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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 vocatioﬁal 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 last 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 without. (Pages 26

and 27)
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-- A majority of probation officers indicated that
p£esence 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 Aidés were upgraded to full Deputy Probation
Officers in July, 1973, two and one-half years
into the project. (Page 29)

T+ 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 "special promise

for effective casework." (Pages 43 and 46)

viii

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. Additionally, none of the 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 interpreter 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 clienté'
problems was hindered by language and cultural
barriers. In order to provide the best 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 minoxity
persons. Some meerrs of the‘Mexican Anmerican community
expressed the Opini;n 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.0.) 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 probation services to the Mexican

American community.

-~ An increase of probation staff's awareness as to

needs of the Mexican American community.

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

within the three-year period of project operation.

Two Case Aide positions, to be filled by individuals
of Mexican American bhackground, were created within the
Probation Department. These persons would be expected‘to:

—-— Provide direct casework services to a limited

number of Mexican American probationers, under the

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 probationer 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 Mexic¢an Americans), Yolo County Juvenile Justice
Commission members began recruiting for the two Case Aides
in late 1970. The only specific reguirements 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.




‘openings were filled.

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 for each pool were plaeed
in a hat and drawn randomly--five adults and fifteen juve-
niles-~-for each of the Case Aides. Those persons chosen
c@pstituted an Experimental Group, which was to receive
seévicas from the Aides. Aall ethere, whose names were left
in the hat, constituted a Control Group of persons who
would not receive the special services.

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
popuiation arrived, his group assignment was determined by
chance. This process continued until all Experimental Group
Random selection continued for tﬁe

period January, 1971, through August, 1972}

Project Evaluation

Thé Yolo County Probation Department contracted with

the NCCD Research Genter to provide consultation and data

{ ‘.

dnalyses for an adequate evaluation of project effectiveness.

/
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Selectlou/of cllents to receive Case Aides' services continued

‘irvthrough Jure, 1973, albhough not randomly. However, only data on

randomlg/gelected clients was used in analyses for this report.
/
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and Delinguency.Research Center, December, 1968, p. 31.

‘Department of Health Education, and Welfare, to the NCCD Research

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
o correlate highly with outcome;? (2) comparison be-
tween probationers in the BExperimental Group and those
in the Control Group on the basis of probation outcome;
(3) a questionnaire administered to Mexican American
probationers, and family members whenever possible; (4)
a questionnaire administered to casgwork officers in the
Probation Department; and (5) interwviews with lisaders in
the Mexican American community. However, 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,?

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:

B ‘ |
*Venezia, Peter S., and Alvin W. Cohn, Probation Information:
a Tentative Model, Davis, California: National Council on Crime

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

“Fqnds were used from a General Research Support Grant,
no. 5~S$-1-RR-05693-02, from the National Institute of Health,

Center.




-~ A basic assumption underlying the project is that,
dué to cultural and language differences; proba- |
tioners of Mexican American background receive
poorer .«ervices from a probation department whose
staff is 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 tesﬁed
by comparing probation outcomes for randomly
selected groups of Mexican American and Other
probationers.

-- The assumption that random se&lection produces
Experimental and Control Groups which do not
differ in ways which might. bias the result of
comparisons of outcome petween these groups was
tested by comparing these groups on probationer
characteristics.

Comﬁunity interviews and client guestionnaires are not
included in this final evaluation, as they provided no con-
clusive results. Administration of client questionnaifes
was hampered by ambiguous and/or awkward phrasing in the
Spanish version of the questionnaire. Additional problems
stemmed frdm: trying to locate a Spanish-speaking volun-
teer qualified to administer gquesticnnaires; time involved

in tracking down probationers at the time of probation

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 Presehted.

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 are included. Data
from each source‘iisted in Table I are preéented 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-

shepts are‘inclﬁded in Appendix B.) L
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TABLE II

Composition and Number in Each Group
for Six Comparison Groups and
Experimental and Control Groups of the
Mexican American Case Aide Project

Group

Number

Composition

1970 Mexican
American

1970 Other

B T

1971 Mexican
American

1972 Mexican
American

Project
Experimental
Group

Control Group

56

o] ves em e

48

62

66
141

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 ethnicity.

1972 (Second 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 ethnicity.

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

vvvvvvv
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whose ethnicity was not Mexican American. Approximately
seventy persons then were chosen randomly® 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 groups 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 populétion from the Yolo County Probation data
bank.’ Outcome codesheets were then coded from Probation

files for the two follow-up periods.

5Using table of random numbers from Myers, Jerome L., Funda-
mentals of Fxperimental Design, Boston: A4Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
1966, p. 377.

SThe 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 records, 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 condition of their initial pro-
bation sentence for two reasons: (l) it was considered more difficult
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.

’since 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 thig 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.




- 12 e

Comparison of Pre-Project Groups. An initial pro-

ject assumption was that language and cultural
differences between D.P.O.'s and c¢lients 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 assumption was correct, poorer
probation outcomes would have been expected prior to
the project for Mexican Americans, as compared to
others. ‘flils assumption was examined by direct compar-
ison between the "1970 Mexican American" and "1970
Other" samples. In Table III on the next page, the
outcome items are compared and ValueSvfor 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 Group" was so coded.?® This
greater residential stability for the Mexican American

group might imply better probation outcomes for these

persons, even though probation services were not as

' good for them.

W

8pi fference significant at p = .01, by Chi-square.

T ORI S S
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TABLE III

Probation Outcome-

of Pre-Project (1970) Comparison Groups
of the Mexican American

Case Aide Project Evaluation

) . 1970 1970
Outcome Measure Mex Amer Other
Probation Status for six-month
follow-up
No. Coded 56 46
% Terminated (not revoked)
or reduced (summary oY
~informal probation) 1.8% 10.4%
Probation Violation (six months)
No. Coded - 56 48
% No violation 76.8% 83.3%
Mean number of violations
for those with any 1.00 1.5
Number with any violations 13 8
Probation Status for twelve-
month follow-up
No. Coded 55 46
% Terminated (not revoked)
or reduced (summary or
informal probation) 21.8% 32.6%
Probation vViolation (twelve
months)
No. Coded 55 46
¢ No violation 76.4% 80.4%
Mean number of wviolations
for those with any 1.30 1.22
Number with any violations 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.®

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 caﬁse, 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;? 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 that, prior to

the employment of the Case Aides, due to cnltural and
language differences, Mexican American probationers
might be expected to do more poorly q% probation than
would other persons who are more simgiér to their
probation officers. HoweVer,/the data do not support

il
!

this hypothesis. {

Venezia and Cohn, op. cit.
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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 problem;, 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 diffgr-
ences are due not to program services, but to the more
serious drug involvement of Control Grpup 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 caseload of approximately 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 PERCENT
GROUP Juvenile  adult | TOTAL ! JuvENILE
Experimental 51 15 66 - 77.3
Control 34 107 141 24.1
¥x2 = 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

® It is necessary,

be related to probation outcome.!
therefore, to make two comparisons for each item: one
for adult and one for jﬁVenile.

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 receibing 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 1bid.
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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

G Target ExXp. Contr. Exp. Contr.
Item Characteri
aracteristics | po., Juv.  Juv. |Adult  Adult
2 Classification
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107
% Adult 58.9 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
3 Sex
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107
% Male 88.4 76.5 85.3 93.3 94,4
4 Annual Income
No. Coded 163 43 22 12 86
% Receiving
Public Assist, 25.2 62.8 13.6%%% g,3 11.6
6 Length of Resi-
dence
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 - lo7
% Less Than
Five Years 37.6 35,3 35.3 6.7 42,1 %%
7 Marital Status
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107
% Single 62.8 94,1 85.3 66.7 40,2
8a School Status
No. Coded 207. 51 33 15 105
% Out of School 62.7 9.8 24.2 100.0 95,2
8b  Employment Status
No. Coded 204 51 33 15 105
% Not Employed 62.7 90.2: 87.9 53.3 42,9
9 School Attainment
No. Coded 1 206 51 34 15 107
% Grades 1-8 30.1 37.3 41.2 0.0 27 .4%%
10 Reason Referred
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107
% Juvenile
Noncriminal 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 k%% = p<,0l
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A

N s g Target Exp. Contr. Exp. Contr.
Item . Characteristics Pop. Juv. Juv. | Adult Adult
12 Referred by
No. Coded 207 51 34 . 15 107
% by Law h
Enforcement 28.5 64.7 73.5 0.0 0.9
% by Lower '
Court 3l.4 3.9 2:9 33.3 53.3
13 Status at Referral
No. Coded 206 5l 33- 15 107
% New or :
Informal 83.5 74.5 75.8 73.3 91.6
14 Number of Prior
Referrals S
No. Coded | 207 - 51 34 15 107
% None'~ 54,1 27.5 32.4 66,7 62.0
% None ar one 73.9 { 51.0 61.8 93.3 86.0
15 Alcohol Involve.
No. Coded 207 51 34 15 107
% None 58.9 70.6 82.4 80.0 43.Q%%
16 Drug Involve.
“No. Coded 207 51 . 34 15 107
% None- 65.7 74.5 © 67.6 | 40.0 4.5
% Connected
w/Current Case 26.1 2.8 29.4%| 53.3 29.0
18 Action Pending
Adjudication
No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107
% Released 72.3 62.2 82.1 73.3 73.8
19 Court Action -
Pending Disp.
No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107
% Released 71.8 66.7 85.7 73.3 70.1
22 Offense Proven/
Allegation Sustained
No. Coded 196 45 29 15 107
% Juvenile, i »
Noneriminal 9.7 33.3 13.8 0.0 0.0
% Drug, Weapons, _ D
pu Alcohol '30.6 | 15.6  24.1 | 60.0" 34.6
-y

>

e

X, T

N S L S S L S

W
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e g 3 L Target Exp. Contr. | Exp. Contr.
B | ! -
! . Ttem Characteristics |\, . Juv.  Juv. |Adult  Adult
N SR 4‘] l
g ! | 23 How Proven :
Lo N No. Coded 193 45 26 15 107
ST % Admitted 82.4 64.4 6l.5 80.0 95.3
o
P 27 Hearing Represen.
a No. Coded 195 45 28 15 107
' % None 14.4 6.7 25.0 6.7 15.9
ﬁm,} 33 Prior Petitions
: ‘ (Dep. & Neglect)
sy { No. Coded 51 33
b % None 100.0 S4.9 ~
.10 i" {Incorrigible)
- No. Coded 51 34
% None 82.2 91.2
{Delinguent)
No. Coded © 51 34
% None 78.4 88.2
30 Number Priox
Convictions
No. Coded lS 107
" % None 46.7 51.4
31 Number Prior
Prison Sentences
No. Coded 15 107
% None 80.0 89,7
36 School Achievement]
and Adjustment
No. Coded 51 3l
% Below Grade
Level/Special
Edudation 54.9 65.5
37 Living Arrange. of
child
- No. Coded 51 , 33
% w/Both Parents 41.2 7 78.8%%%
38 Marikal Status
of Natural Parents|
No. Coded 51 33
% Married & .
Living - Together 43.1 78, 8%%%
@
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.gw,f. In light of the inequality in client characteristics,

e Target | Exp. Contr. | Exp. Contr. E however, measured differences i
Item CI?‘aracterlstlcs Pop. Tuv. Juv. Adult Adult ‘ ] ’ ‘ n outcome do not

. constitute firm evidence for or against program

——— Age at Project

Assignment ﬁmyzw ----- effectiveness; rather, they must be taken as indi-
No. Coded 206 51 34 15 106 ‘ o “T o ‘
Mean Age . cators to be interpreted cautiously,
(in years) 23.36 | 15.89 16.72%| 25.64 28.77 i op -

To determine how these pre~project differencss in

age The BExperimental and Control Adult Groups were lwpa- probation characteristics are likely to affect the com-
) - “"b:“‘-\ =

found to differ on three characteristics: percent parisons between project groups, each item on which the

living in Yolo County less than five years, pexcent groups were found to differ was examined for a relation-
. N, , -

with eight years or less education, and percent with ship with probation outcome. The outcome measure used
4

- o . in this examination was the presence or absence of one
alcohol use difficulties. .

or more probation violations during the twelve-month
While these differences may be due to chance P g

L . follow~up period. This measure is felt to be both
sampling error, the statistical tests indicate that P P

‘ robust and reasonably sensitive.
differences that large would be expected to occur

. , In Table VI is presented a summary of the results
no more frequently than five times out of one hundred 13 n Y

: . , of these comparisons. As can be seen, two Juvenile
by chance alone. Another possible explanation for :

these differences is that, although the assignment of characteristics were found to be related to probation
’ :

tco in thi S : ivi
persons from the eligibility pool into project groups outcome in this sample. They are: Living Arrangement

. . . , of Child, and Marital Status of Natural Parents. These
was intended to be random, it was not. This possi-

o ' . : items are very similar and probably measure the same
bility always exists and it is stronger when group

things. For the purposes of this analysis they are
assignment is under the control of treatment rather g purp Y Y

‘ considered equivalent.
than research staff. Regardless of the source of these ‘

\ \ . , ‘ , Although the small samples employed in this study
differences in client attributes, they have serious

: ‘ ' ) . , did not provide evidence of relationships between the
consequences for the attempt to measure project impact.

: ; ~ \ . , ) other six characteristics and outcome, it is not justi-
- If these differences did not exist, differences

) ; fied to assume that none exists. A previous study showed
between outcome rates for the Experimental and Control

. . four of these characteristics (age, drugs, alcohol, and
Groups could be taken as a measure of program impact.
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TABLE VI

Association Between Probationer Characteristics
and Number of Probation=Violations for Juveniles
(Experimental and Control Combined)
and Adults (Experiméntal and Control Combined)
from the Mexican American Case Aide Project

C Group % No
Characteristic Used No. Violations
Family receiving
public assistance Juvenile

Is 30 50.0
Is Not 34 61.8
Length of Residence Adult '
Less than 5 Years ' 45 68.9
Five Years or More 74 70.3
School Attainment Adult
Eighf 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 }
Connected w/ '
Current Case ~\ 13 61l.5
None or Not R
Connected w/ "
Current Case 70 60.0
Living Arrangement Juvenile
of child
In home with N
both Parents 46 78.3
Other 36 38.9%%*%*

¢

© ithn i
: £
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. . Group % No
Characteristic Used No. Violations
Marital Status of
Natural Parents Juvenile

Married & Living
Together 47 ) 76.6
Not 35 40 .,0%%*
| Age Juvenile

Mean of Those
with Probation
Violation - 35

Mean of Those
w/out Probation
Violation 50

income) to be related to outcome.! Moreover, the two'
others (residential stability and amount of education)
were not included in the cited study but appear to be
of sufficient importance to warrant caution against
discounting fhem on the basis of the small sample.

From Table V, it can be seen that Experimental
Juveniles, asbcompared to Control Juveniles, more often
came from families recelving public assistance, less
often were referred for cases involving drugs, 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.

1 1pid.

16.14 Years

16.28 Years
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The‘data presented in Table V indicates that the
Adult Experimental Group, when compared to the Adult
Control Group, had been residents of the county for
lohger, had completed more years of schooling, and less
often had difficulties related to alcohol use. These
characteristics would lead to an expectation of lower
probation vioclation rates and generally better perfor-
mance on measures of probation outcome for the Adult
Ekperimental as compared to the Adult Control Group.
| In Table VII or 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 differernce exists between the
Juvenile Experimental and Control Groups. If significant
differences in probation outcome, favorinhg 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 attributgs, to do better.
‘This finding would have demonstrated that the services
provided'by the project had resulted in a measurable
improvement in pyobation outéome for those juveniles who
received the services.

The absence of outcome differences between the
Juvenile Control‘and Exéérimental Groups may be
explained by either of two possibilities: (1) Project

services had no effect on juvenile probation outcome,

. Bt AR 3T e S it 05 < < L e P
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TABLE VII

Values Obtained for Various Measures

of Probation Outcome

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

'

‘ Exp. Contr. Exp. Contr.
Measuxe 1 Juv.  Juv. | Adult  Adult
Probation Status (6 mo.)
No. Coded 51 33 15 106
% Terminated (not
revoked) or reduced
(summary or informal
prebation) 25.5 18.2 6.7 8.5
Probation Violations (6 mo.)
No. Coded 50 33 15 106
% None 68.0 78.8 100.0 8€.8
Mean No. of Violations
for those with any 1.44 1.43 - 1.07
No. of those w/violations 16 7 0 14
Court Appearances (6 mo.)
No. Coded 51 33 15 107
% None 70.6 87.9 100 88.8
No. with Some 15 4 0
_Mean for Those w/Some ____ | __ 1.20 __1.28 | oo . 1.08__
Probation Status (12 mo.)
No. Coded 51 33 15 105
% Terminated (not
revoked) or reduced
(summary or informal
probation) 25.5 33.3 20.0 10.5
Probation Violations (12 mo.)
No. Coded ' 51 32 15 105
% None 60.8 59.4 100.0 65, 7kk*
No. with Some 20 13 0 36
Mean No. for Those
with Some 1.70 1.31 —-—— 1.11
Court Appearances (12 mo.) ‘
No. Coded 51 33 15 106
% None 62.7 69.7 100.0 67.0%
No. with Some 19 10 0 35
Mean for Those w/Some 1.53 1.10 - 1.11
* = p<.05 *k% = p<, 01
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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
Ccontrol Groups did differ on probation characteristics
and that these differences lead to the éxpectation 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
"eorrected" for differences which may confound the
desired comparison. This technigue was applied to the
Juvenile Experimental and Control Groups. The results

are reported in Table VIII, below.

TABLE VIII'?

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

in

12 see Appendix C for an analysis of the assumptions involved
this analysis of covariance.

- 27 =

It can be seen that, when the Experimeptal—and— "~~~
WM’M
T . .
Contrel-Sroypsdaré adjusted (or 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 Experimental
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 Questionnaire. One of the responsi-

bilities of project Case Aides was to provide consultative
services to probation officers. Consequently, a question-
naire was constructed for administration to D.P.0.'s to:
(1) determine what services were being provided to the
Probation Department staff by Case Aides, (2) obtain
professional 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 Augusk, 1973,
questionnaires were mailed to twenty-two-of the twenty-
five officers of the Yolo County Probation Department;
no questionnaires were administered to the two Case
Aides or the project director.

In an attempt tc achieve a return rate as near as
possible to 100 percent: the questionnaiie 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).

[ Sai S pemm—S P saminety
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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 were upgraded to full Deputy Probation
Officers. However, for at least one year previous
they had both been functioning D.P.O.'s, with all the
responsibilities inherent to that position. They were
working less under the supervision of officers agsigned
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 conclusions 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 the 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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year, interpreter's services were first and M e | TABLE IX
consultative services second. Average number | RESULTS OF PROBATION OFFICER QUESTIONNAIRES
sl ADMINISTERED DECEMBER 1971 AND AUGUST 1973 TO

of services provided per respondent also TWENTY-TWO PROBATION OFFICERS FROM THE

‘ l . YOLO COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT
declined somewhat~-from 2.6 services per . . ‘
. , 1. : : mav have been - r : FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE
respondent to 2.1 This decline y . ] December 1971 August 1973
due to a decline in the return rate of question- I Mailed 22 Received 22 Mailed 22 Received 195
naires from first administration to the second. . 1. How many cases are you 1. How much contact have you
_ o currently supervising to had with the Case Aides?
Or, the decline in services, along with the : which a Case Aide is
' o = ‘ assigned? None 1
shift in services, may reflect the Case Aides' Little 1
Frequency No. of Cases Some s
shift in responsibilities £rom assisting 13 0 A Great
3 1l ~ Deal 8
probation officers to independently-functioning 1 3 No
‘” 1 4 Response 1
probation officers. 1 5
2 6
General departmental opinion is positive towarda = .. leeeeeee e o e e e e e e e
2. What services have been 2. What services have been
the project, Case Aides, and their work. This provided to you by the provided to you hy the
Case Aides? Case Aides?
did not appear to vary appreciably from the end consultation : 17 Consultation 10
. . : Interpretex ‘ 14 Interpreter 13
of the first project year to the middle of the Crisis Intervention 10 Crisis Intervention 7
. 1 . : . Regular Caseload Regular Caseload ‘
third. In the August, 1973, questionnaire, Supervision 12 Supervision 8
;L . . . ‘ None (1)
sixteen probation. officers stated they felt the Other: 4 Other: 5
) . . ~-Suggestions on appropri- -~-Friendship and insight,
Case Aides generally had been very effective in ate reading matter. —~Transporting probationers.
- . --Library resource material.
- f .
the program. Additionally, fifteen of the —-Feedback from the Mexican
\ . . American community;
officers categorized the project as successful. assistance in program
" . development.
Further, seventeen felt the Case Aides were not —~Transportation of proba-
. . . i deliveri
too easy on Mexican American probationers, and ;;;Zizs and Lvering
twelve felt the program should be expanded. (Approximately 2.6 services ﬁer [Approximately 2.1 services per
respondent] respondent] '

Case Aides appeared to be more integrated into
- 13 mwo did not return their questionnaires, even after a
departmental functioning (on the basis of reminder;-~one was new to the Department and felt unable ‘to
respond adequately to questions asked.

response to Question Number Three) by the middle
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“FTRST QUESTIONNAIRE
December 1971

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE
August 1973

:4’

What has been the involve-
ment of the Case Aides in
departmental programs other
than the Mexican American
Case Aide Project?

~=No response (3)

~="Unknown" (4)

~~"None" (3) ;

~-~Assistance in interview-

" ing/reports (1)

-=Compiling county resource
file (1)

~~Department of Mental
Health conferxences,
family counseling
training (1)

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

-=As full members of depart-~
ment (like D.P.O.'s) (8)

o ot~y (it S ot S B S Ay 4 2 Sk o S i D S G S S e e e e 4 Bt W ) ]

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

probationers?
Rating No. k2
1 2 10
Not 2 1 5
very 3 3 15
much 4 1 5
- 2 107 45%
6 2 10
7. 2 10
'8 4 20
Very 9
much 10 3 15 55%
TOTAL 20 100 ~

No Response 2

4.

What has been the involve-
ment of the Case Aides in
departmental prigrams other
than the Mexican American
Case Aide Projed&?

--No response (2)

-~Do not know (2)

--Social activities in and
out of the department,
departmental meetings,
CPPCA. (1)

~--Affirmative action pro-
gram (1)

~-Community relations (2)

~~Interpreter (2) B

--Duties/responsibilities
of regular D.P.O. (9)

e g e i S Gt e e g A ¥ B T S i St S i S S Bl e e R e et S St

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

probationers?
Rating No. %
1 2 10.5
Not 2 1 5
very 3 3 16
much 4 2 10.5
- 42%
6 4 21777
7 '3 16
8 3 16
Very 9
Much 10 1 5 5£%
TOTAL 1% 100

g e

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE
December 1971

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE
August 1973

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

Rating No. %
Not é 1 5
very 3 1 5
much
4
S 10%_
6 1 5
7 4 19
8 6 28
Very ) 4 19
Much 10 4 19 90%
TOTAL _ 21 100 -
No Response 1

. ] " T, S . 2 . T S T 00, S St St e P Sl Pt ST Beip e G S S

NO
COMPARABLE
QUESTION

ASKED.

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

Rating No. %

Not 1
very 2

3 1 5.5
muach 4

- 1 5.5 11%_

) 1 5.5

7 2 12

8 6 33
Very 9 1 5.5
Much 10 "6 33  89%
TOTAL 18 100
No Response 1

bt s ey et s
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How would you categorize
the “success" of the
Mexican American Case Aide
Project?

Rating No. 3%

Totally 2
Unsuccess--3
ful 4 1 s
SR TR SO -2 .
)

» 7 3 16
Totally 8 4 21
Success- 9 2 10

ful 10 6 32 79%
TOTAL 19 100




SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE
August 1973

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE
December 1971

7. For me, this
statement is

6 13 times by the Case Aides. 6

For the majority of
department, this state-

generally: ment 1s generally:
T F AR I F MR
The Case Aides are too
easy on Mexican
NO 2 lzn* American probationers. 3 15 1
, Regular D.P.D.'s are as
COMPARABLE effective with Mexican
: Americans as are the
[l
QUESTION 6 13  Case Aides. 6 11 2
ASKED. The Case Aides should
meet all usual require-
ments before being given
9 10  full D.P.O. status. i .7 1
The program was not
needed in the first
2 17 place. 3 15 1
The Case Aides should be
12 7 given full D.P.O. status.l0 8 1
The Case Aides are ex-
cluded from departmental
1 17 1 activities. 117 1
The Case Aides couldn't
3 16 handle full caseloads. 3 15 '1
The program should be
12 7 expanded. 10 7 2
The Case Aides see them-
4 14 1 selves as "outsiders." 1 16 2
The program is poorly
5 14 managed. 4 14 1
The Case Aides are as
competent as most D.P.O.'s
le 3 in this department. 13 5 1
‘ Some members of the depart-
ment feel intimidated at
2 1

% an underline indicates the response which would show a
positive attitude toward the project.

FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE

SECOND QUESTIONNAIRE

December 1971 August 1973

Additional comments, 8. Additional comments,
criticisms, or suggestions:

No comment 5
Comments 16

criticisms, or suggestions:

No comment - 12
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, affirmative 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 fel£ 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' opinions
may be by his own apinions. The only drastic

difference was for the statement: "The Case




Aides should meet all usual requirements before
being given full D.P.O. status." 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 £hought most of the department
would be in favor 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-form guestionnaire,
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 agencies polled were: law enforcement (6), judi-
cial/legal (5), goVernmental (1), school (7), and
other (10), for a total éf twenty-~nine. The purpose
was to assess the attitudes of people in these agencies
toward Case'kides‘ effectiveness and contribution
toWard meeting cémmunity‘needs.

The director of the Cése 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 ceontact 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.

TABLE X

Responses to a Questionnaire
Administered to Key People in Public Agencies
of Yolo County, in November, 1973

1. How much contact have you had with Melton Losoya and/or
Ernesto Rios?

Not Very Quite A Great No
None Much A Bit Deal Response
0 6 9 8 1
2. What services have been provided to you by Mr. Losoya and/or
Mr. Rios?
Consultation 17
Interpretex 6
Crisis Intervention 4
Nc Response 1
Other: 11

Group Counseling (1)

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)

Home visit requests by parents (1)

To Mexican American Concilio (1)

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)




(Continued)

i1
iy

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

Contact inmates in jail (1)

Probation reports (1)

Working closely with agency to ald probationer;
education of agency personnel (1)

Contact with agency administrators; availability
at school to talk to probationers and others (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)

Specisal 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 knowledge, what has bgen 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 orgdnization that has no ethnic thrust (1)

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)

3
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5. How much has the functioning of either or both of these persons
helped you tg understand better the problems of Mexican
Americans with whom you come in contact? ‘

Not Very Quite A Great No
iNone Much A Bit Deal Response
4 5 5 7 1

[Two persons wrote in an answer of "some," between the
responses "not very much" and "quite a bit."]

6. 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

7. Additional comments, criticisms, or suggestions.

No comment (7)
Comment (17)

It is interesting to note that, although the gues-
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 difficulﬂ&to draw truiy definitive conclusions

Y
from the results of this questionnaire, due to the

following reasons:

—-- The number of 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 persons
employed in all of the public éggﬁcies in Yolo
County. Rather, a list was drawh up by then
Project Director and, in recalling and listing
individuals, unintentional bias‘may have crept in.
For example, among the agencies not polled, were
the Washington and Davis Justicé Courts, the

District Attorney's Office, and the‘counseling

office at Davis Senior High School.

Even given the abové weaknesses, it would seem that
the responses may be viewed as indicators of county-
wide agency opinions regarding Case Aide funcgtioning.
The respondents chosen do encompass the population
centers of the county;(East Ydlo, 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 ébove, thén, the fbllowing conclu-
sions are reached.

—— Case Aides would appear to have had a fair to

frequent contact with the v;rious agencies.

-- Although these contécts lean heavily toward

consultative (to the agency), a large poxrtion

b

were in the "other" category which included
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conferences regarding specific persons and
duties regarded as common for a probation
officer. Less often, contacts took the

form of negd of an interpreter and for

crisis intérvention.

Effectiveness of the Case Aides was generally
regarded as better than average in terms of
their woxrk 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 w;itten
answers to questions might not have cared br
might have held a megative 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
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to have experienced more of one Case Aide than - rates!® indicates an admirable cooperativeness and
another, with few experiencing both. It would T responsiveness on the part of probation administrators.
appear, then, that Case Aides were not duplica- numm" Of those postcards returned, twenty-nine (64%)

ting each other's work. indicated that they had no such program, sixteen (36%)

-~ Agency personnel appeared to be of the opinion indicated they did have such a program. On a closer

that the Case Aides showed concern for their look, it was indicated that one "no" agency planned oné

probationers and in meeting their needs. in the near future, and one "no" agency used Spanish-~

speaking volunteers who were assigned as caseworkers.

Statewide Survey. In March, 1973, a letter was sent to If the response to the postcard question was

the fifty-nine probation departments'® in California, "yes," the chief was asked to indicate who should be

in order to determine the extent ¢f and types of para- contacted for further information. A follow-up ques-

professional programs similar to the Mexican American tionnaire was then sent to the contact person in order

Case Aide Project. On an enclosed stamped, self- to obtain more definitive information regarding the

addressed postcard, probation chiefs were asked to program; a gratifying fifteen out of sixteen responded.

respond to two uestions: Results obtained are presented below, in Table XI.
Does your department have a program similar to that
described in the cover letter, or employ probation

aides who are not fully qualified for a D.P.O. position,
but possess a special skill or characteristic?

L7 Yes L/ Wo

If yes, whom may we contact for additional information
about this program or these case aides?

TABLE XI

Results of a Questionnaire Administered
to All California Probation Departments
in March, 1973

1. How many Deputy Probation Officers are employed by your
department?

1l - 50 officers
51 -100 officers

101 -200 officers

More than 500

No response, or eritered no. of
officers in Special Supv. Unit

Forty-£five postcards were returned (a response rate

of eighty-one percen"/’#;,).,,3 The high rate of return in this

NN N

survey, coupled with previous experience of high return

- »

15 phe malling list was compiled from: Nationil Council on
Crime and Delinguency, Probation and Parole Dirvectury for the
United States and Canada, sixteenth edition, New York: National
Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1970.

¥ prom a nationwide survey on unofficial, or informal, proba-
tion mentioned in: Venezia, Peter S., Unofficial Probation: A4n
Evaluation of Its Effeativeness, Davis, California: National
Council on Crime and Delinguency Research Center, June 30, 1972, p. 5.
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2. Does your department employ (for pay) paraprofessionals? } ? T 6. What duties do they perform?
1
___________ Eff____}f__________ﬂ______ﬂf?____8_________“_____~___d__ e Intake interview 4
3. How many paraprofessionals do you currently employ? l[ ‘ ; gzgzgsriﬁzzzvention g
1 -5 7 N Case supervision 11
6 -10 3 j : Pre-sentence report 3
11 -20 3 BRI Special programs* 10
22 1 i Diagnostic testing 1
289 1 i Community liaison 9
e m————— e S e o Other** 5
4, Are any special selection criteria used in the decision to . i~
employ them. T * Drug and alcohol rehabilitation.
o Transportation.
Yes 14 No 1 ﬁw_ Community probation officer (indigenous to target
If so, what criteria? o community) .
Minority* a - Alcoholic.safety Program; voluntger cgcrdiyators;
Financial need 4 . éw, narcoticg testing and counseling; juvanile gang
. . member counseling.
Special prom%se S Unspecified.
for effective { Informal supervision.
casework 9 o School aid.
Other** 10 - Work program.
‘ . X §“~ Youth counselors program.
’ *Black & Chicano 5 o Subsidy.
’ Any ethnic minor. 1 ** Works only with 601l's.
‘ Si:c:pézgéild i o Transportation.
\ ; Assistant to F.O.
‘ *% ~~Special tasks or talents; availability. ' School liaison; job placement.
--HRD deprived or underprivileged. S Field trips, tutoring, setting up programs.
’ --Bi-lingual skilis. e e e Smmm s mm—————— ————————— e e ndaiaieindainbuinintte J
‘ *-Commun%ty Qrgan%z%ng. ) 7. How is this paraprofessional program funded?
\ ~—-Communlity organizing. e ™
-~Residents of culturally deprived area. Federally funded 10
~-Actual life experience as a delinquent, addict, " State funded 4
parolee, or probationer. T Other (county funds) 8
--Ability to relate to people. ’ e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e et e e P et e et e e e -
~~Knowledge of community served. (2) - ,
--Possession of Associate Arts degree. 9, How many paraprofessionals have been upgraded by your
o e e o et e et e et o e e e e o e ot e s PR department?
5. 1Is it intended to eventually upgrade them to Ffull D.P.O, 's? One 1 Seven 2
Yes* 10 No** 5 Three 2 Bight 1
A Five 1 131 1
*.Two respondents qualified this, saying a paraprofessional Six 1 None 6
would be upgraded upon receiving his BA degree. e e i e e e e e e e e et e e e -
** One "no" specified upgrading could be done upon receipt 10, When did the program start?
of a BA degree, if paraprofessional did not pave a 1966 1 1971 4
felony conviction record. b 1968 3 1972 1
’ 1969 4 1973 1
1970 1

A i s
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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, althdﬁgh the larger depértments
did tend more ofﬁen to have paraprofessionals. Nearly
half of the prdgrams (éeven) employed from one to five
paraprbféssiqnals, However, one depar%ment indicated
it employed 289! L

In all but one program, special criteria were
used in selection of program paraprofessionals,‘with a
heavy emphasis on minority status and "special promise
for effective daéework.“

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 degree was
required for upgrading.

Most duties performed by parapéofessionalg fell
in the caseAsupérvisiQn, special programs, crisis inter-

vention, and community liaison functions. The duty for

which they were least used (only one respondent indicated

its use) was diagnosfic testing of clients.

Funding "for the programs fell mostly into.the Federal

i\

bracket, with county funds close»behf%d.‘ Evidently more

than one source of funds was used for some counties,

[
¥ .

‘aq'tgere wag a total of twentj?twb responses to this

| !},

ques;ign.

s

ey

e il
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When asked how maﬁy paraprofessionals had been up-
graded, six résponded "none," four responded "one to
five," and fbur "six to ten," with one county having
upgraded 131.

Four Qg the programs began before 1969, four began
within l96§[ywith 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 communlty.

In the section comparing project groups, it is reported
that statistical analysis indicates that in ;reatment
ofkjgvenile offenders, the program was at least as suc-
éessfulfas regular probation. Some evidence indicates
that it is more successful. Because of the small
number of adulﬁs 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 juveniles.

For a subjective measurement, however, we turn to the

Probation Officer and Agency Questionnaires.
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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 categories. A clear majority (89%) of the

officers pokiéd stated they felt the Case Aides

. gerierally had yeen very effective. Just over one-

hélf (57%) of the public agency personnel opinions
were that the functioning of the Case Aides had helped
them to‘understand better the problems of Mexican |
Americans with whom they come in contact.

Subijectively, then, the first goal appears to
have been met.

The secoﬁd goal was:

An increase of the probation 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 indicated contact
between officers and Case Aides was higp. This would be
conducive to informal transmission of Méxican American
communityuneeds. Fifty-eight percent (ninéteen) of the
officers stated that the functioning of the Case Aides
within the department helped them to understand better
the problems of Mexidan American,probationers whom they
Qere supervising. It appears, then, that the second

W

goal has beeﬁwmet‘

S
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The third goal was:

Vocational upgrading of Case Aides to full

deputy probation officers within the three-

year period of project operation. )
The project was funded from January, 1971, ihrough
December, 1973. On July 1, 1973, the two Case Aides
became full deputy pfobation officers. However, they
had been functioning in that capacity for at least a

year.

The third goal, then, has been met.
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Comments, Reactions, and Suggestions
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Project Director's 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
families. A secondary objective was to establish an adequate
source of potential deputy probation officers from the Mexican-
American community.

The necessity for such a project became readily apparent asg
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 Méxican;American Probation Aide
Project appeared to be a logical and practical alternative in
correcting the serious language and cultural barriers which existed
at that time.

The two aides hired in January 1971 were raised within the
target area of Yolo County and 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 db so.

Even with this class time the aldes 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 were initially assigned cases to work con-
jointly with deputy probation officers, thus each aide worked with
six to eight deputies both within the juvenile and adult units.
Cooperation between the aides and probation officers was excellent
and no serious conflicts arose at any stage of the three-year pro-
ject{‘ Socially and professionally 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, outlining the role of the
aide as well as an appropriate timetable for contacts with 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 alide 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 initially provided the same casework services as the
deputies with the major exce¢ption being that they were not requiréd
to write court reports. In addition to their "assigned caseloads"
the aides also provided assistance to the Mexican-American community
on an informal basis handling any and all requests for help. These
requests inveolved 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 helplbefore but failed to do so as they
could not speak English. In addition to the direct services pro-
vided to the Mexican-American community, 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

A-3

heretofore had been jointly handled with deputy probation officers.
This decision was reached with the full understanding and support
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 the 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 two 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 officer to
substitute two years experience as a probation aide for two years
of college. The Board felt that thelr experience, bi~Ilingual
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 its original objectives. 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 working within the depart-
ment as deputy probation officers, one assigned to the juvenile
unit and the other to the adult unit. Their value to the depart-
ment is without gquestion 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 will have completed

the requirements for same within a year from this date.

e b bt ot bt bt st
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The aide project has paved the way for affirmative action and
careser ladder development within Yolo County. The ultimate measure
of success, however, is the fact that two new aldes will be hired
in January 1974 funded from the county budget without 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-
bation 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 January of 1971 I became employed as a Mexican-American
Probation Aide in Yolo County. The position was one of two that
were made pogsible 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 recruit, train and promote Mexican-Americans in
the field of probation in Yolo County. Yolo County became
aware of the need for such a program due to the high 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
delingquents and criminal behavior. Many times, in my opinion, too
much emphasis 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 fregquent question: Has recidi-
vism declined due to the employment of tke program? Is it not
enough to say that one realizes a need to provide a segment of
the community with services? Is 1t not enough to say that the
English speaking (Anglo) segment of the community is receiving
services that the non-English speakers are receiving? My answers
to these questions are: Yes, we need to provide all segments

of the community with equal services; 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 lackiny in verbal communication and

understanding of law and expectations 'of the Anglo culture.
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Therefore, in my opinion, the need for such proéiams are of great
ilmportance. J

I feel that this particular program was imhediately successful
in that it provided the services, at least from a verbal commUniaa—lm
tion standpoint, that were previously cited. It also, following a )
lengthy process, was successful in that the participants raised
some gquestion as§ to the ambiguous regquirements of Yolo County for
the position of Deputy Probation Officer. The guestion resulted

in modifying the requirements from an equivaient to a colleg‘,deqree

to two years of college and two years experience as & Probatlon
Aide in Yolo Cbunty Therefore, the results provided the Yolo
County Probation Department with two full-time Spanish speaking
Mexican-American Probation Officers.

The only failure I can cite at this time is the request th&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. Apparently the request was made
in order to meet equal employment regulations. Hdwever, the
program was initiated in.order to recruit: train and promote Mexican~
Americans into the Yolo County Probation Department that were
difficult to recruit under normal circumstamcgs due to "their
inability to pass the written exams". Therefbie, this request
leaves me in a dilemma. Has the program's initial objective been
forgotten and will the Prpbation Department be satisfied with two
Spanish speaking Mexican-~Americans when they need two or three more?

It appears to me that the program was initiated in order to meet

. tﬁe needs of the community and not the needs of those who are

seeking employment with the Probation Department. Therefore, I
cannot help but_wonder why, in regards to this program, importance
is being placed” on equal employment”when under the county's "equal
emp7oyment practices" for Probation Officers, th@re were no
Mexican-Americans on the Probation Office staff when there were

approximately 19 officers before I was employed.

5]
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My only recommendation in regards +o how the program can be
better implemented, is in reference to the evaluation being con-
ducted by your office [NCCD Research Center]. Although I am awafe‘
that the evaluation is of the program I have felt many times that
I personally was being evaluated due to my name being used on the
evaluation forms. Therefore, I recommend that the evaluation be
directed at the program as much as éossible and not on the individ-
ual's performance or ability to relate to other officers on a
personal level.

In conclusion, I feel that more of these programs are needed
in order to meet the needs of the community. However, 3f the needs
are being met by following normal employment practices, special

programs would not be necessary.

7
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Case Aide's Evaluative Description
, of the ,
Mexican-American Probation Aide Project

Ernesto Rios

él ; ' . "T‘kix The Mexican-American Probation Aide Project was extremely
' .‘ : successful; it not only trained two Mexican-American Probation
¢ Aides, but eventually these two Aides demonstrated they were
ig ' ; ; ; capakle of being promoted to Probation Officers even though they
had not graduated from a four year college institution.
g r ‘ e The program itself was designed to recrult two Mexican-
: Americans to meet the needs of the Yolo County Probation Depart-
S , o % ment. It appears that althbugh the County's population reflected
‘ 25% Spanish surnames and the Probation Department caseload reflected
25% Spanish surnames on probation, that there were no (0%) Spanish
3 o % rﬁ~: surnames reflected as Probkation QOfficers. It was obvious that a

substantial segment: of the community was not getting service

adequately.

o " . ' » ; :xli Recommendations for improvement of such a project in the

i ‘ : , ' ca L A . 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

i | ' . tjt‘ ~ rectifying the employment practices of past administrators, i.e.,

- v . o not hiring mirorities either because of racial discrimination or

‘ _ failing to pass what. has heen proven as a racially biased éxamination.
i S ' ’ — N ; Another recommendation would be that the goal of the project be
) u "services" and not the reducing the recidivism of juvenile delinquency.

It was my impression that at one time the evaluators were trying to
measure the recidivism rate of Mexican-Americzn 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

= . 1 - of the Anglo juvenile should have reduced ten times as much since

the department had ten times as many Anglo prbbation officers. One

of the recommendations would be that a community 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

3 ) ; : , e , , ,
i ) o - speakirg surname individuals on probation. A semi~annual evaluation
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made by an evaluator would ensure that the Aides were in fact
servicing the Spanish surnames on probation, and so would eliminate
time consuming questionnaires.

I have one regret with regard to the project and that is the
lack of sensitivity this County has taken toward continuing this
project. I am aware that the County has decided to continue the
Probation Aide Projscit, however, now the Alde Project is open to
all applicants. Ny remorse is that there are sufficient number
of - 'Ayglo" probation officers already, and tralning one or two
Anglm probation aides is not maeting the needs of this County. ,
To brlng this County to parity in Spanash surname probation offi—‘
cers it would have to hire at least four additicnal Spanish surname
individuals in order to begin to service the Mexican-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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RESEARCH CENTER
Nit{onal Council on Crime and Deljnquency

?él\ME and NUMBER

PROBATION THFORMATION SHEET

HEEER

Codad by
Date
Department,

First coding for this indlividual ,
or
Supplemantary coding ‘

b Sy

2.

3.

4

5.

o

B

In court-ordered piacement
Adult probationar
Paroles (adult or juvanile)

X Investigation and report to court
1 Reinstatement
2 Stnmary probation-~not referred

) 5
DATE OF BIRTH | ' l ' l ! l 14, NUMBER OF PRIOR REFERRALS TO [:::] 25, COURT DISPOSITION
= > 5 5 w1 PROB)\’{.‘ION {excluding naglect) = Chargo Not'Substantlated
CLASSIFICATION X Noné XX %Ism!qnuﬂ; not proven, or faund
Teadalt Y tuvenile D 1-2+3~415-6=7=8-9 or more D or ot lﬂolvud ded for ad 3 44
uvenlle remanded for adult
proceeding--casn closed
SEX and RACE 12 15, gsg or ALCGHOL--DIFF%CUL:;?S eton L s 33T 02 Juvoniég remanded for adult
one Col nation & proceeding~=case ramaina gpan
Morepmar | TR Tomale 1 Interpatsonal S Combinatlon 1 & 3 03 No dispositionestaken off ealendac
Nuéro—imar 1 2 Legal - 6 Combination 2 & 3 04 Bunch warrant issuéd
Anglo-Amer 2 7 3 f:""::"?ga"/ 7 Combination 1, 2 & 3 Charge Substuntiated, No Transfer of Custod
nggr Indian il g 13 urxen se . D ig DllamiIuseda, Yurnua, adjustad, counseéled
ar Dismiase nformal supervision initiated
16, USE OF DRUGS--DIFFICULTIES 1z Commitmant to state vacated~-~continued
ANNUAL INCOME X None 4 Combination 1 & 2 32 1 e ard rvist
(of famlly {f juvenile) 1 Interpersonal 5 Combination 1 & 3 1 ne1a opapertia on ‘é""“"““d N
ivi : 2 Legal 6 Combination 2 ¢ 3 open without further action
% Ruceiving public assistance at 15 Raferred to andther agency
time of .referral o E g::::ﬁ:“:aﬁé 7 corbination 1, 2 & 3 16 Parolee returnad without recommitient
Mok Receiving Public Assistance %; ggggrggd'§:“§:§:t°2°:"éy
. n
1 Under $3,000 17. ALIASES (identity falsification only) 18 Other (speclfy! Y
2 $3,000 to $4,999 % Neno 2 Two T
3 $5,000 to §$9,999 1 one 3 Three or more W
PR T 3% Suacy cormectional dnecdtusienelsat eine
$15,000 to 519,999 33 stitution=-
§ $20,000 ana over 18 ASTION PENDING ADIUDICATION 2 §§fimté::°:§1y
nknown ¥ Released to parent or other individual
1 Raleased on bwn recognizance 22 Jadl term w/ Tine or restitution
2 Released on bail 23 Jall term w/ formal probation
AREA OF RE3IDENCE 3 Juyenile hall datention 23 Jatl, brobation, w/ fine or restitution
(Use your department’s district 4 -Jail datention 25 Probation w/ fine or rostitution
designations, ) kX 26 Probatien onl
gn ) 5 Placed w/ fostar family 27 Spoclal 11
X 5 15 6 Placed in group home 28 ngza: pﬁgemo:{ (£arm, ranch, camp, schoal)
1 [ 9 Later releasa
2 ; 7 Other (specify) EH ﬁ§§§5a§°ﬂgu56
3 H 31 Other community placoment
. 32 Private agrack or lnstitution
) 18, ?ggﬁg ﬁgwiggvzzdgigﬁl°15P°5171°N [::::] 33 Public in?  ‘tfon othex than corrdctienal
LENGTH OF HESIDENCE * * 34 Juvenile ! . r »ag commlbment
b di i b2 . ;
X Not currently resident of county 8 Inapplicable--disposition same day 235 35 Individuy !
1 Under one year as adjudication 38 summary px . Elen
2 Over one but undexr five years 16 36 Other (spel«fy)
F
3 Flve years or pver 20, COURT-ORDERED DIAGNOSTIC OBSERVATION o, day vE,
one
1 state correctional facilit 26. DATE OF COURT
?ﬁ:ﬁnﬂmus 4 Widow(er) 2 County mental hyglene ¥ D DISPOSITION l ] [ J I
1 Married 5 Common law marriage z itatgtme;\t‘al 2{91"’}: fonal 38 LT 47 44 49 50
2 Separated 6 Homosexual alliance Y] oos ution othey than correctlona 37, NEARING ReP
3 Divorced 7 Other (apacify) S Other (specify) __ .. f ARING REPRESENTATION
o Casa presonted byr probation Official
21, DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES With offendar bfticer —Attormey 3
EMPLOYMENT and SCHOOL STATUS Need for Dingnostic Sexvices 37 represented by:
ou: °f . :{"al A atcatad tad T—'—d—'—cat: gorlm " § 5
achoo, cho an ut no rivate counge ] 6
Not employed 3 3 18 provided = Available Court appointod
Employed full-time 1 5 Psycholegical or . . coungel 2 ?
Employad part-time 2 & veychiatric X 4 Public defender 3 8
Inapplicable {pre-school) 3 Medical X 5 Other (spocify) _
Academic- 4 9
- vocational 2 6
SCHOOL ATTAINMENT Total diagnosis 3 7 .
Years of schooling conpleted: Hone indicatad ? B SUpRRVIBIoN TN THE CoMMRITE
X None to four S B.A. OF B.S. 19 (Time in jail, juvenile hall, or
1 Five to eight 6 M.A. or M8, 22, OFFENSE PROVEN or ALLEGATION otlier facility--from tourt disposition b ]
2 Nine to twelve 7 PR.D., M.D., stc, SUSTAINED . to community supervision.)
3 High school 8 Special trade | : X% None
4 a.a, {See codss 04 to 59 Listed on I e, SPECIAL PROGRAM: ASSTGNNENT
. eV side.
. X
. 10, REASON REFERRED (See codes X ’ Nona "
04 to 38 listed on reverse side.) 23, HOW PROVEN or SUSTAINED §§2@£51.Sg£2&255L§£22£!£5£2£ 3
. X Not 3 Judga's finding urrent
E: ) L Allegations 4 Juxy verdict 1 2 At any time prior to this action
11, DATE REFERRED admitted 5 Abaconded--did not Speclal Programs
2 No defanse appear ~§—1 r‘—ﬁ"‘ﬁ"ﬁ‘gr alcoholica
Y+ W] 7 T ; Yor gruq users
] Rema 1 ed
12, REFERRED BY 24, PROBATION DEPARTMENY H Mﬁzicii tia:igzi:“
X Law enforcemant agency RECOMMENDATION TO THE COURT " 7 Psychological troatment
% g:g::i agercy ] (Use the same coding categories > 42 8 Othor (spocify)
3 Probation 78 that axe given far Item 25.)
4 Parents or ralatives . ADULTS ONLY
5 Lower court T
g Juvenila dourt
Superior court +30. NUMBER OF PRI 'y
8 Transfor from other Jurisdiction o xuuo'\:ﬁ F PRIOR CONVICTIONS
] otk}er {spacity) 1%2«3=4=5-6-7<8=9 or more 56
13, STATUS AT TIME OF REFERRAL 31, NUMBER OF PRIOR PRISON SENTENCES
tgevé Cu!§ batd . X None
nformal, probation . Ie2w3ndnbufnTaBel ¢
Probatich w/out wardship N 23 8-% o more *
Probation w/ wardsiip (at home) : 32, CASE RECEIVED FOR ]
58

OV R B

’Othx: {specify)

[

3 Report on ineligible daferidant
4 Postwsentence report
& Fox supexvision
5 Other (specify)

s V.
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i e Ny

33

34,

35,

36..

37.

aa,

JUVENTLES OMLY

NUMDER OF PRIOR SUSTAINED PETITIONS l
Dapendsnt and Neglaot 56
X Eono T-2<)-1-% or more D
Incorriqible (delinquent tendencies) 57

X Hone I-!-i-l-s oF Moxe

Pelinquent

X Hone  lw2-3-4-5 or mora 58

(0T

59 60 6l 62 63 64

INTAKE DISPOSITION DATE

INTAKE DISPOSITION '
X No astion taken 4 Informal probation
1 Counamclod and released 5 Raturned to stata
2 Referred to othor correctional énatitution
&5

local agency 6 Petition file
3 Referred to other 8 Juvenile hall detention

Jurisdiction 7 Othexr (apecify)

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT and ADJUSTMENT
Achiavement Bahavior Probloms l
{Ith WIE“IO\IE

Below grade level X 4
Speaial education 1 5
At aexpected loval 2 [
Accolorated 3 1
Inapplicable (pre-school) 8
Not in gchool 9

LIVING ARRANGEMENT OF CHILD

In. Own liome 0
X oth paronts
1 With parent and stepparent
2 With parent and common law stoppareént 67
3 With mother only ’
4 With. father only
In Other Thar Own Home

n home of xelaLives
6 In fostar family home
7 In institution
8 In ind Sant

9 Other ('lpauxty) o

MARITAL STATUS OF NATURAL PARENTS

X Parents married and iiving togethasr
One or Both Parants Dead M

1 Both daad l_r
2 Pathar doad 6

3 Mothar doad

‘Parents Soparated
- E'Ivorcus OFr saparatad

5 Father deserted
6 Hothaer desartad
7 Other (spscity)

Othar Situation
arents not married to sach other
9 Other (spacify)

39,

40,

42,

OATE DIBCHARGED, REVOXED;
or MODIFIED.

NUMDER OF MONTHS OF ACTIVE
PRODBATION SUPERVISION

o T
PROBATION QUTCOME
XX Normal expiration
16 Supervision parlod continued
Probation Hodified :
‘onditions modified 78

" 02 Suparvision pariod shertenad

03 Supervision period terminatad
04 Supaexvision gar!.od extended

Brobation Revoked B
iocal fecllity yfarm, xanch, gamp, school)

06 Jall (spooify sentence), .

07 8tate -coyrectional institution (Juvenile)

08 State correctional institutien (adult)

09 Public institution other than corxhetional e
10 Juvenile hall A W
1) Loss of jurisdiction-<caze closed

12 Private institution ! !

13 Probatioh rainstated -

14 Probationer died .
15 Othar (apoclfy)

42. PROUBATION ADJUSTHENT . )
Firat determine the catogory (1, & or 3) into which the case mg

¥

0o

G

I.

.. of law
=772 habitual criminal

falla, Than antep the codée for the iiam of behavior whiok }faat
deseribes the probationar's adjustment while undar supervision.
If more thdan one of the listad behaviors voaurred, codo thé oné
w{:ioh was the major causa for thé aantion to modify or revoke
probativn,  If thé behavior falla into categary 3 (new offanae
conviation) uae the oodes given bélow, under reason referrdd }md
eourt finding,

1. Noimal Expiration
KX ExcaTLonE sd3ustment
01 satisfactory adjustment
02 Poor adjustment

03 Absconded:

2, Probation Modified or Revoked, No New Tonviction
04 Absconded -

05 Abscohdgd--raturned

06 Vielated specific conditions

07 Falled to comply with couxt order

08 Failure t0 make restitution

0% Failure to pay fine

10 Poor vwork or school adjustment

11 Probationer a threat to sodiety

12 Other .
Probation Modified or Ravoked, New Offenme Corviction-~

Uae the Codes {13 to 18) and Instructicns Given Bajou.

CODES TO BE USED FOR:

REASON REFERRED, OFFENSE PROVEN or ALLEGATION SUSTAINED,
and PROBATION ADJUSTMENT

The iiat balow 1o to '!rn ueed to code eaoh of thuse three ftems,; For
each, use the code that bost desoribes the behuvior in question. Do
not rely solely upan penal ocode catégoriga,
t. Raasoh Referred. Use tha desoripiion of behavior gtvdn by
the raferning party.
3, Offerisa Proven or Use the deacpiption of the agt that the
AITegation Sustained, dourt found J¢ have ocaurved. .
3. Probation Adjustment. The same as for Offense Proven or
Allagation Sustqfned, above.
In the odse of morw than ona bélavion, code the reoat aerious ona
only, assording to the alphabatieal order of the categories ("A"
18 the most seriokal). If more than one bahavior flte within a
single oategory, ehoose that bekavior for whish the gresatest
panalty is provided by law, «.g., "Nurder" as opposed to
"Aggravated Assault.”

3

QFFENSES AGAINST PERSONS B:  CRIMES OF SEX
murder 37 forciblo meX acts
14 attempted mupder 25 unnatural gex acts
15 manslaughtes: 24 proatitution
16 aggravated aspault 25 immoral ncta
17 robbery, armed 26 promiscuity
18 robbery, unaymed 27 child bearing
19 minor assauls 29 illegal saxual relations
20 kidnapping. 29 related to pornographic
21 other offensds against materials
4 person 30 soliciting, pandering
31 other sex offenscs
OFFENSES. AGAINST PROPERTY D, CRIMES OF FORGERY, FRAUD and
arceny (grand or petit) CONSPIRACY
33 auto thaft orgery
34 burglary {any type) 43 fraud
35 breaking aud entering '44 decaption
36 axson 45 uttoring fradulent imstrument
37 thaft (grand br petit) 46 issuing fradulent instrument
36 shoplifting : 47 conspiraqy
39 deastruction of property 48 blackmail, extortion
40 trespasaing : 49 recelving and concealing stolen
41 other offenseg against . property )
property 50 impersonation
. 51 other forgery or fraud
OFFENSES AGAINST FAMILY . F. CRIMES OF WSAPONS,

DRUGS and ALCOHOL
viclation of waopons laws

and/ar CHILDREN
nonaupport

53 failure to .provids 64 violation of liquor laws
54 desertion 65 violation of narcotics laws
55 negleot 66 violation of gambling laws
5% bigamy' . 67 drunk or drinking
§7 adultery 68 city ordinance violations

3 derl 3

58 contributing to delinquency

59 violation of compulsory N
school law :

60 paternity offensea

61 child beating

62 other offanses

pt. di y
€5 eisorderly conduct

MISCELLANEQUS OFFENSES H, TRAPFIC VIOLATIONS
escapea {xom custody 79 moving traffic violation
71 interfering with enforcement 80 standing traffic violation
. 81 operating a motor vehicla w/out
& proper license
73 automobile banditry 82 operating a motor vehicle undexr
74 eryelty to animals
75 harboring a fugitive or
concealing avidence
76 possassion of burglary tools
77 returned for replacemant

83 other traffic or motor vehicle
law violations

76 other

JUVENILE~~NONCRIMINAL OFFENSES J. DEPENDENCY and NEGLECGT:

B tzuancy o o e

85 runaway M B\lppog!: & nquusa care ot

86 ungovernable 91 abandonment or desertion
87 incorrigible ) < 92 living under conditions
88 curfew © injurious to morals
89 -othar 93 abuse or crual treatmant
W 94 other dependency or negloct

SPECIAL PROCEZDINGS
phyaically -handicapped v
naeding public rare
96 comnitmont as mentally
defoctive, insane or _
erimsinally ingane
97 adoption proceedings °
98 other apecial proceedings

B} o

the influence of alcohol or drugs

u

T

‘NoveMBer 1973

NCCD RESEARCH CENTER

MEX1CAN-AMER1CAN PROBATION
Case AIDE PROJECT EVALUATION

SPECIAL OUTCOME CODESHEET

'PROBATIONER NAME __ '

PROBATION I.D. NUMBER
“ :\j\‘ .
GROUB ASSIGNMENT -
Oijxpéfimental Group

~Control Group
Mexican-American (1970)

Mexican=-American (1971)

Mexican—-American (1972)

SO U W=

DATE OF BIRTH -

mo. - day yr.

DATE OF PROBATION SENTENCE

mo. day yr.

DATE OF DATA CUT-OFF
(6 mo. from Date of
Rrobation Sentence)

v

mo. daé”L yr.

PROBATION STATUS AS OF CUT-OFF DATE

Summary probation
Informal probation
Formal probation
Terminated (date: .

Other probationers (1970)
Other probationers (1971)

Other probationers (1972)

NCCD coding only:

10 11

7 8 9

NCCD coding only:

17 18 18 20 21

JCeD coding only:

282 283 24 25 26

a7

Revoked (date: B

NUMBER OF PROBATION VIOLATIONS AS OF DATA CUT-OFF
Oul~2~3—4r5—6~7—879 or more




~

Terminated (date:
Revoked (date: ¥

PROJECT CODE

NGCD coding onZy:? .
TYPES OF VIOLATIONS WITHIN 6 MONTHS OF EROBATION 1t Novemper 1975 Mex1cAN-AMER ICAN PROBATION
TENCE DATE (As many as eight may be listed.) s sl | | \ Case AIDE PROJECT EVALUATION
= ~ 5 ! NCCD RESEARCH GENTER SPECIAL OUTCOME CODESHEET
: 6. | '
2. , 7. 33 34 35 36
. 8.
| PROBAT'IONER NAME
37 38 39 40
| T T PROﬂngON I.D. NUMBER
DATE OF FIRST VIOLATION LISTED ABOVE NCCD_coding only: I T 2 5 4 5
' 1: GROUP BSSTGNMENT ’
§
45 46 47 48 49 | ¢ Experimental Group
d 1, Control Group 6
mo. day yr. 7 Mexican-American (1970)
4 Other probationers (1970)
NUMBER OF COURT APPEARANCES WITHIN 4 Mexican-mmerican (1971)
6 MONTHS OF PROBATION SENTENCE DATE T 3 Other probationers (1971)
: - $ Mexican-American (1972) NCCD coding only:
0~1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8~9 or more NCCD coding only: 7  other probationers (1972)
DATE OF BIRTH RN R Y MY
ALLEGATIONS SUSTAINED AT ABOVE COURT 51 52 55 o4
??Pf;AgAl;]CES (As many as eight may be
18Teaq. .
" mo. day yr. : .
1. 5. 86 68 97 58 _ NeCeD coding only:
5 . DATE OF PROBATION SENTENCE ,
i- 7. 59 60 61 62 17 16 19 20 21
: 8. mo. day yr.
_ qcep eoding only:
63 64 65 66 | DATE OF DATA CUT-OFF
{12 mo. from Date of
Probation Sentence) : 55 73 54 55 20
NUMBER OF MONTHS OF THIS STUDY
me . day yr.
67 68 PROBATTON STATUS AS OF CUT-OFF DATE
?gMﬁggtgz ggwggz ?F SUPERVISICN PERIOD STUDIED 0 Summary probation
. = { N
g 1 Informal probation a7
69 70 2 Formal probation
3
4

CARD NUMBER
7S 78 77 78 VT 5

NUMBER OF PROBATION VIOLATIONS AS OF DATA CUT-OFF
0-1~2-3-4~5-4-7-8-9 oxr more

28




e e S / Qo , Noeo coding only:
TYPES OF VIOLATIONS WITHIN 12 MONTHS OF PROBATION || . | | | "
SENTENCE DATE {(As many as eight may be listed.) : - ‘
g T ’ g 89 30 37 28
10 ’ i ‘ ) " < . 5- - ‘ i E @ - i} =
» 2, ; 6. R o .
3, - I 33 34 35 36
4'K . v | e | - - 8 .W : » N - \ '
? ey ) : 37 58 39 40D
) ) = oo ‘ - ” . R | ' P I 2 y '44 ‘
e . DATE OF FIRST VIOLATION LISTED ABOVE - | ~HGER goding only:
: ‘7) e - (’), ) ) H’ o i | ‘
: ” 45 d6 47 48 43¢
a ‘ N , s - APPENDIX C
. ,{’  mo. day yr. E*{planatlon of Assumptions
s | NUMBER OF. COURT APPEARANCES WITHIN - o Involved in an Analysis of Covariance
i |12 MONTHS OF PROBATION SENTENCE DATE | . 50 Performed on gakt)il a‘I}gIII*f“Ported Upon in
- : NCCD coding oniy s able
. f o gel-2- =3~4~5~6~7-8~9 or more A 4
ALLEGATIONS SUSTAINED AT ABOVE COURT S [ BT T T E
= APREBRANCES (As many as eLghi‘ may be Lo
\ C listed ) L ! 5 .
R ~ - _ R 56 56 47 58
i. o 5. 0 - © oo ’
ay = ' . . \\!fH ) ©
L e 2 » o - . 6 . - . \ # l = |
S © 3. ~ ' 7. | 59 " 60 61 <62
. . . S o ‘{;)i‘ 63 64 65 66 0{“\\
\;} )
. NUMBER OF MONTHS OF THIS STUDY “ | =
~ o > " TE7ES
. NUMBER OF MON'I‘HS OF SUPERVISION PERIOD STUDI&‘D 7
«~, (12 months or less) “ - ¢
( , S S 69 70
PROJECT CODE | o CARD NUMBER 3 i
o . e : % )
‘ 7o 78 7778 7R 80
“ k.::sf:;z‘: " o . & . @®
= "

o " ) . ‘ ¢ ‘




o : e In turning to an interpretation of Table VIII, on
Page 25, the reader should be cautioned that the analy-

W L sis of covariance is based on reveral assumptions which

g . :E may or may not be warranted im this instance. These
i ' | R are: 1) That the covariate or control variable
(living arrangement in this case) is equally related

fﬁ . to the dependent variable for the groups being compared.

|

ﬂy A ] 2) That the difference between the groups on the co-
S variate is not due to the independent variable. 3)
Assumption of normal distribution and equal variances

of the dependent variable.

In general the first assumption can be tested; how-

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

g | e such a test useful. The set¢ond assumption is tenable
for our purposes since it seems improbable that being
placed iﬁ the Experimental Group caused children t6 come
from broken homes.
The third assumption is required to justify the use
of "F" as a test statistic. Since the dependent variable
N used in this analysis is a dichotomy (the presence or
absence of a probation violatipn), it is certain that this
assumption is violated. The consequences of this vio-
lation is that the true significance level is not known
(the "p" 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

» ﬂ | ' they are caytiously interpreted.
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