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SUMMARY 

The Mexican American Case Aide Project was operated 

by the Yolo County Probation Department from January, 

1971, to December, 1973. TWo Case Aides were employed 

by the project, which attempted to: 

Improve probation services to the Mexican 

American community. 

Increase probation staff's awareness of needs 

of the Mexican American community. 

Effect vocational upgrading of Case Aides to 

full Deputy Probation Officers within the 

three-year period of project operation. 

The experimental approach for this evaluation was 

made possible by the existence of a data bank consisting 

of virtually all referrals to the Yolo County Probation 

Department for the 1a.st four years. In terms of the 

above goals, it was found that~ 

There was no conclusive evidence for differences 

in outcome between probationers receiving Case 

Aide services and those not receiving services. 

However, there was some indication that Juvenile 

Probationers may have performed slightly better 

with Case Aide services than with9ut. (pages 26 

and 27) 

vii 



__ A majority of probation officers indicated that 

presence and availability of Case Aides within 

the Department helped them to understand better 

the. problems of their own Mexican American 

probationers •. (Pages 30 and 32) 

Case Aides were upgraded to full Deputy Probation 

Officers in July, 1973, two and one-half years 

into the project. (Page 29) 

It was further discovered that the approach of para-

professionals in probation is used in at least sixteen 

other counties of California. Selection criteria most 

often cited were minority status and llspecial promise 

for effective casework." (Pages 43 and 46) 

viii 
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Background 

In 1970, Mexican Americans comprised sixteen percent 

of the Yolo County probation population, yet none of the 

thirty probation officers were of Mexican American back­

ground. Adaitionally, none of th8 probation officers 

could speak fluent Spanish. 

As seen by Probation Department administrators, the 

problem was twofold: 

No one within the Department was available to 

act as an on-the-spot in'terpreter for clients 

who spoke only Spanish. Often, as a result, 

these people were confused as to what was 

happening to them. 

Probation officers' understanding of clients' 

problems was hindered by language and cultural 

barrie:r;'s. In order to provide the bes t services 

to probationers, and to enhance rehabilitation, 

officers must adopt treatment plans individually 

suited to clients. Such plans must be necessarily 

based upon knowledge and understanding of the 

probationers' environments and life problems. 

In an attempt to improve the situation, a program was 

launched to recruit and hire into the Probation Department 

people of Mexican American background. In order to qualify, 

an applicant was required to have attained a Bachelor's 

degree and pass a written test. The effort met with little 

success. Probation Department personnel speculated that 
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this lack of success was due to the low starting salary and 

to the competition of other employers recruiting minority 

persons. Some members of the Mexic~n American c,ommuni ty 
\1 

expressed the opinion that the failure was due in part to 

the required written test, which was considered as geared 

to people from an Anglo, middle .... class cultural background. 

Some inquiries for the position, however, came from persons 

otherwise qualified, but who did not meet the requirement 

of a Bachelor's degree. 

Faced by the ;Lack of success in recruiting Mexican 

Americans qualified for the Deputy Probation Officer 

(D.P.O.) position, a proposal was then submitted to and 

funded by the California Council on Criminal Justice for 

implementation of the Mexican American Probation Case Aide 

Project:. 

Goals of the proposed project included: 

Improvement of proba'tion services to the Mexican 

American community. 

An increase of probation staffts awareness as to 

needs of the Mexican American community. 

Vocational upgrading of Case Aides to full D.P.O.'s 

wi thin the three-year period of project operation. 

Two Case Aide positions, to be filled by individuals 

of Mexican American background, \'lere created within the 

Probation Department. These persons would be expected to: 

Proviqe direct casework services to a limited 

number of Mexican American probationers, under the 

.. :.. .... ' .. , 

.,' l " 

: I ( , \ 
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supervision of D.P.O.'s assigned to the cases. 

Provide consultant services for cases which were 

problematic because of language and cultural 

differences between the probaol:.ioner and the 

probation officer. 

Aid in the recruitment of foster homes within the 

Mexican American community . 

Provide liaison between Mexican American foster 

families and the Probation Department. 

Generally, improve and initiate probation services 

aimed at meeting needs specific to the Mexican 

American community. 

With aid from the local Concilio (a community organi­

zation of Mexican Americans), Yolo County Juvenile Justice 

Commission members began recruiting for the two Case Aides 

in late 1970. The only specific requirements were that 

individuals should be Mexican American in ethnicity and 

Spanish-speaking. Applicants were expected to complete 

college with the goal of pursuing a career in corrections. 

Selection from the field of applicants was based upon an 

. oral examination by a screening board comprised of members 

of the Mexican American community and the Juvenile Justice 

commission. 

The two Case Aides were hired by January, 1971, and 

were immediately provided with a two-week orientation 

program. Both Aides had been raised in Yolo County, spoke 

Spanish, and were attending colleges in the area. 

\ 
\ 
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Project Operation _--::<----""----_.,. 

Probation staff searched departmental records for all 

current probationers with Spanish surnames. These persons 

comprised the target population. 

This group was partitioned into two eligibility pools; 

Adult and Juvenile. All names fox" each pool were placed 

in a hat and drawn randomly--five adults and fifteen juve­

niles--for each of the Case Aides. Those persons chosen 

constituted an Experimental Group, which was to receive 

,se·1:vides from the Aides. All others, whose names were left 

in the hat, constituted a Control Group of persons who 

would not receive the special servic~s. 

After the initial selection, openings in the Experi­

mental Group were filled by a flip of a coin. That is, 

each time a new probationer meeting criteria for the target 

population arrived, his group assignment was determined by 

chance. This process continued until all Experimental Group 

openings were filled. Random selection continued for the 

period January, 1971, through August, 1972} 

Project Evaluation 
,-.,~. '. 

The Yolo County Probation Department contracted with 

t.he NCCD 

analyses 

Research Genter 
\ 

for an adeq,ua te 
. ~ 

II 
II 

/;' 

to provide consultation and data 

evaluation of project effectiveness. 

~,,, .. 
'1 se1ect.y;r.15i''' clie;nts to receive Case Aides' services continued 

, through Jyr.e, 1973, a~t:hough not randomly. However, only data on 
random:Mj~elected clients was used in analyses for this report. 
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The first-year project evaluation was comprised of 

five elements: (1) a description of the target popula-

tion in terms of characteristics which have been shown 

to correlate highly with outcome; 2 (2) comparison be­

tween probationers in the Experimental Group qnd those 

in the Control Group on the basis of probation outcome; 

(3) a questionnaire administered to Mexican American 

probationers, and family members wheneve:r' possible~ (4) 

a questionnaire administered to casework officers in the 

Probation Department; and (5) interviews with l';eaders in 

th.e Mexican American community. However t due' to the 

relatively short time the project had been operating 

and the small number of probationers in the Control and 

Experimental Groups at that time, results of the evalu-

ation were inconclusive. 3 

Funds available under the contract were limited and 

could not provide for the testing of several assumptions 

necessary for the evaluation. These untested assumptions 

constituted a severe weakness in the evaluation results--

reducing them to informed suppositions. Additional funds~ 

were obtained to allow examination of the following: 

2Venezia, Peter S., and lU vin W. Cohn, Probation Info:t'mation: 
a Tentati·ve Mode~.J Davis, California: National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency. Research Center, December, 1968, p. 31. 

3complete results of the preliminary evaluation are available 
upon request from the Yolo County Probation Department. 

~F~nds were used from a General Research Support Grant, 
no. 5-S-1-RR-05693-02, from the National Institute of Health, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, to the NCCD Research 
Center. 

"1 

1 
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A basic assl..rmption underlying the project is that, 

due to cultural and language differences~ proba-

tioners of Mexican American background receive 

poorer,<;tervices from a probation department whose 

staff ~s predominantly of white, middle-class 

background than do white probationers. If this 

assumption is accurate, the poorer level of proba­

tion services provided to Mexican Americans might 

be reflected in poorer outcomes for Mexican 

American probationers. This assumption was tested 

by comparing probation outcomes for randomly 

selected groups of Mexican American and Other 

probationers. 

The assumption that ranaom selec~ion~roduoes 

Experimental and Control Groups which do not 

differ in ways which might bias the result of 

comparisons of outcome between these groups was 

tested by comparing these groups on probationer 

characteristics. 

Community interviews and client questionnaires are not 

included in this final evaluation, as they provided no con-

elusive results. Administration of client questionnaires 

was hampered by ambiguous and/or awkward phrasing in the 

Spanish version of the questionnaire. Additional proble~s 

stemmed from: trying to locate a Spanish-speaking volun-

teer qualifi'ed to administer questionnaires; time involved 

in tracking down probationers at the time of probation 

- 7 -

assignment and one year subsequent; and, the small numbers 

of people contacted after considerable work on the part of 

the volunteers. 

Two elements have been added to the final evaluation: 

an agency questionnaire and a statewide survey. Information 

from five sources, in all, is presented in this report. In 

the table on Page 8, the issues addressed, the data col-

lected, and data instruments used for each of these sources 

is presented. 

Other information consists of written statements soli-

cited from the Project Director and the two persons hired 

as Case Aides, expressing their personal reactions to the 

project. These statements are provided in Appendix A, and 

include recommendations made regarding future services to 

Mexican Americans in Yolo County. 

Results 

This'report contains the evaluation results. Only 

data analyses pertinent to discussion arce included. Data 

from each source listed in Table I are presented in respec-

tive sections, below. 

Data Sources I and II (Probation Information Codesheet 

and Special Outcome Codesheet). These two sources pro­

vided objective data about probationer characteristics 

at intake (or referral) and about case outcome. (Code-

shelt~ts are ;i.ncl uded in Appendix B.) 

----------------'------------------'-' ---~--~-"-~-- ~--
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The Probation Information Code sheet (Source I) has 

been completed on virtually every referral to the Yolo 

county Probation Department since October, 1969. The form 

was designed by the NCCD Research Center to provide a data 

bank for through-time: program assessment, general research, 

and management information. Items coded include various 

client characteristics, prior criminal justice involvement, 

information pertinent to and action taken on current refer-

ral, and closed-case outcome data. These cOdesheets are 

completed by the probation officer assigned to each case. 

Information on them is edited, keyptmched 1 and stored at 

the NCCD Research Center. 

The Special Outcome Codesheet used as Data Source II 

obtains outcom~ information for active and closed probation 

cases, and was completed for two follow-up periods (six 

months and twelve months subsequent to project ,assignment' 

or probation sentence). Data were collected by Research 

Center staff from Probation Department files for eight 

groups of probationers. In Table lIon the next page, the 

number of persons and composition of each of these groups 

is shown. The first six groups were for comparisons used 

to test pre-project assumptions. 

The group samples were drawn from the data bank of 

persons referred to the Yolo County Probation Department 

during 1970, 1971, and 1972, and who had received a proba-

tion sentence, were divided into two pools: persons whose 

ethnic background was coded as Mexican American and persons 
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TABLE II 

Composition and Number in Each Group 
for Six comparison Groups and 

Experimental and Control Groups of the 
Mexican Amer.ican Case Aide Project 

Group 

1970 Mexican 
American 

1970 Other 

Number 

56 

48 

1971 Mexican 51 
-- American 

1971 Other 48 

-----------_. 
1972 Mexican 68 

American 

1972 Other 62 

- - - - - - - - - - - - . 
Project 
Experimental 

Group 66 

ControL Group 141 

Composition 

1970 (Pre-Project) referrals 
to Probation resulting in 
formal probation supervision 
without jail term. Coded as 
Mexican Americans. 

Same as above except coded 
as other than Mexican Amer­
ican in ethnicity. 

1971 (First Project Year) 
referrals to Probation re­
sulting in formal probation 
supervision without jail 
term. Coded as Mexican 
Americans. 

Same as above, except coded 
as other than Mexican Amer­
ican in e'l:hnici ty . 

1972 (Second Project Year) 
referrals to Probation re­
su.lting in formal probation 
supervision without jail 
term. Coded as Mexican 
Americans. 

Same as above, except coded 
as other than Mexican Amer­
ican in ethnicity. 

Persons eligible for project 
services (see "Program Oper­
ation" se'ction) divided into 
two groups: Experimental 
(those receiving Case Aide 
services) and Control (those 
not receiving services) 

I 
' . 

I 
, ~ 
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whose ethnicity was not Mexican American. Approximately 

seventy persons then were chosen. randomly5 from each of 

these six pools to form the basic comparison groups.s 

As described in the "Project Operation" section, 

Mexican Americans referred during project operation were 

assigned randomly to the Experimental or Control Group. 

Data for these gro?ps was collected in the same manner 

as for the comparison groups. Using a list provided by 

probation staff, data was assembled for persons in the 

target population from the Yolo County Probation data 

bank. 7 Outcome cOdesheets viere then coded from Probation 

files for the two follow-up periods. 

5using table of random numbers from Myers, Jerome L., Funda­
mentaZs of ExperimentaZ Design~ Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 
1966, p. 377. 

6The goal was fifty persons for each sample group. sixty-
five to seventy-five were chosen initially to allow for an expected 
dropout rate. "Dropouts" included sealed recoJ:ds, files which could 
not be easily located, or those persons who had received a sentence 
of both jail and probation. It was decided to exclude all individuals 
who had served any time in jail as a condi don of their ini tial pro­
ba tion sen tence for two reasons: (1) it was consi dered Iir>re diffi cuI t 
for a probationer to recidivate while in jail, and (2) it was diffi­
cult to determine accurately which length of jail sentence would 
significantly effect violation rate. 

1Since individuals may have more than one coded Probation 
Information Codesheet (due to multiple referrals to probation), it 
should be noted that the "information included in this section was 
taken from the codesheet relevant to the probation referral which 
placed the person in the Mexican American Case Aide Project eligibil­
ity pool. 

~~----~------------------------~~~--~~~----~--~--
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comparison of pre'-Proj'e'ct"Groups. An initial pro­

ject assumption was that language and cultural 

differences between D.P.O. 's and clients produced, at 

least in some instances, substantial difficulties in 

providing probation services. Thus, Mexican Americans 

could have been receiving inferior services prior to 

the project. If the assumpt.ion was correct, poorer 

probation outcomes would have been expected prior to 

the project for Mexican Americans, as compared to 

others. ~i:lhis assumption was examined by direct compar-

ison between t.he "1970 Mexican American" and "1970 

Other" samples. In Table IXI on the next page, the 

outcome items are compared and valueb: for the two groups 

are shown. As is shown, no significant differences 

were found between the two groups on outcome items. 

However., two probationer characteristics were found to 

differ for the two groups. 

Twenty-six percent of the "1970 Mexican American 

Group" was coded as having been residents of Yolo 

county for less than five years, whereas fifty-eight 

percent of the "1970 Other Groupll was so coded. B This 

greater residential stability for the Mexican American 

group might imply better probation outcomes for these 

persons, even tho~gh probation services were not as 

good for them. 

8Difference significant at p = .01, by Chi-square. 
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TABLE IXI 

Probation outcome, 
of Pre-Project (1970~ Comparison Groups 

of the Mexican American 
Case Aide Project Evaluation 

Outcome Measure 

Probation status for six-month 
follow-up 

No. Coded 
% Terminated (not revoked) 

or reduced (summary or 
informal probation) 

1970 
Mex Amer 

56 

1.8% 
- - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -

1~70 
Other 

46 

10.4% 

Probation Violation (six months) 
No. Coded 56 48 
% No violation 

Mean number of violations 
for those with any 

Number with any violations 

Probation status for twelve­
month follow-up 

No. Coded 
% Terminated (not revoked) 

or reduced (summary or 
informal probation) 

- - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -
Probation Violation (twelve 
months) 

No. Coded 
% No violation 

Mean number of violations 
for those with any 

Number with any violations 

76.8% 83.3% 

1.00 1.5 

13 8 

55 46 

21.8% ~~2 .6% 
- - - - - - - - -
55 46 
76.4% 80.4% 

1.30 1.22 

13 9 

-

,~ -------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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seventy percent of the 1970 other group was coded 

as having less than a high school education versus 

ninety-'two percent for the 1970 Mexican American group. B 

This difference is not explained by the mean ages for 

the groups since the mean age for the "Mexican American 

Group" did not differ significantly from that of the 

"Other Group." Regardless of its cause, the difference 

in education might be expected to affect outcomes in 

favor of the 1970 Other group. 

Thus, we find two differences between the groups: 

one difference would be expected to bias outcome com­

parisons in favor of the Mexican American group; 9 and 

the other might be related, etc., to bias comparisons 

in favor of the 1970 Other group. However, due to the 

relatively small samples the outcome results are not 

very definitive. That is, real differences may exist 

in the outcome rates for the groups which have gone 

undetected because of small samples. 

Conclusion. It was hypothesized tha'l:, prior to 

the employment of the Case Aides, due to cultural and 

language differences, Mexican American probationers 

might be expected to do more poorly q.h probation than 

would other persons who are more simi.:.tkr to their 

probation officers. However,/the data do not support 

this hypothesis. 

9 Venezia and Cohn, Ope oi'/;. 
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Project Group Comparisons. In this section, objective 

data about persons deemed eligible for project services 

are reported and compared. First, probationer attri-

butes are considered. Then the two project groups are 

compared and found to be associated with probation 

outcome. 

Probationer Attributes. Before comparing probation 

outcomes for the two groups, it is necessary to com-

pare them on various probationer Characteristics so as 

to insure that observed differences in outcome are in 

fact the result of project services rather than .of pre­

project differences in the persons assigned to the 

Experimental and Control Groups. For example, if 

Control Group clients had a higher incidence of drug 

related problems, prior to project assignment, than did 

the Experimental Group, then any post-project outcome 

differences in favor of the Experimentals could not 

be attributed to the program's effectiveness~ In that 

case, the conclusion might be that the outcome differ-

ences are due not to program services, but to the more 

serious drug involvement of Control Group persons. 

To investigate the possibility of Control/Experi-

mental Group inequality, the two groups were compared 

for the items found on the Probation Information Code-

sheet. As shown in Table IV, a result of assigning to 

each Aide a case load of a~proximately fifteen juvenile 

and five adult clients was an extremely dissimilar adult 

to juvenile ratio for the Experimental and Control Groups. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~.~ , 
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TABLE IV 

Differences .Compared between Adult and 
.. Juvenile Composition of the 

Experimental and Control Groups of the 
Mexican American Case Aide Project 

CLASSIFICATION TOTAL PERCENT 
GROUP Juvenile Adult JUVENILE 

Experimental 51 15 66 77.3 

Control 34 107 141 I 24.1 

X
2 = 52.49 P < .001 

Adult and juvenile probationers are governed by 

different statutes and are thus differentially liable 

to probation violation (for similar behavior). Addi­

tionally, the age of the probationer has been shown to 

be related to probation outcome. 10 It is necessary, 

therefore, to make two comparisons for each item: one 

for adult and one for juvenile. 

These comparisons are summarized in Table V, be-

ginning on the next page. Values for the entire target 

population (eligibility pool) are also reported. 

As shown in Table V, the Experimental and Control 

Juvenile Groups were found to differ on five probation 
", 

characteristics: percent receiving public assistance, 

percent with drug involvement connected with current 

case, percent living with both parents, percent .whose 

natural parents are married and living together, and 

10 Ibid. 
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TABLE V 

Comparisons on Client Characteristics 
Between Experimental and Control Groups, 

Adults and Juveniles, 
From the Mexican American Case Aide Project 

Characteristics Target Exp. Contr. E:xp. Contr. 
Pop. Juv. Juv. Adult Adult 

Classification 
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 
% Adult 58.9 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

Sex 
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 
% Male 88.4 76.5 85.3 93.3 94.4 

Annual Income 
No. Coded 163 43 22 12 86 
% Receiving 
Public Assist. 25.2 62.S 13.6**1 8.3 11.6 

Length of Resi-
dence 

No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 
% Less Than 
Five Years 37.6 35.3 35 .. 3 6.7 42.1** 

Marital Status 
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 
% Single 62.S 94.1 85.3 66.7 40 .. 2 

School Status 
No. Coded 207. 51 33 15 105 
% Out of School 62.7 9.8 24.2 100.0 95.2 

Employment Status 
No. Coded 204 51 33 15 105 
% Not Employed 62.7 90.2 87.9 53.3 42.9 

School Attai,nmenr. 
No. Coded , 206 51 34 15 10FJ 
% Grades 1-8 30.1 37.3 41~2 0.0 21.4** 

Reason Referred 
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 
% Juvenile 
Non.criminal 10.1 31.4 -. 14.7 0.0 0.0 
% Weapons~ 
Drugs, Alcohol. 29.0 13.7 20.6 60.0 34.6 

* = p~.05 .. ** = p<.02 *** = p'::.Ol 
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E:X;p. 
Characteristics 'l'arget Contra EXp. Contra 

Item Pop. ,Juv'., Juv. Adult Adult Characteristics 
Target Exp. Contr. EXp. Contra 

Item Pop. Juv. Juv. Adult Adult 

12 Referred by 23 How Proven 
No. Coded 207 51 34· 15 107 ,. No. Coded 193 45 26 15 107 
% by Law % Admitted 82.4 64.4 61.5 80.0 95.3 
Enforcement 28.5 64.7 73.5 0.0 0.9 

" 

% by r,awer 27 Hearing Represen. 
Court 31.4 3.9 2.9 33.3 53.3 No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107 

% None 14.4 6.7 ' 25.0 6.7 15.9 
13 Status at Referral 

No. Coded 206 51 33" 15 107 33 Prior Petitions 
~ NeW' or (Dep. & Neglect) 
Informal 83.5 74.5 75.8 73.3 91.6 No. Coded 51 33 

% None 100.0 94.9 ~ 

14 Number of Prior 
Referrals 

~, 

107 No. Coded "- 207 ' 51 34 15 < r(<!W 

(Incorrigible) 
No. Coded 51 34, 

f 
i 
( .. ::",~l?O" ,-

I 
% None 54.1 :G7.5 32.4 66.7 62.0 % None 92.2 91.2 
% None qr one 73.9 51.0 61.8 93.3 86.0 

(Delinquent) 
15 Alcohol Involve. No. Coded 51 34 

No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 % None 78.4 88.2 
% None 58.9 70.6 82.4 80.0 43.0** 

30 Number Prior 
16 Drug Imro1 ve. convictions 

No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107 No. Coded 15 107 
% None' 65.7 74.5 67.6 40.0 ('4.5 % None 46.7 51.4 
% Connected 
w/Current Case 26.1 9.8 29.4* 53.3 29.0 31 Number Prior 

" , prison sentences 
18 Action pending No. Coded 15 10'7 

Adjudication % None 80.0 89.7 
No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107 
% Released 72.3 62.2 82.1 73.3 73.8 36 School Achievement 

and Adjustment 
19 Court Action '\_-,._" No. Coded 51 31 

Pending Disp. % Below Grade 
No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107 I Level/Special 
% Released 71.8 66.7 85.7 73.3 70.1 Education 54.9 65.5 

22 Offense Proven/ 37 Living Arrange. of 
Allegation Sustained Child 

No. Coded 196 45 29 15 107 No. Coded 51 • 33 
% Juvenile, 

c 
% w/Both Parents 41.2 78.8*** 

Noncriminal 9.7 33.3 13.8 0.0 0.0 
% Drug, Weapons, 

r"'-~ 
Cf " '( 

'--'I 

30.6 15.6 24.1 
/, 

~~ 
Alc~hol 60.0 34.6 

38 MarH;al Status 
of Natural Parents 

No. Coded 51 33 
% Married & 
Living 'Together 43.1 78. f:l'**i 

,~ 

~~-"':------.-~-----------'-------------~---'---'-'-
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Contr. Exp. Contr. 
Item Characteristics 

Target Exp. 
Pop. Juv. Juv. Adult Adult 

-- Age at Project 
Assignment 

No. Coded 206 51 34 15 106 

Mean Age 
(in years) 23.36 15.89 16.72* 25.64 28.77 

age. The Experimental and Control Adult Groups were 

found to differ on three characteristics: percent 

living in Yolo County less than five years, percent 

with eight years or less education, and percent with 

alcohol use difficulties. 

While these diff'erences may be due to chance 

sampling error, the st~tistical tests indicate that 

differences that large would be expected to occur 

no more frequently than five times out of one hundred 

by chance alone. Another possible explanation for 

these differences is that, although the assignment of 

persons from the eligibility pool into project groups 

was intended to be random, it was not. This possi­

bility always exists and it is stronger when group 

assignment i,s under the control of treatmentxather 

than research staff. Regardless of the source of these 

differences in client attributes, they have serious 

consequences for the attempt to measure project impact. 
0:/ 

If these differences did not exist, differences 

between ,outcome rates for 'the Experimental and Control 

Groups could be taken as a measure of pr.ogram impact. 

:,1 
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In light of the inequality in client characteristics, 

however, measured differences in outcome do not 

constitute firm evidence for or against program 

effectiveness; rather, they must be taken as indi­

cators to be interpreted cautiously, 

To determine how these pre-project d,ifferences in 

probation characteristics are likely to affect the com­

parisons between project groups, each item on which the 

groups were found to differ was examined for a relation­

ship with probation outcome. The outcome measure used 

in this examination was the presence or absence of one 

or more probation violations during the twelve-month 

follow~up period. This measure is felt to be both 

robust and rea80nably sensitive. 

In Table VI is prese~ted a summary of the results 

of these comparisons. As can be seen, two ,Juvenile 

characteristics were found to be related to probation 

outcome in this sample. They are: Living Arrangement 

of Child, and Marital Status of Natural Parents. These 

items are very similar and probably measure the same 

things. For the purposes of this analysis they are 

considered equivalent. 

Although the small samples employed in this study 

did not provide evidence of relationships between the 

other six characteristics and outcome, it is not justi­

fied to assume that none exists. A previous study showed 

four of these characteristics (age, drugs, alcohol, and 



." 22 -

TA.BLE ,V:I 

Association Between Probationer Characteristics 
and Number of Probation=Violations for Juveniles 

(Experimental and Control Combined) 
and Adults (Experimental and Control Combined) 

from the ME;lxican Amer,ican Case Aide Project 

Group % No 
Characteristic ,Used No. Violations 

Family receiving 
public assistance Juvenile 

Is 30 50.0 
Is Nqt 34 61. 8 

Length of Residence 11.,.Qult ~ 

, 1 I 

Less than 5 Years 45 68.9 
Five Years or More 74 70.3 

School~ttainment Adult 

Eight Years or 
Less 29 75.9 

More Than Eight Years 90 67.8 
.. 

Alcohol Difficulties Adult 

None 57 77.2 
Some 63 63.5 

Drug Difficulties Juvenile 
Ji 

Connected wi 
Current Case " 13 61.5 

None or Not - -", 

Connected wi , 

Current Case 70 60.0 

Living Arrangement Juvenile 
of Child 

In home with 
both Parents 46 78.3 .; ,\ 

Other 36 38.9*** 

*** = p~. 01 

/.-% / 
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1 
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Group % No Characteristic Used No. Violations 

Marital Status of 
Natural Parents Juvenile 

Married lit Living 
Together 47 76.6 

Not 35 40. O*l:~* 

Age Juvenile 

Mean of Those 
with Probation 
Violation 35 16.14 Years 

Mean of Those 
w/out Probation 
Violation 50 16.28 Years 

income) to be related to outcome. II Moreover, the two 

others (residential stability and amount of education) 

were not included in the cited study but appear to be 

of :;:;uffici'ent importance to warrant caution against 

discounting them on the basis of the small sample. 

From Table V, it can be seen that Experimental 

Juveniles, as compared to Control Juveniles, more often 

came from families receiving public assistance, less 

often were referred for cases ~ invo1 ving drug's, more 

often lived with both parents (who were married) and 

were younger. Based on the data analyzed in this eval-

uation, and other studies of probation, these 

characteristics would lead to the expectation that this 

group would have a higher rate of probation violation 

and do more poorly on other measures of probation 

performance • 

11 Ibid. 

ttt M$'"n'r= -.-.... ~..,.. -~~' 
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The data presented in Table V indicates that the 

Adul t Experimental Group, \vhen. compared to the Adult 

Control Group, had bee.n residents of the county for 

longer, had completed more years of schooling, and less 

often had difficulties related to alcohol use. These 

characteristics would lea.a to an expectation of lower 

probation. violation rates and gen.erally better perfo.r­

mance on measures of probation outcome for the Adult 

Experimental as compared to the Adult Control Group. 

In Table VII on the next page, the values obtained 

on various measures of probation outcome for the four 

groups are presented. 

Juvenile Group Outcomes. As can be seen from 

Table VII, no significant difference exists between the 

Juvenile Experimental and Control Groups. If significant 

differences in probation outcome, favoring the Experimental 

Group had been discovered, it would be justified to state 

that the project's clients were more successful on pro­

bation than were another group of juveniles who would be 

expected, by virtue of their attributes, to do better. 

This finding would have demonstrated that the services 

provided by the project had resulted in a measurable 

~mprovement in p~obation outcome for those juveniles who 

received the services. 

The absence of outcome differences between the 

Juvenile Control and Exp~rimental Groups may be 

explained by either of two possibilities: (1) Project 

services had. no effect on 'Juvenile probation outcom.e, 

,.-: 1-"'" 
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TABLE VIr 

Values Obtained. for various Measures 
of Probation Outcome 

for Experimentals and Controls (Adults and Juveniles) 
from the Mexican American Case Aide Project 

Measure 

Probation status (6 mo.) 
No. Coded 
% Terminated (not 

revoked) or reduced 
(summary or informal 
probation) 

Probation Violations (6 mo.) 
No. Coded 
% None 

Mean No. of Violations 
for those with any 

No. of those w/violations 

Court Appearances (6 mo.) 
No. Coded 
% None 

No. with Some 

Mean for lhose w/Some 
-~---------------------------
Probation Status (12 mo.) 

No. Coded 
% Terminated (not 

revoked) or reduced 
(summary or informal 
probation) 

Probation Violations (12 mo.) 
No. Coded 
% None 

No. with Some 
Mean No. for Those 

with Some 

Court Appearances (12 mo.) 
No. Coded 
% None 

No. with Some 
Mean for Those w/some 

Exp. 
Juv. 

ContF' 
Juv. 

Exp. 
Adult 

51 33 15 

25.5 18.2 6.7 

50 33 15 
68.0 78.8 100.0 

1.44 1.43 --

16 

51 
70.6 

15 

7 

33 
87.9 

4 

o 

15 
100 

o 

Contra 
Adult 

106 

8.5 

106 
86.8 

1.07 

14 

107 
88.8 

1.20 1.25 -- 1.08 
----------------~~------------------

51 

25.5 

51 
60.8 

33 

33.3 

32 
59.4 

15 

20.0 

15 
100.0 

20 13 0 

1.70 1.31 --

51 33 15 
62.7 69.7 100.0 

19 10 0 
1.53 1.10 --

105 

10.5 

105 
65.7*** 

36 

1.11 

10E:; 
67.0* 

35 
loll '--____________ -1-_______ 1...-__ -<'., ____ ---1 

* = p~. 05 *** = p~.Ol 
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(.2) Project services improved outcomes but the improve-

ment was masked or cancelled by the Experimental Group 

being composed of juveniles more likely to fail on 

probation. 

The second possibility is made more credible by 

the finding reported above that the Experimental and 

control Groups did differ on probation characteristics 

and that these differences lead to the expectation that 

the Experimental Group would have poorer outcome. 

A statistical technique, the analysis of covariance, 

exists which is designed to differentiate between two 

possibilities such as those above. Specifically, it 

performs an analysis of variance on data adjusted or 
. 

"corrected" for differences which may confound the 

desired comparison. This technique was applied to the 

Juvenile Experimental and Control Groups. The results 

are reported in Table VIII, below. 

TABLE VIII 12 

Analysis of Covariance 
of Presences or Absences of Probation Violation (12 mo.) 

Adjusted for Living Arrangement of Child 

Source df SS (adj.) MS (adj. ) F P 

Total 81 16.98 

Between 
Groups 1 1.64 1. 64 8.57 .01 

Error 80 15.34 0.192 

12 See Appendix C for an analysis of the assumptions involved 
in this analysis of covariance. 
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It can be seen that, when ~e _~eJ'd;.a-l-·am9:·--·~~------··-·-

Ggn±..1::Q·l-Gr--ettpS" areaa]us-ted (0; statistically equated) 

for childs' living arrangement, the Experimental Group 

exhibits a lower rate of probation violation. The analy­

sis of covariance suggests that this difference is 

significant. The most conservative interpretation is that 

'the project is at least as successful with Juvenile Proba­

tioners as is the regular approach, and possibly moreso. 

Adult Group Outcomes. As shown in Table VII on 

Page 25, none of the Adult Experimental Group are coded 

as having unfavorable probation outcome (violations). 

This result is surprising in light of the finding of a 

thirty-three percent violation rate for the Control Group 

(after twelve months). Interpretation of comparisons be­

tween groups, one of which evidences no variation is 

problematic. Its difficulty is compounded in this instance 

•. <. - ~ ~ 

by the previously reported findings that the Adult Experi­

mental and Control Groups differed on probation characteristics 

in a manner which would suggest an advantage for the 

Experimental Group. Furthermore, the very small sample 

size of the Experimental Group (n=15) introduces 

greater uncertainty. It is the belief of the evaluators 

that in light of the bias in favor of the E~perimental 

Group, and the small group size, that the significant 

differences shown in Table VII should not be taken· as 

. . ----'--'-
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definitive evidence that the project can be expected to 

be more successful with adult probationers. 

Probation Officer Questi'o'nnalre. One of the responsi­

bilities of project Case Aides was to provide consultative 

services to probation officers. Consequen'cly, a question­

naire was constructed for administration to D.P.O.'s to: 

(1) determine what services were being provided toO the 

Probation Department staff by Case Aides, (2) obtain 

profession.al opinions on the effectiveness of the Case 

Aides, (3) elicit suggestions for improvements in the 

project, and (4) assess departmental reaction to the 

project. 

In December of 1971, and again in August, 1973, 

questionnaires were mailed to twenty-two-of the twenty-. 
five officers of the Yolo County Probation bepartment; 

no questionnaires were administered to the two Case 

Aides or the project director. 

In an attempt to achieve a return rate as near as 

possible to 100 percent: the questionnaire was short; 

answers to the most important items were accomplished 

by a checkmark; and questionnaires were returned via an 

NCCD representative who visited the Department on 

specified days (in the case of the first questionnaire) 

or officers were supplied with a pre-addressed stamped 

envelope with which to return their responses (in the 

case of the second questionnaire).. 

~I, 
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Results of the two questionnaires are presented 

in Table IX, which begins on Page 31. 

It should be noted that in July, 1973, the two 

Case Aides wer~ upgraded to full Deputy Probation 

Officers. However, for at least one year previous 

they had both been fUnctioning D.P.O. IS, with all the 

responsibilities inherent to that position. They Were 

working less under the supervision of officers assigned 

to specific cases than having their own cases to super­

vise independently. This change in responsibility 

may be the cause of some response differences obtained 

in the probation officer questionnaires. 

On the basis of results of the two questionnaires 

presented in Table IX, the following con'elusions may 

be reached: 

As indicated by responses to the August, 1973, 

questionnaire, contact between probation officers 

and Aides was high--only two persons reported 

having little or no contact with either Case 

Aide. 

There appeared to be a shift in services pro­

vided to probation officers by Case Aides 

between t.h~ end of the first year of project 

operation and the middle of the third year. 

At the end of the first year, consultative 

services came in first with interpreter's 

services second. By the middle of the third 
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yea~; interpreter's services were first and 

consultative services second. Average number 

of services provided per respondent also 

declined somewhat--from .2.6 services per 

respondent to 2.1. This decline may have be,en 

due to a decline in the return rate of question-

naireS'; from first administration to the second. 

Or, the decline in services, along with the 

shift in services, may reflect the Case Aides' 

shift in responsibilities from assisting 

probation offiders to independently-functioning 

probation officers. 

General departmental opinion is positive toward 

the project, Case Aides, and their work. This 

did not appear to vary appreciably from the end 

of the first project year to the middle of the 

third. In the August, 1973" questionnaire, 

sixteen probation officers stated they felt the 

Case Aides generally had been very effective in 

the program. Additionally, fifteen of the 

officers categorized the project as successful. 

Further, seventeen felt the Case Aides were not 

too easy on Mexican American probationers, and 

twelve felt the program should be expanded. 

Ca,se Aides appeared to be more integrated into 

departmental functioning (on the basis of 

re:sponse to Question Number Three) by the middle 

'. ,:#1( 
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TABLE IX 

RESULTS OF PROBATION OFFICER QUESTIONNAIRES 
ADMINISTERED DECEMBER 1971 AND AUGUST 1973 ~O 

~WENTY-TWO PROBATION OFFICERS FROM THE 
YOLO COUNTY PROBATION bEPARTMENT 

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE 
December 1971 

Mailed 22 Received 22 

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE 
August 1973 

Mailed 22 Received 19 13 

------------------------------------------------------------------
1- How many cases are you 1. How much contact have you 

currently supervising to had with the Case Aides? 
which a Case Aide is 
assigned? None 1 

Frequency No. of Cases Little 1 
Some 8 

13 0 A Great 
3 1 Deal 8 
1 3 No 
1 4 Response 1 
1 5 
2 6 

---------~-----------------------------~--------------------------
2. What services have been 

provided to you by the 
Case Aides? 

Consultation 11 
Interpreter 14 
Crisis Intervention 10 
Regular Caseload 

supervision 12 

Other; 4 
--suggestions on appropri­

ate ~eading matter. 
--Library resource material. 
--Feedback from the Mexican 

American community; 
assistance in program 
development. 

--Transportation of proba­
tioners and delivering 
papers. 

[App~oximately 2.6 services per 
respondent] 

2. What services have been 
provided to you by the 
Case Aides? 

Consultation 10 
Interpreter 13 
crisis Intervention 7 
Regular Caseload 

Supervision a 
None (1) 
Other: 2 
--Friendship and insight l 

--Transport.ing probationers. 

[Approximately 2.1 services per 
respondent] 

---------------~---------------- -----------------------------~----
13 Two did not return their questi01mail.'es, even af.\~lf!r a 

reminderi':c:::--ifri~\ was new to the Department and felt unabl'e-'to 
respond adequately to questions asked. 

u 
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- 32 -

3. What has been the involve­
ment of the Case Aides in 
d~partmental programs other 
than the Mexican American 
CaSe Aide Project? 

-'''''No response (3) 
'-- "Unknown II (4) 
--"None" (3) 
--Assistance in intervie''''-

ing/reports (1) 
··-compiling county reSource 

file (1) 
--Department of Mental 

Health conferences, 
family counseling 
training (1) 

--Mental Health. 
Counseling. Liaison be­
tween related agencies 
and Ibcal schools. 
Foster homes. (1) 

--As full members of depart­
men t (like D. P .0. IS) ( 8) 

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE 
August 1973 

3. ~~at has been the involve­
ment of the Case Aides in 
departmental pr~)grams other 
than the Mexica~~ American 
Case Aide Proj ed\~? 

\,. 

--No re,sponse (2) 
--Do not kno~" (2) 
--Social activities in and 

out of the department, 
departmental meetings, 
,CPPCA. (1) 

--Affirmative action pro-
gram (1) 

--Community relations (2) 
--Interpreter (2) 
--Duties/responsibili ties 

of regular D.P.O. (9) 

-------------------------------~ -----------------------------------
4. How mdch has the function­

ing of the Case Aides 
within the Department 
helped you to understand 
better the problems of your 
own l1exic;an American 
probationers? , 

Rating No. % 
1 2 10 

Not 2 1 5 
very 3 3 15 
much 4 1 5 

5 2 .]_0'/ 45% 
--6------2--~16-----

7. 2 10 
, 8 4 20 

Very 9 
much 10 3 15 55% 
T0TAL 20 100 
No Response 2 

4. How much has the function­
ing of the Case Aides 
within the Department 
helped you to understand 
better the problems of your 
own Mexican American 
probatiqners? 

Not 
very 
much 

Very 

Rating No. % 

1 2 10.5 
2 1 5 
3 3 16 
4 2 10.5 
5 42% ---------------------6 4' 21 
7 !} 3 16 
8 .3 16 
9 

10 Much 1 5 5f% 
---~~~-------~~~~--~w~ TOTAL 19 100 ----

L-. ____________________________ . __ ~~ ______________ "' __________________ ~ 

'"'',''' 'j' , , 

1 :' 

... ,--,--------_. __ ._, .-",,,.~ -_.---,---------,--,_. '--- .................... ==-=--"".~,"" .. =;p.~=== ............... ~~~-~-,-'"'~~~-.---
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5. How effective do you feel 
the Case Aides have been 
in general? 

~ting No. % 
1 1 "5 Not 
2 very 
3 1 5 much 
4 
5 10% 

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

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE 
August 1973 

5. How effective do you feel 
the Case Aides have been 
in general? 

Rating No. % -'- -
Not 1 

2 very 
3 1 5.5 

much 
4 
5 1 5.5 11% ---------------------

6 1 1 5.5 
7 4 2 12 
8 6 6 33 

Very 9 4 1 5.5 
89% 4 ~ 6 

~'~~------~2~1~~--~-- 18 
Much 10 
TOTAL 

33 
100 

No Response 1 No Response 3. 

--------------------------------r----------------------------------

NO 

COMPARABLE 

QUESTION 

ASKED. 

6. How would you categorize 
the "success" of the 
Me~ican American Case Aide 
Project? 

Rating No. % -- -
Totally 1 

2 UnSl_1ccess-3 
ful 4 1 5 

5 3 16 21% ---------------------
6 
7 3 16 

Totally 8 4 21 
Success- 9 2 10 
ful 10 6 32 79% 

TOTAL 19 100 

IJ 

I 
I 



I: 
!: 

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE 
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I SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE 
August 1973 

7. For me, this 
statement is 
generally: 

For the majority of 
department, this state­
ment is generally: 

T F NR 

NO 2 1714 

COMPARABLE 

QUESTION 6 13 

ASKED. 

9 10 

2 17 

12 7 

1 17 1 

3 16 

12 7 

4 14 1 -

5 14 

16 3 

6 13 

T F NR 

The Case Aides are too 
easy on Mexican 
American probationers. 

Regular D.P.O. 's are as 
effective with Mexican 
Americans as are the 
Case Aides. 

The Case Aides should 
meet all usual require­
ments before being given 

3 

6 

full D.P.O. status. 11 

The program was not 
needed in the first 
place. 3 

The Case Aides should be 
given full D.P.O. status .J:.Q.. 

The Case Aides are ex-
eluded from departmental 
activities. 1 

The Case Aides couldn't 
handle full caseloads. 3 

The program should be 
expanded. 10 

The Case Aides see them-
selves as "outsiders." 1 

The program is poorly 
managed. 4 

The Case Aides are as 
competent as most D.P.O.'s 

15 1 

11 2 

15 1 

8 1 

12 1 

15 1 

7 2 

16 2 

14 1 

in this department. 13 5 1 

Some members of the depart-
ment feel intimidated at 
times by the Case. Aides. 6 12 1 

14 An underline indicates the response which would show a 
positive attitude toward the project. 

\ 

-~f r .. 
'.-J,i -

.IL-
il. 

O~1 r 
., ~ I

··,"I~~--

~ - ..--.-

--,,- • .,.1 l~ 

"'-j ( 
~"l.~ 

I'~ 

..,.;",,;;:."!" 

! 
L 

~ 

", ... j., 

~,.;.. L~ 

~-.o'!' 

6. 

- 35 -

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE SECOND QUESTIONNAIP~ 
December 1971 August 1973 

Additional comments, 8. Additional comments, 
criticisms, or suggestions: cri tic isms , or suggestions 

No comment 6 No comment 12 
Comments 16 Comments 7 

of the third year than at the end of the first. 

InVolvement according to the first questionnaire 

was more in the line of assistance--county 

resource files, family counseling training, 

liaison work, etc.--while departmental involve-

ment by the middle of the third year appeared 

to be more in line with regular probation 

officer functioning--social activities, commu-

nity relations, affi.rlnative action, regular 

duties, CPPCA, etc. 

Question Number Seven on the second questionnaire 

asked probation officers to respond to short 

statements about the project and Case Aides 

according to how they felt generally and how 

they thought the majority of the department 

felt generally. There was little difference 

between the attitudes of most officers and how 

they predicted the rest of the department would 

respond. This 'may be due to a tendency of a 

person to shade what he thinks others' op~nions 

may be by his own opinions. The only drastic 

difference was for the statement: "The Case 

____________________________________________ ~~ .. =~='.=~.= .... =--==-~"=.'=~.=-~z=-=--,=~=========~~~==~---------------
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Aides should meet all usual requirements before 

being given full D.P. O. status .. 11 A slim 

majority of respondents indicated that Case 

Aides should not have to meet all the usual 

requirements, whereas a clear majority indi-

cated they thought most of the department 

would be in favo.r of upholding the require-

ments. 

In short, the Probation Officer Questionnaire 

indicated a generally positive attitude toward both . ' 

the project and the Case Aides. The promotion of 

the latter to full D.P.O. responsibilities can be 

seen in the change of services provided to other 

D.P.O.'s and Case Aide integration into the depart-

mental activities. 

Agency Questionnaire. A short-for,m questionnaire, 

similar to the one administered to probation officers, 

was sent to key people in public agencies of Yolo 

County, having contact with probation clients. Types 

of ageneies polled were: law enforcement (6), judi­

cial/legal (5), governmental (1), school (7), and 

other (10), for a total of twenty-nine. The purpose 

was to assess the attitudes of people in these agencies 

toward Case .Aides' effectiveness and contribution 

toward meeting community needs. 

The diJ:'ector of the Case Aide project supplied a 

list of twenty-nine persons whom he felt were key people 
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from public agencies in Yolo County. Presumably, the 

agencies represented those with which the Case Aides 

had the most contact in their work. Of the twenty­

nine questionnaires mailed in November, 1973, twenty­

four were returned. Table X, below, presents a 

tabulation of responses obtained. 

l. 

2. 

TABLE X 

Responses to a Questionnaire 
Administered to Key People in Public Agencies 

of Yolo County! in November, 1973 

How much contact have you had 'Ilith Melton Losoya and/or 
Ernesto Rios? 

Not Very Quite A Great No 
None Much A Bit Deal Response 

0 6 9 8 1 

What services have been provided to you by Mr. Losoya 
Mr. Rios? 

Consultation 
Xnterprete:c 

17 
6 
4 
1 

Crisis Intervention 
No Response 
Other: 

Group Counseling (1) 
11 

Visited our offices, asked about a youth (1) 
Probation officer (3) 
Help in follow-up on health problems of juvenile 

hall inmates (1) 
Information on, their program (1) 
Presentence and OR reports (1) 
Family and agency contacts; interpretation of 

program (1) 
Horne visit requests by parents (1) 
To Mexican American Concilio (l) 

and/or 

3. What has been the involvement of either or both of these 
two persons with your agency or department? 

Discussion of specific youths (3) 
Availability at school to talk to probationers 

and others (2) 
Worked closely with Public Defender's office (1) 

-._r'll=-~·' __________ ~_""_"''''' __ iiIIIiii_'·'iiiii·''-ii·~ii'ii''··iiiI··'·iir .. iiii ..... ·'.Tift ............ -''''''··=-.. =============== 
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3. (Continued) 

Law enforcement-probation interaction regarding 
dispositIon of juvenile cases (2) 

Contadt inmates in jail (1) 
Probation reports (1) 
Working closely with agency to aid probationer; 

education of a.gency personnel (1) 
Contact with agency administrators; availability 

at school to talk to probationers and oti1ers (1) 
Family counseling (1) 
As court interpreter in emergency situations (1) 
Work experience for youth: jobs, job corps, 

high school equivalency program (1) 
Group and individual meetings (1) 
Reporting to agency re: Mexican American community (1) 
Special assistance to agency in working w/clients (1) 
Seeing that probationers meet appointments with 

agency and follow through on agreed goals (1) 
Administrative matters (4) 
No Response (1) 

4. To your knl:':'Wledge, what has bren the involvement of either or 
both of these two persons in the community? 

No Response (3) 
Don't know (6) 
Has been involved enough to get to know community and its 

problems (1) 
Worked with the junior high Mexican American parent 

advisory group (1) 
Involved with one, maybe two -youth to my knowledge (1) 
As probation officers and they are well received (1) 
They have done a good job for Mexican Americans on 

probation (1) 
Both are involved (1) 
Erratic (1) 
Worked with some of the most difficult Mexican American 

families whose children are probationers (1) 
Worked with local Chicanos in migrant workers' problems 

and church activities (1) 
Frequent agency and family contacts (1) 
Active in Mexican American community. I know that Mr. Losoya 

is active in at least one organization that has no et-hnic thrust 
School counseling, exploring organization (Boy Scouts), school 

counseling for parents, foster placement (1) 
Working with students (1) 
Community has learned more about the meaning of probation in 

their own language and have been able to communicate with 
their probation officer. (1) 

'Spends off-duty hours working with probationers (1) 

() 

(1) 

, 'b~ 

~.~ 
[~ :~~ 

ij , 

[~,~ 
",J,:~ " 

l~~ ~ 
1 ' 

.. .t" .' 

t"l!""'7'~ j' , 

f tt 

~ri~ 
.~,.,..~. I ' ..... 

l' 

l~'r""""" I 

• 

- 39 -

5. How much has the functioning of either or both of these persons 
helped you tq understand better the problem~ of Mexican 
Americans with whom you come in contact? 

6. 

7. 

I None 

4 

Not Very 
Much 

5 

Quite 
A Bit 

5 

A Great 
Deal 

7 

No 
Response 

1 

('1" ... 0 persons wrote in an answer of "some," between the 
responses "not 'very much" and "quite a bit."] 

How effective do you feel either or both of these two persons 
have been in general? 

Not Very Quite A Great No 
Not Much A Bit Deal Response 

0 1 13 8 2 

Additional comments, criticisms, or suggestions. 

No comment (7) 
Comment (17) 

It is interesting to note that, although the ques-

tionnaires were distributed with definitive allowances 

for anonymity and no one was asked to sign his question-

naire, nine persons signed their comments section and 

two felt compelled to write letters to express more 

adequately their opinions. Additionally, seventeen of 

the twenty-four persons took the time to respond to the 

last item, which asked for comments, criticisms, and 

suggestions. 

It is difficult to draw truly definitive conclusions 

from the results of this questionnaire, due to the 

following reasons: 

-- The number o~ individuals polled was small. 

---------.. ---... -------... *"'~ 
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There is a possibility of unconscious bias in the 

choosing of the sample. Respondents were not ran­

domly chosen from a master list of all pe:esons 

employed in all of the public ag,encies in Yolo 

County. Rather, a list was drawn up by the 

Project Director and, in recalling and listing 

individuals, uninterttional bias may have crept in. 

For example, among the agencies not polled, were 

the Washington and Davis Justice courts, the 

District Attorney's Office,. and the counseling 

office at Davis Senior High School. 

Even given the above weaknesses, it would seem that 

the responses may be viewed as indicators of county-

wide agency opinions regarding Case Aide funotioning. 

The respondents chosen do encompass the population 

centers of the count~ (East Yolo, Woodland, Davis) and 

include the rural areas as well. Agencies chosen would 
.' 

seem fairly distributed in terms of contacts with adults 

and juveniles in terms of placement in the criminal 

justice process. 

In light of the above, then, the following conclu-

sions are reached. 

Case Aides would appear to have had a fair to 

frequent contact with the various agencies. 

Although these contacts lean heavily toward 

consultative (to the agency), a large portion 

were in the "other" category which included 

! ,~ .... 

I 
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conferences regarding specific persons and 

duties regarded as oommon for a probation 

officer. Less often, contacts took the 

form of need of an interpreter and for 

crisis intervention. 

Effectiveness of the case Aides was generally 

regarded as better than average in terms of 

their work with probationers. However, in terms 

of increasing understanding on the part of 

agency personnel toward needs of the Mexican 

American community, they rated average to 

just above. 

Public agency personnel opinions were generally 

positive, with twelve stating that the func-

tioning of the Case Aides had helped them to 

understand better the problems of Mexican 

Americans with whom they come in contact. 

Twenty-one stated the Case Aides had been quite 

a bit to a great deal effective. The comments 

and short answers also demonstrate a positive 

reaction (although it must be remembered that 

those who did not take the time to enter written 

answers to questions might not have cared or 

might have held a ~.:~gative opinion). 

It would appear that there was some, but not 

much, overlap in the Case Aides' areas of 

concern. In other words, most agencies seemed 



- 42 -

• 
to have experienced more of one Case Aide than 

another, with few experiencing both. It would 

appear, then, that Case Aides were not duplica­

ting es.ch ot,fler I s work. 

Agency personnel appeared to be of the opinion 

that the Case Aides showed concern f{)r their 

probationers and in meeting their needs. 

Statewide Survey. In March, 1973, a letter was sent to 

the fifty-nine probation departments 1S in California, 

in order to determine the extent of and types of' para-

professional programs similar to the Mexican Amerioan 

Case Aide Project. On an enclosed stamped, self­

addressed postcard, probation chiefs were asked to 

respond to two questions: 

Does yeur department have a pregram similar te that 
described in the cever letter, ,or empley prebatien 
aides whe are net fully qualified fer a D.P.O. pesitien, 
but possess a special skill ,or characteristic? 

DYes .D Ne 

If yes, whem may w'e centact for addi tienal infermatien 
abeut this pre gram ,or these case aides? 

Forty-five postcards were returned (a response rate 

of eighty-one percertt;) .!. The high rate of return in this 

survey, coupled with previous experience of high return 

15 The mailing list was compiled frem: Natienal Ceuncil en 
Crime and Delinquency, Prob(ztion and Pa~o Ze Di~e()tf;J):y fo~ the 
United States and Canada~ sixteenth editien, New York: Natienal 
Ceuncil en Crime and Delinquency, 1970. 

T 
I 
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rates 16 indicates an admirable. cooperativeness and 

responsiveness on the part of probation administrators. 

Of those postcards returned, twenty-nine (64%) 

indicated that they had no such program, sixteen (36%) 

indicated they did have such a program. On a closer 

look, it was indicated that one "no,I agency planned one 

in the near future, and one "no" agency used Spanish-

speaking volunteers who were ,assigned as caseworkers. 

If the response to the postcard question was 

"yes," the chief was asked to indicate who should be. 

contacted for further information. A follow-up ques-

tionnaire was then sent to the contact person in order 

to obtain more definitive information regarding the 

program; a gratifying fifteen out of sixteen responded. 

Results obtained are presented below, in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

Results of a Questionnaire Administered 
to All California Proba'cion Departments 

in March, 1973 

1. Hew many Deputy Pr,obatien Officers are empleyed by yeur 
department? 

1 - 50 ,officers 2 
51 -100 ,officers 2 

101 -200 ,officers 4 
Mere than 500 2 
N,o response, ,or entered n,o. ,of 

,officers in Special Supv. Unit 5 

16 Frem a nationwide survey on unefficial, or informal, proba­
tien mentiened in: Venezia, Peter S., Unofficial. PJ:Iobation: An 
EVaZuation of Its EffeativenessJ Davis, California: Natienal 
Ceuncil en Crime and Delinquency Research Center, June 30, 1972, p. S. 
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2. Does your department employ (for pay) paraprofessionals? 

Yes 15 No o 
------------------------------------------------------._------------
3. How many paraprofessionals do you currently employ? 

1 - 5 ? 
6 -10 3 

11 -20 3 
22 1 

289 1 

----------~-----------------------------------------------~--------
4. Are any special selection criteria used in the decision to 

employ them. 

Yes 14 No 1 

If so, what criteria? 

Minority* 8 
Financial need 4 
Special promise 

for effective 
casework 9 

Other** 10 

*Black & Chicano 5 
Any ethnic mino:!.:'. 1 
Black (only) 1 
Not specified 1 

** --Special tasks or talents; availability. 
--H~ deprived or underprivileged. 
--Bi-lingual skills. 
--Community organizing. 
--Community organizing. 
--Residents of culturally deprived area. 
--Actual life experience as a delinquent, addict, 

parolee, or probationer. 
--Ability to relate to people. 
--Knowledge of community served. (2) 
--Possession .. of Associate Arts degree. 

_ ... , ___ . ____________________ ..,. _____________________ . ______ ------______ 1 ___ -

5. Is it intended to eventually upgrade them to full D.P.O~'s? 

Yes* lO No** 5 

*''1''dO respondents qualified this, saying a paraprofessional 
would be upgraded upon receiving his BA degree. 

** One "no" specified upgrading could be done upon receipt 
of a BA degree, if paraprofessional did not ~ave a 
felony conviction record. \. 

! J 

V i,1 

,. .L 

'" ,-1... ,,"~' 

i , 
., , .... j ...... -~ 

" .. /'1" 
! 

~ 1\-~~~ ,'., (,o>'.~ 

..... r 
1,_ ~t , .......... 

. ',,, t' •• 

f 
,.. . __ t., .......... 

.-, 

- 45 -

6. What duties do they perform? 

Intake interview 4 
Court report 6 
Crisis intervention 9 
Case supervision 11 
Pre-sentence report 3 
Special programs* 10 
Diagnostic testing 1 
Community liaison 9 
other * * 5 

* Drug and alcohol rehabilitation. 
Transportation. 
Community probation officer (indigenous to target 

community) • 
Alcoholic safety program; volunteer cooJ;'dinators; 

narcotics testing and counseling; juv6nile gang 
member counseling. 

Unspecified. 
Informal supervision. 
School aid. 
Work program • 
Youth counselors program. 
Subsid.y • 

** Works only with 601's. 
Transportation. 
Assistant to P.o. 
School liaison; job placement. 
Field trips, tutoring, setting up programs. 

~-------------~-----------------------------~---------.-----------

7. How is this paraprofessional program funded? 

Feder~11y funded 10 
State funded 4 
Other (county funds) 8 

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

9. How many paraprofessionals have been upgraded by y.:>ur 
department? 

One 1 Seven 2 
Three 2 Eight 1 
Five 1 131 .. 

J. 

Sht 1 None 6 

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

10. When did the program start? 

1966 1 1971 4 
1968 3 1972 1 
1969 4 1973 1 
1970 1 
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As shown in Table XI, the presence of a para-

professional program did not especially depend on the 
/; 

size of the department, although the larger departments 

did tend more often to have paraprofessionals. Nearly 

half of the programs (seven) employed from one to five 

paraprofessionals. However, one department indicated 

it employed 289! 

In all but one program, speci~l criteria were 

used in selection of program paraprofessionals, with a 

heavy emphasis on minority status and "special promise 

for effective casework." 

Upgrading of the paraprofessionals to full D.P.O. 's 

was intended by two-thirds of 'the departments, but two 

qualified this, saying that a Bachelors deg~ee was 

required for upgrading. 
I 

Most duties performed by parap:i=ofessiona1~ fell 

in t.:tle case supervision, special programs, cri~;is inter-
,-" 

vention, and community liaison functions. The duty for 

to;rhich they were least used (only one respondent indicated 

its use) Y1as diagnostic testing of clients. 

Funding 'for the programs fell mostly into. tr,te ,Feq~ra1 
o ' 

bracket, with county funds close-behind. EVidently more 

than ope source of funds was used fol;:' some couilti,es, 
.,;) f 

as, there was a '!:ot;'al of twenty~twb re~ponses to this 
Vi 

question. 
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When asked how many paraprofessionals had been up-

graded, six responded "none," four responded "one to 

five,1I and four "six to ten," with one county having 

upgraded 131. 

Four of the programs began before 1969, four began 

wi thin 196Q ,:,·,.wi th seven beginning in the 1970' s (four 

began in 1971 alone) • 

Conclusions 

In this section, each project goal will be examined 

and conclusions will be drawn from the data as to 

whether it was met. 

The first project goal was: 

Improvement of probation services to the Mexican 
American community. 

In the section comparing project groups, it is reported 

that statistical analysis indicates that in treatment 

of juvenile offenders, the program was at least as suc­

cessful as regular probation. Some evidence indicates 

that it is more successful. Because of the small 

number: of adults in the Experimental Group (fifteen) 

it was difficult to attribute the highly positive Program 

Group results directly to the project. 

Objectively, then, the first goal may be considered 

to have been met, at least in the case of the juvenil~s. 

For a subjective measurement, however, we turn to the 

Probation Officer and Agency Questionnaires. 

iJ 

, " 



7 : 

I: 

)<". 

-48 -

Contact between Case Aides and D.P.O.'s was 

reported to be high, with most services to probation 

officers falling into the consultation and inter-

preter cat.egories. A clear majority (89%) of ,the 

officers pol.}:,:ed stat~d they felt the Case Ai.des 

gellerally had t~en very effec·tive. Just over one­

half (57%) of the public agency personnel opinions 

were that the functioning of the Case Aid~s had helped 

them to understand better the problems of Mexican 

Americans with whom they come in contact. 

Subjectively, then, the first goal appears to 

have been met. 

The second goal was: 

An increase of the proba~ion staff's awareness 
as to needs of the Mexican American community. 

For conclusions regarding whether or not this goal was 

met, we turn to the results of the probation Officer 

Questionnaire. 

Responses from probation officers indicat€d contact 

between officers and Case Aides was high. This would be 
i) 

conducive to informal transmission of Mexican American 

communi ty needs. Fifty-ei.ght percent (nineteen) of the 

officers stated that the functioning of the Case Aides 

within the department helped them to understand better 

the problems of Mexican American!)probationers whom they 

were sUPervising. It appears, then, that the second 
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The third goal was: 

Vocational upgrading of Gase Aides to full 
deputy probation officers within the three­
year period of project operation. 

The project was funded from January, 1971, through 

December, 1973. On July 1, 1973, the two Case Aides 

became full deputy probation officers. However, they 

had been functioning in that capacity for at least a 

year. 

The third goal, then, has been met. 

goal 11as been met. c> 
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APPENDIX A 

Comments, Reactions, and Suggestions 
by 

Mexican American Case Aide Proj~ct Director 
and the 

Two Person!;) Hired as Case Aides • 
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Project Directorls Evaluative Description 
of the 

Mexican-American Probation Aide Project 

John C. Cobb 

On November 23, 1970, the Yolo County Probation Department 

(Woodland, California) received a Federal Grant under the provi-· 

sions of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

This grant was funded to initiate a "Mexican-American Probation 

Aide Project" within the environs of Yolo County_ The project 

thus funded was initiated in January 1971 upon the hiring of two 

aides and will terminate upon completion of its third year opera­

tion in December 1973_ 

The specific objective of the project was to improve probation 

services in respect to Mexican-American probationers and their 

fandlies. A secondary objective was to establish an adequate 

source of potential deputy probation officers from the Mexican­

American community. 

The necessit~~ for such a project became readily apparent as 

approximately 20% of the adult and juvenile caseloads of the Yolo 

County Probation Department were of Mexican-American background. 

However, prior to 1971/' there were no Mexican-American probation 

officers within the department and all attempts to recruit same 

had met with failure. Thus the Me:'xican-American Probation Aide 

Proj,ect appeared to be a logical and practical alternative in 

correcting the serious language and cultural lJarriers which existed 

at that time. 

The two aides hired in January 1971 were raised within the 

target area of Yolo County ahd Were familiar with problems indigenous 

to the local communities. Upon reporting to work, the two aides 

underwent a two-week orientation program in which they acquainted 

themselves with the operation of the department as well as related 

agencies. The aides were ,required to attend college throughout 

the grant period and were allowed time off from work to do so. 

Even with this class time the aides averaged approximately 35 hours 

per week working often irregular hours and weekends. 
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The aides were assigned four cases a week until reaching twenty 

cases. The ratio of juvenile to adult cases was set at approximately 

four to one. The aides w'ere initially assigned cases to ~.,ork con­

jointly with deputy probation officers, thus eaoh aide worked with 

six to eight deputies both within the juvenile and adult units. 

Cooperation between the aides and probat.ion officers was excellent 

and no serious conflicts arose at any stage of the three-year pro­

ject. Socially and pI:ofessionally within the department the aides 

were considered equals practically from the start. 

When an aide first received a case he conferenced the case 

with the assigned deputy as soon as possible thereafter and would 

formulate with the deputy a case plan r outlining the role of the 

aide as well as an appropriate timetable for contacts t'li th the 

probationer and family. Usually the deputy would introduce the 

aide to the probationer and would explain the role of the aide. 

Each probationer was seen by an aide on an average of every seven 

to ten days. The aides as well as the deputies were required to 

keep a running chronological log of all contacts made on each case 

both with the probationer as well as families and outside agencies. 

The aides ini tially provided the same caset<lork services as the 

deputies with the major exc&ption being that they were not required 

to write court reports. In addition to their "assigned caseloads" 

~le aides also provided assistance to the Mexican-American community 

on an informal basis handL:i.ng any and all requests for help. These 

requests involved counseling and crisis intervention as well as 

providing advice on the proper resource agency to contact in a 

particular situation. There were several instances where families 

had wanted to ask for 12elp before but failed to do so as they 

could not speak English. In addition to the direct servioes pro­

vided to the Mexican-American communi ty, the aides appreciably 

increased understanding within the overall staff of the Mexican­

American culture. 

In June 1972 the aides were given full responsibility for 

their cases, including court work. Due to the aides' improvement 

in casework, decision making and report writing, it was determined 

that they were fully competent in handling these matters which 
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heretofore had been jointly handled with deputy probation officers. 

This decision was reached with the full understanding and sup);,10rt 

of the Juvenile Court Judge. This decision freed the deputy 

probation Officers of a number of cases and eliminated duplica­

tion of work in many instances. 

The aides acted as interpreters on occasion for tile Mental 

Health Departments, Woodland Police Department, Juvenile Court 

as well as various segments of the probation staff. This service 

was not encouraged as .it was felt that other agencies should strive 

to have Mexican-Americans on their staff and should not become 

overly dependent upon our services. 

In April 1973, the t~.,o original probation aides were reclas­

sified to deputy probation officers effective July 1, 1973. In 

addition to granting full professional status the Board of Super­

visors amended the qualifications for deputy probation offider to 

substitute two years experience as a probation aide for two years 

of college. The Board felt that their experience, bi-lingual 

talents and knowledge of the Mexican-American culture more than 

offset their lack of the heretofore necessary credential. 

At this point in time, the project has completed the majority 

of i t.g original objedtives. There is little doubt that the aide 

project is providing better service to the Mexican-American com­

munity as their services are filling a long overdue void in 

probation .services. Feedback from the community has been that 

the aides have helped fill the communication gap as well as 

having created a mood of trust and a relaxed, comfortable feeling 

between probation and client. 

The two original "aides" are still wo,rking wi thin the depart­

ment as deputy probation officers, one assigned to the juvenile 

uni t and the other to the adul t uni t. Their val ue to the depart­

ment is without question and has been noted by the community, 

the JUVenile Justice Commission, Superior and .Justice Court Judges 

and the Board of Supervisors. These two officers are still 

pursuing their B.A. degrees in the evening and wi.,ll balle completed 

the requirements for same within a year from this date. 
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The aide project has paved the way for affirmative action and 

career ladder development within Yolo County. The ultimate measure 

of success, however, is the fact that two new aideS will be hired 

in J'anuary 19,74 funded from the county budget wi thout any state 

or federal assistance. 

A-5 

Case Aide's Evaluative Description 
of the 

Mexican-American Probation Aide Project 

Melton M. Losoya 

The following is an evaluation of the Mexican-American Pro­

ba·tion Aide Program in Yolo County. It expresses my opinion of 

the importance of such a program, its success, failures and my 

recommendation as to how the program could be better implemented. 

In J'anuary of 1971 I became employed as a Mexican-American 

Probation Aide in Yolo County. The posi tion was one of two that 

were made possible through a Federal Grant via the California 

Counsel on Criminal Justice. The purpose of this grant was to 

facilitate Yolo County in initiating a program that would make 

it possible to recrui't, trai.n and promote Mex.ican-Americans in 

the field of probation in Yolo County, Yolo County became 

aware of the need for such a program due to the h.igh percentage 

of Mexican-Americans in the community and the significant 

number that were in need of probation services. 

I have underlined probation services because I feel that 

there should be a distinction between services and extinguishing 

delinquents and criminal behavior. Many times, in my opinion, too 

much emplJas.is is placed on the result of such a program in terms 

of accomplishments rather than the services provided. I have 

developed this feeling due to the frequent question: Has recidi­

vism declined ~'lue to the employment of the program? Is it not 

enough to say ulat one realizes a need to provide a segment of 

the community with services? Is it not enough to say that the 

English speaking (Anglo) segment of the community is receiving 

services tl1a't; th.e Ilon-English speakers are receiving? My answers 

to these questions a.re: Yes, we need to provide all segments 

of the community with equal servicesi Yes, in terms of probation 

services, the English speaking (Anglo) segment of the community 

receive understanding of their culture and language. Whereas 

the Mexican community is lacking in v~rbal communication and 

understanding of law and expectations 'of the Anglo culture. 
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Therefore, in my opinion, the need for such prot/rams are of great 

importance. 

I feel that this particular p.-r:ogram w:as immediately successful 

in that it provided the s\~rvices, at least :from a verbal communica­

tion standpoint, that were previously cited. It also, following a 

lengthy process, was successful in that til~~ participants raised 

some question as to the ambiguous requirements of Yolo County for 

the position of Deputy Probation Officer. The question resulted 

in modifying the requirements Erom ~ equivalent to ~ college ~~gree 

tC.1 tr-lfo years of college and two years experience as a Probation 
II 

Aide in Yolo Countt). Therefore, the results provided the Yolo 

County Probation Departme.nt. with two full-time Spanish speaking 

Mexican-American Probation Officers'. 

The only failure I can cite at tilis time is the request tht<t 

the county change the title of the position to Probation Aide. My 

understanding of this change is to open the position to all those 

who wish to apply in the future. Appar~'mtly the request r~as made 

in Qrder to meet equal employment regula'cions. However, the 

program was ini tiated in/order to recrui'b,. traina.nd promote Mexican­

Americans into the Yolo County Probation Dellartment that were 

difficult to recruit under normal circumstances due to "their 

inabilit9 to pa.ss the written exams". Therefore, this ~'equest 

lea",'e3 me in a dil€lmma. Has the program's initial object.lT.Te been 

forgotten arld will the Probation Department be satis'fied with two 

Spanisll spea.1dn~ Mexican-Americans when they need two or three more? 

It appei:l,i;"'S to me that the program was initiated in order to meet 

t4-eneea~o -~f the communi ty ana not the needs of those who are 

seeking employment with the Probation Department. Therefore, I 

cannot help buti'c:c: .. wonder why, in l.'egards to tl'Jis progJ.:aUl., importance 

is beingplaced:-6n equal emplq,yment' when under the county's "equal 

emp.7.oyment practices" for Probation Of:ficers, th.!\re were no 

Mexican-Americans on the Probation Office staff when: there were 

approximately 19 officers before I was emp.1.oyed • 
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My only recommendation in regards to how the program can be 

better implemented, is in reference to the evaluation being con-

ducted by you.r, office INCCD Research Center J • AJ. though I am aware 

that the evaluation is of 'the progJ.'C!,fIl I have felt many times that 
:, ' 

I personally was being evaluated due to lIlY name being used on the 

evaluatioll forms. Therefore, I recommend that the evaluation be .. 
directed at the program as much as possible and not on tille individ"" 

ual's performance or ability to relate to other officers on a 

personal leve:L. 

In conclusion, I feel that more of these programs. are m~edf'iJd 

in order to meet the needs of the community. However, i~ the needs 

are being met by following no;r.:mal employment practices, special 

programs would not be necessary. 
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Case Aide's Evaluative Description 
of the 

Mexican-American Probation Aide Project 

Ernesto Rios 

The Mexican-American Probation Aide project was extremely 

successful; it not only trained two Mexican-American Probation 

Aides, but eventual.Zy these two Aides demonstrated they were 

capable of being promoted to Probation Officers even though they 

h.;t(1 not gra.duated from a four year college insti tution. 

The program itself was delSigned to rec,rui t two Mexican­

Americans to ~~et the needs of the Yolo County Probation Depart­

ment. It appears that although the County's population reflected 

25% Spanish surnames and the Probation Department caseload reflected 

25% SpanislJsurnames on probation, that there were no (0%) Spanish 

surnames reflected as Probation Officers. It was obvious that a 

substantial segment of tile communi ty was not getting service 

adequa tel y . 

Recommendations for improvement of such a project in the 

future would be that it should be used in as many areas of corrections 

as possible. This project could be extremely valuable in terms of 

rectifying the employmeht practices of past administrators, i.e., 

not hiring minorities ei'i:her ,because of racial c:'ii'scr.imination or 

failing to pass what has. J.?een proven as a racially biased exami,nation. 

Another recommendation would be that the goal of the project be 

"services" and not the reduc.."'IiIlg the recidivism of juvenile delinquency. 

It was my impression that at one time the evqluators were trying to 

measure the recidivism rate of Mexican-American juveniles and were 

hoping to show that it had reduced because of the two Mexican-American 

Probation Aides. My argument to this WOuld be that the recidivism 

of the Anglo juvenile should have reduced ten times as much since 

the department had ten times as mal1Y Anglo probation officers. One 

of the recommendations would be that a commuhity questionnaire is 

actually not needed because it is obvious that if the Aides are 

employed as bi-lingual Aides that they will be servicing Spanish 

speaki!2f] .surname individuals on probation. A s~mi-annual evaluation 



:,1 

A-IO 

made by an evaluator would ensure that the Aides were in fact 

servicing the Spanisb SUinames on pi~bationl and so would eliminate 

time consuming questionnaires. 

I have one regi'et f.vlth i'egard to the project and that is the 

lack of sensitivity thi,g County has taken tor'lard continuing this 

project. I am aware that the County lla.~ decided to continue the 

Probation Aide Project" nOi\tever J' no\\l' the Aide Project is open to 

all applicants. My remoi~e .isthat there are sufficient nurrilier 

of "~?glO" probation officers already, and training one or two 

Angl,rJ
i 

probation aides is not meeting the needs or this County. 
H , 

To brlngthis County to parity in Span,ish surname probation offi-

cers it would have to hire ,at least four additional Spanis.lJ. surname 

indi viduals in order to begin to service the J.!exican-American 

population on probation. 
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APPENDIX B 

Probation Information Codesheet 
and 

Special Outcome Codesheets 
for 

Six- and Twelve-Month Follow-up Periods 
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PROBATIOil IIIFOR!IATlOH SHEET 

codOd by __________ _ 
ooto, _________________ _ 

Dcp~rtmQlit' _______ _ 

First ~oding for this iMividua1 

or 

Supplementary codinq 

CI 
[] 

l1AME and NU~mg1\ ________ ! I I I 15 I 
--,------------~--~-~~~~--.-----------­

l, nATE OF BIRTH m m CD 
'6 7 8 9 10 11 

X Adult 1 U'uvonilo 
2. CLASSIFICATION 0 
3. SEX and RACE 

Mtly_-~r 

Negro .. Amor 
Anglo .. Amer 
1unor Indian 
otho. 

male 
X 
1 
2 
J 
4 

4 • ANII UAL INCOME 

Komala 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

tof f4mUy if juvenile) 

X 'R~ceivlng public assistanco at 
timo of rtJferra.l 

Not: Receiving Public ABsiste.nc6 
1 Unde.r $J,OOO 
2 $J,OOO to $4,999 
3 $5,000 to $9,999 
4 $10,000 to $11,999 
5 $15,000 1:0 $19,999 
6 $20,~ 000 and Over 
7 Unknown 

5. AREA OF RE"IDENCE 
(Uso -your dQPa..r:tment's diatrlat. 
designatiol1s. ) 
X 5 
1 E 
2 1 
J 8 
4 9 

6. LENGTH OF liESIDSNCE 
X Not curr(!l,ntly resident of county 
1 Under ono yoar 
1. OVar one but Under five years 
J tive years or over 

7. MARITAL STATUS 
X Sing1. 
1 t-tarriea 
2 Separat~d 
J Divorced 

4 Widowter) 
S Common law marria.ge 
6 Homosexual alliance 
7 Other tspec!fy) __ 

D. EHl'LOYHENT and SCdooL STATUS 
out:. of in 
school school 

Not employed -X--.-
Employed fUll-time 
Employed part-time 
Inapplicable (pre-school) 

1 5 
~ . 

9. scHOOL J\'l'TAItlHENT 

Years of schooling' completedt 
JC Nona eo four 
1 Five to eighl: 
2 Nine to t.w~lve. 
J High school 
4 A.A. 

5 B.A. or B.S. 
6 M.A. or M.S. 
1 Ph.D., M.D., et.c. 
S special trade 

12 

D 
1J 

0 
14 

0 
15 

D 
16 

o 
17 

D 
18 

o 
19 

REASON REFERRED (S.e COde. CO 
::.~~::~ i,:CI j')" II~ 

10. 

1).. 

12. REFERRED BY 
X Law onforcemcmt agencl~ 
1 School 
2 Social agency 
3 Probation 
.. Paronts or rolat.ivoB 
5 Lower court 
6 JUvenile. court 

~ ;~~~;~~; ~~~~tother jurisdiction 
9 Other (8pecifyj.'_' ______ _ 

13. STATUS AT 'rIME OF REFERRAL 
X New case 
1 Informol,'. :;>robot:ion 
2 Pt'oba.t.i~n "'lout. 'Wardahip 
J ProboHon .. / ",ordBll!.p tat hOlll.) 
4 In court ... o.rclered placement 
SMull: prob.tiona" 
6 Pat'olOj) (adult or juvonile) 
, ,Othor tap.cifY) ______ _ 

o 
28 

o 
29 

14. NUMBER OF PRIOR REYERRALS TO 
~ROBi\TION (excluding nogloot) o 2S. COURT DISPOSITIOH 

CD c~~rgls~I!~~d~s~~~t~~~~~n, or follnd 

15. 

~&. 

17. 

18. 

20. 

21. 

X None 30 
1-2-3-4·'5-6-7-8-9 or mora 0 
~s~o~~ ALCCIIOL--DIFF~cg~:~~.tLon 1 & 2 Jl 

1 Intp.:rJ~H~t'~onal 5 Coll\hinBtlon 1 & J 
2 Legal G cotnblna tic" 2 & J 
J Connected wI 7 comb,tnation 1, 2 , J 

curxent u... 0 
~S~o~! DRUGS--DIFFICY"~~~in.tion & 2 J2 
1 Interpul'oonal 5 Combination 1 & 3 
2 Leg.l 6 Coll\llination 2 , J 
:l Connected wi 7 Combina.tton 1, 2 & 3 

CUr,rant case 

flllsific.Hon only) JlLIJ\SES (identity 
X None 
lOne ~ ~~.o or more 0 

JJ 
J\<;rtON PENDING ADJUDICATION 
X .ReloaDod to parent or other individual 
1 Released on own recognizance D 
2 Rel~ased on bail 
3 Juveni,le hall detention 

~ g~!~e~O;in;~~~er family 34 
6 Placed in group home 
9 tator tolease 
7 Otker (Bpecify) ___________ _ 

COURT ACTION PE;&DING DISPOSITION D 
(same as above. and:) 

8 Inapplic4blo .. ~disp()siti()n same day 3S 
as adjudication 

COURT-oRDERED DIAGNOSTIC OBSERVATION 
)( l~one 0 
1 State correctional facility 
2 Count:.y mental hygiene 
l State ment".J.l hygiene 36 
4 Ins ti tution othol;' !than correc:tional 
5 Other (speoify) ___ •. _______ _ 

DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES o 
Needl~arc~~:ano~~~{c:~;dices 37 

and )Jut no~ 
Providod ~l2. 

Psychologiclil or 
psychiatric lC 

Medical 1 
Academic .. 

vClcational 
Total diagnosis 
None indicated 

2G. 

27. 

28. 

not:. involved 
01 vuvdnilc remanded for ClduU. 

procoeding",,,,cAoli closod 
4J 44 

02 Juvonile remandod for adULt: 
proccedinq .. "'c.;lsQ. remain! opon 

OJ No disposition .... takan off calondar 
04 Bunch warrant issu~d 

Charge Substantiated, No TrAnS'far of Custody 
10 olamlused t warned, adjustctl, counseiod 
11 Diomiasod, informal suparvidon iniHatQd 
12 ConunH.mcnt: to statu vaC(lted ... ,..conUnuod 

au ward 
13 Prior supervision continUed 
14 Uold opon without fUrthor action 
15 Referred to a.nother' a~ency 
16 Parolel'! returnod without recommitment. 
1'7 rino or rostitution only 
l7 neforrecl to other county 
18 Othe~ tspooifyl ________ _ 

Tf§ns::~a o~o;~:~~f~nal institution--f.lrst timo 
2Q. Stl1te correctional lnstH.utlon- ... 

recornmitmanl:: 
21 Jail term only 
22 Jail tom wI fino or rostitution 
23 Jail term wi formal probAtion 
24 Jail, probation, wi fino or restitut.ion 
25 'Probation wI fine or roaeitut:.ion 

~~ ~~~~r:to2a~~~rt:y (farm, r.llnch t eMlp, !School) 
2a r-ostor placemont. 
29 Group home 
30 Halfway houso 
31 t)t;hor communi ty placornon t; 

~~ ~~~ri~Q i~~~!!~~t.i~n i~~~!~U~~~~ corroc:t.ional 
34 Juvenile! ! ';as commitmont:. 
J5 IndividUAl ' 
JS Summary pi;. ,loon 
36 Other (upe''''fy) __________ _ 

DATE OF COURT 
DISPOSITION 

mo. UJUJ W 47 4ij 49 50 

HEARING REPRESENTATIOl1 

CUBn presonted byt 

Wl.th offendor 
reproscn tod by f 

Nonn. 
PriVate counsol 
Court appointod 

counsel 
public do tender 
Ql:her (Bpec!.fYl_ 

prob.~lon Official 
~ Attorney 

X 
1 

2 
3 

o 
51 

22. OFE'E~'SE PROVJlN or ALLEGATION 
SUSTAINED IT] 

2J. 

24. 

XX None 
{Seo 'Codes Q4 to 9'1 listod on 
reverse side I) 

38. 39 
29. SPECIAL PROGRAM: ASSI(:NHENT 

X None 

HOW PROVEN or SUSTAINED n Slf!C~~~e~~seload SupcrvisioH 

~ ~~regitti<ma ~ g~~e ~:r~i~~ing ~ 2 At an» tim. I'riOI: to this .ot~on 
2 :~m!:~:~se 5 ~~:~ded--did not §n~~l ar~~fi~iI~B 

4 l~r drug Users 

PROBATION DEPARTMEN'l 6 Mod!cal troat",.nt 

o 55 

IT .5 nemcldlal education 

RECO!IMENDATION TO THE COURT .,_ 7 Psyoholo9ic.l tro.tment 

(u •• tho same coding categori.. 41 42 1 ___ ~6~O:th:.~r..:t,~p:O:O:i:fY~).::::::::::::=:... _______ ... 
that are siven for Item. 25 ... ) }-

~Q.!!ll 

JO. NUMBlm OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS 
:x NQ\\Q 
1-2-3-4-5-6"'-8-9 or nloro 

Jl, NUIID~R O~ ~RIOR PRISON SENTENCES 
X NOllO 
l-2-3-4-5-G-7-9-~ Or more 

32. CJ\SE RECEIVED FOR 
X Invostigation llnd report; to court 
1 Rel.n$tatemont 
2 sUJnrn~ry- p~obation"'''not. tefc.rJ:ed 
3 RGl?ort on inoligiblo defendant 
.. POllt"sontenco report 
6 FQl:' .super.vial.on. 
5 othor (spocifYl ___ • _____ _ 

o 
5& 

Q 
[J 

58 
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NUH!l~R OF PIUOR SUSTAIN~D PETITIONS 

~on~~:entI~2~J~':~~B:; More 

Incorri9iblo 1daUnguont tandonciell) 

D D 56 

57 0 X None 1-2- -4"5 or mora 
Delinquent 
X Hone 1"'2 ... 3 .. 4"'5 or mora 58 

34. INTAKE DISPOSITION DATE wWctJ 
l5. INTAKE DISPOSITION 

X tic aotion tak.n 
1 Counselod and released 
2 Refer rod to ot:.hor 

local agenoy 
Roferred to athOl" 
jurisdiotion 

Informal probAtion 
Raturnad to state 
corroctional institUtion 

6 Patition fil.d 
8 JUllenil. hall dat.ntion 
7 Other 'apacify) ___ _ 

36.. SCllooL ACIIIEVEIIIlNT an~ ADJUSTIIIlNT 

Achiovoment Behavior Pl'obioma 

Balow grAde leval 
Spacial education 
At:. expectod loval 
Acaolaratod 

f!!.§. ~ 
X 

In.ppUaablo (pro-school) 
Not in dchool 

37. LIVING ARM/IGEHEN:I' OF CHILD 
In Own Home 
X wIth boEk paronts 

1 
2 
3 

8 
9 

1 With paront and Dtepparont 
2 With paront And comon law atopparent 
3 With mother only . 
~ With father only 

In Other Than Own Iloma 
;S In home Qf l'",liitlVa"s 
6 In foster family ho",. 
7 In inst~tution 
S In independont. arrangemonts 
90thot (apoaitl') ________ _ 

38. /!ARITAL S:l'ATUS OF NATURAL PAllENTS 

X ParentI Married and living toqothor 
Ono or Doth Paron t:s Coad 

I Doth do ad 
2 Father doad 
3 Mother de.d 

~rDI;~r~:aa~~t:~parAted 
5 Father daderte~ 
6 Hothar d08ortod 
7 Other (apooify) _______ _ 

oth~r Situation 
U paronts not married to each othar 
9 Othor Capoo1fy) _______ _ 

39. DATE DISClIARGllD, REI/OlCl!D, 
or MODIFIED. 

40. NUHDEI\ OF MONTIIS OF ACl:lVE 
~l'DeATIOII SUPERVISION 

4l. PROBATION OUTCOHE 

XX Normal lucplraticn 
16 Supervieion podod oontinuod 

~.obation Hodifiad 
01 condItIons rnodl.Uud 
02 SuperVllion period shortened 
03 Superlliaion porJod t •. m.lnAted 
04 (\uporVi!1ion !!"~·.riod extended 

probation Rovoked 
05 JiDca! It;.oliIty ~fa.rm, ~&na.b, c::a.mp, Bchool) 

~~ ~~!tG '~~!~~i~~~te~~:~ffiil:"n (juven.lo) 
08 stat. oorreotiona1 inatituti"" (adult) 
09 ~ublia in.titUtion othar than corr.ctionel 
10 Juvenil. 'hall ., 
11 LOBI of jUl'iodiot!on--c •• Q ololOd 
12 Private inatituUon 
13 Probation ~.in.tat"d 
14 Probationer diad 
l~ Othor 'opoolfy) ________ _ 

D 
67 

42. 

" 
PROBATIOIl ADJUSTMENT • In 

Fi.~.t: dotsrllti."8 thl!- aatGgorll (t., j 0;0 'Jj i.nto uh1-ah the oa," ~ 
faU.. rho • •• t.~ tho .od. for t'h. H.m of b.ha.'or ~h'.h b .. t 
duorolbtt8 the probatiotHIJ" I. ad~u8tl!tdnt. while undBfI ltupoflvi.aic.Ht. 

!(l:hi':a!hthe o::J:' !~:8!li!~d t~:h:~~~~~ ~~a~~~11u ~~d:tt:~ka Due 
pfiobaHon. If the behavior fath into aah(lol'lI 'J (new of/SHU 
oDnuioHon) us. the aodu 9"ulI" blHolJ, und,,, l"GQSOH l'of"l"l"4d aHd 
.ourt f,.,Ung. ' 

1.. Normal Expiration 
XX Excellent ad3ustment 
01 Satishctory adjustment 
02 peot' adjustmont 
OJ Absconded 

2. Probation Modified or ttevo!<od, No New 't:onvlction 
04 Absconded 
05 Abacohdud-.. roturned 
06 Viol.ated speclfio condi.tions 
07 Failed to comply with court order 
08 Failure to make raatitut:.lon 
09 Failuro to pal' finc 
10 Poor Work or sch~ol adjulftment 
11 Proba Honer a threat to society 

J~ ~~o~!~i6n Modifi<!ld or Revoked, New Offenso eonviction .. -
Use t.ho eodem Ul t.o 10) And Instructions Given Bo~,oVl. 

CODE~ TO OE USED fOR: 

REASON REfERRED, .~~FmM~g~E2D3~s~m~ATI0N SUSTAINED, 
" rh. UBt b.20,", 1.0 to b, «sed to code eaoh of t:h"s~ thr •• ~tB",s, Fdr 

.acth i U'8 thd coue; thac bost ddSOl'iboa ~h.f ~ tn qlHl8tion. Qe. 
not ret!{ solelV upon p8nat oOII~ t'tat8qOl'1.4S, 

t.. Reaaoll Referred. Uso thl1 duol'tp;HoH of bll~a1Jlor ttluiln by 
th01 "of~l'rlnq par-tv, 

a. 

J. 

Offense Pl":)ven or 
Aiioqa tIon ""1ruitiTnod. 
Probation AdjUstment. 

I) •• tla. dUctl'lption of til.. "2ot that th. 
OOUl't' found '40 I,QUili Oooul'''fJa~ 

Th • .salllill as fOll Olfonso Pravon or 
Athration SU8t~~J1fld, abotJlI~ 

In the case of mol" than ons bGliauio1'l, oo~~ the .l'l,oet BSl'ioUB omr 
onty, aJoDrdin@ to' the a'tphab,tiold dl'ddl' fJf the oategorise ,(rtA" 
h thill IItOBt BGl"to~O). If mo,., than 01111 bdhavior Itt::. wlthi.H tl 
si.ngh aatflgory, ahoose that behau'i!or rot' whldh the greatost 
panalty i.. pl'ould6d by tau, lI.g., tlHurdsJ'l1t a4 opposod to 
ItAggrauatlitd AssauLt. II 

A. OFFENSES MAtuST PERSONS 
~~----------
14 attempt.ad rnu:;der 
15 fltanslaught~f' 
16 aggrbvated 6ssault:. 
17 robbo.ty t armed 
18 robber~, unlu:med 
19 minor assault. 
20 kidnapping. 
21 othor offensas against 

a person 

C. OFFENSES AG.\INST PROPER1!Y 
32 larcony (grand or petit) 
33 auto th~ft 
34 burglary (~ny typo) 
35 breaking lt1ld ontering 
36 a~80n 
37 !:!taft 'gralid or poUt) 
38 shoplifting 
39 destr"llction of property 
40 troopas,sing 
41 other offense, G.gainst. 

property 

B. CRIMES OF SEX 
22, forcIble stix acts 
2:' 'unnatUral sex act.o 
24 pro.titutiol\ 
25 ,i,rmnora1. -n~eD 
26 promiseui ty 
27 child bo.ring 
2D illegal sQxual relations 
29 related to pornoqrHphic 
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APPENDIX C 

Explanation of Assumptions 
Involved in an Analysis Qf Covariance 
Performed on Data and R~~ported Upon in 

Table VIII 
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In turning to an interpretation of Table VIII, on 

Page 25, the reader should be cautioned that the analy­

sis of covariance is based on r·everal assumptions which 

mayor may not be war.ranted iit this instance. These 

are: 1) That the covariate or control variabl'9 

(living arrangement. in this case) is equally rellated 

to the dependent variable for the groups being compared. 

2) That the difference between the groups on the co-

variate is not due to the independent variable. 3) 

Assumption of normal distribution and equal variances 

c,f the dependent variable. 

In general the first assumption can be tested; how-

ever, in this case the samples are too small to make 

such a test useful. The seeond assumption is tenable 

for our purposes since it seems improbable that being 

placed in the Experimental Group caused children to come 

from broken homes. 

The third assumption is required to justify the use 

of "F" as a test statistic. Since the dependent variable 

used in this analysis is a dichotomy (the presence or 

absence of a probation violatiQn), it is certain that this 

assumption is violated. 'rhe consequences of this vio-

lation is that the true significance level is not known 

(the "pIt reported in Table VIII is drawn from standard 

tables of "F" based on the third assumption). Despite 

this fact the results of the test can be useful when 

they are cal,J"tiously interpreted. 
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