchefs. They found more probationary failures had committgd auto
theft, forgery and check offenses. Successes were most likely to have

committed general theft, burglary, robbery, or to péceive stolen .

property.

Revocation and Prior Record

Aspects of tﬁe offender's prior criminal record have also been
related to'the success or failure probability while on probation..
Using chi square to test his data,‘Davis (1964) noted the differences
in rates of revocation by age were significant. He affirms that, with
increasing age, criminal conduct seems to diminish; however, Glaser and
O'Leary (1966)lnote the younger a person was when his crime began, the
more likely he is to contihue in it. They also note the longer the
span of prior criminal acts, the more likely the criminal behavior will
be extended in the future. Landis, Mércer, and Wolff t1969) noted
those Qho also had a history of disciplinafy.action while in the ser-
vice were more likely to fail on probation. Sandhu (1974) writes that
the rate of recidivism is highest for offenders‘under age twenty, and

that another factor associated with failure is the onset of criminal
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activity prior to age eighteen. Glaser (1969) notes that generally the
older a man when he is released from prison, the less likely he is to
return to crime.

Glueck and Glueck (1959) also report the earlier deiinquency's
onset, the greater the chances of’misbehavior during probation. In
1974, Sandhu repofts that persons who had four previbus convictions
were generally high reciaivists. Scarpitti and Stephenson (1968)
report that when recidivism occurs it is usually during the first year

of the probationary sentence.

Recidivism by Sex of Offender

In 1964 Davis reported on sex differenéés and revocation rates.
Only about ten percent of the group was female (a typical proportion).
His report shows women are mﬁch more likely to completg probation
successfully than men; however, he also notes that women had less.
chance of beihg revoked for new‘crimes than did men. He éttributés
this to a generally more lenient_attitudektowards women in the justice
system.

Sutherland (1955, p. 111) notes, '"'The male sex has a great excess
of crimes in all nations, all comhun}ties within a nation, all. age
groups; all periods of history for which organized statistics are avail-

able and all types of crime . . ."

Recidivism by Race

\
In their discussion of race as related to recidivism, Glaser and

O'Leary (1966) noted Negroes have a highe# rate for arrest, conviction,

and being imprisoned than whites, but most research shows little
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difference in the revocation rates Qf the two groups. They think the
higher arrest rates might be attributed to the likelihood that blacks
experience conditions of low income, high unemployment, poor education,
and residence in slum areas where crime rates are high, an assumption
that leaves the question unanswered as to why violation;rates;wduld”not
also be higher. They speculate this might be attributed to a more
careful selection of Negroes for parole than whites. The same authors
note that . in the Southwest persons of Mexican descent have violation
rates similar to those of whites while American Indians have an aver-
age or higher than average rate of parole violation,

Mays, in his discussion of the racial factor in crime in 1963,
notes with regard to race:

On its own it is probably a neutral factor, and it is only

when combined with other things, such as racial discrimin-

ation and residence in an underpriviledged neighborhood,
that it eveén appears to have any criminogenic significance

(p. 150). '

Employment and Recidivism’

With ?egard to emploYment and rehabilitation of the offender,
Sandhu (1974, p. 252) states, “Froﬁ all studies, regular emplbyment
emerges as the key poiﬁt in the rehabilitation of the offender." This
is reflected in the requirement for wdrking found in most rules for
probationers; it is felt that if the offender has regular income from
employmenﬁ, he will be less likely to commit crimes fof the purpose of "~
obtaining ﬁonef‘on which to livé; Also, if the individual-haé forty
or moré hours each week occupied ét work he will have less idle time in

which to become involved in illegal activities.



18

Recidivism and Personal History

Regarding the family situation and personal characteristics of
the offender much fesearch has been done, but a great deal of it has
been with juveniles and may not be directly applicable to adult pro-
bationers. Nonetheless, one must take the existing information on
juveniles and begin work with adults at that point.

The importance and acceptance of the study of the prediction of
crime and delipquency by Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck might best be
indicated by the facf their book contains an introduction by the
Honorable Earl Warren, Chief Justice of the United States. The Glueck

prediction tables were developed from studies which began with their

work in 1925 and continued until 1959 when Predicting Delinquency and
Crime was published. Over 2,000 offenders were incorporéted into the
. study, and fhe authors attempted to employ only those factorg which
seemed to bear a significant'relatIOnShip to fubsequent behavior.
Proper statistical tests were appliedbto all data.

Glueck and Glueck (1959) found thekfolloﬁing'factors Were associ-
ated with likelihood of misbehavior during treatment of adult male
offenders: early onset of delinduency; low indusfrial capacity of the
offender; éoming from a small family as opposed to a larger one; with-
in the limited economic Sample of the study, coming from higher econo-
mic status was associated wifh misbehavior; the lerr the educational
level of the offender's parents, the more/likely he was to get into
trouble. | |

The following generalizations were madéﬁby the Gluecks in 1959,

with reference to female offenders: stéady workers are less likely to
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get into trouble; women meeting their economic obligations to the fami-
ly are less likely to get into trouble.

Also appearing in 1959 was Origins of Crime, by William and Joan

McCord, with Irving Zola. Their evaluation of 253 boys in the
Cambridge-Sommerville Youth Study, is reported in the following gener-
alizations pertinent to the present study: except in cases of ex;remes,
neither intelligence nor physical condition were related to criminal
behavior; social factors, such as type of neighbbrhood, were not
strongly associated with criminal behavior; the home atmosphere did
havé an important effect since ﬁncohesiﬁe homes produced crimiﬁals and
broken homes precipitated many men into criminality, particularly into
crimes of druhkennéss and violence; but the influence of broken homes
ha; been overstressed; the extreme tension in quarrelsome and neglec-
tive homes is even more conducive to criminality.and leads to delin-
quency beginning at an early age; parental absence resulted in a
relatively high rate of.crime, especially drunkenness.

If the father rejected his son, the son tended to imitate the
father's behavior; if he was criminal, the son became criminal. This
combination of paternal rejection and a deviant male model produced an
extremely high proportion of criminals.‘

The mother's personality plays a fundamental part in the génesis
of criminality: maternal love (even overaprotective)‘generally led to
low rates of crime; maternal cruelty or negléct led to high criminality
and this criminality began early in life and these subjects were least
likely to reform; loving—ﬁormal and loving-anxious mothers, with few

- . . . /
exceptions, had non-criminal somns.

The son's position in the-family had an éffect on crime. Those



children viewed as '"trouble-makers' by their parents and those boys .who
fell in the ﬁiddle range of the birth order were likely to become
criminal,

McCord; McCord, and Zola (1959, p. 167) note that their research
demonstrated the falsity of several popular myths about the origins of
criminality. They state that they: did not find criminality associ-
ated with residence in a slum; did not find‘direct relationship between
criminality and disciplinary methods; the relationship must be con-
sidered in connection with parental rejection and deviané role models;
found punitive harsh dicipline did not prevent criminality; found that
sons of passivebmales did not turn to ciiminal behavior as a means of
aséerting their "mascuiinity"; did not find that broken homes are the
most conducive atmosphere in producing criminality, but that quarrel-
some homes ére most conducive to criminal behaviors.

Continuing, McCord, McCord, and Zola (1959) concluded:

For those new to the field of criminology; one of the most

astonishing results of this research may be the finding that

criminality is greatly determined by factors beyond the con-

trol of the individual. More than this, these determining

factors can be analyzed. Under certain familial and social

conditions, the child's choice about whether to conform to
society's rules is, in very large measure, made for him

(p. 172).

Reported in 1957, Toby's work agrees with McCord, McCord, and Zola
in that a quarrelsome home full of conflict, tensions, and accompanying
strife was more conducive to criminality than a home broken by divorce.

A glimpse into an individual family situation is illustrated in
the Qritings of Smith, one of the murderers of the Clutter family,

reported by Truman Capote (1968) in The Sociopéth. Smith writes:

. . « proceeded to beat my mother. I was frightfully scared,
in fact all us children were terrified. Crying. I was
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scared because I thought my father was going to hurt me,

also because he was beating my mother. I really didn't

understand why he was beating her but I felt she must have

done something dreadfully wrong. . . (p. 41). :

This passage illustrates the difficulty the young child has in
dealing with violence in his home situation.

Inability to evaluate a violent home situation may leadka child to
thought patterns similaf to those which Halleck (1967, p. 285)
describes, "Most offenders do not see themselves as aggressors against
society but rather as victims of society."

In reviewing the personal history of today's lawbreaker, from his
criminal record to his psychological attitudes, and family background,
the aim of the present study was to develop an instrument to help
identify probationers having difficulty in order that?preventative

measures might be applied, and to obtain a descriptive profile of

college students on probation.
Summary of Related Studies

The review of selected literature for this study has covered the
history of criminal justice and development of probation to the present
time.‘

It has been shown in terms of past criminal behavior, the‘age at
which the person is first arrested is associated with recidivism, as is
the type offense committed, number of previous convictions, and age of
the offender. Studies indicate that intellect does not appear to be
predictive of success or failure except in extreme cases.

In terms of an individual's personal history, a probationer ié

more likely to be successful on probation if employed full time, if he
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comes from a non-quarrelsome home, is from a larger family, or has
parents of higher educational level.

These are the broad areas with which the questionnaire and study
are concernéd, and in ad&ition, open-ended critical comments concern-
.ing the criminal justice system and educational institution involvement

in the legal affairs of the probationers were solicited for inclusion.



CHAPTER III
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of this study is to ascertain and compare
selected individual historical facts and attitudes of three groups: a
group of college students on prbb;tion (also designated group 1), a
group of successful prbbatiohers (group 2), and a group of diffibulty
prone probationers (gréup 3). A secondary purpose ‘is to solicit open-
ended critical comments concerning the criminal justice system from all
the participants in the study, and to obtain comments from the college
student probationers conﬁerning,their educational institutions' in-
volvément in their legal problems. Through the analysis of particular
dataK secured ffom the three groups, it is further pfdposed to draw
conclusions and make recommendations for future probationers, on the
basis of characteristics found to be significantly different between

the groups. To accomplish these purposes, the following list of ob-

jectives is deemed necessary.
Objectives of the Study

Background Information

In order to obtain a composite sociological history of the pro-
bationers in the study, it was deemed necessary to seek the following

information:

23 ,
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To ascertain from probationers information about their
personal histories.,

To elicit information from probationers regarding their
family histories.

To obtain information from probationers concerning their
employment records.

To obtain information from probationers about their
educational experiences.

To obtain factual information from probationers concerning

their criminal records.

Attitudes

In addition to the above information, it was believed necessary to

learn from the probationers in the study their individual feelings in

regard to the following:

1.

To learn the attitudes of probationers concerning their
personal histories.

To elicit probationer's attitudes about their family histories.
To elicit probationer's attitudes concerning their vocations,
To elicit probationers attitudes on their educational
experiences, |

To elicit probationer's attitudes about the criminal justice
system. \

To solicit open-ended comments about the criminal justicé
system from probationérs.

To solicit comments from college students on probation about

the role of the educational institution in their legal affairs.
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The Study Population

‘The population for this study consisted of probationers under
supervision in north central Oklahoma. From a population of 125 pro-
batioﬁers, lists of successful aﬂd problematic probationers were com-
piled by officers. It was then determined &hich probationers were
college students, .Probationers who were unable to be knowledgeably
classified as either successful or difficulty prone were excluded from
the population. A sample of twenty-five successful probationers was
chosen at random, and a sample of twenty-five unsuccessful probationers
was chosen at random. A sample of twenty-five college students who
were on probation was selected on the basis of factﬁal data; of those
who were students, none had been designafed to be difficulty prone by
the officers.

The questionnaire was administered personally byythe investigator
to insure that questions of the respondents could be answered as
needed. Probationers were fully éssured as to the confidentiality and
anonymity of their responses and were given opportunity to decline
participation although none declined to take part in the study. Pre-
cautions to assure anonymity, such as not using exact birth dates but
ages, were explained to participants to reassure them the responses
would remain anonymous. |

The questionnaires for the different sample groups were differenti-
ated by the following method: successful probationers recei;ed ques-
tionnaires numbered in Arabic; difficuity p;éne probationers were ad-

ministered instruments which were lettered by pége, rather than

numbered; college students on probation were administered
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questionnaires numbered in Roman numerals.
The instrument was administered to seventy-five participants in

the late spring of 1977.

Development of the Questionnaire

A search of the literature in the field of corrections failed to
yield many simple predictive instruments for use with probationers.
Numbers of studies on prison populations have been conducted using per-

“isonality tests such as the Minnesota Multi-phasic Personality Inventory,
-.and other sophisticated instruments; however, in the present world of
the officer and his probationers, few probation officers have either the
professional expertise or the time to administer or intepret these
tests.

The literature revealed two instruments which are rather closely
related to the goals of the present study. The first is the Mal-
Adaptive Behavior Record (MBR), the second is the Law Encounter
Severity Scale (LESS). |

The MBR is a simble instrument containing sixteen items concern-
ing the-probationers behavior or attitudes on the following areas:
employﬁent, addiction, interpersonal; physical or ﬁsychological ad-
justment, and legal matters. The items are rated '"'1" or "0" by an
officer, with "1'" indicating a problem in the area. Jenkins, and
Barton (1974) report validity coefficients which were signficant be-
‘yond.the 1% level on all but one item. When that one item on physical

>adjustmeﬁt was combined with the one on psychological adjustment,
moderate validity was found.

The problem encountered with the MBR for this Study is that some

\
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sections of the instrument cannot be answered satisfactorily in the way
the questionnaire for the present study was administered. The MBR also
fails to ask many questions which, according to the literature, relate
to areas and problems associated with the recidivism rate for pro-
bationers. Caution was exercised to include relevant items from the
MBR without changing them so that generalization 6r duplication of the
preseﬁt study's conclusions would be more meaningful.

The Law Encounter Severity Scale (LESS) has been used in predict-
ing prbblems for probationers. It is a simple form which takes the
probation;r's history of criminal activity. It contains several items
whieh did not appear to be predictive with adults and failed to include
several items which were found to be predictors of recidivism, such as
age of offender, and type of offense commitfed. (Jeﬁkins and Barton,
1974)

Since the above mentioned instruments seem fairly promising in
terms of their content, care was taken to include similar items on the
instrument used in the present study. In the field, there is a com-
pelling need for a simple form which can be easily scored in order that
bthe officer can make an:educated brediction concerning those probation-
ers most iikely to need more of his attention. Presently, there is
not the’funding‘or personnel available to provide long psychological
testing and social summéries on persons placed on probation through
the court. More useful to an officer than a long narrative describing

the problematic history of the probationer would be knowledge about
the specific factors which differentiate those who have difficulty

while on probation from those who are successful. An instrument for
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determining those factors would help the officer in applying effective
preventative measures.

Some of the questions for the present study were taken from
instruments used in other states. Although_no literature was found
‘discussing inclusion of the questions concefning usage of aliases or
presence of tatoos, it was speculated these items might reveal dif-
ferences between the groups, and therefore they were included in the
study.

The instrument developed covered both facfual information and
attitudes and also solicited open—ended criticism éf the participants
about the criminal justice system, and solicited’from college students
their comments about their educational institution's involvement in
their legal problems. |

Sources reviewed in depth concerning wording, construction, and
administration of questionnaires were Goode (1952), Kerlinger (1964),
Nye (1964),'Parten (1966), .and Slocum, et. al. (1956). Careful consid-
eration was given to make the'queétions simple enough for persons with
limited readiﬁg ability to understand, and vocabulary particular to the
court was eliminated when possible. The questionnaires were personally"
administered so questions by respondents could be immediately answered.

After formulation, as a’pre-test, the instrument was administefed
to a group'of probationers not in the study population; their comments
along with those of the author's committee chairman, and those of
several‘professional officers who served as reviewers, led to the final
revised instrument, a copy of which is in the appendix. No major
problem of interpretation was reported by those who responded or by

those who reviewed the instrument.

N\
i
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Collection of the Data

The first of the three study groups was comprised of twenty-five
probationers who were all college students; all had been designated as
successful by a supervising probation officer. From a list of non-
college probationers deemed successful by a supervising officer,
twenty-five clients were randomly selected for group two. Twenty-five
probationers who were reported as having difficulty by officers were
selected for the third group.

A questionnaire was developed to determine selected background
information and attitudes of probationers concerning their personal,
family, vocational, educational, and criminal histories. A copy of the
questionnaire appears in the appendix.

The questionnaire was administered in the late spring of 1977 to
probationers in two Oklahoma counties. Participants were given the
questionnaire personally and were assured at length that their
responses would be anonymous and would be kept completely,confidential
as to individual identification. Explanation of thelstudy was given to
probationers with reference to their opportunity to provide a meaning-

ful critique of '"'the system“ which might lead toward desired improve- .
‘ \

ments and mdre appropriate supervision of fufure probationers. They
were also told that statistics would bé cémpiled on the groups but that.
individual information would not be identifiable with regard to its
.source. It was felt that this approach Qould best facilitate the
willingness of probationers to cooperate and thus accomplish the most
valid responses possible; due to the personal method of administration

a 100% return was achieved.
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Analysis of the Data

Once data were secured, item respondent counts were grouped and
results were tabulated. Responses were set up for a comparison study
using a chi square test for significant differences between the items,
as deemed appropriate by Kerlinger (1964) under analysis of data.

A chi square test was applied to determine possible significant
differences in response between the groups. Use of chi square deter-
mination for these data was deemed both appropriate and adequate.
Popham (1973) had this to say concerning such use of the test:

The Chi-Square Test. When the data from two ihdependent

samples are only nominal, then one may again use the X2

test to detect significant differences. For two samples

the X2 analysis follows a pattern similar to the one-

sample goodness of fit test. In the case of the two-

sample application, however, the expected frequencies

are not drawn from some hypothetical distribution, but

directly from the actual or observed frequencies

themselves.,

. . . The value of X2 depends upon the disparity between

the actual frequencies and the expected frequencies, with

X2 becoming larger as the disparity increases. In other

words, if the value of X2 is large enough to be statisti-

. cally significant, there is a considerable difference

between the category proportions of two independent

variable groups with respect to the dependent variable

(pp. 276-277).

As noted by Guilford and Fructer (1973, p. 204) in using chi
square when frequencies are small, '"When we apply chi square to a pro-
blem with 1 df and when any fo frequency is less than 10, we should
apply a modification known as Yate's correction for continuity." The
process consists of reducing by .5 obtained frequencies greater than

the expected and increasing by .5 frequencies less than expected. The

.5 correction is applied to all cells and it is low expected
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’

frequencies not low observed frequencies that determine the need for
correction.

Siegel (1956, p. 46) notes that the X2

test for one-sample cases
is inadvisable when more than twenty percent of the expected frequen-
cies are less than five. Siegel says: '"Expected frequencies some-
times can by increased by combining adjacent categories. This is de-
sirable only if combinations can meaningfully be made.'" Due to the
exploratory nature of the present study it was deemed desirable to
combine certain response categories when statistical analysis of the
data was made.

It should be noted that, for this entire study, the .05 level of
significance was deemed appropriate for the type of data and compari-
son made. This is traditionally the level of significance seen as
desirable for useage in behavioral science studies (Guilford and
Fruchter, 1973).

Responses to the open-ended questioﬁs were analyzed by the invest-
igator and experts in the field to find common threads in the
responses. A tabulation of frequent comments is included in the

results of the study.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of this chépter is to present and analyze information
gleaned from the responses received from the seventy five fespondents
to the questionnaire. To accomplish this purpose, questioné concerning
the following were asked on the quéstionnaire: probatidners' attitudes
and background information about their personal;'family, vocational,
eéducational, and criminal histories; open-ended comments regarding the
criminal justice system were solicited from all participants, and open-
ended comments were solicited from the college student probationers re-
garding their educational institution's involvement in their legal

\

problems.

Types of Offenses Committed by Probationers

Table I illustrates the crimes with which the probationers in the
study were charged. The various crimes were combined into two cate-
gories for chi squave analysisﬁ crimes were put into either high or
low recidivism groups. In two group comparisons, chi square analysis
did not reveal significant differences betweén the college students
(also referred to as group 1), successful (referred fo as group 2),
and difficulty prone (also referred to as group 3) probationer groups.

One can note that the majority of the college students (13) had

committed the crimes of burglary or grand larceny, 10 were serving

32



TABLE 1

TYPES OF OFFENSES COMMITTED

BY P

ROBATIONERS

High Recidivism Offenses

Low Recidivism Offenses

Bogus Possession Larceny of : Sex Offenses,
Check, of Drug Robbery, Merchandise Assault and
Forgery, or Burglary Concealing Battery, Fel.
Auto Welfare  Drunk Culti- & Grand Stolen Pointing a
Theft  Fraud Driving TOTAL vation Larceny Property Weapon TOTAL
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
College '
Student _ 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 4 10 40 13 52 1 4 0 0 24 96
Probationers
N = 25
Successful
Probationers 0 0 3 12 0 0 3 12 3 12 11 44 2 8 6 24 22 88
N = 25 ' ‘
Difficulty
Prone - 3 12 3 12 1 4 7 28 1 4 11 44 3 12 3 12 18 72
Probationers
N = 25
TOTALS N = 75 3 4 7 9 1 1 11 15 14 19 35 47 6 8 9 12 64 85

When subjected'to X

2

test, differences between the three groups, and differences between

all the two group comparisons, were not significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

¢e
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sentences for possession of drugs with intent to distribute ér for
cultivation of marihuana, 1 was on probation for bogus check or forgery,
and 1 was on probation for larceny of merchandise or concealing stolen
property. The largest number in the successful group (11) had}also
committed the crimes of roBbery, burglary, or.grand larceny. . Sex :u
offenses, assault and battery, or feloniously poinfing a weapon had
been committed by 6 of the successful probationers; 3 had committed
bogus check, forgery, or defrauding welfare offenses; 3 were on pro-
bation for drug offenses; 2 successful probationers had committed
larceny of merchandise or had concealed stoleﬁ property. The laréest
number of the difficulty prone probationers (11) had committed robbery,
burglary, and grand larceny. Auto theft had been committed by 3 of

the difficulty prone group and by none in either of the two other:

" groups; this trend agrees with Glaser and O'Leary (1966) and with
Sandhu (1974). Bogus check, forgery, or welfare.fraud had been the
crime of the same number ih the difficulty prone group as in the
successful group--3. In the difficﬁlty prone group 3 committed larcény
of merchandise or concealing stolen property, ag compared to 2 in the
successful group. The difficulty prone group had committed sex of—‘
fenses, assault and battéry, or had feloniouslyvpointed a weapon 3 times
as compared to 6 for those in the ;uccessful, and 0 in the coliege
student group. Driving while intoxicated had been the crime of 1 per-
son only and he was in the difficulty prone gréup. Only 1 person in
the difficulty prone group was on probation for a drug offense, while 3
in the successful group were, and 10 of the college students were on
probation for drug related offenses. As seen in Table I, statistics

in this study agree with those of Davis (1964), Glaser and O'Leary
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(1966), and Sandhu. (1974) in that none of the difficulty prone group
had committed sex offenses, but 3 had committed assault and battery or

had feloniously pointed a weapon.
Sexual and Racial Composition of Study Groups

Table II, presented below, illustrates the sexual and racial com-

position of the three groups in this study.

TABLE II

SEX AND RACE OF PROBATIONERS

SEX™ I RACE
Probationers _ C . American
Group Male Female White Black Indian
N % N % TN % N % N %
Student Q
N = 25 22 88 3 12 }6 64. 7 28 2 8
Successful 17 68 8 32 16 64 8 32 . 1 4
N = 25
Difficulty 24 96 1 4 21 84 312 1 4
Prone ‘ )
N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 63 84 12 16 53 71 15 24 4 5

*When subjected to X2 test, d1fferences among the three groups,
and differences between group 2, the successfuls, and group 3,
the difficulty prone probatloners were 51gn1flcant at the 0.05
level of 51gn1f1cance

Similar to Davis' finding in 1964, this study showed a small pro-
portion of female offenders, 16%. In agreement with Sﬁthérland (1955)

and again with Davis (1964), it was found that there was a significant
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differeﬁce at the 0.05,1éve1 in the number of females found in the suc-
cessful and difficulty prone gfoups; 32% of the successful prébationers
were females, whereas, only 4% of the unsuccessful group were women.
For the college studént‘group of probationers 12% were female.

Also seen in Table II is the racial composition of the groups in
this study. For the entire study 71% were white, 24% black, and. 5%
were American Indian. No other races were represented in the study
population. When the data were subjected to chi square comparison, no
differences significant at the 0.05 level were found in the three group
comparison, or . in a comparison between any two groups. Concurring with
Glaser and O'Leary's finding of 1966, it was found in this study that
blacks were less likely to get into trouble once they were on probation.

One can see'that'blacks comprised 28% of the éollege student group, 32%

of the successful group, but only 12% of the difficulty prone group.

Age and Prior Record of Study Groups

Table III illustrates the average present age, and average age
when placed on probation, and the age when first arrested for the pro-
bationers in this study.

The average preéént ages for the three groups were as follows:
"22.68 years‘for the college students; 25.8 years for the succeésful
probationers, and 27.08 for the difficulty prone probationers. In ex-
amining the average difference of age between the time when put on pro-
bation and the age at present, 6ne fin&s fhat the college students had
been on probation 1.28 years, while the successful probationers had
been on probation 1.72 years, and the difficulty prone probationers had(

been on probation 1.12 years. According to Scarpitti and Stephenson
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(1968) it is to be expected that people usually get into trouble during
the first year of their probationary sentences. In this study, the
probationers in the difficulty prone group had been on probation for
less time than either the.éollege students or the successful probation-
ers. That is, their problems could already be identified early, on the

average, as before the fourteenth month they were on probation.

TABLE ITI

PROBATIONERS' PRESENT AGE, AGE WHEN PLACED ON PROBATION
| AND AGE AT FIRST ARREST

Average Average Length of Age at First Arrest*
Probationer - Present Age at Time on Under 18
Group Age Probation Probation 18 And Over
Years Years Years - N % N %
Students 22,68 - 21.40 = 1.28 2 8 23 92
N = 25
Successiul 25.28 - 23.56 = 1.72 7 28 18 72
N = 25 |
Difficulty 27.08 - 25,96 = 1.12 15 60 10 40
Prone
N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 *25.00 23.64 . 24 32 51 68

* .

When subjected to X2 test, the age at first arrest comparisons
between groups 1, 2, and 3 were significant at the 0.05 level;
the comparisons of group 1 to group 3, and of group 2 to group
3 were also significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

Sandhu (1974), Glaser and O'Leary (1956), and Glueck and Glueck
(1959) agree that the younger the offender and the younger he was at

his first arrest, the more likely he will have difficulty while on -
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probation. The finding that the younger the offender at this first
arrest, the more likely he was to get into difficulty-was confirmed by
the present study. Concerning whether age at first arrest was before
age 18, or after it, significant differences were revealed among the
groups by a chi square comparison of the data. The college students
differed significantly from the difficulty prone probationers, but not
from the successfullprobationers, An impdrtaﬁt differentiation was
found in that this item revealed significant differences between the
successful group of probationers and the difficulty prone group. This
would mean that those who eventually end up in difficulty while on pro-
bation are more likely to have been arrested first before the age of
‘eighteen. For the whole group, 32% had first been arrested before the
age of 18. Only 8% of the college students had first been arrested‘
before thé age of 18; 28% of the successful group had been arrested
first previous to age 18; however, over half (60%) of the difficulty
prone group of probationers had first been arrested before they were
eighteen years old. This difference should serve'aé a warning signal
to the supervising officer, then, because those who had been arrested
beforé the age of 18 were twice as likely to be in the difficulty prone
group as those who had not been arrested prior to the age of eighteen.
Presented in Table IV are data concerning the number of juvenile
arrests and the number of juvenile probations for the respondeﬁté in
this study. For the group as a whole, 40% reported having been
arrested from 1 to 4 times as juveniles, Analysis of data on this
table item revealed differeﬁées significant at the 0.05 1éve1 of signi-
ficance in the three group comparison and between the college student

group and the difficulty prone group; the number of juvenile arrests
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was not significant at the 0.05 level when the successful and diffi-
culty prone groups of probationers were compared. Though not signi-
ficantly different at the 0.05 level, a trend of increase in the
number of juvenile arrests was seen: the students had 16% arrests, the
difficulty prone group had 44%, and the difficulty prone group had 60%

juvenile arrests.

TABLE IV

NUMBER OF JUVENILE ARRESTS AND JUVENILE
PROBATIONS FOR PROBATIONERS ‘

Juvenile Arrests Juvenile Probations*

Probationer No 1-4 No 1-2

Group Arrests  Arrests Probation Probations
N % N % N % N %

Students - .

N =25 21 84 4 16 24 96 1 4
Successful ‘

N = 25 ‘ 14 56 | 11 44 23 92 2 8
Difficulty 10 40 15 60 16 64 9 36
Prone . :

N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 45 60 30 40 63 84 12 16

*When subjected to X2 test, the comparison of group 1 to 3
was significantly different at the 0.05 level,

" When subjected to X2 test, the comparison of group 2 to
group 3 was significant at the 0.05 level.

When comparing the number of juvenile probations of the offenders,
as seen. above in Table IV, important significanﬁ differences are found.

The three group comparison was éignificantly different as well as the
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comparison of group 1 to 3, and the comparison of group 2 to group 3.
According to this‘study, the number of juvenile probations of the of-
fenders was significantly greater for the difficulty prone group than
for the college stqdents or the successful probationers. Only 4%
the college students had been on probation as juvehiles, % of the
successfﬁl group had been on probation as juveniles, whereas in the
difficulty prone or unsuccessful group of probationers, over one third,
36%, of the group reported having had 1 to 2 probationary periods as
juveniles.

Table V shows the npmber of adult felony charges, and the number
of felony charge§ iﬁ the last five years for the probationers in the
study. | '

Table V shows that all the comparisons on the number of adult fel-

“ony charges (other than the one they were put on probation for) were

significant at the 0.05 level. The vafianée on this item is seen in
the columns showing no other charges, and more than one other felony
charge. The college studenté had 88% who had had no other felony
charges and none with more thaﬁ\one other charge;v68% of the successful
group had no other felony charges and only 4% had more than one other
felony chargé; of the difficulty prone group only 32% had no other
charges against them while 36% had more than one other charge against
them, This would be an item which should prove to be a good predictor
of those who might be prone to difficulty while on probation.. This
item also shows that of the student proPationers, virtually all had
never had aﬁother felony charge; they tfuly are "first offenders."
Table V also shows the number of felony chargés in the last five

years for the respondents. When compared, significant differences at
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the 0.05 level were found among the three groups and between group 1

and group 3, and group 2 and group 3.

For this study the item seems

to be a repeat of the item directly preceding it. Only 9 of the diffi-

culty prone probationers had no other charges, while 20 of the success-

ful group and 22 of the 25 college students had no other charges.

TABLE V

NUMBER OFVADULT FELONY CHARGES AND NUMBER OF FELONY
CHARGES IN LAST FIVE YEARS OF PROBATIONERS

Number of Other Adult

Felony Charges*

Number of Other Felony
Charges in Last 5 Years**

Probationer
Group None One One + None One One +
N % N 5 N 3 N % N % N %
Students 22 88 3 12 0 0 22 88 3 12 0 0
N =25 .
Successful 17 68 7 28 .1 4 20 80 3 12 2 8
N =25
Difficulty 8 32 8 32 9 36 9 36 11 44 5 20
Prone
N =25

TOTAL N =75 47 63 18 24 10 13

51 68 17 23 7 9

*When subjected to X2

test, the three group comparison, and the

comparisons of group 1 to 2, and 1 to 3, and 2 to 3 were signi-
ficant at the 0.05 level of significance. ‘

** When subjected to X2 test, the three group comparison, and
comparisons of group 1 to 3, and of groups 2 to 3 on this
item were significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

Table VI illustrates the military service records of the

probationers in the 5tudy, and shows the criminal record of the pro-

bationers' family members.
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TABLE VI -

MILITARY SERVICE RECORD AND FAMILY CRIMINAL
RECORD OF PROBATIONERS

_ Military Service Record Number of Family Members
Probationer Number of Number With Felony Record
Group 25 Serving Disciplined None One or More
N % N % N % N %
Students

N = 25 | 4 16 1 25 21 84 4 16
Successful _

N = 25 6 24 3 50 17 68 8 32
Difficulty 9 36 3 33 18 72 7 28
Prone

N = 25
TOTALS 19 25 7 36 56 75 19 25

When subjected to X2 test, ‘no comparisons between groups on
the items in Table VI were significant at the 0.05 level.

Regarding military service, as seen in Table Vi, only 25% of the
group of 75 had been in the service. Differences between the number
serving from each group were not significant_at the»Q.OS levei. of .
the 19 individuals who had been in the service, 7 had received disci-
plinary action; tﬁis amounted to 36% of those who had servéd. Differ-
ences between groups of those who had been discipiined while in the
service were not significant betwéen groups at the 0.05 level. This
study does not support the work of Landis, Mercer, and Wolf (1969) who
found that those who had received disciplinary action thle_in the
service were more likely to fail on probation than those who had not.

As seen above in Table VI, when the number of family members with

a felony record is considered, it is noted that 75% of the whole group
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had no family members with felony charges; 25% of the probationers had
some family member with a felony charge. No significant differences
were found between the groups when they were compared in chi square
test; family criminai histories were no more tied to those in the
difficulty prone group than to those in the successful or college stu-

dent group of probationers.
Items Relating Means of Support and Employment

Table VII illustrates the living arrangements of the probationers
at the times when they committed the crimes for which they were put on
probation, and living arrangements at present, and the table also il-
lustrates the probationers means of support at the time of their crime.

Table VII shows the differences in the living arrangements of the
probationers at the time they got into trouble with the law. Subgroup
comparisons yielded differences significant at the 0.05 level in living
arrangements between groups 1 and 2, and groups 1 and 3; the differ-

ences between the places lived of group 2, the successfuls, and group 3,

/

‘the unsuccessful probationers was not signifiéant at the 0.05 level.
At this point, one begins to see a trend which holds throughout the
data, and that is that the college probationers were more different
from the other two groups than the successful probationers were from
‘the difficulty prone probationers. Only 48% of the college students
were living by themselves, with spouse, or parents when they got into
trouble; 80% of the successful and 88% of the difficulty prone pro-
_bationers were living by themselves or with spouse or parents. This
meant that the majority of the students, 52% had "other'" living

arrangements, as compared tofonly 20% of the successful and 12% of the
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difficulty prone probationers. This means that the college students
live in différent arrangements than the successful and difficulty prone
groups but that living arrangement at the time the crime was committed
is not a predictor of whether the probationer is eventually successful

or prone to difficulty while serving his probationary sentence.

TABLE VII

PAST AND PRESENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AND MEANS OF
SUPPORT OF PROBATIONERS AT TIME OF CRIME

Living Arrangements” Means of Support When
When Arrested Presently © Crime Was Committed”
Parents, Parents,
Probationer Spouse, Spouse, - Work-  Unem- .
Group Self Other Self Other ing  ployed Other
N 5 N % N % N % N % N % N %
Stgdfngg 12 48 13 52 .15 60 10 40 416 1 4 20 80

Successful 20~ 80 5 20 21 84 4 16 18 72 5 20 2 8
N = 25

Difficulty ., g¢ 3 12 - 19 76 6 24 145 7 28 4 16
Prone
N = 25
TOTALS 54 72 21 28 55 73 20 27 36 48 13 17 26 35
N = 75

*When subjected to X2 test, living drrangements at the time the
crime was committed were found to be significant at the 0.05
level between the three groups and between groups 1 and 2,
and between groups 1 and 3.

**Means of support at the time the. crime was committed, was ‘found
to be significant at the 0.05 level when groups 1, 2, and 3
were compared, and when groups 1 and 2, and groups 1 and 3 were
compared with x2.

Table VII shows that when the present 1ivﬁng arrangements of the
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respondents are compared no differences were significant at the 0.05
level of significance; other than ieveling to less extreme distribu-
tion, the present living arrangements had not changed greatly from
before.

Table VIT also shows the means of support of the probationers at
the time they committed their crimes. A significant difference (0.05
level) was found in the three group comparison and also between the
comparison of group 1 to 2, and of group 1 to 3; but agaih, no differ-
énce was found between the successful and difficulty\ﬁrone groups. The
collegersfudents showed that 80% were 'other" than working or unemploy-
ed. The successfuls had 72% working and only 56% of the difficulty
prone group had been working when the crimes were committed. Unemploy-
ed was listed by 20% of the successfuls, 28% of the difficulty prone
group, but only 4% of thé college group had been unemployed.

Table VIII illustratés the present work status of the pr&batibﬁers
in the study and also their levels of employment. |

Writing in 1974, Sandhu, on page 252, notes that: "From all
studies, regular employment emerges as the key point in the rehabili-
tation of the offender.'" The present study served to support Sandu's
writings., Table VIII illustrates the present work status of the pro-
bationers in the study. Significant differences (0.05 level) were
found in all chi square comparisons. The college:students and success-
ful probationers were the same when listing the nuﬁber who were unem-
pléyed; both had 8% unemployed; however, the difficulty prone group
showed 40% unemployment. Naturally, the student would tend to vary

from the others by virtue of his different life style; many are

supported by their families and their major responsibility is attending
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classes rather than working. The successful probatiohers showed 92%
working\and oniy 8% unemployment; in éontrast the unsuccessful or
difficulty/frone probationers showed an unemployment rate of-40% and
only 44% employment. This difference appears to be a goodcindicator
or predictor of difficulty on the part of the probationers in this
study. The probationers in difficulty were five times és likely to be
unemployed as were the successful probationers. Thus, when an officer
becomes aware of an individual's unemployment, this should serve as an
indicator that things may be coming to a breaking point for the diffi-
culty prone probationer. Inter&ention or intensification of services
to the probationers would séem to be an appropriate strategy as soon as
an officer becomes aware of the unemployment of a probationer.

The employmgnt level (when working) of the study participants is
also seen in Table VIII. A comparison of the employment levels showed
,significant differences (0.05 level) in the three group comparison and
when 1 and 2 were compared, and when groups 2 and 3 were compared, but
not when group 1 and 2 were cémpared. The difficulty prone group had
the highest number, 32% reporting unskilled work levels; 8% of the
successful and 16% of the college students were unskilled. The college
students showed 56% in semi-skilled jobs, as ;ompared to 60% of the
successful, and.16% of the difficulty prone group. In the skilled,
management, and professionai level were found 28% of the students, 32%
of the 5uccessfu1, and 52% of the difficulty pfone groups. It can be
noted that the difficulty prone group had the largest number in both
the unskilled, and the skilled, management, and professionéi positions,
Perhaps this might cause a look at concern for the vocational level of

the difficulty prone group for this study shows that the majority (52%)
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of the diffiéulty prone group heid skilled, management, and profession-
al job skills when working. This means that low industrial skills were
not directly associated wifh only the difficulty prone group for this
study, but that the patterns of employment skills varied from group to
group in a manner which does not easily lend itself to setting up pre;
dictors for which group a probationer would fall into if he had certain'

levels of job skills.

TABLE VIII

PRESENT WORK STATUS AND EMPLOYMENT LEVEL
OF PROBATIONERS

Present Work Status* Employment Level**
When Working
Un- Semi- Skilled
Probationer Work-  Unem- Skill- Skill- Management,
Group ing ployed Other ed ed Professional
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Students 10 40 2 8 13 52 4 16 14 56 7 28
N = 25
Successful 53 95 2 8 0 o0 2 8 15 60 8 32
N = 25 4 ‘
Difficulty 11 44 10 40 4 16 8 32 4 16 13 52
Prone :
N = 25 \
TOTAL N = 75 44 59 14 19 17 22 14 19 33 44 28 37

*When subjected to X2 test, all comparisons on present work -
status were significant at the 0.05 level of significance.

**When subjected to X2 test, the three group comparison and
that of 1 to 3, and of 2 to 3 groups were found to be signi-
cant at the 0.05 level of significance.

o

Seen in Table IX are the length of the probationers' present jobs
i :
and whether or not they had ever held a job for at least a year.
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TABLE IX

PROBATIONERS TIME ON PRESENT JOB
AND EVER HELD A JOB A YEAR

Length of Present Job* Ever Held a Job

At Least a Year
Probationer Unem-  Under Over
Group ployed Year Year Student Yes No
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Students o 0 0o o0 O 0 25 100 19 76 6 24
N = 25 '
Successful 0 0 12 48 13 52 0 0 22 8 3 12
N = 25
Difficulty 13 52 10 40 2 8 O 0 17 68 8 32
Prone
N = 25

TOTAL N =75 13 17 22 29 15 20 25 33 58 77 17 23

*When subjected to X2 test, the three group compafison on this
~item and the comparison of group 2, the successfuls, to group
3, the difficulty prone, was significant at the 0.05 level.

As seen in Table IX, one finds that due to the different situation
of the students, length of their present job was excluded from the com-
parison. Statistical analysis revealed a difference at the 0.05 level
when the successful and difficulty prone groups were compared. None of'
the successful probationers weré presently unemployed. Successful pro-‘
bétioners showed 48% employed leés than a year, and difficﬁlty prone
probationers had 40% employed less than a year. The difference between
the number of successful and difficulty prone probafioners employed for
more than one year.was large and significant at the 0.05 level. Only

8% of the difficulty prone probationers had been employed at their jobs
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for more than a year, but 52% of the successful probationers had had
their jobs for more than a year.

Table IX also shows whether the study respondents had ever held a
job at least a year. No significant differences were found at the 0.0S
level when the groups Were compared. For the total group,‘77% had held
a job at least a year and 23% had not. The successful group showed 88%
had been employed at a job for a year but only 68% of the difficulty
prone probatioqers had ever been employed at the same job at least a
year, |

The information in Tables VIII and iX seems to bé somewhat in con-
flict. Perhaps more important to a probationer's success than his level
of employment is his skill at maintaining employment and knowing those
things which make him a desirable employee, such as showing up for work
on time orbcalling in when il1l; perhaps these skills are those lacked by
the difficulty prone probationers rather than thé actual job skills,

Table X shows job salary and job satisfaction of probationers.

The adequacy of salary for probationers is seen in Table X. No chi
square cbmparisons made on this item were statistically significant
at the 0.05 lvel. Of the total group, 84% indicated they felt their
incohe was adequate, 16% said it ﬁad not been. About the same number
in each of the three groups said their salary was not adequate.

Table X also shows the job satisfaction of the probationers.4 In
this comparison significant differences did not exist at the 0.05 level.
Of the students 5 were not satisfied with their jobs as compared to 4
of the successful probationers and 3 of the unsuccessful group. The
difference on this item is again seen when we look at those answering

that the item was not applicable to them because they were not working.
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TABLE X

ADEQUACY OF SALARY AND PRESENT JOB SATISFACTION
FOR PROBATIONERS

Adequacy of Salary “Satisfaction with Last

Last/Present Job Or Present Job

Probationer o

Group Yes No Yes No Not App.

] N % N % N % N % N %
Students

N = 25 25 92 2 8 13 52 5. 20 7 28
Successful. 22 88 3 12 20 8 4 16 1 4

N =25 |
Difficulty 18 72 7 28 11 44 3 12 11 44
Prone : .

N = 25

TOTALS N = 75 63 84 12 16 44 59 12 16 19 25

*When subjected to X2 comparison, none of the comparisons
on either item in Table X were significant at the 0.05
level of significance. )

Family and Personal History of Probationers

Birth order.and family size of probationers is shown in.Table XI.
Considered in Table XI is the birth order of the~probationers. ‘Tﬁe
the college studeﬁts 24% were firsf born, 40% were middle born, and 36%
were last born children. In the successful group 36% were first born,
56% were middle children, and 8% were last born. Of the difficulty
prone probationers, 26% weré first born, 52% were middle born, and 21%
were last born. Statistical comparison on this item revealed only one
comparison which was significant at the 0.05;ieve1, that of the stu-

dents and the successful probationers.
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TABLE XI

BIRTH ORDER AND FAMILY SIZE
OF PROBATIONERS

Birth Order in Family* Number Children in Family**

Probationer First  Middle Last 3 or 4 or Average

Group Child Child Child Less More Number

— N % N % N % N % N % X

Students 6 24 10 40 9 36 127 48 13 52 3.64
Successful 9 36 14 56 2 8 4 16 21 84 5.52

N = 25
Difficulty 5 20 15 60 5 20 4 16 21 84 5.56.
Prone .

N = 25
TOTAL N=75 20 26 39 52 16 21 20 27 55 73  4.90

*When subjected to X2 test, only the comparison of group 1 to
group 2 was significant at the 0.05 level of significance.
-**When subjected to X2 test the 1, 2, 3, group comparisons, and
comparison of group 1 and 2, and of group 1 to 3, were all

significant at the 0.05 level.

Table XI illustrates the family sizeé of the Séventy five study
participants. Of the coliege students, 48% came from families.with
three or fewer children and 52% came from families with four or more
children. For the successful probationers, 16% came from families with
three or fewer children and 84% came from families with four or mqré
children. The difficul@y prone probationers élso had 16% coming from
families with three or fewer children, 84% from families witﬁ four ar
more children. Differences significant at the 0.05 level were found
when comparing groups 1 and 2, groups 1 and 3, but not groups 2 and 3.

Therefore, the college students on probation differed more from both
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the successful and difficulty prone groups than the successful proba-
tioners varied from the difficulty prone probationers.

The average family size from which the respondents came is also
seen in Table XI. For the college student probationers there was an
average of 3,64 children in the family, for the successful probationers
5.52 children, and for the difficulty prone probationers family size
was 5.56 childrén. While Glueck and Glueck (1959) found that those
in their study did not, in this study the successful and difficulty
prone probationers came from families of basically the same size (5.5
children), while the college student probationers tended\to come ffom‘
families with fewer children (3.6).

Presented in Table XII‘is information concerning the arrangéments
by which the probationers were reared and the mother's (or fémale';)
role in the home in which they weré rearéd.

Responses in Table XII were regrouped into those who said they had
been reared by both parents and those reared by any other arrangement
than both parents. Chi square comparison showed differences in the
three group comparison éhd also when group 1, the students, was cém—
péied to group 3,vthe difficulty prone probationers. Of the cdllegé
students on probation, 84% héd been reared by both parents, 60% of the -
successful probationers had been reared by both parents, but‘only»44%.
of the difficulty prone probationers had been reared by both parents.

The role of the female in the home of the probatioﬁers is seen in
Table XII. No differences were/significaqf-at the 0.05‘1eve1 when chi
. square compérison of the data was made. The students had 48% with

mothers who had worked while the successful and difficulty prone group

of probationers had 52% mothers who worked. The results of this study

~.
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do not show that those who had mothers who worked were any more likely
to be in the difficulty prone probationer group than those who had

mothers who did not work.

TABLE XII

WHO REARED PROBATIONER AND
MOTHER'S ROLE IN HOME

Reared By* Mother's Role
Probationer Both ' Was
Group Parents Other Worked Housewife
’ N % N % N % N %
Students
N = 25 21 84 4 16 12 48 13 52
|
Successful 15 60 10 40 13 52 12 48
N = 25
Difficulty 11 44 14 56 13 52 12 48
Prone .
N = 25 ~

TOTAL N = 75 47 63 28 37 38 51 37 49

*When subjected to X2 test, significant difference at the

0.05 level was found in the 1-2-3 group comparison on
this item and on the comparison of group 1 to group 3.

Shown in Table XIII is the welfare history, abuse or neglect his-
tory, and hisfory of parental conflict for the probationers.

Family welfare receipt hiétory as illuétrated in Table XiII shows
the group as a whole reported that 28% had at'some time received welfare;
this left 72% who stated that their families had never recgived welfare
assistance. At almost 30% this may seem a high proportion, but one |

should note that the question asked had the respondent's family ever
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received welfare. No length of time for the recipt of assistance was
specified. It might have been well to ask not only whether there had
been receipt of welfare assistance but, if so, for what length of time.
The trend was for the number receiving welfare to increase from 21% of
the student probationers, to 28% of the successfuls, as compared to 36%
of the difficulty prone probationers, but the differences were not

significant at the 0.05 level.

TABLE XIII

WELFARE, ABUSE, AND PARENTAL CONFLICT
HISTORY OF PROBATIONERS

Family Abused Or Parental
- Welfare History Neglected Conflict
Probationer Child In Home
Group Yes No Yes No - Yes ' No
N5 N % N % N % N % N %
Students 5 21 19 79 2 8 23 92 5 20 20 80
N = 25 »
Successful 7 28 18 72 2 8 23 92 8§ 32 17 68
N = 25 ,
Difficulty 9 .36 16 64 4 16 21 84 10 40 15 60
Prone
N = 25
" TOTAL N = 75 21 28 53 72 8 11 67 89 23 31 52 69

When subjected to X2 test, no comparisons for any of the
items‘in Table XIII were significant at the 0.05 level.

Answers to whether they had ever felt abuéed or neglected as
children is seen in probationers' responses in Table XIII. The total
.groups showed 11% had been abused or neglected. Although the statis-

tical comparison of the groups was not significant at the 0.05 level, it
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might be well to note that the college student and successful groups
both reported 8% abuse or neglect as compared to 16% abuse in the
difficulty prOne:group.

Parental conflict in the home as seen by the probationers is seen
in Table XIII. For the whole group, 37% reported that their parents
had argued a lot. McCord, McCord, and Zola (1959) stated that a home
Whiéh was quarrelsome is more conducive to antisocial behavior in the
child than is a broken home. Although an argumentative atmosphere may
have precipitated the original criminal behavior in the respondents,
this study does not show a difference in the parental conflict in the
éollege, successful, and difficulty prone groups at the 0.05 level of
significance. But 40% of the difficulty prone group reported parental
conflict as compared to 32% of the Successfuls; and 20% of the students.

Table XIV illustrates the number of times the probationers parents
had each married. Chi square comparison of the two items yielded no
differences significant between the groups on either item.. The
students reported that 76% of their motﬁers had been married once and
-24% had been married more than once. The successfuls reported 56% of
their mothers had been married once while 44% had been married more
thdn one time. The difficulty prone probationers reported that 44% of
their mothers had been married once while 56% had Been married more

than once,

Table XIV also shows the number of times the respondents' fathers
had been married; no significant differences (0.05 level) were found in
the between group comparisons. Of the college students, 72% had fathers
who had been married once, 28% had fathers married more than one time.

For both the successful and difficulty prone probationers, 56% had



56

fathers Who had been married once, and 44% had fathers who had been

married more than one time.

TABLE XIV

NUMBER OF MARRIAGES OF PROBATIONERS' PARENTS

# Mother's Marriages # Father's Marriages
Probationer More More
Group Once Than Once Once Than Once
N % N % N % N %
Students
N = 25 19 76 6 24 A 18 72 4 7 28
Successful 14 56 11 44 14 56 11 44
N = 25
Difficulty 11 44 14 56 14 56 11 44
Prone
N = 25
TOTAL N - 75 a4 58 31 42 46 61 29 39

When subjected.to X2 test, none of the comparisons on any .
of the items betweern the groups was significant at the 0.05
level.

Table XIV shows the number of times the respondents fathers had
been married; no significant differences‘(OiOS level) were found in the
bet&een group comparisons. Of the college students, 72% had fathers
who had béen married once, 28% had fathers married more than one time.

Table XV shows whefher the groups got along with their parents.

Response td whether they got along with their mother (or the fe-

males) who reared them is seen in Table XV. No significant differences

were found (at the 0.05) level between the groups when éompared on this
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item. Only 3 of the respondents stated they had not gotten along
with their mothers. Of those three, 2, or 8% came from the successful
gfoup, and 1, or 4% came from the difficulty prone group; none of the

students had not gotten along with their mothers.

'TABLE XV

WHETHER PROBATIONERS GOT ALONG
WITH THEIR MOTHER OR FATHER

Probationer Got Aiong With Mother Got Along With Féther
Group ’ Yes No Yes No Not App.
N % ‘N % N-% N % N %
Students
N = 2t 25 100 0 | 0 23» 92 ‘1 4 1\ 4
Successful 23 92 2 8 22 8 2 8 1 4
N = 25 '
Difficulty 24 96 1 4 17 68 6 24 2 8
Prone . :
N =25 P
TOTAL N = 75 72 96 3 4 62 83 9 12 . 4 5

*When subjected to Xz.test, none of the between group com-
parisons on either of the above items was significant at
the 0.05 level of significance.

Table XV also shows whether the probafioners had gdtten along with'.
their fathers. For the whole group 83% said yes, 12% said no, and 5%
said theie had been no male fiéure‘in their!home. The statistical com-
parisonlof the three groups showed no différences at the 0.05 level of
significance.

Table XVI reveals whether probationers' parents were still alive.
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TABLE XVI

PROBATIONER'S MOTHER OR FATHER
STILL LIVING

“Mother Deceased Or Living Father Deceased or Living

Probationer Within Within
Group Deceased 2 Yrs. Alive Deceased 2 Yrs. Alive
N % N % N % N % N % N 5%
Students 1 4 1 100 24 96 5 20 1 20 20 80
N = 25
£
Successtul 5 20 4 8 20 8 3 12 1 33 22 88
Difficulty 5 20 3 60 20 80 8 32 2 25 17 68
rone ,
N = 25

TOTAL N = 75 11 15 8 73 64 75 16 21 4 25 9 79

When subjected to statistical analysis, none of the between
group comparisons on the above items was significant at the
0.05 level. of significance.

Whether the probationer‘s mother was deceased or living is seen in
Table XVI. No differences were signifigant to the 0.05 level when the.
three groups were compared. Only 4% of the students hud mdtheré who
wefe deceased, but the successful and difficulty prone groups reported
20% of their mothers were deceased. For the total group, 15% had
deceased mpthers; when the raw data were reviewed it was found that the
deaths of the probationers' mothers had nofJoccurred when they were
young children, indeed, 73% of £he deaths of the mothers had happened
within two years before thé probationers had committed their crimes.

Data concerning whether probatidners' fathers were deceased or
living are seen in Table XVI. No significant differences (0.05 level)

were found in the group comparisons on this item. For the total group,
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21% had deceased fathers, but only 25% of the deaths of the fathers
had occurred within two years of the time they committed the crimes fof
which they were put on probation.

Shown in Table XVII are the professional levels of the probation-

ers' fathers in this study.

TABLE XVII

FATHER'S PROFESSIONAL LEVEL

Father's Professional Level*

Skilled,

Probationer Semi- Management,

Group ~ Unskilled Skilled Professional

N % N % N % -

Student :

N = 25 1 4 2 8 22 88
Successful o

N = 25 4 16 10 40 11 44
Difficulty 0 0 6 24 19 Z6
Prone

N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 5 7 18 24 52 69~

*When subjected to X2 test, differences between groups
1 and 2, 1 and 3, and 1-2-3, were significant at the
0.05 level of significance. .

Table XVII shows the professional level of the probationer's
fathers. When groups 1 and 2 were compared and when groups 2 and 3

were compared differences were significant at the 0.05 level of =~ .~
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significancé. For the three groups, only 7% had fathers who held
unskilled joEs, 24% had fathers with semi-skilled professions, and 69%
had fathers in the skilled, management, or professionalrlevel. Oddly
enough, none of the difficulty prone probationers reported fathers in
unskilled work as opposed to 4% of the students and 16% of the success-
fuls. The students showed 8% of their fathers in semi-skilled work and
88% of their fathers in skilled, management, and professional work.

The successfuls had 40% fathers in semi-skilled work and 4%g'in
skilled, managemént, and professional work. The diffigultyiprone pro-
bationers stated that 24% of their fatﬁers had semi—ékilled,jobs while
76% of their dads held skilled; management, and pfofessional positions.
Again we see that, contrary to what might be popular opinion, the dif-
ficulty prone or unsuccessful group of probationers did not come from
homes with mostly unskilled fathers. Thfee—fourths of the difficulty
prone group listed their fathers occupations as skilled or higher level
and none of the difficulty prone group claimed to have fathers whose
work Was at the unskilled 1eve1.. In agreement with what might‘be popu-
lar expectation, this\study did show that 88% of the college students’
fathers were listed at the skilled level or above.

Shown in Table XVIII are the marital status, marital satisfaction;
and number of times married for the probationers in the study group.
Comparing the marital status of the seventy five respondents one finds
only one comparison which was significant at the 0.05 level of signi-
ficance; this was between group 1 and group 3. Single, never married,
was listed by 52% of the group as its marital status, 32% oﬁ-the sev-
enty five respondents were married, 11% were div9rced, 1% were separ-

ated, and 4% were common law married at least. a year. The students -



TABLE XVIII

MARITAL STATUS, MARITAL SATISFACTION AND NUMBER OF
. TIMES MARRIED OF PROBATIONERS

Present Marital Status of Probationefs* Marital Number of Times Married**
, Satisfaction
Probationer Marr- Div- Sepa- Common : ‘ ' More Than
Group Single ied orced rated Law Yes No None Once Once
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % - N % N % N %
Students 18 72 5 20 2 8 0 0 0 O 5 100 o o0 18 72 6 24 1 4

N = 25 ‘ :

’ i
Successful .

N = 25 12 48 10 40 2 8 -0 0 1 4 11 100 0 0 14 56 7 28 4 16
Difficulty ¢ 36 9 36 4 16 1 4 2 8 9 82 2 18 9 3 11 44 5 20
Prone i '

N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 39 52 24 32 8 11 1 1 3 4 25 93 .+ 2 7 41 55 24 32 10 13

’

*When subjected to X2 test, only the comparison of group 1 to group 3 was significant at the
0.05 level of significance on this item. '

**When subjected to X2 test, only the comparison of group 1 to group 3 was significant at the
0.05 level of significance on this item.

-
i

19
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varied when compared to the difficulty prome probationers, but not in
comparison to the successful probationers.

Satisfaction with marriage is also seen in Table XVIII; no dif-
ferences were significant at the 0.05 level when the three gréups'
satisfaction with their marriages was compared. Of the 27 probationers
who were married 25 stated they were satisfied with their marriages and
2 said they were not.

The last item in.Table XVIII illustrates the number of times the
probationers in the study had been married. Only the comparisdn of
group 1 to group 3 was significant at the 0.05 level. For the whole
group 55% said fhey had never been married, 32% had been married once,
and 13% had been married more than once. The college students were
twice as likely to have nevef been married as tho;e in the difficulty
prone group; 24% of the students had been mafried once as compared to
44% of the Unsﬁccessful group; only 4% of the students had been married
mdre than once as compared to 16% in the successful and 20% in the"
difficulty prone group.

Table XIX illustrates the religious faiths of the probationers;in
the study. Chi square comparison of this data revealed no differences
significant at the 0.05 level. A total/of-23% of the three groups
stated that their religion was ''none," 6% were Catholic, 1% were Jewish,
and 69% were Protestant. Speculétion could be made whether the per-
cent listing their religion as ''none'" might be higher than the geﬁefal
populatiop and might, therefore, be illustrétive of some type of
alienétion of feelings on the part of the probationers. In considering
this response, note that Wordiﬂg of the question was careful to ask

of what faith the participant considered himself to be, rather than



63

what church he attended. This was done to allow those who seldom if
ever attend church the opportunity to list a religious faith even

though they might not regulafly attend church.

TABLE XIX

RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Religious Preference of Probationers

Probationer

Group None Catholic Jewish Protestant
N % ) N % N % N %

Student ' ‘

N = 25 7 28 3 12 1 4 14 56
Sﬁccessful

N = 25 5 20 0 0 0 0 20 80
Difficulty 5 20 2 8 0 0 18 72
Prone

N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 17 23 5 6 ‘1 1 52 69

. When subjected to chi squaré comparison, none of the com-
parisons in Table XIX were significant at the 0.05 level
of significance.

Table XX illustrates the psychological history and presence of

physical disability for the probationers in the study.

When .subjected to chi squaré comparison, the differences in the
'the psychological hi;tories of the probationers’were not significant
between groups at the 0.05.1eve1,6f signiffcance. . For the whole group,
37% said>that they had either seen or Qanted to see a psychologist or

\
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psychiatrist at some time; 63% of the group stated they had neither

seen a psychologist nor wanted to do so.

TABLE XX

PSYCHOLOGICAL HISTORY AND PRESENCE OF
PHYSICAL DISABILITY IN PROBATIONERS

‘ Ever Seen or Wanted To Presence of Physical
Probationer See A Psychologist Disability
Group Yes No v Yes No
N % N. % N % N %
Students ' .
N = 25 8 32 17 68 | 1 4 24 96
Successful 7 28 18 72 : 1 4 24 96
N = 25
Difficulty 13 52 12 48 1 4 24 96
Prone
N =25
TOTAL N = 75 28 37 47 63 | 3 4 72 96

When subjected to chi square compafison none of the between
group differences on the items in Table XX were significant
at the 0.05 level of significance. N

"When the presence of physicai disability in the probationer

groups was compared in Table XX the differences between the groups were

not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Only 4% of the

while group reported the presence of a physical disability; there was

)

only one person in each group who stated that he had a disability.

Family Educatdional.History of Probationers

Table XXI illustrates the educational levels of the parents of the



TABLE XXI

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF PROBATIONERS' PARENTS

v

Father's Education Level*

Mother's Education Level*¥*

Probationers Less : More Don't More
“Group Than H.S. H.S. Than H.S. Know Than H.S. H.S. Than H.S.
N % N % N % N % % N % N %
Students .
N =25 3 12 10 40 11 44 1 04 16 11 44 10 40
Successful ' .
N = 25 11 44 5 20 3 12 6 24 48 6 24 4 16
Difficulty ' ,
Prone 13 52 312 2 08 7 28 36 7 28 2 08
N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 27 36 18 24 16 21 14 19 25 33 24 32 16 21

* **khen subjected1x>X2 test, the 1-2-3 group comparison and the comparison of groups 1 to 2,
and of groups 1 to 3, were significant at the 0.05 level on both items in Table XXI.

59
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probationers in the study. Fathers' educational levels were found

to differ significantly at the 0.05 level between the college students'
fathers and the fathers of both the successful and difficulty prone
probationers, but no differences in this item were found between the
succesSful and difficulty prone groups. Only 12% of the college
students had fathers with less than a higﬁ school degree; 40% had high
school degrées, and 44% of the students' fathers had more than a high
school education. The students did not know their fathers' educa-
tional levels 4% of the time. The Successful probationérs reported
44% fathers with less than high schogl education and 52% of tﬁe diffi-
culty prone group had fathers with less than highischool educations.
The successful probationers reportgd that 20% of their fathers had
graduated from high school as compared to.12% of the fathers of the
difficulty prone probationers. Suqcessful probationers had 12%

fathers with more than high school education as compared to 8% of the
difficulty prone grouﬁ. Suécessful probationers stated 24% did not
know their father's educational level, 28% of the difficulty prone
group did not know their fathers' educational level, but only 4% of the
sﬁudents'stated that they did ndt\know the educational level of their

fathers.

At the 0.05 level, significant differences were found between
group compariéons of‘mothers' educational levels as seen in Table XXI.
Group 1 varied from groups é and 3; but the differences between the
successful and difficulty prone groups did not. prove significant at
“the 0.05 level. College students had‘16% mothers with less than high
school education, as compared to 48% of the successfuls' mothers and
36% of the‘difficulty prones' mothers. College students reported that

44% of their moms had high school degrees while only 24% of the
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successfuls and 28% of the difficulty prones' mothers had high school
“degrees. The(college.students showed that 40% of their mothers had
more than a high school degree compared to 16% of the successfuls'
moms and 8% of the difficulty prone group. None of the college stu-
dents said they did not know their mothers' educational 1evé1, whereas
12% of the successful group and 28% of the difficulty prone probation-

ers stated they did not know the educational level of their mothers.

The data illustrates that successful and difficulty prone pro-
bationers‘were less likely to know their parents' educational level
than the éollege students. Perhaps this is due to lack of emphasis
on education in the homes or less cohesive families in the successful
and difficultf prone groups. |

Table XXII shows the probationer's educational level, whether he
obtained a GED certificate, the number in his graduating élass, and his
attitude toward school. In regard to the educational level of the pro-
bationers, differences significant at the 0.05 level were found in the
three group comparison and when the students were compared to:the other
groups, but not when the successful and difficulty prone groups were
compared. Therefore the item is not a good predictor of proneness to
difficulty while on probation. None of the college students had léss
:than high school education, 8% (still freshmen) had high school edu-
éations and 92% had more than high schoq} education. The successful
probationers reported 56% with less than high school degrees, compared
to 72% of the difficulty prone group with less than high school de-

grees. The successful probatinners had 32% with high school degrees



TABLE XXII

EDUCATIONAL HISTORY OF PROBATIONER

Probationer's Education Level*

Students
N =25

Successful
N =25
Difficulty

Prone

N = 25

TOTAL N=75

Obtained Number in*
GED Graduating Class
Less . More Less More

Than H.S. H.S. Than H.S. Yes No Than 100 Than 100

N % N % N % N % N %

0 0 2 8 . 23 92 0 0 3 12 22 88

14 56 8 32 3 12 1 15 11 44 14 56

18 72 5 20 2 8 6 13 12 48 13 52

32 43 15 20 28 37 7 28 26 34 49 66

*When subjected to chi square comparison the 1-2-3 group and the 1-2, and 1-3 group comparison

were significant at the 0.05 level of significance on these two items.

**When subjected to chi square comparison the 1-3 group comparison for this item was significant

at the 0.05 level of significance.

Probationer's Attitude**
Toward School

89
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compared to only 29% in the difficulty-prone group. Only 12% in the
successful group had more than a high school education, but only 8% of
the difficulty prone probationers had beyond high school education,

As a whole, the groups had 43% with less than high school education
which seems somewhat high, but 37% had above a high school education,
The inclusion of the college students makes the overall éictufe look
better. All of thqse with less than high school education came from
the successful and unsuccessful groups, but the differences between the
two groups was not significant at the 0.05 level; only 10% of those in
the successful and unsuccessful groups had beyond high school education
as compared to 92% of those in the college student group of
probationérs.

Also seen in Table XXII is whether those probationers who had not
graduated fromvhigh school had gotten a GED certificate. Comparison
of the data on this item was not significant at the 0.05 level of
significance. None of the college students had not graduated from
high school; of the 15 successful probationers who had not graduated
from high thool 1 had obtained a GED certificate while 6 of the
13 difficulty proﬁe probationers who had not graduated from high school
had obtained GED certificates.

As séen in Table XXII, 34% of the respondents in the study came
from high schools with less than a hundred students in their éradu—
ating classes while 66% cahe from schools with more than a hundfed
students. Comparing size of graduating classes‘it was found that the
éollege students had come from larger schoois, 88%, compared to 56% in -

the successful, and 52% in the difficulty prone group. Significant
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difference was found (0.05 level) between the coilege students and the
. other two groups.‘

Table XXII also illustrates the probationers' attitudes toward
school. On the whole, 63% said they liked school, 21% said they did
not care, and 16% said they did not like school. 1In the chi 'square
comparisons between the groups, the only.significant difference (0.05
level) was between the attitudes of group 1, the students, and group 3,
the difficulty prone probationers. Of the college students on proba-
tion, 80% sdaid they had liked school, as opposed to only 52% of the |
difficulty prone group of probationers. The differences betweén the
attitudes of the successful and difficulty prone groups toward school
were small and were not statistically significant at the 0.05 level and
would not be predictors of difficulty proneness. |

Shown in Table XXIII are the drug histories of the probationers
in this study. Whether there had been an adult with a drug or drink-
ing problem in the home in which the probationer was reared was not an
item which revealed significant differences (at the 0.05 level) between
the groups. ‘Fof the whole group, 19% or'14‘6f the 75 probationers
stated that they had been reared with an adult Qith a drug or drinking
problem in their home. | |

Also seen in Table XXIII is/ﬁhether‘thelprobationers themselves
had ever had a drug problem. Only 7% of the entire grbupkstéted~they
had ever had a drug problem. The between group comparisons for this
item were not significant at the 0.05 levél of significance. Perhaps
this 7% level may seem lower than one would speculate.

Differences significant at the 0.05 level are seen on the next

item, whether the probationers had ever had a drinkiné problem, in



TABLE XXIII

DRUG HISTORY OF PROBATIONERS

Adult With Drug

Or Drinking , Personal Personal* Regular** Crime***
Problem In Drug Drinking Marihuana Committed Under
Home Problem : Problem ' User Influence
Probationer o :
Group , Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
N % N % N % % % N % N % N % N % N ¢ N %
Student .
N 4 16 21 84 1 4 24 9% 1 4 24 96 16 64 9 36 13 52 12 48
Successful '
N = 25 6 24 19 76 1 4 24 96 1 4 24 96 5 20 20 80 7 28 18 72
Difficulty '
P 4 16 21 84 3 12 22 88 32 17 68 9 36 16 64 15 60 10 40
Trone
N = 25
TOTAL N = 75 14 19 61 81 5 07 70 93 13 65 87 .30 40 45 60 35 47 40 53

*When subjected tec chi square test, significant differences (0.05 level) were found on
the item between groups 1-2-3, 1-3, and 2-3.

**When subjected to chi square test, signficant differences (O 05 level) were found on
the item between groups 1-2-3, and 1-2,

***When subjected to chi square test, significant differences (0.05 level) were found on the
item between groups 2 and 3.

TL
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Table XXIII. Of the 75 participants, 13% said they had had a drink-
ing problem; this figure is almost double the percentage of those who
had drug problems, but it is still reasonably low. When between group
comparisons were ﬁade on this item, significant differences were found
" between the student and difficulty prone group and between the suc-
cessful and difficulty prone group. This would indicate that presence
of an admitted problem with drinking would be a good predictor of an
individual's eventual success or failure while on probation. Only 4%
eéch, in the successful and college student probationers reported hav-
ing a drug problem but 32% of the difficulty prone probationers saia
they had had a drinking problem. : ’ |

Next seen in Table XXIII is thé regular use of marihuana by the
probationers in the study. Of the entire group, 40% stated that thex
had smoked marihuana regularly. Between group differences were sig-
nificant at the 0.05 level in the three group comparison and when the
college students were compared to the successful probationers. The
students reported 64% having smoked marihuana regularly, secénd to them
were the difficulty prone probationers with 36% having smoked marihuana
regularly; only 20% of the successful probatioﬁers reported having
smoked marihuana on a regular basis. Regular smoking of marihuana did
not turn out to be a predictor of likelihood of success or failure while
on probation but it did show that a high percentage, 40%, said they had
smoked it on a regular basis. One should note that this question ad-
dressed itself to whether there had been regular usage of marihuana
instead of whether they had ever smoked it. This seems fo be a rather

high percentage of regular use of the drug. When excluding all of the
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college students (where use was most prevalent) there were sfill 28%
of the respondents who stated that they had smoked marihuana regularly.
The last item in Table XXIII shows whether the probationers had
beeh under the influence of drugs or alcohol at the time their crimes
were committed. Of all those in the study, 47% reported that they had
been under the influence when they had committed their crime. When
compared statistically for significant differences at the 0.05 level,
it was found that the only difference between the groups was between
the successful and the difficulty prone group; this item would appear
to be a good predictor of £he probationer's ultimate success or failure
on probation. The difficulty prone probatidhers showed 60%-undér the
influence while the successful probationefs showed 28% having been
under the influence of either drugs or alcohol when their crimes were
committed. Perhaps this dependence on alcohol or drugs (often used as
an excuse for committing a crime) can be tied to Halleck's statement
(1967, p. 285) that, '"Most offenders do not see themselves as aggress-

ors against society but rather as victims of society."
Items Related to Criminal Justice

.Presented in Téblé XXIV are items concerning the arrest and seafch
circumstances of the probationers in this study.

Table XXIV illustrates the time and place arrested for the study
participangs. This item resulted from specglation that those who weré
not arrested at the scene or "in the act'" were most likely to be ac-
cused of crimes they had.not actually committed and might be those who
would experience the greatest difficulty whilé serving a ﬁfobationary

- sentence. The data revealed no significant (0.05 level) differences
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when the groups were compared with each other. For the group as a
whole, 39% had been arrested at the scene of the crime and 61% had

been arrested later with a warrant.

. TABLE XXIV

ARREST AND SEARCH CIRCUMSTANCES
OF PROBATIONERS

‘Time and Place Arrested - Legality of Search

Probationer Later Number

Group At Scene With Warrant Searched Legal Illegal
TN % N % N % N % N %

Students 14 56 11 44 ' 15 60 5 33. 10 67
N = 25

Successful 8 32 17 68 18 72 11 61 7 39
N = 25

Difficulty 7 28 18 72 15 60 6 40 9 60
N = 25 -

TOTAL N = 75 29 39 46 61 48 64 22 46 26 54

When subjected to chi square test, none of the comparisons
between the groups were significant at the 0.05 level for
the items in Table XXIV.

The probationers' opinions as to the legality df the search made
in connection with their arrests is seen in Table XXIV. The chi square
comparisons between the groups were not significant at the 0.05 level
on this item. Of the total, 64% were searched; of those, 46% felt the
‘searches conducted had been legal and 54%, the majority, felf that they
had been searched illegally. Wheﬂ loQFing at the difference in group

|

responses, it is interesting to note that the college student and the
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difficulty prone probationers had attitudes most similar on this item,
Only 39% of the successful probationers felt they were illegally
searched but 67% of the students and 60% of the difficulty prone group
felt they had been illegally searched. Perhaps the responses to the
questioﬁ can serve to point out that those who are least confident in
the system are the students and the unsuccessful probationers. Critics
might say that the successful probationers had been made not only to
conform to the system, but also to like it.

| Shown in Table XXV are the length of time the probationgrs spent in
jail, the method by which their attornef was retgined, and whefher they

‘pled guilty or went to trial on their charges.

TABLE XXV

JAIL TIME, RETAINMENT OF ATTORNEY ANﬁ
METHOD OF PLEA

Jail Time ~ Retainment Of%* Method of Deciding
Seven Over Attorney Guilt
Probationer Or Less Seven
Group Days Days . Hired Appointed Pled Had Trial
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Students 15 60 10 40 21 8 4 16 24 9% 1 4
S“;Cis;g“l 17 68 § 32 14 56 11 44 25 100 0 o
Difficulty ' .
Profie 11 44 14 5611 44 14 56 25 100 0 0
N = 25 -
TOTAL N = 75 43 57 32 43 46 61 29 39 74 99 1 1

i

*When subjected to chi square test, the 1-2-3 group and the 1-3
group comparisons were different at the 0.05 level of signifi-
cance, ° ‘ :
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In reviewing the raw data concerning length of time spent in jail
which appears in Table XXV, several category groupings of the data were
analyzed in an attempt to find significaﬁt differences between the
groups, but no comparisons significant at the 0.05 level of signifi-
cance wére found. To those who would say that only certain groups are
held in jail, the data in this study do not support their statement.

It should be noted that those for whom charges were dropped or reduced
to misdemeanors are not in this sample; perhaps that group would re-
ceive advantages that the group on probation did not receive. For the
groups, 60% of the student group had been ih,jail seven days or

less, 68% of fhe successfuls were in jail seven days or less, .and

44% of fhe difficulty prone probationers had been in jail seven days or
less. The rest of the pfobationers had spent more than seven days in
jail. »

Also.shqwn in Table XXV is whether the probationers had retained
their attorneys or let the court appoint them. Signficiant differences
(at the 0.05 level) wefe found in the three group comparison and when
group 1 was compared to group 3. For fhe whole group, 61% had retain-
ed their oWn attorneys. In the student group, 84% had retainéd their
own attorneys as had 56% in the successful group and 44% in the
difficulty prone group. Thﬁs, the only group in which a majority of
the subjects had couft appointed attorneys was the difficulty prone
group.

A reveaiing item is seen in terms‘of implications for criminal jus-
tice in Tabie XXV, Of the 75 probationers in this study, only 1 of them
was tried to determine’guilt rather than pleading guilty to the crime.

Apparently plea bargaining is the 6verwhe1ming way to settle cases in
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this day and time since attorneys and trials are extremely costly not
only to the client but also to the state. One might be terpted to
speculate how many of the accused would elect to go to’trial if the
court system were run on a no cost basis and no price tag were placed
on justice,

Table XXVI shows the type of sentence received by the participants
and their satisfaction with fheir attorney. In regard to type of sen-
tence received, differences were significant at the 0.05 level when a
chi square test was applied to the data when groups 1, 2, and 3 were
compared and when group 1, the students, was compared to group 3, the
difficulty prone proBationers. The college students had 80% deferred
sentences; the sqccessful prbbationers showed 72% deferred sentences,
and only 44% of thevdifficulty prone group of probationers were on
deferred sentences.

Table‘XXVI also shows the probationers' satisfaction with the
représentation of their attorneys. All three groups had exaétly the
same responses in response to whether they were safisfied with the -
representétion of their attorneys. For the whole group 76% or 19 in
cach group had been satisfied with their representation, while.6 in
each group or 24% said they had not been satisfied with the representa-
‘tion of their attornéYs. That one fourth of the probationers were not
satisfied with their attorneys' represeﬁtat;on, which was the same
level of dissatisfaction for each group, might cast some doubt on the
level of justice which is‘in operation in the criminal justice system.

Table XXVII shows the probationers' attitudes toward the courts
and their evaluation of their probability of success while on

prebation,



TABLE XXVI

TYPE SENTENCE RECEIVED AND SATISFACTION
WITH ATTORNEYS' REPRESENTATION

78

Type Sentence* Attorney Representation
. Received Satisfactory
Probationer —_—
Group ’ Deferred  Suspended Yes "No
N % N % N % N %
Student _
N =25 20 80 5 20 19 76 6 24
Successful '
N = 25 18 72 7 28 19 76 6 24
Difficulty
Prone 11 44 14 56 19 76 6 24
N =25 '
TOTAL N = 75 49 66 26 34 : 57 76 18 24

*When subjected to X2 teét, the 1-2-3 group and the 1-3
group comparisons on this item were significant at the
0.05 level of significance.

TABLE XXVII

EVALUATION OF COURT AND
SUCCESS PROBABILITY

Felt People Are ‘ Felt They Would Successfully

. - Treated Fair In Court . Complete Probation
Probationer - .
Group Yes No Yes No
N % N % N % N %
Students )
N = 25 14 56 11 44 25 100 0 0
Successful ' ‘
N =25 - 16 64 9 36 25 100 0 0
Difficulty
Prone - 100 40 15 60 L 20 80 5 20
N = 25 ‘
TOTAL N = 75 40 53 35 47 70 93 5 7

When subjected to chi square analysis none of the comparisons

between the two groups were significant at the 0.05 level of
significance.
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Table XXVII reveals that only 54% o% the respondents felt they were
treatedifairly by the courts, this is barely more than half of the
group. Those most 1likely to say they had been treated fairly were in
the successful group at 64%; again they had the most favorable or com-
pliant attitude toward the system. The college students had 56% saying
the courts were fair while 40% of those in the difficulty prone group
felt the courts treated people fairly. Between group differences on.
this item were not significant at the 0.05 level when the data were
‘subjected to chi square test.

Table XXVII also shows whether the probationers felt théy would be
éble to successfully complete their probationary sentences., When sub-
jected to chi square test none of the between group differences on this
item were significant at the 0.05 level. ’Of the students and success-
ful pfobationers, 100% felt they would successfully complete their sen-
tences, while oniy 80% of the difficulty prone probationers (some of
whom had new charges) felt they would complete their probation. |

Tablé XVIIIvillustrates the miscellaneous items of the number of
aliases, tatoos, and the voting history of the probationers in the
study. Regarding the use of an alias, when tﬁe data on the item were
subjected to qhi square analysis, none of the comparisons were signi-
ficant at the 0.05 level of significance. For the entire group 5% had
used an alias; one college student, one successful probationer, and-two
difficulty prone probationers had used an alias;

Also seen in Table XXVIII is information ;oncerning the presence
of tatoos for probationers in the study. Of the entire sample, 24% had
tatoos. In chi square comparison differences significant at the 0.05

level were found in the three group comparison and when group 1 was
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was compared to group 3; only 4% of the students had tatoos as opposed
to 44% of those in the difficulty prone group had tatoos. However,
this item was not significant at the 0.05 level when the successful and

difficulty prone groups were'compared.

TABLE XXVIII

ALIASES, TATO0S, AND VOTING HISTORY
OF PROBATIONERS

Used an Alias Had Tatoos* ~ Voted Last Election**
Probationer Not
Group Yes No Yes No Yes No Eligible
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
St;dingg 24 96 1 4 24 96 1 4 17 68 7 28 1 4
S“;°§5§§U1 24 96 1 4 19 76 6 24 4 16 17 68 4 16
Difficulty  »3 g3 2 8§ 14 56 11 44 4 16 18 72 3 12
Prone
N = 25

TOTAL N=75 71 95 4 5 57 76 18 24 25 33 42 56 8 11

*When subjected to chi square test, the between group com-
parisons on this item were significant at the 0.05 level
when groups 1-2-3, and group 1-3 were compared,

**When subjected to chi square :test, the between group com-
parisons on this item were significant 'at the 0.05 level
when groups 1-2-3, 1-2, and 1-3 were compared. '

‘The last item in Table XXVIII reveals the voting record in the
last -election for the probationers. It might be considered to be a
\\ ‘

revealing indice of the probationers' alienation from general society.

For the whole group, 56% said they had not voted, 11% said they were
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not eligible to vote. Convicted felons are not legally allowed to vote
in Oklahoma and though election boards generally have no way to deter-
mine this factor of eligibility for voters, the probationers seldom
realize it. When subjected to chi square test, significant differences
at the 0.05 level were found between the college student group and the
successful group, and bétween the students and difficulty prone pro-
bationeis. The successful and difficulty prone probationers had about
the same voting records. Of the college students, 68% had voted in

the last election; only 16% of the successful and 16% of the difficulty
prone groups had voted. The college group was more vocal if voting is
to Be considered a method of sbeaking out one's viewpoint about a sys-
tem., Of the students on probation 68% had voted while 16% of the suc-
cessful and difficulty prone group used their votes as power in the

political system.

Educational Data on College Student Probationers

/ .
At the time .they committed the crimes for which they were put on

probation the class standing of the college students was as follows:
11 were freshmen, 7 were sophomores, 2 were juniors, 4 were éeniors,
and.l was a graduate student. For thé whole group of twenty five
students, eighteen were under classmen, nine were upper classmen, and
one was in graduate school.

The average number of hours the under graduat¢ students had in
college when they committed the crimes for which they were put on pro-
bation was 44.6, at the time the study was éondpcted the average num-

' ~ber of college hours attained by the students was 77.2. As a whole,
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on the average the under graduate students on probation had gained an
average of 32.6 hours or the equivalent of two semesters full time
study.

At fhe time the students committed the crimes for which they were
placed on probation, only 8 of the students had not yet declared a
college major, the other 17 had decided on a major. At the time of
this study, only 1 student, or 1 of the 8 who originally‘had not de-
cided on é major was still undecided of his vocatioﬁal goal,

The students reported the following overall grades: 19‘had an
overall "C'" average, 5 had an overall average of "B", and 1 had a "D"
average. When the grade point averages were computed and avéraged,
the overall grade point average of the group was 2.2,

The vocational goals of the students included the following
choices: teaching was chosen by 4 of the 25 students, occupations
associated with the field of journalism and broadcasting were chosén
by 3 of the students, 2 students wanted to be accountants, and 2 chose
social service o;cupations such as social wofker. The rest of the
student sample, 13.in number, selected 13 miscellaneous occupations as

their vocational goals.

Comments of Probationers on Criminal Justice

~

General comments of probationers about criminal justice are sum-
marized in Table XXIX. The most vocél group on this question was the
college students; they made 32 comments on the sYstem in general. The
difficulty prone group waé next in number of comments with 26. As pre-
viously noted, the least yocal group again.proved to be: the successful

probtions; they made only 13 comments on criminal justice.



TABLE XXIX

COMMENTS OF PROBATIONERS ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE

College Difficulty
Student Successful Prone
Subject Matter of Comment Probationers Probationers Probationers
Subject of Comment Number of Comments Total
Positive, Neutral, Comments 2 2 1 5
. About’ System
Poor Jail Conditions, and 11 0 5 16
Poor Food '
Unfair Treatment Favoring 2 3 5 10
Those Who Have Money
Need to Decriminalize 3 0 0 3
Marijuana
Need for Uniform Code of 2 2 2 6
Sentencing
Unfair, Too Strict Rules and 0 2 5 7
Conditions of Probation
Unfair, Unjust Treatment by 9 4 7 20
Attorneys, Laws, Judges,
Searches, Officers, District
Attorneys )
Need for Speedier_Triais 3 0 1 4
TOTALS:: B 32 13 26 71

€8
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Of the students 96% of the 25 students made comﬁents about the
criminal justice system, 72% of the 25 difficulty prone probationers
made comments, but only .44% éf the successful probationers had comments
to make when open ended remarks weré solicited.

Table XXIX shows that the largest number of comments (16) on a
particular area in criminal justice were made regarding poor and inade-
quate jail conditions including such things as poor food, heating, and
cooling in the jails. Next in volume were comments relating to the
probationers feelings that money provides a real and definite advantage
to those who become involved with the law, 10 comments related to the
system's favoring people who have money. The next item in terms of
number of. comments made was the-rules and conditions of probation; 7
comments regarding the uﬁnecessary strictness of the rules were made.
The need for a uniform sentencing code for the state was stressed by
6 participants in the study. .Favorabie and neutral comments about the
system were\néxt with 5 made. The need for speedier trials was men-
tioned by 4 probationers and 3 comments.regarding the need for the de-
‘criminalization of marihuana were made by the group. Comments concern-
ing various kinds of unfair and unjust treatment of arresting officers,

district attorneys, judges, and laws and searches numbered 20.

Role of Educational Instituion in Students' Legal Problems

0f the student group, 22 of 25, or 88%, made comments regarding
the role of an educational institution in a student's criminal charges.
A total of 22 comments were made by the students. Table XXX illustrates

the comments made by the students about the role of the institution.
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TABLE XXX

STUDENT COMMENTS ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION
INVOLVEMENT IN STUDENT LEGAL PROBLEMS

Subject of Comment Number of Comments
1 2 3 4

Neutral and positive about the court X

Unfair arrest and legal procedures used X

System favors those who have money X
Colleges should help get students jobs ' X

College should provide counseling | X
College should provide legal counseling . X
College shouldn't be involved at all X

College shouldn't be involved in charges
unless college property was involved : X
: Total Comments = 22

An interesting contradiction is seen in that the students felt the
college should not be involved in their legal problems; at the same
time they felt the college should provide a place for some sort of

legal counseling on the campus.

Summary of Significant Between Group Differences on Items

Table XXXI presents a list of the questionnaire items which, when

subjected to chi square test, revealed between group differences signi-

ficant at the 0.05 level of significance. |



TABLE XXXI

SUMMARY OF BETWEEN GROUP DIFFERENCES
SIGNIFICANT AT 0.05 LEVEL

86

*Student Group = 1
Successful Group = 2
Difficulty Prone Group = 3

Questionnaire Item Content

"X Indicates That Between Group
Comparisons Were Significant
At The 0.05 Level

Groups Compared*

SEX o ¢ ¢ 4 o e s e 4 o e e e e
Age at first arrest . « . « « « . .
Number of juvenile arrests. . . . .
Number -of juvenile probations . . .

Number of adult felony charges
besides present one . ..... ... .

Number of felony charges besides
present one in last five years. .

Living arrangements at time of crime,

Means of support at time of crime .
Present work status . « . . .« . . .
Employment level of probationer . .

Length of time on present job . . .

Birth order, first/middle/last child.

Family size of probationers . . . .

Who reared probationer, both parents/others

Father's professional level . . . . . . .

Marital status of probationer . . .
Number of tiﬁes married.. . . . . .
Father's educational level., . . . .
Mother's educational level. . . . .

Probationer's educational level . .

1-2-3  1-2
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X | X
X X
X X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X
X X
~ X X

1-3

X

X

2-3
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TABLE XXXI (continued)

Questionnaire Item Content Groups Compared
1-2-3  1-2 1-3 2-3

Class size; less.or more than 100 . . . . . . X X X
Probationer's attitude toward school. . . . . ; X
Drinking problem éf probationer . . . . . . . X X X
Ever smoked marihuana regularly . . . . . . . X X

Under drug/drink influence at time of crime . X
Appointment of attorney, retained/appointed . X X

Type sentence received., . . . . . ¢ o . . . . X X

Felt he would complete probation successfully. X
Number of tatoos of probationers. . . . . . . X X

Voted in last election. . « v« v« ¢ « ¢« « o « & X X X

A summary of the data concerning college student probationers in-
dicates that of the 25 in the study 18 were under classmen. When put
on probation the average number of college hours for the group was 44.6
which had increased to 77.2 hdurs at the time of the study. The grade
point average for the group was 2.20. The most popular vocational goal
selected by the students was teacher, 4, fqllowed by journalism and
media with 3, accountant 2, and social work 2; thirteen other miscel-
laneous occuﬁations were listed by the remaining respondents.

The most vocal of the three groups making comments on the criminal
justice system was the student group; they made 32 comments, compared

to 13 for the succeséfulrprobationers, and 26 for the difficulty prone

probationers. The largest number of comments concerned poor jail
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conditions, next came comments cdncerning the unfair influence money
has on the system, this was followed by 7 complaints about undue
strictness of the rules and conditions of probation, need for‘a uni-
form sentencing code was expressed by 6 participants, need for speedier
trial was mentioned by 4, and 3 people expressed the need to decrimin-
alize marihuana. On varied types of unjpst treatment and mistreatment
20 comments were made.

Concerning the educational institution's involvement in the pro-
bationer's legal problem, students said that the universities they
attend should provide both psychological and legai counseling for the
students while at the same time they should not become involved in the
legal problems of the student unless the crime he committed was direct-
ly associated with the college, such as destruction of college prop-
erty. Several students mentioned that the colleges should be helping

students get jobs.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview of the Investigation

The purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics
and attitudes of college studenty successfui, and difficulty prone
probationers on their personal, family, vocational, educational, and
criminal histories in order to determine whether there existed be-
tween group differences which were significant. In addition, open-
ended comments regarding the criminal justice system were sought from
all probationers, and from the college students on probation, comments
were solicited regarding their feelings about their educational in-
stitution's involvement in their legal problems. The subjects for the
study were seventy five probationers (the number in each of the three
groups was twenty five) in north central Oklahoma. In the late spring
of 1977, each proBationer completed a questionnaire which was designed
for use in this study.

Data were analyzed for between group differences with the chi
square test; the Yates correction was épplied when expected frequencies
were less than ten in the data. As is customary, and deemed appfopri-
ate in the behavioral sciences, the 0.05 level of significance or con-
fidence was used in analysis of the data. On the questionnaire items‘
between group differences comparisons were made among the threé groups

and then again between each of thé two groups of probationers.

89
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Summary of the Results

For this study, chi square comparisons whicﬁ were significantly
different at the 0.05 level of confidénce can be summarized as follows:
for the three group compérisons, those comparing group 1 the students,
group 2 the successful probationers, and group 3 the difficulty prone
probationers, twenty five items on the questionnaire showed differ-
ences significant at the 0.05 level of significance. For the two group
comparisons of group 1 the college student probationers to group 2 the
successful probationers, twelve items were féund to be significantly
different at the 0.05 level; when group 1 the student group was com-
pared to group 3 the difficulty prone probationers, twenty four items
revealed responses significantly different between the groups; when
group 2 the successful probationers was compared to group 3 the diffi-
culty prone probationers, 11 items were seen to have responses on them
which were significantiy different befween the groups.

It was noted earlier in the study that the college students were
more different from the successfﬁl probationers and difficulty prone
~ probationers than the successful probationers were from the difficulty
prone probationers. When totaled, significant differences were found
between the student probationefs and the other two groups on 36 items;
the successful group of probationefs varied from the othef two groups

- N
significantly on 23 items; the difficulty prone group varied from the
other two groups on 35 items. /

With regard to the questionnaire items which proved to yield sig-

nificant between group differences between group 2 the successful
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probationers, and group 3 the difficulty prone probationers the differ-
ences can be seen in the following discussion.

Regarding the sex of the probationers in the study, it was found
that women were significantly less likely to be in the difficulty prone
group of probationers than were nen. They were also less likely to
have gotten in trouble and been on probation in the first place.

Concerning the probationer's ege at his first arrest it was found
that the probationers in the difficulty prone group were twice as like-
ly to have been arrested beforP age 18 than the probationers who were
successful. |

The number of juvenile arrests did not differentiate those in the
difficulty prone and successful groups; however the number of juvenile
probations did prove to be significantly different between the two
groups. Of the probationers who had had probation as juveniles, 75%
were designated as trouble prone.

Number of felony charges in the last five years, in the category
of more than one other charge, was significantly different between the
successful and difficulty prone groups of probationers. Of those who
had more than one adult felony charge besides the one for which they
were on probation, 90% were in the difficulty prone group of pro-
bationers.

The number of felony charges in the last five years shows that for
this study, responses to this item are almost identical to those on the
previous item. The probationers in the difficulty prone group were
four times more likely to have committed one other and above felony
drimes within the last five years.

Work status of the probationers was also an item which was
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significant between the successful and difficulty prone groups. The
difficulty pronc probationcrs were five times as likely to be unem-
ployed as were the successful probationers. The successful probation-
ers were twice as likely as the difficulty prone probationers to be
working.

The employment levels of the probationers revealed interesting
between group differences with regard to the successful and difficulty
prone groups of probationers. The majority of the difficulty.prone
probationers listed their employment level as skilled, managerial,
or professional; this proportion well exceeded both the student and
successful groups of probationers. However, in terms of unskilled em-
ployment ievel, the difficulty prone probationers were four times more
likely than the successful probationers to be at the unskilled employ-
ment level,

Length of time on present job showed that only two persons in the
difficulty prone group had had theif job over a year while over half of
the successful probationers- had had their jobs a year or longer.

While the majofity of those in the successful group had beén employed
over a year the majority of those in the difficulty prone group had not
had their jobs less than a year, they were simﬁly ﬁnemployed entirely.

Perhaps contrary to what one might expect, when the probationers'
fathers' proféssional levels were compared, the difficulty prone pro-
bationers showed none of:their fathers in the unskilled leyel of work
while over three fourths said their fathers were iﬁ the managerial,
skilled, and professional area. |

When reﬁlying to the item of whether or not they had ever had a

drinking problemkeight times as many probationers from the difficulty
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prone group had had a drinking problem as in the successful group of
probationers.

The lést item which was significantly different between the suc-
cessful and difficulty prone groups of probationers was whether the
probationers had been under the influence of either drugs or alcohol at
the time they committed the crimes for which they were later placed on
probation. The majority of the probationers in the difficulty prone
group stated they had been under the influence when they had committed
their crimes, this was twice the number in the successful grouﬁ which
said they had been under the influence when they had committed their
crimes.

When reviewing the differences between the college student group
and the other two study groups significant difference existed on thir-
teen items when the students were compared to the successfui group of
probationers. When the student group was compared to the difficulty
prone grbup significant differences were found on twenty four items.

Examining the data concerning significant between group differ-
ences it is noted that when seeking items on which the college student
differed significantly from both of the other groups ten items were
found,

Concerning the number of adult felony charges in the study groups,
the student group had significantly fewer adult felony charges than
both successful and difficulty prone probationers.

The 1living arrangements of the students varied significantly from
those Qf the successful and difficulty prone probationers; the students

were more likely to be living in "other" arrangements than with self;
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spouse or parents; this would be due to the nature of the situation in
which college students live.

The students differed significantly from both the other groups
when means of support at the time of crime was considered. Largely,
the students were supported by means others than themselvés,~this was
a different situation than was found in either the successful or diff-
iculty prone group. By the very nature of their sitﬁations, the stu-
dents tend to vary on such items as support and living arrangements.
These differences might‘be more attributable to the situation in which
the student has placed himself rather than the student's preference.

The present means of support for the students also varied from
the other two groups' means of support. Again, the students were sup-
ported more by their families than the other two groups. This type of
item would seem to have more to do with the student's life style situ-
ation than with his likelihood of success or failufe on probation.

The educational level of the student probationers' parents was
different fhan that of the successfuls' and difficulty prone probation-w
ers' parents. Both the fathers and-the mothers of the college 'students
had higher educational levels than the parents of the successful pro-
bationers and the difficulty prone probationers. |

As might be expected, the educational level of the college student
probationers was significantly higher than both the successful and
~difficulty prone groups. Number of students in the probgtioner's grad-
ﬁating class (perhaps an indicator of home town size) also was signi-
:ficantly different between the student probationer and the other two
probationer groups. The student probationers had almostvall come from

classes of one hundred or more students, whereas the successful and
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difficulty prone probationers were almost as likely to come from a
small school as a large one.

When probationers' attitudes towards school were compared, the
college students on probation were more likely to have favorable atti-
tudes toward the school experience than either the successful or the
difficulty prone probétioners. |

The last item on which the college student probationers varied
significantly from both the successful and difficulty prone groups was
their voting history. The students were four times as likely to have
voted in the last election as either the successful or difficulty prone
probationers. This might be an indication that although the student
probationeré have many complaints about the system they still have
faithrin their ability to change or have an effect on the system by
voting.

The data solicited from the study participants in the form of com-
ments on the criminal justice system-revéal that of the three study
groups the-students were the most likely to provide comments about the
legal system. The difficulty prone probationers were twice as likely /
to make comments bn the system as the successful probationers. This
would lead to speculation that the successful probationers have come
to accept the sygtem without much dissatisfaction whereas the student’
and difficulty prone prdbatibners were not willing to accept the sys-
tem "as is" without criticism.

In order of number of comments, the areas about which the three
study groups complained were as follgws: poor and inadequate jail con-
dif&ons and food; people with money ;eceive favoritism; unreasonable

apd too strict rules and conditions of probation; need for a uniform
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sentencing code; need for speedier trials; and need‘for decriminaliza-
tion of marihuana; miscellaneous comments were made regarding unfair
~treatment by officers, judges, district attorneys, jailers and un-
fair laws and searches.

The comments of the college students on probation concerning the
educational institution's'involvement in their legal problems regard-
ed the following: the need for colleges to provide both psychblogical
and legal counseling for students who get into trouble with the law,
that the college should stay out of the legal affairs of the students,
that the only appropriate time for the college to become involved in
the legal problems of the students is if college property was in some
way damaged, that-unfair and illegal methods had been used against

them, that the legal system favors people who have money, and that the

colleges should be more active in helping students get jobs.
Conclusions

The results of statistical tests applied to the data collected in
this study lead to the following conclusions:

1. That women probationers are very unlikely to have difficulty
onvprobation when compared to men. | | N

2. That probationers whosé first arrest had occﬁrred before they
were eighteen yea;s old were extremely likely to have difficulty while
on probation.

- 3. That the number of juvenile probationsx When high, was seen

in probationers who had difficuity while on probation.

4. That probationers who had had more than one other charge be-

sides the one for which they were on probatiomn, and probationers who
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had had more than one ofher felony charge in the last five years were
likely to be prone to difficulty while on probation.

5. That those who were unemployed were five times as likely to be
in difficulty as probationers who were employed.

6. That individuals who had been on their present job for more
than a year were highly unlikely to be having difficulty on probation,

7. That difficulty prone probationers were much more likely to
say they had had a drinking problem than were successful probationers.

8. That probationers who stated they had been under the influence
of alcohol or drugs when they committed the crimes for which they were
put on probation were most likely to come from the difficulty prone
group of probationers.

9. That college students have different living arrangements, as a
rule, than do other probationers.

10, That the means of support for college students at the times
they committed their crimes and later means of support were more likely
to be family than the other probationer groups. |

11. The educational level of college student probationers' parents
was higher than for other probationers.

12. That college students had higher educatioﬁal levels than other
. probationers. |

13. That college student’probatioﬁers tended to come from larger
high schools more often than did successful or difficulty proné pro-
bationers. |

14. That college students had more favorable attitudes toward

school than did other probationers.
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[
15. %hat college students were more likely to vote than other
© probationers in the study.
| 16. That college student and difficulty prone probationers were

more likely to voice criticism toward the criminal justice system than
were successful probationers,

17. Thatvjail conditions need improvement according to the view-
point of many probationers.

18. That many people feel that people who have a lot of money get
a better break in court than those who are poor.

19. That rules and conditions of probation are often viewed as
excessively strict'by probationers.,

20. That qniform sentencing codes, decriminalization of mari-
huana, and speeéier trials are desirable to a number of probationers.

21. That many students feel colleges should provide legal coun-
seling for students in addition to psycholégical counseling.

22. ' That many college student probationers feel that the educa-
tional institution should not become involved in the student's legal

problems,
Weaknesses of the Study

A disadvantage of this study is its lack of a larger sample size
in the study groups. Also to be considered 'as a weakness is the lack

of inclusion of probationers in an urban area in the study sample.
Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, several suggestions may be

offered. 1In regard to the items which diffrentiated the successful and
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difficulty prone groups of probationers it is recommended that they be
incorporated into interview information which is obtained by subervising
probation officers. This should help the field officer become aware of
problems new clients have which are frequently associated with diffi-
culty prone probationers. This would allow a supervising officer to
place probationers who have characteristics similiar to difficulty
prone probationers on maximum supervision so that services could be
provided at the earliest possible moment of need.

Due to the significance of items associated with work and alcohol
for difficulty prone probationers, it is‘recommended that officers who
are specially trained or who aré knowledgeable about such areas be
sought or trained to handle these problems on the most professional
level as is possible,.

Due to the many signficant differences found between the college
student probationers and the other two groups, it is recommended that
such methods as mail-in supervision be tried with the group to see if
these probationers would respona as well as they would under personal
supervision of an officer.

Duplication of this study with an instrument revised to contain
questionnaire items which showed significant differences between the
probationer groups is recommended for other populations of probation-

ers under supervision and especially to probationers under supervision

in urban areas.
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Se

7.

How old were you when you were put on probation in this case?ieevsencanc-vse
What {5 your prescnt dpe?.eeeecesecveotoscvessecsotsoccoanctssascscososnnosons

What seX 4ure youlieceiseeesceceonosscnnsccccsecansacssasasscsanneavencnanns ltale

feinale

What race are yoUZ.ceeescoscsscocsescccssacessccascrsasassassarsossaasass black
white

t-ericen Indian

Mexfcan .unerican

foreign student

orisntal

What is your marital StatUs?eecceeceecscecccnsssanssnconsccansansacssass sinsle
warried

divorced

separated

common~-law married a year or more

widow or widower

How many times have you bcen married?e.ceessccesccssssscscsasescacscnsees NONE
once
state how many

When you got into trouble who were you 8. Who are you living with now?
living with?.ceeeesevess. self ( ) 1 self ( )1
roomaate ( ) 2 rconmmate () 2
parents ( ) 3 parents ( ) 3
] spouse ( ) 4 spouse ( ) &
grandparents ( ) 5 grandparents ( ) 3

specify other 6 specify other

Who ralsed youUleseeesnoecessesrscscncsscsossacanassscsresasessses both parents
: mom only

dad only

grancdparents

parent and step-pirent

specify other_ -

How many children are in your family, including youT...ieeieeiiconacnccneesnens
Which number child were yoUleeaeuseoeieioonseoncsvocoscnsrasanccccssanssonnarnone

How many times has your miom been married?.eeicieeeersetcocosioscnsaccnnnnccnna
How many times his your dad been mirried?.veieecessesescoccesscrasonocnnnsanees
If your mom isn't living, how old wére you when she di0d7.veiercanenenaess e
unz.aown

does not apply

1f your dad isn't living, how old were you when he diedZ.icienceceacnceness age
: unknown

does not apply

Your mom, or the woman who rai:ued you, did what?e.eeeseasccessnsncoasss Vocked
=as a houscife
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17.

18,
19.
20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

25,

0.

What religious faith do you consider yourself to beZececescceecscececsans nONE
tell which

106

What was the highest grade (1.« 16) your dad went to in school?..cceeecsccoces
What was the highest grade (1 --16) your mom went to in school?.eecescccecsssne
What is the highest grade (1 = 16) you went to In SChoolTeeeeesnscecooscsscoses

If you did not graduate from high school, did yoﬁ get a
GED certificate?eessacescersconsoscacescosacocnsacccoscncaceacensseanconnss YES

About how many students were (or would have been)
in your high cchool graduating class?.ceecscesssoescacascessscsscascsaconacsoss

How did you feel about SChoOlZeeieeeeescsasssssosscaassacsannsaeseass liked it

At the time you committed the crime for which you were put
on probation, what was your means Of SUPPOIt?eeecessccsccceracssasssere Worked

specify other

What is your present work Status?.ceescecsccccocccccnsesnsccesasnesssse WOTking

L specify other,

Have you ever worked in the same place for at least a year?eieeisecsesnsess yes

How long have you had your present job?ieeececccecesacenseocnans

When you work, what kind of work do you do or
what profession are y30u in?eeiecececencsnssccscncsncs

Were you or are ycu :Dle to pay your bills and get by on your last

Or preseil f1C0Me T e eecceesesssesssosssosccstasnsnsocscccssoncscasassaniaasss.yCS

Are you satisficd with your present cmployiaent?eeessseecsesscsasssssssuene yES

What is or was your dad's profession or wain line of woerk?.....

Has your fomily evear recelved velfareZlisecsssoercereccesnccenertreacnesass yeS

Mo you feel you have a physical disibility?ecevecanaranscacscocscsonnnacsnss Y25

QDR
()1
( )1
()1
()1
: no ()2
graduated, does not apply ( ) 3
()1
( )1
didn't care ( ) 2
did not like it ( ) 3
hated it ( ) 4
¢ )1
unemployed ( ) 2
self-supported student ( ) 3
family-supported student ( ) &
supported by spouse ( ) 5
()1
unemployed () 2
: supported by spouse () 3
student or student employed for surmer ( ) &
( )1
no()
(¢ )1
no ( ) 2
( )1
N o one ()2
does not apply () 3
¢ )1
no ( )2
¢ 21
no () 2

IS
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33. Did you get along ok with your mom, or the woman who raised youZ.eseeeesse yes ( ) 1
no. ( )2
does not apply ( ) 3
34, Did you get along ok with your dad, or the man who raised you?..ceseeaaees yes ( ) 1
no ( )2
does not apply ( ') 3
35. Have you ever see a psychologist or psychiatrist or wanted to?eseecseasses yes ( ) 1
; no ( )2
36, Did your parents argue or fight a lot?.cceecescccssctcssecsvanccsscscasecss yes ( ) 1
no ()2
37. Do you feel you were an abused or neglected child?.eeeseeccsencsscesecoses yes ( i) 1
no ( ) 2
38. Are you satisfied with you marriage relationship?eesccescesccssssesssscses yes ( ) 1
] no ( )2
does not apply ( ) 3
39. Were you ever in the military SeIVICETuaenassesavocssnscsconsnsosanssannns yes ( )1
no ( )2
40, Did you ever receive disciplinary action while in the service?eaececceecsses yYes ( ) 1
no ( )2
does not apply ( ) 3
41, If you were eligible to vote, did you vote in the last election?.ceceseees yes ( ) 1
: no ( )2
not eligible ( ) 3

42, Was there an adult with a drug or drinking problem
in the home where you were raised?ececessscsscecscosasssasssassonsnasevsns yes () 1
mo ()2
43, Do you feel you have ever .had a drug problem?.eccececessssssscesacaneasees yes () 1
no ( )2
“4. Do you feel you have cver had a drinking problem?scecececcesceseceasecanss yes () 1
no ( ) 2
45, Have you ever smol.ed marihuana on a regulér basis?ecesitescccocnesneansses y25s () 1
a0 () 2

6. Were you under tha influence of drugs or alcohol when you
comaitted the crine for which you are on probation?eeicecscecescscacessses yes ( ) 1
no ( ) 2

47 Othcr than for trafiic offenses, how old were you the
first time you vere arrested?eceececcesseccanssccscasstasssasssssascanasosscsss ( )1

e ilow msny tines were you arrested as @ juvenilelecesssseseesseovscecasnrsocseee () 1

How many times vere yvou pluced on probaticn as a juvenile?.ieeecieesescacecaaee () 1

Y, Srsides the ove you cre on probation for, how many adult

Falony €70 25 1 ove you 5307 eaeseeeseensossvenesssssassasensssnsssnsscssnnsase ()1

LIX
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51, For what crime werc you place on probationleeccessssscrcccons

52. What type sentence did you raceive?eseeseessscccsncencsoseserssasesss deferred ( ) 1
- suspended ( ) 2
53, liow did you get your SEMEENCET e sranensnasssssncnsssssasosancasssne pled guiley ( ) 1

found guilty by jury ( ) 2

54, In connection with the crime for which you are )
on probation, when were you arrested?.ceecessesessccsascscsccessssss at the scene ()
' later, with a warrant ( ) 2

[

55. How much ‘time did you ﬁpcnd in jail in connection
with the crime you arc on probation for?.eeesecscececcssssssancsnse

56, If there was a search conducted in connection
with your arrest, do you feel it was legal?ueececescecsacssscensuscssscsases-yes (
noe
does not apply (

S N s
w N =

- 57. How did you get an attorncy?......l}................................ hired him ( )

the court appointed him ( ) 2
58, How many aliases have you Used?.iueeivieccescncssnsnsesncssossoncancscconcessacas
59, How many tatoos do ycu havel.eeersscceccscecscacsccrecsccsnesssascsnossnosoncns

60, In the last five years, how many felony charges have you had or been -
put om probation for, besides the one you are now on probation for?eececececes__

61. Circle any of the following members of you family who have a criminal record:
grandparent, mom, dad, spouse, brother, sister, children, step-parent.

62, Do you feel j.cople are treated fairly by the courts?icveceecacecsscccacsaes yes ( ) 1

no ( )2

63, Were you satisfied with your attorney's representation of youZ?.eeeeseeesss yes ( ) 1
no ( ) 2

64 Do yoﬁ fecel you will be able to :uccessfully complete your probation?..... yes ( 5 1
1f no, why? no ( )2

65, For college students only, to fill in:
How any hours did you have when you were put on probation?
How miny hours have you precuntly accunulated?eessssceceese
Alout what is your letter gride average ia college?.eeeeees
Vhen you got into trouble, was your major dediced or undecided?
What is your vocational goalliieeiesecsseccesennascs

v



109

Please discuss any aspect of the criminal justice system you would like to
changed or that you feel should be left as it is. Some areas to comment on
might be: arrest, trial, pre-scntence investigations, rules of probation,
the court, attorneys, or officers with which you had contact.

sce

g v

For college students only:s Flease make any comments or criticisms concerning
your college's involvemwont in your legal problems, or maxe sug;estions as to how
colleges mipht be helpiul to students who get into leyal trouble while in cchool,
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