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A. Overview of the Evaluation 

This volume is an executive summary of the finding obtained by the 

Michigan Model Evaluation Project concerning Youth Service Bureau Projects 

funded by the Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs.* As such it 

attempts to relate project activities and outoomes to their stated goals 

and objectives in a manner cons'istent with the LEAA definition of "inten-

sive evaluations". 

A much more intensive .analysis, utilizing mOie accurate or con­
clusive inforrnation to verify causality or what changes or 
achievements are, in fact, attributable to project activities. 
Evaluations, therefore, determine to what extent a specific set 
of program/project activities cause accomplishment of program 
objectives. The crucial difference between evaluation and moni­
toring is the verification that a project produced a specific 
result. (LEAA Guidelines, M 4100.1E, 1975, 75) 

The Michigan Model Evaluation Project was funded in December, 1975 as 

part of a nationwide Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) effort 

to improve the evaluation capabilities of State Planning Agencies (SPA). 

The Michigan Project was composed of three separate components: (1) inservice 

training for agency staff: (2) standardized evaluations (monitoring) of five 

programmatic areas; and (3) intensive evaluations of two programmatic areas. 

The Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs (OCJP) maintained direct 

responsibility for the inservice training and standardized evaluations, but 
'. 

subcontracted with the research arm of the School of Criminal Justice at 

Michigan State University (Criminal Justice Systems Center) to conduct the 

intensive evaluations. These efforts were initiated in January, 1976. 

The actual selection of programmatic areas to be subjected to intensive 

evaluation was made by OCJP administrative staff with general concurrence 

from the Criminal Justice Systems Center (CJSC) evaluators. The two pro-

* The complete report is contained in "Model Evaluation Project: Youth 
Serv; ce Bureaus in Mi chi gan ", Lew; s, Ralph G., Wi 11 i am S. Dav; dsori II, Randy 
J. Koch, Ronald L. Quincy, William L. Selke, M. Diane Wresinski 
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grammatic areas selected for intensive evaluation were: (1) diversion 

oriented Youth Service Bureaus and (2) pro-active Special Police Units. 

The primary rationale for the selection of these areas was twofold. First, 

OCJP had invested a substantial ~amount of money in them - approximately 

$8,538,493 in Youth Service Bureaus and $23,316,050 in various forms of 
co 

Special Police Units. Secondly, it was assumed that both had a high poten­

tial for direct impact on the ultimate LEAA goal of crime reduction. Both 

reasons were definitely consistent with LEAA recommendations concerning the 

criteria for conducting intensive evaluations (Weidman,et.al.: 1975, 3-5) 

The initial phase of the Youth Service Bureau project was directed toward 

developing a staff, the organizational structure and the overall work plan for 

the evaluation. When completed, the work plan called for six project stages: 

1. Determining MEP Evaluation Criteria: To provide a decision­
making framework to guide project activities and maximize 
the utilization of MEP findings. 

2. MEP Project Definition: To develop impact models (specifi­
cations of the assumptions concerning linkages between 
inputs, activities, and outcomes) for the projei:.ts included 
in the evaluation. 

3. Establishing the Evaluation Strategy: To develop a framework 
to facilitate the selection of a specific evaluation design 
in terms of evaluation utilization and feasibility (costs in 
time, money, cooperation, etc.) 

4. Develo ment of Selected Desi n: To develop the specific 
details research design, data collection instruments and 
procedures, administrative procedures, implementation 
schedules, etc.} for the selected evaluation design. 

5. Implementation of Evaluation Design 

6. Product Dissemination and Utilization: To provide evaluation 
products and interact with appropriate decision-makers in 
order to help maximize the utilization of project results. 

Stages 1-4 above were completed between February and June, 1976 when 

OCJP app~ved an evaluation design for the Youth Service Bureau component 

of the Model Evaluation PI~oject. During this developmental period special e 
efforts were made to obtain ocap participation and clarification of the impact 
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model s upon whi ch Y?,~lJth Servi ce Bureau projects were based and of the 

decision-making objectives toward which the evaluation was directed. 

In general, these efforts left something to be desired, because eval­

uation staff were never able to identify any specific decision-making objects 

for which the. evaluation results would be employed. However, most of the 

OCJP staff made it clear that the ultimate focus of the evaluation \~ould have • 
to be on reductions in the incidence of criminal activity and recidivism as 

these were the primary criteria for LEAA fundin9. 

During this same period a series of field visits were made to a limited 

number of project sites in order to obtain more direct knowledge concerning the 

actual operation of Youth Service Bureaus. In general, these visits were 

1 imited to intervi ews wi th project di rectors and other indi vi dual s associ ated 

with the project, and the information der'ived from these preliminary interviews 

were used in the development of the current evaluation desi9n. 

The actual implementation of the Youth Service Bureau evaluation was in­

iated in July, 1976: Thus, approximately 12 months were devoted to the final, 

phases qf the project with a preliminary report scheduled for March 31, 1977. 

B. Youth Service Bureau Intervention Impact Models 

The OCJP Youth Service Bureau projects are part of a broader agency 

effort to lI achieve crime reduction as a result of limiting the opportunity 

and the propensity for the cOlnmiss'ion of cri,me." At the inception of the 

Model Evaluation Project, 13 separate project~ were identified as falling 

within the YSB category. The spedfi c objecti ves of these bureaus were 

identified as: 

to provide early intervention in the lives of behavior 
problem youth to reduce the number of youth referred to 
the juvenile court. (19:?6 Michigan Comprehensive L.aw 
Enforcement & Criminal Justice Plan, p. 11-33) 
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to provide appropriate intervention for youth when 
criminal, delinquent or nonadaptive behavior is displayed 
and to prevent and reduce crime and delinquency through 
the establishment of Youth Service Bureaus in counties 
or groups of counties within the state. 

to provi de a coordinating agency for juveni les that wi 11 
accept referrals from law enforcement agencies, schools, 
courts, community agencies, parents and youth. (1976 
Michigan Comprehensive Law Enforcement & Criminal Justice 
Plan, p. 11-34,35) • 

The development and implementation of YSBs appears to have been a 

response to a variety of recent trends concerning the treatment of juvenile 

offenders. Our review of the literature indicated that the primary goal in 

establishing YSBs was to divert youthful offenders from formal juvenile 

court processing. Associated with the idea of diversion was an emphasis on 

providing the various forms of social services assumed to be needed by such 

youth. This basic position was first formally articulated at the national 

levlel by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 

of Justice. It was ~rgued that wherever possible, formal contacts with the 4It 
juvenile justice system should be minimized through diversion to other sources 

in order to avoid the possible negative consequences of such contacts. 

Over the last decade this basic emphasis on diversion has been supported 

by other individuals and organizations concerned about youth and the possible 

negative effects of the processing within the juvenile justice system. For 

example, the Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration 

(YODPA) in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare supported the 

idea of diversion for the following reasons: 

First, there is the disappointing lack of success of 
existing correctional practices. Recidivism is h4gh in 
traditional institutional programsi, and even where exper­
iments have been tried in institutional settings, the 
results have been disappointing. 
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Second, evolving out of concern about what Lemert terms 
secondary deviance, there is a growing awareness that 
the stigma of the court for correctional experience may 
very well be counter-productive for correction. If treat­
ment serves to aggravate rather than correct, the wisdom 
of its use must be questioned. 

Third, there is growing awareness that the factors which 
forge legitimate identities lie outside the correctional 
system. It is the community arenas in experience such as 
found in school, wor'k, politics, and family life that one 
bui 1 ds a commitment to confonnity. If correcti onal acti­
vi ties are to be designed to contribute to the development 
of legitimate identity, access must be gained, and programs 
developed, in such institutional arenas. Historically, of 
course, correctional programs have done just the opposite, 
physically segregating the offender and through legal 
sanctions and stigma, imposing significant social barriers 
to re-entry into community life (as seen, for illustration, 
in the difficulties of finding a job for the ex-convict, 
or in re-enrolling in school after release from the juvenile 
correctional facilities.) (Polk and Kobrin: 1972, 16) 

Basing their argument upon the third point, YDDPA has supported the estab­

lishment of Youth Service Bureaus. These programs would not only divert 

youth from the juvenile justice system but would provide the social frame-

work within which they could obtain assistance for their problems as well 

as develop new and positive experiences. 

Despite general consensus on the desirability of diverting youth from 

the juvenile justice system there has been less than agreement about the 

specific programs to be used as an 'alternative. In some quarters there was an 

emphasis on YSBs as a fOnT! of meta-agency devoted to the development and 

organi zati on of youth servi ces through act; vi ti es such as IIservi ce brokerages II , 

"resource development" and II sys tems modification". (Sherwood: 1972) For 

oth,ers there was an emphasis on (and the reality of ) youth bureaus as 

dirt:ctly providing services to youth and their families. Still others would 

advocate direct diversion without treatment. This conflicting orientation 

was implicit in the 1967 recommendations of the President's Commission and 
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has never been resolved. Unfortunately, most recent statements about 

Youth Service Bureaus have tended to ignore this issue and have emphasized 

both direct services and organizing activities. For example, the National 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals articulated 

the following position concerning YSBs: 

Youth Service Bureaus should be established to focus 
on the special problems of youth in the community. 
The goals may include diversion of youth from the juvenile 
justice system; provision of a wide range of services to 
youth through advocacy and brokerage; offering crisis 
intervention as needed~ modification of the system through 
program coordination and advocacy; and youth development. 
(Community Crime Prevention, 1973, 70) 

Evaluation staff review of the YSB project narratives as well as 

conversations with OCJP staff made it clear that these projects were 

intended to reduce the incidence of crime and criminal activity by juveniles 

in the funded jurisdictions. For example, the overwhelming majority of 

bureaus identified crime reduction as a specific target goal. Also, a very 

large number of project narratives identified diversion as a specific goal. 

The OSCP plan identified five possible youth service bureau models. 

These were: 

1. A cooperation Agency Model in which several community 
agencies donate full-time services of one worker to the 
Youth Service Bureau. Working with the coordinator, these 
workers accept individual referrals and involve citizens, 
youth and professionals in solving problems related to 
the anti-social behavior of youth. 

2. A Community Organization Model in which neighborhood 
citizens, under the direction oa coordinator~ organize 
to form a borad, develop services and meet crises in the 
neighborhood. 

3. A Citizen Action Model in which the Youth Service Bureau 
Citizens Committee has sub-committees for youth services; 
its staff receives direct referrals and uses conference 
techniques and community resources to resolve individual 
problems. 
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4. A Street Outreach Model which uses storefront neighborhood 
services as a basis for therapeutic group activities, 
possibly including the administratio~ of the Neighborhood 
Youth Corp 

5. A Systems Modification Model which focuses on helping 
schools, institutions, programs and agencies become more 
sensitive and responsive to the needs of youth. Demon­
strati on projects coul d be used to encourage new approaches 
to old problems to divert offenders into positive community­
based efforts. (1976 ~ichigan Comprehe~sive Law Enforce­
ment & Criminal Justice Plan, p. 11-36) 

.. 

A careful review of these descriptions, however, reveals that they are 

not necessarily mutually exclusive. Moreover, most of the bureaus funded 

were classified in a sixth category - Direct Youth Service Agency. 

Given the multiple goals and procedures outlined for YSBs, it "'las 

obvious that any evaluation strategy implemented would have to address the 

inherent complexity involved. Procedures had to be developed which would 

assess the multiple operational modes as well as the intended outcomes of 

each. It appeared critical to develop an evaluation model which was focused 

on the community impact, the programs' operation, the effect on target youth, 

and the organizational strategy employed. 

In general, the notion of intensive evaluation can be divided into two 

distinct but equally important foci: (1) effect and (2) process. The eval-

,uation of effect emphasizes project outcomes, that is, whether or not a 

project produced the desi red changes. Thi s eval uation focus requi res that 

the project have articulated goals and objectives that are in measurable form. 

The specificiation of measurable goals and objectives result in project 

statements such as: (1) the Youth Service Bureau will institute a Citizen's 

Advocacy Council to provide a base of support for alternative youth oriented 

programs in the community. The goal of the YSB is increasing the amount of 

community resources spent on youth oriented programs, (2) the YSB will 

accept referrals from the juveni le divisi ons of the poli ce depart~nts and 
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provide alternative casework services in lieu of formal court processing. 

The goal of the YSB is the reduction of the rate of local youth referred 

to the juvenile court, (3) the YSB will institute a program of intensive 

family and school oriented casework methods with referred youth. The goal 

of the YSB is the reduction of official delinquency rates among referred 
o 

youth. In addition to the specification of measurable project goals and 

objectives, effect evaluations require research designs that help demon­

strate that any objectives realized are caused by the project and are not 

merely the result of alternative causes. 

Process evaluations, on the other hand, are focused on the internal 

dynamics of the project and environmental conditions which influence the 

project. Thus, process evaluations require a clear articulation of the 

assumed causal relationships within the project in order to test the various 

sub-hypotheses conceptually linking inputs with specific project activities 

and project activities with outcomes. 

Additionally, process evaluations focus upon the socio-political environ­

ment within which the project is developed. Ideally, the design and initation 

of an evaluation should be an integral part of the project development and 

implementation. In fact, the first step in initiating any project should be 

the development of an impact model that clearly articulates programmatic and 

evaluation objectives. This approach not only helps provide a quality 

evaluation design but also he'lps insure the clarification of project goals 

and the assumptions upon which the project is based. This approach also aids 

in the identification of policy decisions to be made from evaluation findings. 

Unfortunately, we were not able to achieve this ideal as part of this 

study. In general, the projects included in this study had been funded and 
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were in actual operation many months before the present evaluation pro-

ject Was initiated. As a result, project evaluation staff had no oppor­

tunity to influence the development of project or the character and quality 

of data available about them. Thus, the study must be regarded as a 

retrospective evaluation and is limited by all of the problems associated with 

such designs. 
o 

In an attempt to deal with these problems a combination of 

specific research approaches have been employed. This strategy provides 

the opportunity for data triangulation which attempts to address the relevant 

evaluation issues and approximate some of the) advantages associated with 

true-experimental designs. 

As previously indicated, the first step in the design of any evaluation 

effort should be the specification of the impact model upon which the intended 

project is based. An impact model represents the identification of t1e antici­

pated project activities as well as the critical assumptions about the relation­

ships between project activities as they relate to outcomes. In fact, the 

specification of an impact model should be the first step in the development 

of any project whether or not an evaluation is intended. 

One important factor in the development of impact models is to begin to 

think of criminal justice projects as planned social interventions that are 

part of a complicated developmental or causal sequence. In the case of most 

social problems there are multiple intervention points in the developmental 

sequence. Further, interventions may take place in a variety of specific forms. 

One simple way of representing these possibilities is to consider the pre-

conditions, immediate causes, effects, and consequences that are associated 

with a causal sequence. Obviously, where one chooses to intervene in a 

particular causal network determines the nature and character of factors 
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that are identified as independent and dependent variables. The selected 

interventi on point (i.e .• primary, secondary, terti ary) al so deterruines the 

immediacy of relationships between variables, and the relationships between 

project activities and anticipated outcomes. 

For example, it is possible to develop Youth Service Bureaus intended 

to reduce crime by attempting to eliminate differential distribution of 

economic, educational, and vocational resources. Such projects would have 

to operate through a complicated chain of intervening variables (e.g., educa­

tional alternatives, employment alternatives, alterations in tax structure) 

before they could be expected to produce the anticipated reduction in 

youthful crime and crime in general. Youth Service Bureaus could also be 

designed to reduce crime by intervening further along the causal network 

(secondary intervention). For example, a bureau could be designed to pro-

vide a program which would identify "delinquency-prone" youth in elementary 

school and provide an intensive intervention focused on reducing the potential 

for criminal activity among the high-risk group. Third, a project may be 

designed to reduce delinquency by intervening at the end of the chain (tertiary 

intervention). Thus, YSBs could be designed which would provide methods of 

institutional reform. This type of approach would be aimed at enhancing the 

effectiveness of the existing correctional systems treatment of juvenile 

offenders. As can be seen from this brief discussion, the options available 

are numerous. Interventions can be devised at a variety of points in the 

presumed causal chain. Such decisions are ideally based on assumptions about 

the most effective timing of interventions and the specifics of the desired 

impact. 

A second important factor in development of an impact model is the 
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recognition that criminal justice projects must be implemented through some 

structure and that they must function in some type of organizational environ­

ment. This recognition is critical in coming to understand the complicated 

nature of most social interventions and the degree to which their apparent 

success or failure may be influenced by conditions in their environment. 

One particularly useful concept is the identifiCtltion of organizations as 

open social systems. This approach views organizations as processing systems 

which must: (1) import some form of energy (inputs) from their external 

environment~ (2) transform these inputs through some type of organizational 

activity (throughputs); and (3) generate some product (outputs) which is 

of interest to members of the external environment. In fact, efforts to 

perform these functions become an intricate part of any planned intervention. 

When these functions are considered it becomes obvious that a criminal justice 

project cannot be judged as successfully achieving its goals unless it can 

a1so be viewed as operating successfully as an organization. 

In general, the YSBs funded by OCJP specified as their goals the 

reduction of criminal activity by juveniles and diverting behavior problem 

youth from the formal juvenile justice system. Unfortunately, the literature 

on the goals of youth service bureaus and the assumptions upon which they 

are based is not at all definitive. In fact, it is ultimately confusing and 

contradictory. Figure 1 presents our effort to develop a general impact 

and intervention model upon which Youth Service Bureau projects appear to 

be based. The first line in this diagram represents the basic assumptions 

concern<ing delinquency causati on that appear criti cal to the YSB concept. 

Briefly, it is assumed that there are both social conditions and individual 

bio-social experiences that produce individuals with varying potentials for 
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I. Gasic Delin~uency 
Causation Hodel 

II. Intervention 
Sequence 

III. Intervention 
Target 

IV. Causal Assumption 

V. Intervention 
Strategies 

VI. Anticipated Inter­
vention Effects 
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I 

FIGURE I 

General Youth Service Bureau Impact and Intervention Model 
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behavioral problems. However, the potential for behavioral problems must 

be combined with more immediate causes such as the character of peers or 

specific opportunity to commit an act before it is actualized in delinquent 

behavior.* Even the commission of a delinquent act is not suffi(tient, 

however, because it must still come to the attention of authoritie.sEefiire 
• a youth can be exposed to the juvenile justice system and labeled a delinquent. 

Finally, the individual incorporates the definition of delinquent into his 

own psychic structure so that the original causes of his deviance are displaced 

by conformity to the behaviors associated with the label "deviant ll
• 

"Secondary devi ati on is dev; ant behavi or, or soci al 
roles based upon it, which becomes a means of defense, 
attack or adaptation to the overt and covert problems 
created by societal reaction to primary deviation. In 
effect, the original 'causes' of deviation recede and 
give way to the central importance of the disappr.oving, 
degradational and isolating reactions of society. 
(Lemert: 1967, 17) 

The second level in the diagram represents three distinct intervention 

~oints for YSBs and their associated objectives: 

Primary Intervention - preventing the development of 
youth with high behavior problem potential; 

Secondary Intervention - treating youth identified as 
having high behavior problem potential; 

Tertiary Intervention - minimizing the negative conse­
quences associated with exposure to the juvenile justice 
system. 

Levels III, IV, and V focus on the basic causal assumptions, targets, 

* It should be noted that the earliest stage of this sequence does not really 
apply to the large numbers of youth who appear to have nQ ~erious underlying 
problems but still become involved in deviant beravior more out of situational 
factors or become involved with the JJS because 'Of status offenses. The devel­
opmental sequence does apply to them, however, once a delinquent act is committed. 

-13-



and intervention strategies associated with each intervention point. For 

example, the target population for tertiary intervention are youth who are 

involved with some segment of the juvenile justice system. The tertiary 

intervention strategies emphasized at this point are: diversion from the 

juvenile justice system and substitution with support services to help these 
• youth avoid the negative consequences presumed to be associated with processing 

through the formal juvenile justice system. Similarly, the primary strategies 

associated with secondary intervention are a variety of efforts to provide 

more and better treatment for youth who have been identified as having behav­

ioral problems. In terms of primary intervention the target is really the 

social system or some sub-set of the social system; and the strategies are 

designed to produce fundamental changes in the social system and, therey, 

prevent (reduce) the development of youth with higher behavioral problem 

potential. For example, this might include the development of alternative 

school programs if one assumes that the organizational structure of the 

schools contributes to the behavioral problem potential of at least some youth. 

Level VI represents the major effects associated with each of the major 

intervention points. Thus, successful tertiary intervention could be expected 

to reduce the secondary deviance and the recidivism that could be attributed 

to secondary deviance. On the other hand, it may have no effect on the 

occurrence of primary deviance. Similarly, the successful treatment of 

problem youth may reduce their participation in delinquent acts (primary 

deviance) but make no reduction in the rate at which society itself produces 

problem youth. 

Although Figure 1 represents intervention strategies as discrete entities, 

their implementation in YSB operations ;s more complicated. While these 
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overlaps do not deb'act from the utility of the model, they should be 

noted for future reference and clarification. For example, it appears 

that almost no distinctions are made between efforts to provide support 

services to help avoid the emergence of "secondary deviance lt and efforts 

to treat the causes of Itprimary devi ance lf 
• Simi 1 arly, phrases such as 

• IIsystems modification ll are used to describe efforts both to produce funda-

mental changes in the system and efforts merely to increase the quantity 

and quality of treatment services available to youth. 

In general, the OCJP Youth Service Bureau program conforms to the 

national pattern in stressing (1) the diversion of behavior problem youth 

from the juvenile justice system and (2) the need to provide treatment 

services and attempt to influence the social system. It should be noted, 

however, that the Michigan program appears to place somewhat greater 

emphasis on the positive values of treatment services than on avoiding the 

negative effects assumed to result from processing through the juvenile 

justice system. Briefly, the 1976 State Plan rationale for funding youth 

se~vice bureaus is: 

Social Services for problem youth are generally inadequate, 

inadequate social services result in inappropriate petitions 
to juvenile courts and/or the acceptance of unnecessary 
oetitions by juvenile courts, 

the establishment of youth service bureaus will increase 
the quantity and/or the quality of services available for 
problem youth, 

therefore, input sources (parents, schools, the police) will 
be encouraged to utilize the services available through 
(directly or indirectly) youth service bureaus, rather than 
petition through juvenile court. 

Despite this possible difference in emphasis, however, the objective 

is the same - diversion from the formal juvenile justice system, particularly 

the juvenile court. 
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It should also be noted that the Michigan YSB program places more 

emphasis on the prevention and reduction of crime and delinquency than 

does the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. For example, the 1976 

Comprehensive Plan states that the objectives of YSBs are lito provide 

appropriate intervention for youth when criminal; delinquent or nonadaptive 

behavior is displayed, and are to prevent and reduce crime and delinquency.1I 

(Michigan State Plan: 1976, II-34-35)* The recent articulation of Criminal 

Justice Goals and Standards for the State of Michigan emphasized that 

lIevaluation should focus on changes in institutional response to youth pro­

blems and on behavioral changes in individual youth. (CJGS: 1974,37). In 

contrast, the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals recommended that lIevaluation should focus more on changes in insti­

tutional response to youth problems than on behavioral changes in individual 

youth.1I (Community Crime Prevention: 1973,80) 

Figure 2 presents a basic impact model for the OCJP Youth Service Bureau 

projects. It is obvious even from the simplified model depicted in this 

figure that the processes through which YSBs must work to schieve their 

objectives are extremely complicated and not particularly direct. In the 

first place the model anticipates effects at both the level of individual 

clients and the organizational level in terms of the number of juveniles 

processed and the incidence of juvenile crime. Moreover, success in the 

achievement of some points in the model may not - at least in the short run -

be compatible with the concept of success at other points in the model. 

For example, a high ~evel of success in dealing with clients may actually 

* Personal interviews, etc. with OCJP and YSB project staff indicate that most 
individuals interpret "prevent and reduce crime and delinquencyll to mean .-
the reduction of recidivism among YSB served youth. ~ 
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encourage police officials to formally process more youths in order to 

refer them to the bureaus for service. The importance of this possibility 

should not be overlooked particularly when one considers t~~ large number 

of juveniles who apparently are warned and released by police officers 

without any official records being made. 

C. Evaluation Strategy and Rationale 

As indicated above, the primary thrust of intensive evaluations is to 

utilize, "more accurate or conclusive information to verify causality or 

what changes or achievements are, in fact, attributable to project activities." 

(LEAA Guidelines, M 4100.00: 1975, p. 75). In other words, the ultimate 

hypothesis to be tested for any program is: Did the intervention produce the 

anticipated changes in the dependent variable? As a result, intensive evalua­

tions require efforts to systematically test the logic of the impact models to 

determine whether or not the assumptions upon which the project was based are 

valid. In short, it is not sufficient to know whether changes in outcome var­

iables occur unless they can be associated with the project and its activities. 

I Thus, the value of intensive evaluations must depend upon the degree to which 

causal inferences can be made from them. 

Briefly summarized the criteria for causal inference are: 

1. Chronological (Temporal) Order: Event A must precede event B 
in time in order to be considered its cause. Thus it would 
be necessary to observe that the establishment of a youth. 
Service Bureau preceded the desired reduction in crime, or 
diversion of juveniles. 

2. Covariation (Simultaneous Occurrence): Events A and B must 
occur and vary together in a predictable (consistent) manner. 
If B occurs, A must precede it~ or if A increases (or desreases) 
B just either increase or decrease. These points involve 
whether or not A is a necessary or a sufficient cause of B. 
If A is a necessary condition, B never occurs without A, but B 
does not always follow the occurrence of A. If A is a sufficent 
condition, the occurrence of A is always followed by B. The 
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evaluation question at issue here involves delhonstrating a 
consistent reduction in crime following the i'litiation of 
Youth Service Bureaus. 

3. Elimination of Alternative Caus~s: Assuming that the temporal 
order of events is correct and that the event~ of interest 
covary, the final criteri on for causal infere~lce is the 
elimination of alternative (rival) explanatiofls concerning the 
causes of an event. It should be noted that this third and 
final criterion is always the most difficult to determine . 

• 
In the final analysis the question raised by the last criterion is 

whether the project (the assumed cause) is the most reasonable explanation 

of any observed change, or whether something else about the events being 

studied or how they are being studied has created the apparent relationship 

or difference. This is the same problem faced by criminal investigators and 

is the reason why in the final analysis the best that both investigator and 

researcher can do is provide proof beyond a reasonable doubt. Campbell and 

Stanley identified this final criterion as the problem of tlinternal ll and 

e"externa,.. validity. (Campbell and, Stanley: 1966). 

By internal validity we mean: 

the degree to which observed changes in the dependent 
variable can be attributed to the assumed causal variable 
(in this case an intervention program) rather than some 
other factor including measurement or description error. 

Thus the focus of the internal validity problem is the particular eval­

uation being conducted and examined. Further it is the ability of the par-

ticular evaluation to measure effects on specified de'pendent variables and 

reasonably attripyte those effects to the operation of the project or program 

being evaluated. 

The concept of "external" validity, on the other hand, refers to the 

generalizability of findings beyond the confines of a particular study. 

Techni ca lly speaking the issue here i s ~ lito what popul at; ons, settings, treat­

ment variables, and measurement variables, can this effect be generalized?1I 

e 
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(Campbell and Stanley: 1966,5). Obviously external validity is critical, 

particularly when the interest is in the transferability of a project. 

It can be seen from this brief discussion of the criteria for causal 

inference that to be successful a complex and systematic evaluation strategy 

is essential. In fact, the establishment of unquestionable causal links is 

an enormous undertaking at best. • In considering the inherent complexity of 

ihe basic special unit model, it becomes obvious that a simple evaluation 

effort focused on single variQ~les was neither reasonable nor sufficient. 

Thus, it was necessary to conceptualize and deisgn an evaluation approach 

which attempted to address concerns for methodological credibility, multiple 

outcome assessment, and situational-operational assessment. In order to comply 

with these demands a multi-faceted evaluation strategy was constructed. 

In terms of evaluation ideals, any social intervention would be designed 

and implemented to address the issues of standard operation, causal inference 

and random assignment of subjects, sites, and community environment. The eval-

uation staff of the Youth Service Bureau project developed the multi-faceted 

evaluation strategy in order to address such concerns in the cont~xt of a short 

term post hoc evaluation. The resulting strategy is a careful mixture of both 

exploratory and experimental data collection features. It was also necessary 

to provide an evaluation design which would reflect the multitude Qf processes 

and variables which served as contextual, operational and outcome evaluation 

dimensions. As described earlier, Youth Serivce Bureaus have been thought of 

as having ultimate effects in terms of thei r crime reduction capabilities, 

intermediate effects in terms of their initiation operation, and immediate 

effects in terms pf thei r impact on the parti cul ar youth served. It was there­

fore necessary to include consideration and assessment of variables which would 

reflect impact on each of these levels of interest. 
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In summary, the multi -faceted evaluation strategy was des'igned to deal 

with the following conditions: 

1. the inability t~ randomly select project sites 

2. the lack of either clearly or uniformly specified goals and 
objectives in easily measurable terms 

3. the lack of highly sophisticated impact.models specifying 
the assumptions for initiating and operating Youth Service 
Bureaus or uniform agreement concerning the linking of inputs, 
throughputs, and anticipated outcomes. 

4. the inability to include experimental evaluation procedures in 
the early planning and initiation of YSB projects. 

5. the inability to control or monitor target communities 
1 ongi tudi na 11y 

6. the lack of influence over the operational activities of the 
YSBs and their administration and staff 

7. the lack of wel1 developed or standardized assessment procedures 
sufficient to address the multitude of variables thought to 
be operating in YSBs 

8. the inability to avoid dependence upon verbal and/or archival 
data and data sources. 

An additional set of considerations which lead up to the evaluation 

strateqy employed here involved a decision made very early in the planning 

of the model evaluation eff,crt. To somewhat overstate the case, it would 
I 

have been possible to plan the model evaluation procedures which more nearly 

approximated ideal methodological conditions. Such efforts most certainly 

could have been justified by the detailed knowledge made available, the 

internal validity of the resulting findings, and the opportunity for a more 

careful examination of a small number of conceptually critical variables. 

However, such an approach would have been subject to at least two major 

limitations. First, it would have involved an extensive investment of time, 

money and effort in a smal1 number of sites - perhaps only one or two. For 

example, experimental evaluation procedures could have been employed in the 
o 

development of a new Youth Service Bureau site initiated during the time of ,. 
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the model evaluation project. The development of such a site, however, would 

have limited the amount and duration of post-intervention data available for 

analysis at the end of the model evaluation effort. Second, focusing on an 

extremely limited number of sites would have detracted fr~m the generalizability 

of the evaluation. This is true in considering ~ternal validity in its tradi­

tional sense as well as considering notions of the ability to monitor critical 

situational, political, and organizational variables. In short, developing a 

single site from the beginning would have limited examination of organizational 

variables to one site and eliminated the opportunity to examine such variables 

across sites. 

At the other end of the continuum it would have been possible to monitor 

the operation of all Youth Service Bureaus on one dimension such as crime 

reduction. While this certainly would have been desirable for reasons of 

external validity, it would have placed other r~str;ctions on the evalution. ~ 

First, the geographic location of the YSB projects would have severely re-

stricted the ability of project staff to observe project sites and/or to 

insure the quality of the data collected. Second, it would have been impos-

sible to carefully assess the impact of multiple situational, organizational 

and individual variables at all sites. 

In short, the strategy utilized in this evaluation was Ian attempt to 

1Jrovide a constructive compromise bet\~een two extreme versions of the ideal 

design. Thus, the study was to approximate a model intensive evaluation by 

establishing the causal linkages between project qctivities, surrounding 

circumstances, and anticipated outcomes. This meant that the evaluation focus 

would include both the ultimate and the intermediate goals of YSBs as well 

as their activities and internal processes. ihere was also general agreement 
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that it was desirable to assess the impact of YSB units as evolving organ­

izations. This meant that it was necessary to examine their initiation 

and operating procedures as well as examine their impact on crime and 

diversions. Given these conditions it was obvious that the operation of such 

a multitude of variables would have to be examined across several sites . 
• One final factor which influenced the evaluation design was the problem 

of project implementation. During the past decade, more and more individuals 

have come to accept the premise that effective criminal justice programming 

requires a feedback loop that provides information as to whether or not pro­

jects are working and why. As with other areas of social programming, the 

interest in evaluating criminal justi ce projects has progressed from simpl e 

procedures of auditing how much money was being spent to more sophisticated 

studies attempting to determine the results achieved by projects. In general, 

however, these studies have been disappointing to public Officials because 

most projects do not appear to achieve the results expected of them. 

There are at least three reasons for this apparent lack of project 

success. The first reason may be identified as proqrammatic over-expectation. 

That is, our expectations for the success of such programs may be grossly 

exaggerated. There is certainly abundant evidence to support this possibility. 

In general, planned social interventions are directed toward problems that we 

have not been able to solve through the normal mechanisms of society. This 

really means that if target problems were easy to solve they would already be 

solved. Thus, the results, particularly in cost-benefit terms, that we can 

expect from new programs are probably goin~ to be lower than the achievement 

of the dramatic changes usually anticipated and often promised when projects 

are initiated. At the extreme, this is what Carnpbell means by "over advocacy". 

(Campbell: 1969, 409-411) 
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The second reason projects may not produce the results expected of them 

is because of conceptual failure. That is, projects may fail because the 

theories concerning causation and the assumed relationships upon which the 

projects were based were inaccurate or incomplete. This is usually ':Jhat we 

mean when we talk about a project not working or failing to produce the anti-
• 

cipated effects. Presumably, a11 projec;;s are based upon some underlying 

theoretical framework.* The intent of the project is to intervene into some 

identified causa 1 network, thus effecting the inten ded outcome. However, if the 

theoretical framework underlying the project is inappropriate, the causal net­

work is never activated and hence the "idea" failed. (Kerr: 1976,351-363). 

The third reason projects may appear to rail is because they were not put 

into operation as intended. In other words, the ideas - the impact model -

upon which the project was developed were never tested because the project 

was not carried through as originally intended. We refer to this as imelemen­

tation failure. He need hardly point out that it may be a lesson in futility to 

evaluate a project for effects if that project has not been implemented as 

intended or if you do not know how it was implemented. 

All three of these factors may influence the apparent success or failure 

of a project or planned intervention. In general, the issue of project imple­

mentation has been neglected by organizational researchers and evaluation 

specialists, as well as by policy-makers and program developers. It is almost 

as if everyone concerned wished to ignore the fact that policies, programs, 

and projects must be implemented in organizational settings by organizational 

members and that the reality of implementation is at best problemmatic. In 

direct contrast to this pattern we felt it was important to focus attention on 

the implementation process as a part of our total evaluation effort. 

* We have identified these theoretical frameworks as project impact models. 
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D. Design Components 

The evaluation strategy selected for this project was a multi-faceted 

J~)~'Y'oach whi ch addressed four general areas or components. Each of these 

areas was selected to correspond to critical points in the Youth Service Bureau 

impact models developed earlier. (Figures land 2). It will be recalled that 

relatively complicated causal processes were assumed to have been associated 

with the implementation and operation of YSB projects. For example, the 'ultimate 

goal of the YSBs has been identified as the prevention or reduction of crime, 

particularly youth crime, which could be determined by merely examining local 

crime statistics. Given the complicated impact model upon which YSBs were 

based, it would not seem reasonable to attribute any reduction in crime to the 

existence of a Youth Service Bureau unless considefable evidence exfsted for 

increased diversion, improved service delivery, or more effective handling of 

youthful offenders. In a similar manner, it was critically important for the 

Model Evaluation Project to determine exactly how YSBs operated. This allowed 

observation of the assumed relationships between YSB initiation and crime re­

ducticn. Finally, it was considered important to examine the organizational 

linkages which had been established by YSBs. Of particular importance here 

were the relationships established with relevant law enforcement agencies. 

school districts, and other social service agencies. As a result, there was 

an attempt to directly study the implementation and operational processes 

associated with Youth Service Bureaus as organizational entities. 

The net result of the overall evaluation approach was a comprehensive 

evaluation design which attempted to address five general questions on the 

YSB gJ'ojects. The following questi ons provi de a summary of the goals of the , , 
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Youth Service Bureau evaluation: 

1. Did YSB projects reduce target crimes in the jurisdiction 
in which they were located? 

2. Did YSBs affect the operation of the target juvenile justice 
systems, diverting youth to alternative services? 

3. To what extent did YSBs operate according to the conceptual 
models and alternatives outlined for t~em? 

4. How were YSB projects initiated and operated? 

5. What impact did YSB programs have on the individual youth 
referred to them? 

The first evaluation component was designed to examine the systemic 

impact of the initiation and operation of YSBs. Specifically this component 

was aimed at determining the degree to which each project was successful in 

reducing crime (ultimate effects) and diverting youth from the juvenile 

justice system (intermediate effects). The exploration of crime reduction 

and diversion data was primarily based on the use of time-series analysis 

of official statistics. Briefly, time-series analysis is based on research 

designs that attempt to approximate the conditions of true experimental 

designs for research settings that do not provide the opportunity for exper-

imental control and/or the random selection of subjects. In their basic 

form time-series designs are elaborations of the simple one-group pre-test 

post-test, but involve the use of a larger number of data observations at 

different points in time and the possibility of expanding the number of units 

being observed to include both target and comparison groups. 

The second evaluation component focused on the process aspects of 

proqram evaluation. Specifically, it meant answering questions about the 

political and social context necessary for the successful implementation of 

new programs. The primary rationale for addressing implementation issues 
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was that without information about how programs go about their daily 

business, it was impossible to distinguish between the possibilities of 

implementation and conceptual failure if we found that YSBs did not 

achieve their expected results. 

The research design and evaluation procedures used in this component 

represent an initial attempt to look more closeiy at organizational factors 

which may facilitate or hinder the implementation of projects like YSBs. 

The variables included in this section represent those whi ch \'Iere hypothe­

sized to be critical to successful project implementation. The organization 

factors examined revolved around staff perceptions and orientations toward 

devi ant behavi or and thei r parti cul ar project. Envi ronmenta"' assessment was 

aimed at discovering how various projects dealt with the number of social ~nd 

political issues which appear to be common to all social interventions. It 

was hoped that the organizational and environmental segments of this study 

would provide insights that could help generate gu~delines for improving the 

implementation and evaluation procedures for Youth Service Bureaus. 

The study of the organizational component was conducted in eleven YSB 

sites. Two instruments were used for data collection, the delinquency 

orientati on scale and the program percepti onssJ;irvey. Thi s i nformati on was 

requested from all project staff members who were involved in the adminis­

tration and/or service delivery aspect of the program (i.e., directors, 

supervisors, casework aides, and student interns.) The delinquency orien­

tation scale was based on a classification of reactions to delinquency 

according to the categories developed by Schur: (1) the get-tough, anti-per­

missive approach, (2) the individual treatment approach, (3) the liberal 

reform approach, and (4) the nonintervention approach. (Schur: 1973) The 
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delinquency orient1tions of individuals were determined by asking them to 

respond to a series of questions concerning: (l) causes of crime and delin­

quency, (2) most appropriate responses~ (3) role of the juvenile court, 

(4) approaches to prevention and (5) the use of diversion. 

The second part of the organizational emphasis focused on staff percep-
• 

tions of important internal operational variables. The program perceptions 

survey is a modified version of an instrument developed by Moos to assess 

the organizational environment of correctional programs. (Moos: 1975). The 

basic purpose for this instrument was to obtain a comprehensive outline of 

the operational nature of YSB projects. Specifically, it addressed the 

following dimensions: 

1. Relationship dimensions 
a. Invol vement--measures the degree of part; ci pat; on 

by clients in the ongoing operations of the project; 
b. Support--measures the level of support given clients by 

project staff; 
c. Expressiveness--measures the extent to which open 

expression of feeling is encouraged; 
2. Treatment dimensions 

a. Autonomy--measures the extent to which clients are 
encouraged to take part in planning and leadership 
activities; 

b. Practical Orientation--measures the degree to which clients 
are prepared for leaving the program; 

c. Personal Problem Orientation--measures the amount of 
concentration on understanding personal problems and feelings; 

3. Systems maintenance dimensions 
a. Order and Organi zati on--measures how important order 

and organization are in the program; 
b. Clarity--measures the explicitness of program rules 

and procedures; and 
c. Staff control--measures the extent to which regulations 

are used to control clients. (Moos: 1975) 

The final segment of the implementation analysis involved an attempt to 
. 

examine a range of social, historical, and political variables in the envir-

onmental context of each project~ and was based on the results of in-depth 

structured interviews and the results of a questionnaire distributed to major 
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actors related to the YSBs. As indicated above, one of the reasons that 

planned interventions may appear to fail is because they have never been 

implemented adequately. This segment focused on the issue of project imple­

mentation and was based on a series of assumptions which view projects as 

open systems characterized by their dependency upon members of their environ­

ment for a supply of inputs (material, persons, or information) and for the 

consumption of their outputs as well as by the satisfactory internal management 

of their resources. 

The interviews and questionnaires focused around specific areas of con­

ceptual interest. First, there was a focus on the involvement of and support 

of individuals and organizations in the bureaus external environment. A second 

series of questions focused on the formal and informal position of YSBs in 

the community social structure 5 and the external relationships necessary to 

implement the program. Third, energies were directed toward examining the 

perceptions of project staffs and external others with regard to the degree 

of clarity and consensus on program goals and objectives. Finally, attempts 

were made to clarify the historical factors which may have facilitated, 

hindered, and/or modified the dit~ctions and operations of Youth Service 

Bureau projects. 

The third evaluation component was basically a descriptive approach and 

included examination of both systemic and individual variables. During the ~ 

early phllses ·of the Model Evaluation project the material derived from the 

descriptive approach served to help sensitize staff to the types of programs 

that had been initiated by OCJP. The second part of the descriptive analysis, 

however, focused directly on describing the type of youth referred to and 

served by YSBs. 

1\ 

-29-



For descriptive purposes it was necessary to attempt to gain as 

large a sample as possible both in terms of representing the numbers of 

youth and the historical development of specific Youth Service Bureaus. 

In line with these goals, cross sectional data was collected on a sample of 

clients from four YSBs - Berrien County, East Detroi~ Genesee County and 
• St. Clair County. These four sites were selected in a purposeful fashion in 

an attempt to reflect the operation of the best bureaus in the state and 

because most had been in existence for an extended period of time, and be­

cause they represented different sized communities and different relationships 

with the formal juvenile justice system. 

The primary data sources for this evaluation component were official 

YSB, police, and court records. At each site data was collected on approxi­

mately 600 separate YSB cases. This data included: (1) demographic infor­

mation; (2) school status; (3) legal status; (4) previous and concurrent 

social services received; (5) problem assessment; (6) outcome of t.;he YSB 

intervention. Following the completion of data collection from YSB records, 

police and court files were checked for each individual in the YSB sample. 

Data analysis from police records consisted of examining the following three 

variables: (1) number of offenses committed; (2) the average seriousness of 

the offenses; and (3) the police disposition of each offense. The serious­

ness weighting used in this study was adapted from the seriousness index 

developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1963). The data analysis from the juvenile 

court files focused on the number of petitions recorded. For both police and 

courts data was gathered for four time periods: (1) twelve months prior to 

a i(SB referral; (2) the period during which a youth received YSB services, 

(3) twelv.e months following the termination from the YSB; and (4) twenty-four 

months following the terminati on of YSB servi ces. 
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The final component of the evaluation section addressed the question 

of the impact of Youth Service Bureaus on those individual youths served 

by them. This involved three different forms of analysis: 

1. Post hoc comparisons on data collected from previous 
and current YSB case records 

2. Pre-post analysis on data collected thrQugh ongoing intake­
termination assessments devised by the Model Evaluation 
Project staff, and 

3. Experimental data analyses on data collected in a single site 
on YSB serviced youth and a randomly assigned comparison 
group. 

The post hoc comparisons were an extension of the descriptive methodology 

described above. Briefly, the focus of this segment was on examining the 

effect of YSB interventions on the officially recorded delinquent behavior 

of serviced youths. Samples of 600 YSB clients were tracked through police 

and court records at the four sites involved in thEf descriptive analysis. 

The specific variables involved included: frequency of arrest; seriousness 

of offenses for which arrests were made; frequency of court petitions; 

seriousness of offenses for which petitions were made; and the most serious 

court dispositions. In all sites, these variables were examined for the 

time period one year prior to YSB referral, the time during which the youth 

was a YSB client and one and two years following termination of YSB service. 

To avoid the problem of confounding time-since-service with official delin­

quency rates, all data were converted to average quarterly rates. Analyses 

of variance were then computed to compare the rates across time. 

The pre-post analyses focused on the impact of Youth Service Bureau 

intervention on a sample of current clients (approximately 30) at three YSB 

sites - East Detroit, Genesee County, St. Clair County. In general, this 
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effort was designed to reflect outcomes of YSB interventions from the 

perspective of both youth and staff and to help identify the processes of 

intervention operative on an individual case basis. As part of this segment, 

standardized case intake and termina~ion forms were used to obtain specific 

data about the lif@ situation and activities of rE;ferred youth. In addition, 

both the staff and the youth were interviewed concernirlg the actual activities 

which had taken place over the duration of YSB involvement. The youth were 

also asked to comp1ete a self-report delinquency card sort and the YSB environ­

mental scale. In addition, the police and court records of these youths were 

included in the analyses. 

The most important aspects of this facet of the evaluation design were: 

1. The inclusion of both staff and participant perceptions 
of outcomes and processes, 

2. the direct input of data from referred youth, 

3. the examination of the convergence between current data 
and that reported in YSB records. 

The final segment of the individual level component was an experimental 

examination of one YSB in terms of its effectiveness in dealing with the de-

linquency potential and actual delinquency of serviced youth. This segment 

was conducted in one YSB site where: 

1. the YSB staff agreed to allow the MEP staff to monitor 
their intake procedures over a four month period beginning 
;n November of 1976 

2. YSB staff agreed to randomly reject one-third of the youth 
referred to them until a total of 75 subjects had been accumulated 

3. YSB staff allowed the kind of data collection procedures outlined 
in the pre-post analysis section to be conducted on the 75 
referred youth. 

This experimental design represented the final oppo~·tunity to evaluate the 

effects of YSB service on individuals by providing the opportunity to compare 

delinquency records of comparable youth. 
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E. Evaluation Site Selection 

The selection of evaluation sites (or more appropriately) the matching 

of YSB sites with evaluation design components) was a complicated process.* 

As indicated above, the major criteria which influenced our selection of 

an overa!ll evaluation strategy were: (1) the need to approximate an inten-
• 

sive evaluation; (2) an emphasis on programmatic rather than project level 

evaluation; and (3) a focus on crime reduction, diversion and recidivism as 

the primary or ultimate evaluation effect for YSBs. These criteria created 

methodological problems because they often operated in opposition to each 

other particularly when it came to determining the number of sites to be 

included in the evaluation. Specifically, we were faced with a situation in 

which some criteria argued for a large number of sites while some argued for 

a limited number. For example, the ideal intensive evaluation of the concept 

of YSBs probably would have meant selecting one site over an extended period 

of time with the opportunity to study all of the linkage points in the impact 

model.** On the other hand, the emphasis on programmatic level evaluation and 

the focus on crime reduction really required that we attempt to maximize the 

number of evaluation sites. This was particularly true in terms of avoiding 

problems of internal and e~ternal validity that would be involved for a one 

site evaluation design if we happened to find a reduction in crime, diversion 

or recidivism. 

The problem of determining the number of sites to be extensive~l eval­

uated was resolved by two criteria: the first criteria was simply the amount 

* The actual selection of YSB project sites had been completed long before the 
Model Evaluation Project was initiated so that there was nevet"!'an opportunity 
to randomly select'experimental and control sites for the evaluation. 

**This is essentially the approach taken by the Police Foundation in their 
intensive eva.luation of Pre,ventive Patrol in Kansas City (Kelling, et.al.:1Q74) 

o 
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of resources (both time ~nd money) available to conduct the evaluation, 

and the second was to match the number of project sites to be studied with 
.. 

the general requirements of the various evaluation components involved. The 

actual numbers and the identification of the specific sites included for 

each evaluation component are presented in Table 1. For example, the time-

series systems impact component (crime reduction and diversion) involved 

seven YSB and seven non-YSB counties. As Table 1 shows, there were four 

sites that were involved in almost all of the evaluation components. 

The selection of intensive evaluation sites was a purposive rather than 

a random selection process and utilized criteria which we believe enhanced 

the value of the study. The first criteria used in site selection was the 

issue of accessibility and the potential for cooperation in evaluation 

efforts. Since the Model Evaluation Project was to be completed by June 1977, 

and findings concerning the ultimate effects of YSBs were desired by that 

date, we obviously had to select project sites that had already been in 

existence for a period of time. Because of this ex post facto arrangement 

the opportunity for site selection became even more limited. Of the original 

possible project sites some were simply not accessible or willing to co­

operate with an evaluation.* In some cases this was due to the fact that 

their grants had expi.red and contractual obligations to participate in pro­

ject evaluations terminated. In other cases the projects had not only 

expired, but the bureaus had been totally disbanded hindering any serious 

evaluation efforts since potential respondents were either extremely dif­

ficult, or impossible, to identify and contact. In any case, there were 

sites that either could not or would not meaningfully participate in an 

intensive evaluation effort. 

* This ;s not particularly surprising when one considers that the primary res-' 
ponsibility of administrators is to the ongoing activities of the organ­
ization rather than the evaluation of past efforts. 
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The selection of project sites because of accessibility and cooper-

ation raises a variety of methodological questions that should not be ignored. 

T'his is particularly true in terms of the external validity of findings-

the abi lity to generalize from our findin~s to non-study sites. In our 

opinion the problem of organizational accessibility and cooperation is, 

perhaps, a greater obstacle in attempting to obtain valid results from re­

search that involves a total organizational environment. In recognition of 

this problem one group of organizational researchers have noted: 

many of our most difficult problems relate to access to 
sites which is clearly of overriding importance ... The 
familiar problems of research legitimacy, persuasion at 
several levels, etc., amply described in the literature 
on organizations, are multipled ten-fold when you attempt 
simultaneous access to the entire population of a type of 
organization. (Marcus, et.al.: 1974, 3) 

Given the problems of accessibility we believe that the overall utility of the 

evaluation has been enhanced by our process of selecting project sites which 

could and would seriously participate ;n an evaluation effort. 

The second criterion used for the selection of the intensive sites was 

to intentionally select those sites that appeared to be most promising in 

terms of achievement. All of the intensive project sites were selected by 

the evaluation staff because OCJP staff members viewed them as at least 

potentially successful projects. In addition, some of the projects had 

encouraged their own selection because they indicated confidence in their 

own success and an interest ;n being evaluated. The process of site selec­

tion based on the presumed excellence of a project is also subject to a 

variety of traditional methodological criticisms. The demands of traditional 

research, however, are not necessarily identical to the demands for evalua-

tion research. The objective of this evaluation was to determine the effects 

that Youth Service Bureaus had on crime, diversion and criminal activity and 
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to examine the process by whi ch these projects were implemented. Thus, 0 

it would have been less than efficient utilization to devote extensive 

resources to projects that had either failed to be implemented or which 

were generally viewed as failures. 

This issue - whether a program is worth evaluating - is one of the more 

critical issues in evaluation research and one that hasr~ceived too little 

attention. Contrary to popular opinion all social interventions do not 

warrant complicated evaluations even if mandated by Congress. Among the 

many criteria that should be used in deciding whether an intensive evaluation i 

is justified is whether or not there is any evidence that the program works. 

In fact, Rossi has suggested the following operational principle: 

If treatment shows no effect when evaluated by a soft 
method of evaluation, then it is not likely to show any 
effects when evaluated by a harder method ... Hence, if 
we grant some validity to this prfnciple, then we can use 
soft evaluation methods to eliminate programs and projects 
which are ineffective. (Rossi: 1972,47) 

While Rossi may overstate the case someWhat, we believe that the selection 

of the Ilmost promising ll sites is a viable technique in conducting evaluation 

research. 

F. Findings 

As indicated above, the first component of the evaluation focused on 

the systems impact of Youth Service Bureaus in an effort to provide insights 

concerning both thei r ultimate effects (Grime reduct; on) and intermedi ate 

effects (diversion) on the juvenile justice system. The specific research 

questions selected to explore these general issues were: 

Did YSB projects reduce target crimes in the jurisdictions in 
which they were located? 

Did YSB projects affect the operations of the target juvenile 
justice systems in terms of the processing of juvenile offenders? 

'~,-
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The primary methodological approach (research design) used to examine 

the questions of crime reduction and diversion was time-series analysis of 

official statistics - particularly Uniform Crime Report data. This design 

data and a single group design based upon statistical models and using 

monthly level data. 

In terms of these issues, our findings provided no systematic evidence 

for believing that the establishment of Youth Service Bureaus contributed 

to a reduction in crime or the diversion of juveniles away from the formal 

juvenile justice system. This conclusion was supported by the findings from 

the analysis of both the annual and monthly level data and applies to all 

of the measures selected for analysis: (1) UCR statistics on actual burglary, 

larceny, and vandalism: (2) UCR juvenile arrest statistics on total juvenile 

arrest, on burglary, larceny, vandalism, curfew violations, runaways; (3) UCR 

statistics on police referrals to juvenile courts for Part I and Part II 

offenses; (4) court data on the number of referrals received. 

Because the monthly level analysis was based on models that allowed us 

to test for the statistical significance of differences between pre- and post­

intervention periods, specific results presented in this summary have only 

been drawn from the monthly level analysis and the seven intensive juris­

dictions. It must be emphasized again, however, that the final conclusions 

are consistent with the cor.~lusions drawn from a less sophisticated examin­

ation of the annual level data. 

The obj~ctive of the time-series analysis was to determine whether 

the introduction of a Youth Service Bureau was associated with a decrease 

in crime and the diversion of juvenile offenders in the funded jurisdictions. 

This determination was made after separating out the effects of other possible 
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causal factors. The general statistical model of time-series employed in 

this study is able to deal with auto-regressive processes, differencing, and 

moving averages proceSises and is known as the ARIMA model. The specifi c 

alternative used in this evaluation assumes: (l) no autoregressive process; 

(2) a differencing order of one; (3) a first order moving, averages process 

and adjusts for seaso:nal cycles in the data ser; es. 

The statistic time-series model used to analyze the monthly UCR data on 

target crimes provides the opportunity to test the significance of both changes 

in level (number of cr"imes) and changes in slope (the rate and/or direction 

of increases or decreases over time) between the pre- and post-intervention 

peri ods. 

The test for change in level is calculated as the difference between 

estimates of the first post-intervention data observation and the last p~e­

intervention data observation (post-intervention minus pre-intervention). 

Because of the mathemati cal edjustments conducted for the basi c character­

istics of the data series ttii:' d"lfference may be seen as the effect due to 

project intervention. It must be emphasized, however, that the results 

achieved for change in level are sensitive to the specific-~tervention point 

selected and may be misleading if the data points select~d are extremely 

uncharacteristic of the data series which they are supposed to represent. In 

this evaluation we selected an intervention point of six months after the 

initial funding of YSBs for the crime reduction analyses in order to provide 

sufficient time for projects to become operation~l and for intermediate 

effects to begin to take place. For the diversion analyses an intervention 

point three months after initial project funding was used. 

The test for change in slope is based on the difference between the 
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actual slope of the post-intervention data series and the expected slope 

(predicted from the slope of the pre-intervention data series), As indi­

cated dbove this figure provides information concerning changes in the rate 

and/or direction of increases (or decreases) in crime or diversion measures 

between the pre- and post-intervention periods regardless of the number 

(level) of crimes involved. Because the test for change in slope is calcu­

lated upon figures representing the entire data series - both pre- and post­

intervention periods - it is not as sensitive as the test for change in level 

to the specific intervention point selected. As a result, in cases of apparent 

conflict the findings for change in level are given priority over the results 

for change in slope. 

Overall, the expectation that YSB jurisdictions would experience de­

creased crime rates following the intervention was not supported by the 

results of the time-series analyses. For the three crime reduction measures, 

there were only two statistically Significant decreases in level (vandalism 

in Paw Paw and White Cloud) and three significant decreases in slope 

(burglary in Benton Harbor, Flint, and Port Huron). Thus, none of the sites 

experienced a statistically significant decrease for more than one crime. 

In our view, the time-series results would ne-ed to show some degree of con­

sistency across site and/or variable in order to constitute support for the 

hypothesized reduction in crime. 

As indicated above, the issue of diversion away from the courts was 

included in this evaluation for two reasons: (1) it was identified as a 

secondary goa1 by OCJP and (2) it was considered an intermediate step in 

the attainment of the ultimate goaT of crime reduction. Insofar as YSB 
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isolated variables. But no jurisdiction experienced consistent decreases 

across arrest variables and no arrest variable was consistently affected 

across jurisdictions. Thus, we have concluded that the establishment of 

YSBs did not affect police arrest patterns. 

It was possible, however, that projects were successful in encouraging 

the use of diversionary alternatives but that law enforcement officials con­

tinued to invoke formal arrest sanctions prior to diversion.* Data on 

juvenile court referrals (petitions) were included in the analyses to address 

this possibility. The results of these analyses did not reveal any consis-

tent pattern of post-YSB decreases in police referrals or court delinquency 

petitions. In fact, there were no statistically significant decreases in 

slope for any of the YSB sites. Thus, it appears that the establishment 

of Youth Service Bureaus did not impact on the system by diverting youth from 

the juvenile courts. 

The final segment of the systems impact component focused on the potential ~ 

effects of estab1ishing Youth Service Bureaus on the police decision-making 

process concerning the disposition of juvenile cases. The objective of this 

effort was to examine the decisio'n-making processes of local police juvenile 

officials relevant to filing of petitions in juvenile court. Within the 

context of the overall impact model of YSBs it would be expected that the 

YSBs would perform a diversion function for police officials if only because 

they provided an additional decision-making alternative. 

The research on police decision-making was carried out in four YSB 

sites. In each of the four sites a sample of youth was drawn from existing 

police juvenile division files. This involved drawing a sample of police 

* In fact, it was possible that officers would utilize formal arrest as the 
basis for referrals to YSBs. If this happened the arrest figures in YSB 
jurisdictions might have increased during the post-intervention period. This e 
possibility was explored with the time-series data but the results did not 
i ndi cate a consi stent pattern of increased post-i nterventi oni/arrests and 
was therefore rejected. 
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actual slope of the post-interve~tion data series and the expected slope 

(predicted from the slope of the pre-intervention data series). As indi- ~ 

cated above this figure provides information concerning changes in the rate 

and/or direction of increases (or decreases) in crime or diversion measures 

between the pre- and post-intervention periods regardless of the number 

(level) of crimes involved. Because the test for change in slope is calcu­

lated upon figures representing the entire data series - both pre- and post­

intervention periods - it is not as sensitive as the test for change in level 

to the specific intervention point selected. As a result, in cases of apparent 

conflict the findings for change in level are given priority over the results 

for change in slope. 

Overall, the expectation that YSB jurisdictions would experience de-

creased crime rates following the intervention was not supported by the 

results of the time-series analyses. For the three crime reduction measures, 

there were only two statistically significant decreases in level (vandalism 

in Paw Paw and White Cloud) and three significant decreases in slope 

(burqlary in Benton Harbor, Flint, and Port Huron). Thus, none of the sites 

experienced a statistically significant decrease for more than one crime. 

In our view, the time-series results would need to show some degree of con-

sistency across site and/or variable in order to constitute support for the 

hypothesized reduction in crime. 

As indicated above, the issue of diversion away from the courts was 

included in this evaluation for two reasons: (1) it was identified as a 

secondary goal by OCJP and (2) it was considered an intermediate step in 

the attainment of the ultimate goal of crime r(~ducti on. Insofar as YSB 
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projects were geared to affecting change in the processes of the juvenile 

justice system by advocating diversion, this component of the evaluation 

provided the most direct test 0f project impacts on the system. 

The research hypothesis for this component was that if Youth Service 

Bureaus had been successful in diverting youths from the juvenile justice 

system, formal delinquency processing statistics would decrease. The var­

iables included in the analysis of diversion were selected to provide a 

comprehensive picture of the processi"ng of delinquents in each jurisdiction. 

Thus, delinquency arrests represented the first step in the formal processing 

of juveniles by the police, referrals (petitions) to the juvenile court by 

the police represented a further step into the system and finally juvenile 

petition data directly from the courts represented even a further step into 

the system. Where the data was available we also selected crime types that 

represented areas in which YSBs focused their energies. Thus, for juvenile 

arrests we analyzed: (1) total juvenile al"rests (under 17) to provide an 

overview of the delinquency situation; (2) burglarYi (3) larceny; (4) vandalism; 

(5) curfew/loitering; and (6) runaway. For' police referrals to juvenile 

courts, we examined referrals for both Part I and Part II crimes. For the 

petition data obtained directly from the court the analysis was limited to 

total petitions because we could not systematically obtain breakdowns by 

c ri me types. 

The results of the monthly time-series analyses for diversion were 

similar to those obtained for crime reduction. That is, thecfindings did 

not provide systematic support for believing that the establishment of YSBs 

reduced the ~ltilization of the formal juvenile justice sy~tem (diversion). 

In terms of juvenile arrests some jurisdi ctions did experience decreases on 
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isolated variables. But no jurisdiction experienced consistent decreases 

across arrest variables and no arrest variable Was consistently affected 

across jurisdictions. Thus, we have concluded that the establishment of 

YSBs did not affect police arrest patterns. 

It was possible. however, that projects Were successful in encouraging 

the use of diversionary alternatives but that law enforcement officials con­

tinued to invoke formal arrest sanctions prior to diversion.* Data on 

juvenile court referrals (petitions) were included in the analyses to address 

this possibility. The results of these analyses did not reveal any consis­

tent pattern of post-YSB decreases in police referrals or court delinquency 

petitions. In fact, there were no statistically significant decreases in 

slope for any of the YSB sites. Thus, it appears that the establishment 

of Youth Service Bureaus did not impact on the system by diverting youth from 

the juvenile courts. 

The final segment of the systems impact component focused on the potential ~ 

effects of establishing Youth Service Bureaus on the police decision-making 

process concerning the disposition of juvenile cases. The objective of this 

effort was to examine the decisio'n-making processes of local police juvenile 

officials relevant to filing of petitions in juvenile court. Within the 

context of the overall impact model of YSBs it would be expected that the 

YSBs would perform a diversion function for police officials if only because 

they provided an additional decision-making alternative. 

The research on police decision-making was carried out in four YSB 

sites. In each of the four sites a sample of youth was drawn from existing 

police juvenile division files. This involved drawing a sample of police 

* In fact, it was possi b le that offi cers woul d uti 1 i ze formal arrest as the 
basis for referrals to YSBs. If this happened the arrest figures in YSB 
jurisdictions might have increased during the post-intervention period. This ~ 
possibility Was explored with the time-series data but the results did not .., 
indicate a consistent pattern of increased post-intervention arrests and 
was therefore rejected. 
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decisions for a year prior to initiation of each df the bureaus and for 

two years following the implementation of each project. The samples were 

drawn at each site according to a stratifi-edrandom procedure whi ch con­

trolled for seasonal possible fluctuations in the types Of youth and/or 

types of offenses processed by juvenile authorities. At each site case 

specific data was collected on approximately 200 police decisions per year. 

While there were some site specific variations in the information available 

through police records, the data collected on decision-making included the 

demographic characteristics of the youth involved, the family living situa­

tion, the characteristics of the offense with which the youth was being 

charged, the youth's prior police record, and the disposition of the case. 

This segment of the evaluation required the development of a model 

of the decision-making criteria (predictors) prior to and following the 

establishment of YSBs. Of particular importance was information concerning 

the degree to which the rates and types of youth remanded to juvenile court 

for formal processing were altered after the initiation of bureaus. It was 

anticipated that this data would provide direct evidence (or lack thereof) 

of alternation in the police decision-making process as a result of imple­

menting Youth Service Bureau projects. 

Because this kind of data is not amenable to the general parametric 

statistical procedures used in the other components of this evaluation the 

availability of appropriate alternative statistical procedures was explored. 

After careful consideration of a variety of alternatives, the automatic 

interaction detector procedure was selected. This method allowed for the 

modeling of the decision process and for direct comparisons of the impor­

tance of specific decision-making predictors both before and after the 
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initiation of Youth Service Bureaus. 

Given the nominal or ordinal nature of most of the relevant variables, 

the THAlD computer algorithm was chosen to conduct the actual analyses of 

police decision-making. This program begins with a single dependent (or 

criterion) variable and a set of independent (or predictor) variables. It 

partitions this set of data by means of a sequence of binary divisions. 

Each of these divisions produces two subgroups from an original group in 

such a way as to maximize some criterion for that split. (Morgan and Messenger) 

For each split, the program attempts to dichotomize cases along some p~dictor 

variable dimension in order to maximize the discrepancies (differences) be­

tween the original (unsplit) parent distribution and the subsequent subgroup 

distributions. At each step the subgroups of the split that achieves the 

best criterion value are retained and subsequently subjected to additional 

splitting efforts. The final outcome of this process is the identification of 

a set of subgroups (terminal groups) that are characterized by p~dictor 

variable attributes and differ maximally in terms of their distributions on 

the dependent variable. 

Within the context of this study, THAlD was used to indi~ctly examine 

the police decision-making processes prior to and following the implementation 

of YSBs at four sites. The disposition of the cur~nt offense was employed 

as the dependent or criterion variable. This variable was dichotomized as 

court referral (lnformal or formal) vs. other dispositions (warn and release, 

agency ~ferral, detention). The variables included in the analyses as 

predictor variables we~: sex, race, age, most serious prior disposition, 

cumulative seriousness of prior dispositions, seriousness of cur~nt offense. 
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Separate THAID analyses were conducted for each time period (pre- and 

Post-) for each YSB site. Although there were variations between sites in 

terms of the importance of predictor variables, the same decision-making model 

tended to emerge within sites for the pre- and post-YSB periods. This was 

parti cularly true in tel"mS of the predi ctor vari ables that emerged as the 

most important decision-making factors within each site. Where wi±hin-site 

variations in decision-making factors did occur, it was restricted to pre­

dictor variables of sec~ndary importance that accounted for only a small amount 

of variation in the decision to refer individuals to court. Thus, the anal­

yses did not reveal any substantial shift in the police decision-making 

process that could be attributed to the establishment of Youth Service Bureaus. 
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OVERVIEH 

This volume is an evaluation report on the Youth Service Bureau 

projects funded by the ~1ichigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs. 

As such it attempts to relate project activities and outcomes to their 

stated goals and obj ectives ina manner cons i stent with the LEAA cfi1:fi-

nition of "intensive evaluations": 

A much more intensive analysis, utilizing more 
accurate or conclusive information to verify 
causality or what changes or achievements are, 
in fact, attributable to project activities. 
Eva 1 uat-j ons, therefore, determi ne to what 
extent a specific set of program/project activ­
ities cause accomplishment of program objectives. 
The crucial difference between evaluation and 
monitoring is the verification that a project 
produced a specific result. (LEAA Guidelines, 
M 4100.1E, 1975, p.75). 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. BG:~kqround of the r'10del Evaluation Project 

The Michigan Model Evaluation Project was funded in December 1975 

as part of a nationwide Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

e,ffort to improve the evaluation capabilities of State Planning Agencies 

(SPA). The Michigan Project was composed of three separate components: 

(1) inservice training for agency staff; (2.) standardized evaluations 

(monitoring) of five programmatic areas; and (3) intensive evaluations of 

b:o programmatic areas. The Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs 

(OCJP) maintained direct responsibility for the inservice training and 

standardized eval~ations but subcontracted with the research arm of the 

School of Criminal Justice at r~iGhigan State University (Criminal Justice 

Systems Center) to conduct the intensive evaluations. These efforts were 

initiated in January 1976. 

The actual selection of programmatic areas to be subjected to inten­

sive evaluation was made by OCJP administrative staff with general concur­

rence from the Criminal Justice Systems Center (CJSC) evaluators. The two 

programmatic areas selected for intensive evaluation were: (l) diversion 

oriented Youth Service Bureaus and (2) proactive Special Police Units. The 

primary rationale for the selection of these areas was twofold. First, OCJP 

had invested a substantial amount of money in them - approximately $8,538,493 . . 
in Youth Service Bureaus and $23,316,050 in various forms of Special Police 

Units. Secondly, it was assumed that both had a high potential for direct 

impact on the ultimate LEAA goal of crime reduction. Both reasons were 
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definitely consi stent ''Ii th LEAA recommendati ons concerni ng the criteri a 

for conducting intensive evaluations (Heidman, et.al.,: 1975,.3-5). 

The initial phase of the Youth Service Bureau (YSB) model evaluation 

was directed toward developing a staff, the organizational structure, and 

the overall work plan for the evaluation. Hhen completed, the work plan 

called for six project stages: 

1. Determining MEP Evaluation Criteria: To provide a 
decision-making framework to guide project activities 
and maximize the utilization of MEP findings. 

2 •. ME:P Project Definition: To develop impact models 
(specifications of the assumptions concerning linkages 
bet\-/een inputs, acti vi ti es and outcomes) for the pro­
jects included in the evaluation. 

3 •. ~stabli!ihing the Evaluation Strategy: To develop a 
framework to faciiitate the selection of a specific 
eval~at;on design in terms of evaluation utilization 
and f~asibility (costs in time, money, cooperation, etc.) 

4. Development of Selected Design: To develop the specific 
details (research design, sata collection instruments 
and procedures, administrative procedures, implemen­
tation schedules, etc.) for the selected evaluation 
design. 

5. Implementation of Evaluation Desiqn. 

6. Product Disse!1lination and Utilization: To provide evalua­
tion products and interact with appropriate decision­
makers in order to help maximize the utilization of pro­
ject results. 

Stages 1-4 above \:2re comp1 eted beb/een February and June 1976. By 

the beginning of July OCJP approved an evaluation design for the YSB 

component for the Model Evaluation Project. (See Appendix A for detailed 

presenta ti on of the proj ect wot~k plan). Duri ng thi s deve 1 opmenta 1 peri od 

special efforts were made to obtain OCJP input in order to clarify and 
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specify the impact models upon which YSB's were based. In addition, 

considerable discussion with OCJP staff was aimed at the decision-making 

objectives of the model evaluation effort. (Appendix B contains a copy 

of a questionnaire which was used as one means of obtaining the opinions 

and suggestions of OCJP staff). In general, these exchanges fell short 

of resolving the relevant issues. Evaluation staff were unable to clearly 

specify the decision-making objects for which the evaluation results \'Iould 

be employed. HO\'lever, there was general cons.ensus that the ul timate focus 

, of the evaluation should be on reduction in the incidence of crime and 

criminal activity as these were the primary criteria for LEAA funding. 

During this same period a series of site visits were made to a 

limited number of YSB's to obtain direct knowledge of their actual 

operation. These" visits \'/ere focused on intervie\'/s \'I;th project directors 

and critical individuals in the target community. The information derived 

from these preliminary interviews "las used in the development of the final 

evaluation design. 

The actual implementation of the YSB evaluation was initiated in 

July 1976. Thus, approximately 12 months were devoted to the fi~al phases 

of the project with a preliminary report scheduled for Harch 31', 1977. 

B. Youth Service Bureall 

The OCJP Youth Service Bureau projects are part of a broader agency 

effort lito achieve crime reduction as a result of limiting the opportunity 

and the propensity for the commission of crime. /I At the incept.ion of the 

Model Evaluation Project, separate projects were identified as falling 
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within the YSB category. The specific objectives of these bureaus were 

identified as: 

to provide e~rly intervention in the lives of 
behavior problem youth to reduce the number of 
youth referred to the juvenile court. (1975 Michigan 
Comprehensive Law Enforcement & Criminal Justice 
Plan, p. II-33) 

to provi de appropriate i ntet'venti on for youth when 
criminal, delinquent or nonadaptive behavior is 
displayed and to prevent and reduce crime and 
delinquency through the establishment of Youth 
Service Bureaus in counties or groups of counties 
within the state. 

to provide a coordinating agency f6r juveniles that 
will accept referrals from law enforcement agencies, 
schools, courts, community agencies, parents and 
youth. (1976 Michigan Comprehensive Law Enforcement 
& Criminal Justice Plan, p. 11-34,35). 

The developm~nt and implementation of YSB's appears to have been a 

response to a variety.of recent trends concerning the treatment of 

juvenile offenders. Our review of the literature indicated that the 

primary goal in establishing YSB's was to divert youthful offenders 

from formal juvenile court processing. Associated with the idea of 

diversion was an emphasis on providing the various forms of soci:l 

services assumed to be needed by such youth. This basic position \'/as 

first formally articulated at the national level by the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. It was 

argued that wherever possible, fonnal contacts \'lith the juvenile justice 

system should be minimized through diversion to other sources in order to 

avoid the possible negative consequences of such contacts. 

The same uncritical and unrealistic estimates of 
what is known and can be done that make expectation 
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so much greater than achievement. also serve to 
justify extensive official action and to mask 
the fact that much of it may produce more harm 
than good. Official action may actually help to 
fix and perpetuate delinquency in the child 
through a process in which the individual begins 
to think of himself as delinquent and organizes 
his behavior accordingly. That process itself is 
further reinforced by the effect of the labeling 
upon the child's family, neighbors, teachers and 
peers, whose reactions communicate to the child 
in subtle ways a kind of expectation of delinquent 
conduct. The undesirable consequences of official 
treatment are maximized in programs that rely on 
institutionalizing the child. The most informed 
and benign official treatment of the child there­
fore contains within it the seeds of its own frus­
tration and itself may often feed the very disorder 
designed to cure. (President's Commission 1967, p.SO) 

The formal sanctioning system and pronouncement of 
delinquency should be used only as a last resort. 
In place of the formal system, dispositional altern­
atives to adjudication must~'be developed for dealing 
with' juveniles, including agencies to provide and 
coordinate services and procedures to achieve 
necessary control without unnecessary stigma. 
Alternatives already available, such as those 
related to court intake, should be more fully 
exploited. (Pl"esident's Commission, 1967, p.81) 

Those recommendations could be put into effect in 
the near future, with existing organizations. Long­
term recommendations for enhanced use of community 
service agencies, however, would require the creatien 
of new social institutions. An essential objective 
in a community's delinquency control and prevention 
plan should therefore be the establishment of a 
neighborhood youth-serving agency, .a Youth Services 
Bureau, with a broad range of services and certain man­
datory functions. Such an agency ideally Vlould be 
located in a comprehensive community center and 
would serve both'delinquent an~ nondelinquent youths. 
While some referrals to the Youth Service Bureau 
wou 1 d norma 11 y ori gi na te \,/i th pa rents, schools and 
other sources, the bul k of the referrQ.l s coul d be , 
expected to come from the police and the juvenile 
court intake staff, and police and court referrals 
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should have special status in that the Youth 
Services Bureau would be required to accept them 
all. A primary function of the Youth Services 
Bureau t~us would be individually tailored work 
with troublemaking youths. The work might include 
group and in~ijvidual counseling, placement in 
foster homes, work and recreational programs, 
employment counsl~ling, and special education 
(remedial, vocat1onal). It would be under the 
Bureau's direct control either through purchase 
or by voluntary agreement \'/ith other community 
organizations. The most significant feature of 
the Bureau's function would be its mandatory 
responsibility to develop and monitor a plan of 
service for a group now handled, for the most part, 

. either inappropriately or not at all except in time 
of crisis. (President's Commissiol), 1967, p.83) 

Over the last decade this basic emphasis on diversion has been 

supported by other individuals and organif:ations concerned about youth 

and the possible negative effects of the processing within the juvenile 

justice system. For example, the Youth Development and Delinquency 

Prevention Administration (YDDPA) in the Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare supported the idea of diversion for the following rea~ons: 

First, there is the disappointing lack of success 
of existing correctional practices. Recidivism 
is high in traditional institutional programs, and 
even where experiments have been tried in institu­
tional srttings, the results have been disappointing. 

Second, evolving out of concern about what Lemert 
terms seco'1dary deviance, there is a gro\'ling 
awareness that the stigma of the court for 
correcti ona 1 experi ence may very \'/e 11 be counter­
productive for correction. If the treatment serves 
to aggravate rather than correct, the wisdom of its 
use must be questioned. 

Third, there is growing awareness that the factors 
which forge legitimate identities lie outside 
the correctional system. It is the community 
arenas in experience such as found in school, work, 
politics, and family life that one builds a 
commitment to conformity. If correctional activities 
are to be designed to contribute to the development 
of legitimate identity, access must be gained, and 
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programs developed, in such institutional aren~-s:~. 
Historically, of course, correctional programs "~ 
have done just the opposite, physically segregating 
the offender and through legal sanctions and stigma, 
imposing significant social barriers to re-entry 
into community life (as seen, for illustration. 
in the difficulties of finding a job for the ex­
convict, or,jn re-enrolling in school after release 
from the j uven~i,Je correcti ona 1 faci 1 i ti es . ) (Polk 
and Kobrin, 1972, 16). 

Basing their argument upon the third point, YDDPA has supported the 

establishment of Youth Service Bureaus. These programs would not only 

divert youth from the juvenile justice system but \'1ould provide the 

social frame\'lOrk \'J1thin which they could obtain assistance for their 

problems as well as develop new and positive experiences. 

Despite genel"al consensus on the desirability of diverting youth 

from the juvenile justice system there has been less than agreement about 

the specific programs to be used as an alternative. In some quarters there 

.~ is an emphasis 'on YSB's as a form of meta-agency devoted to the development 

and organization of youth services through activities such as "service 

brokerages", "resource development ll and "syst~ms modificationll. (Shen-lOod, 

1972).' For others there is an emphasis on (and the reality of) youth 

bureaus as directly providing services to youth and their families. Still 

others would advocate direct diversion without treatment. This conflicting 

orientation \'las implicit in the 1967 recommencations )f the President's 

Commission and has never been resolved. Moreover, most recent statements 

about Youth Service Bureaus have tended to ignore this issue and have 

emphasized both direct services and organizing activities. For example, 

the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
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articulated the following position concerning YSB's. 

Youth Service Bureaus should be established to 
focus on the special problems of youth in the 
communit.Y. The goals may include diversion of 
youth from the juvenile justice system; provision 
of a wide range of services to youth through 
advocacy and brokerage; offering crisis inter­
vention as needed; modification of the system 
through program coordination and advocacy; and 
youth development. (Community Crime Prevention 
1973, 70). 

Evaluation staff review of the YSB project narratives as well as 

conversations with OCJP staff made it clear that these projects were 

intended to reduce the incidence of crime and criminal activity by 

,juveniles in the funded jurisdictions. For example, Appendix C 

indicates that the oven~helming majority of bureaus identified crime 

reduction as a specific target goal. Also a very large number of 

project narratives identified diversion as a specific goal. 

The OCJP plan identified five possible youth service bureau models. 

These were: 

1. A Cooperation Agency r~odel in which several 
community agencies donate full-time services 
of one worker to the Youth Service Bureau. 
Working with the coordinator, these workers 
accept individual referrals and involve citizens, 
youth and professionals in solving problems 
related to the anti-social behavior of youth. 

2. A Community Organization r10del in. which n'leigh­
borhood citizens, under the direction of a 
coordinator, organize to form a board, develop 
services and meet crises in the neighborhood. 

3. A Citizen Action ~1odel ·in Nhich the Youth 
Service Bureau Citizens Committee has sub­
committees for youth services; iits staff receives 
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direct referrals and uses conference techniques 
and community resources to resolve individual 
problems. 

4. A Street Outreach Model which uses storefront 
neighborhood services as a basis for therapeutic 
group activities, possibly including the adminis­
tration of the Neighborhood Youth Corp. 

5. A Systems Modification Model which focuses on 
help~ng schools, institutions, programs and 
agent'; es become more sensi ti ve and responsi ve 
to the needs of youth. Demonstration projects 
could be used to encourage new approaches to old 
problems to divert offenders into positive 
community-based efforts. (1976 !"lichigan Compre­
hensive Law Enforcement & Criminal Justice Plan, 
p. II-36) 

A careful review of these descriptions, however, reveals that they 

are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Moreover, as Appendix C indicates 

most of the Bureaus were classified in a sixth category - Direct Youth 

Service Agency • 

. Given the multiple goals and procedures outlined for YSB's, it was 

obvious that any evaluation strategy implemented would have to address the 

inherent complexity involved. Procedures had to be developed vlhich \'/ould 

assess the multiple operational modes as well as the intended outcomes of 

each. It appeared critical to develop an evaluation model which was 

focused on the community impact, the programs' operation, the effect on 

the target youth, and the organizational strat~gy employed. The detai::i'ing 

of the multiple impact evaluation model will be described in Chapter It!. 

C. Overvie\'/ of Intensive Evaluation. 

In general, the notion of intensive evaluation can be divided Jnto 

two distinct but equally important foci: (l) effect and (2) process. 
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The evaluation of effect emphasizes project outcomes, that is, whether 

or not a project produced the desired changes. This evaluation focus 

requires that the project have articulated goals and objectives that 

are in measurable form. 

The specification of measurable goals and objectives result in 

project statements such as: 1) the Youth Service Bureau will institute 

a Citizen's Advocacy Council to provide a base of support for alternative 

youth oriented programs in the community. The goal of the YSB is increasing 

the amount of community resources spent on youth oriented programs. 

2) The YSB will accept referrals from the juvenile divisions of the 

police departments and provide alternative casework services in lieu of 

formal court processing. The goal of the YSB is the reduction of the 

rate of local youth referred to the juvenile court. 3) The YSB will insti­

tute a program of intensive family and school oriented casework methods with 

referred youth. The goal of the YSB is the reduction of official delin­

quency rates among referred youth. In addition to the specification of 

measurable project goals and objectives, effect evaluations require research 

desigr.s that help demonstrate that any objectives realized are caused by 

the project and are not merely the result of alternative causes. 

Process evaluations, on the other hand, are focused on the internal 

dynamics of the project and environmental conditions which influence the 

project. Thus, process evaluations require a clear articulation of the 

assumed causal re"lationships within the project in order to test the 

various sub-hypotheses' conceptually linking inputs with specific project 

activities and project activities with outcomes. 
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Additionally, process evaluations focus upon the socia-political 

environment within which the project is developed. Ideally, the design 

and initiation of an evaluation should be an integral part of the project 

development and implementationo In fact, the first step in initiating 

any pr~ject should be the development of an impact model that clearly 

articulates programmatic and evaluation objectives. This approach not 

only helps provide a quality evaluation design but also helps insure 

the clarification of project goals and the assumptions upon which the 

project is based. This approach also aids in the identification of policy 

decisions to be made from evaluation findings. 

Unfortunately we were not able to achieve this ideal as part of this 

study. In general, the projects included in this study had been funded 

and \'Jere in actual operation many months before the present evaluation 

'project was initiated. As a result pl~oject evaluation staff had no ·oppor­

tunity to influence the development of project or the character and quality 

of data available about them. Thus, the study must be regarded as a 

retrospective evaluation and is limited by all of the problems associated 

with such designs. In an attempt to deal \vith these problems a combination 

of specific research approaches have been employed. This strategy provides 

the opportunity for data triangulation which attempts to address the 

relevant eval~ation issues and approximate some of the advantages associated 

with true-experimental designs. 

D. Youth Service Bureau Intervention Impact Models 

As previously indicated, the first st~p in the design of any evaluation 

effort should be the specification of the impact model upon which the 

intended project is based. An· impact model r~presents the identification of 
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the anticipated project activities as well as the critical assumptions 

about the relationships be~ween project al::tivities as they relate to 

outcomes. In fact, the specification of an impact model should be the 

first step in the development of any project whether or not an evaluation 

is intended. 

One important factor in the development of impact models is to 

begin tathink of criminal justice projects as planned social interventions 

that are part of a complicated developmental or causal sequence. In the 

case of most social problems there are multiple intervention points in 

the developmental sequence. Further> interventions may take place in a 

variety of specific forms. One simple way of representing these possi­

bi1ities is presented in the diagram contained in Figure 1-1. 

Fi.gure 1-1 

Develoomental Model for Social Interventions 
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As Figure 1-1 illustrates, where one chooses to intervene in a 

particular causal network determines the nature ana character of factors 

that are identified as independent and dependent variables. The selecte~ 

intervention point (i.e., primary, secondary, tertiary) also determines 

the immediacy of relationships between variables, ana the relationships 
'I 

between project activities and anticipated outcomes. 

For example, it is possible to develop Youth Service Bureaus intended 

to reduce crime by attempting to eliminate differential distribution of 
,\ 

economic, educational, and vocational resources. Such projects would have 

to operate through a complicated chain of intervening variables (eg. educa­

tional alternatives, employment alternatives, alterations in tax structurc1) 

before they could be expected to produce the anticipated reduction in 

youthful crime and d'im,(Yingenera 1. Youth Service Bureaus could also be 
{"J 

designed to reduce cj~-ir((e by intervening further along the causal network 

(secondary intervention). For exampre, a Bureau could be designed to 

provide a program to/hich \'lOuld ·identify "delinquency-prone" youth in 

e1 ementary school andtprovi de an ; ntensive i nterventi on focused on reduci ng, 

the potential for criminal activity among the high-risk group. Jhird, a 

project may be designed to reduce delinq~ency by intervenfng at the end 

of the chain (tertiary intervention). Thus, YSB's could be designed v/hich 

waul d provi de methods of ins ti tuti ona 1 reform. ThiS" typ(f(jf approach 

would be aimed at enhancing the effectiveness of the e~5sting corr'ectit)~al . 

systems treatment of juvenil e offenders. As can be seen from this brief 

discussion, the options available in devising alternative projects to 

reduce"crime among juveni1es are numerous. Interventions can be devised ,', 
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at a variety of points in the presumed causal chain. Such decisions are 

ideally based on assumptions about the most effective timing of inter­

ventions and the specifics of the desired impact. 

~ . A second important factor in development of an impact model is 

the recognition that criminal justice projects must be implemented through 

some structure and that they must function in some type of organizational 

envir'onment. This recognition is critical in coming to understand the 

complicated nature of most social interventions and the degree to which 

. their apparert succes~ or failure may be influenced by conditions in 

their environment. One particularly useful concept is the identification 

of organizations as open social systems. This approach views organizations 

as processing systems \'/hich must: 1) import some form of energy (inputs) 

from their external environment; 2) transform these inputs through some 

type of ol"ganizational activity (throughputs); and 3), generate some product 

(outputs) which is of interest to members of the external environment. In 

fact, efforts to perform these functions become an intricate part.of any 

planned intervention. Figure 1-2 represents this process. When the points 

in Figure 1-2 are considered it becomes obvious that a criminal Justice 

project cannot be judged as successfully achieving its goals unless it 

can also be viewed as operating successfully as an organization. 

In general, the YSB I S funded by OCJP speci fi ed as thei r goals the 

reduction of criminal activity by juveniles and diverting behavior problem 

youth from the fO\~ma 1 juveni 1 e justi ce system. Unfortunately the 1 i terature 

on the goals of youth service bureaus and the assumptions upon \'/hich they 
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FIGURE 1-2 

PrQject Organizations As Open Systems 
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are based is not at all definitive. In fact, it is ultimately confusing 

and contradictory. Figure 1-3 presents our effort to develop a general 

impact and intervention model upon which Youth Service Bureau projects 

appear to be based. The first line in this diagram represents the basic 

assumptions concerning delinquency causation that appear critical to the 

YSB concept~ Briefly, it is assumed that there are both social conditions 

and individual bio-social experiences that produce individuals with varying 

potenti a 1 s for behavi ora 1 problems. HO\,/ever, the potenti a 1 for behavi ora 1 

problems must be combined with more immediate causes such as the character 

of peers or specific opportunity to commit an act before it is actualized 

'in delinquent behavior.* Even the commission of a delinquent act is not 

sufficient, however~ because it must still come to the attention of 

authorities before a youth can be exposed to the juvenile justice system 

and labeled a delinquent. FiAally, the individual incorporates the 

definition of delinquent into his own psychic structure so that the original 

causes of his deviance are displaced by conformity to the behaviors associ-

ated wJth the label lIdeviant". 

IISecondary deviation is deviant behavior, or 
social roles based upon it, which becomes a means 
of defense, attack or adaptation to the overt 
and covert problems created by societal reaction 
to primary deviation. In effect the original 
'causes' of deviation recede and give way to the 
central importance of the disapproving, degrada­
tional and isolating reactions of society." 
(Lemert: 1967, 17). 

* It should be noted that the earliest stage of this sequence does not 
really apply to the large numbers of youth who appear to have no serious 
underlying problems but still become involved in deviant behavior more 
out of situational factors or become involved with the JJS because of 

e' 

status offenses. The deve 1 opmenta 1 sequence does apply to them, however, ~I 
once a delinquent ~ct is committed. ~ 
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The second level in the diagram represents three distinct inter-

vention points for YSB's and their associated objectives: 

Primary Intervention - preventing the development 
of youth with high behavior problem potential; 

Secondary Intervention - treating youth identified 
as having high behavior problem potential; 

Tertiary Intervention - minimizing the negative 
consequences associated with exposure to the 
juvenile justice system. 

Levels III, IV, and V focus on the basic causal assumptions, targets, 

and intervention strategies associated with each intervention point. 

For example, the target population for tertiary-intervention are youth 

who are involved with some segment of the juvenile justice system. The 

tertiary intervention strategies emphasized at this point are: diversion 

from the juvenile-justice system and substitution with support services 

to help these youth avoid the negative consequences presumed to be 

associated with processing through the formal juvenile justice system. 

Simi 1 arly, the primary strategi es associ ated '-lith secondary intervention 

are a variety of efforts to provide more and better treatment for youth 

who haVe been identified as having behaviol"'al problems. In terms of 

primary intervention the target is really the social system or some sub-set 

of the social system; and the strategies are designed to produce funda­

mental changes in the ~ocial system and, thereby, prevent (reduce) the 

development of youth with higher behavior problem potential. For example, 

this might include the development of alternative school programs if one 

assumes that the organizational structure of the schools contributes to 

the behavioral problem potential of at least some youth. 

Levels VI represents the major effects associated \~ith each of the 

major intervention points. Thus, successful tertiary intervention could 
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be expected to reduce the secondary deviance and the recidivism that 

could be attributed to secondary deviance. On the other hand, it may 

have no effect on the occurrence of primary deviance. Similarly, the 

successful treatment of problem youth may reduce their participation 

in delinquent acts (primary deviance) but make no reduction in the rate 

at which the society itself produces problem youth. 

Although Figure 1-3 represents intervention strategies as discrete 

entities, their implementation in YSB operations is more complicated. 

Hhile these overlaps do not detract from the utility of the model, \\ 

they should be noted for future reference and clarification. For example; 

it appears that almost no distinctions are made between efforts to pro: 

vide support services to help avoid the emel;S:~nce of IIsecondary devianceu 

and efforts to treat the causes of "primary deviance ll
• Similarly, phrases 

such as "systems modification" are used to describe efforts both to 

produce fundamental changes in the system and efforts ~~rely to increase 

the quantity and quality of treatment services available to youth. 

In general, the OCJP Youth Service Bureau program conforms to the 

national pattern in stressing (1) the diversion of behavior problem youth .~ 

from the juvenile justice system and (2) 'the need to provide treatment 

services and attempt to inf1uence the social system. It should be noted, 

however, that the Michigan program appears to place somewhat greater C 

emphasis on the positive values of treatment services than on avoiding 

the negative effects assumed to res4~t from proces~.ing through the 

juvenile justice system. Briefly, the 1976 State Plan rationale for 

I) 
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funding youth service bureaus is: 

Social services for problem youth are generally 
inadequate. 

Inadequate social services result in inappropriate 
petitions to juvenile courts and/or the acceptance 
of unnecessary petitions by juvenile courts. 

The establishment of youth service bureaus will 
increase the quantity and/or the quality of 
services available for problem youth. 

Therefore, input sources (parents, schools, the 
police) will be encouraged to utilize the ser­
vices available throu~h (directly or indirectly) 

. youth service bureaus, rather than petition 
through juvenile court. . 

Despite this possible difference in emphasis, however, the 

objective is the same - diversion from the formal juvenile justice 

system, pcrticularly the juvenile court. 

It should also be noted that the Michigan YSB program places more 

emphasis on the prevention and reduction of crime and delinquency than 

does the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. For example, the 

1976 Comprehensive Plan states that the objectives of YSB's are "to 

provide appropriate intervention for youth when criminal, delinq'lent or 

nonadaptive behavior is displayed, and ar:e to prevent and reduce crime 

and delinquency." U·1ichigan State Plan 1976, II-34~35)* The recent articu­

lation of Criminal Justice Goals and Standards for the State of Michigan 

emphasized that "evaluation should focus on changes in institutional 

response to youth problems and on behavioral changes in individual youth. 

(CJGS 197'1-, 37). In contrast the National Advisory Commission 'on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals recommended that "evaluation should focus more 

* Personal interviews, etc. with OCJP and YSB project staff indicate that 
most individuals interpret "prevent and reduce crime and delinquency" to 
mean the reduction of recidivism among YSI3 served youth. 
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on changes in institutional response to youth problems than ort behavioral 

e changes in individual youth. 1I (Community Crime Prevention: 1973, 80). 

Figure 1-4 presents a ba~ic impact model for the OCJP Youth Service 

Bureau projects. It is ,obvious even from the simplified model depicted 

in this figure that the processes through which YSB's must work to 

achieve their objectives are extremely complicated and not particularly 

direct. In the first place the model anticipates effects at both the 

level of individual clients and the organizational level in terms of the 

number of juveniles processed and the incidence of juvenile crime. 

t·1oreover, success in the achievement of some points in the model may not -

at least in the short run - be compatible \'lith the concept of success at 

other pOints in the model. For example, a high level of success in 

dealing \'1ith clients may actuall,Y encourage police officials to formally 

proce.ss more youths in order to refer' them to the bureaus for servi ceo 

The importance of this possibility should not be overlooked particularly 

when Orne consi ders the 1 arge number of juvenil es \'Iho apparently are 

warned. and released by police officers \·Jithout any official records being 

made. 

E. Evaluation Questions 

Given our general commitment to conduct an intensive evaluation 

this study was designed to attempt to provide anS\'/ers to a broad array 

of questions. These questions may be grouped into five general components 

that correspond to the critical points in the impact model pres·ented~~. 

Figure I-4. They are: 

1. Do YSB projects reduce target crimes in the jurisdiction 
in \'lhich they are located? 

.. . . 
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Figure 1-4 .. 
,Basic OCJP Youth Service Burt:.?u Impact Model 
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2. 00 YSBs effect the operation of the target juvenile 
justice systems? 

3. To what extent do YSBs operate according to the 
conceptual models and alternatives outlined for them? 

4. What impact do YSB programs have on the individual 
youth referred to them? 

5. How are YSB projects initiated and operated? 
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CHAPTER II 

j ~1ETHODOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 

A. Literature Review 

During the planning phases of the model evaluation project a critical 

review of the literature on the functioning of Youth Service Bureaus was 

undertaken. A wide variety of traditionally academic, governmental, and 

project report sources were searched in order to gain a detailed background 

in previous work on Youth Service Bureaus. This literatu~e provided a 

base for designing the multi-faceted Model Evaluation procedure which was 

'ultimately employed. In general, it should be noted that there exists a 

tremendous paucity of high quality information relevant to the operation 

and function of YSBs., The following revie\'/ raised far more questions than 

it provided definitive answers. While this is not surprising in a new 

area of social change research, it was less helpful than might be hoped in 

providing specific tool~ Jor use in the Model Evaluation effort. For or­

ganizational purposes the following review is divided into four subsections. 

These include narrative descriptions, summary statistical evaluations, quasi­

experimental evaluation and experimental evaluations. 

Narrntive Descriptions 

Prior to the'execution of any sophisticated empirical studies of YSB 

programs, it was important to develop a thorough understanding of the nature 

of such endeavors. While a number of writings and treatises illustrated 

the importance of theoretical, political, and constitutional considerations, 

little was known about the actual structure and function of specific Youth 

Service Bureau programs. The first major attempt at narrative description 
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was a survey undertaken by the Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare's Youth Development and DelinquencY Prevention Administration 

(HEW, 1973). This contracted report was the first attempt to gather 
" 

systematic information on Youth Service Bureau organizations at a 

national level. Approximately 198 projects throughout the nation res­

ponded to a mailed questionnaire fonnat (198 completed qUestionnaires 

out b-\' 262 programs surveyed). The results of thi s survey indi cated 

general widespread agreement about certain important structural aspects ~ 
. \\ 

for successful YSBs. The following four influences were found to have 

been important in the development, organization and primary service of 

YSB programs: (1) the organization must be flexible enough to respond to 

the needs of the communi ty, (2) the agency mus t dea 1 effecti ve ly \'/i th the 

powerful segments of the community, (3) the recruitment of stable funding 

~ sources, and (4) the orientation of the staff must be to provide a ~ub­
stitute for other courses of action. Overall the HEW report concluded 

that the ct'itical element for success \'Ias a committed staff that demon-

strated 'an awareness and sensitivity to the pm'ler structure of the target 

community. 

Another illuminating narrative was Judge Eugene Moore's perceptive 

analysis of the delinque~cy prevention program inlcuding the Youth Service 

Bureau in Oakland County, Michigan (t~oore, 1969). ~'Jhile Judge Moore's 

perceptions were undoubtedly colored by his closeness to the program, he 

nevertheless made useful suggestions as to the integration of such programs 

into the broader community structure of social services. Youth Services 

System, \'/hich has been in operation for over 20 years in the county, was 
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portrayed as one of the most highly developed and comprehensive youth 

service networks in this nation. Overall Judge Moore's narrative des­

cribed the important role of family based services, a comprehensive 

serv; ce netvlOrk, and coord; na ti on among a va r; ety of youth servi ng 

agencies in providing the critical ingredients for successful youth 

service operations. 

Another widely recognized descriptive study was carried out by 

Cressey and f1cDerrnott in conjunction VJith the National Assessment of 

Juvenile Cor.rections project done at the University of t~ichigan School 

of Social Work. Narrative descriptions of the three diversion projects 

~ncluded an analysis of program development, organizational evolution, 

and community characteristics, In considering specific decision points 

along the juvenil~ justice system process, the authors were able to 

demonstrate the variety of factors that could affect the success of 

diversion program~ -- law enforce~ent and juvenile court organizational 

policies, personal attitudes and beliefs of juvenile justice system 

personnel, and community resources\·lith str'ong beliefs about delinquency 

(Cressey and !"lcDennott, 1 97 l"r) • Hhi 1 e they provi de 1 i ttl e more than ob­

servational speculation with regard to the impact of these programs, 

their detailed study contributed to the understanding of the critical 

role ol'ganiza~ional variables play in the development of planned social 

innovations. 

More recently, Schuchter and Polk reported a study of 45 planning 

agenc; es and 372 Youth Servi ce Bureau pr.oj'ects. Each of the projects 

were contacted by phone for structured interviews. In 17 of the locations 

on-site visits were made by project staff for a more thorough follow-up 
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investigation. The major findings of this study indicatE!d that all too 

often the projects lost si~ht of the more innovative systems change and 

modifications concepts because "a v.ariety of institutional, community, and 

. other pressures pushed YSBs into the delivery of direct services, overw 

responsiveness to justice systems demands, ahd potentially coercive and 

stigmatizing practices as extensions of the justice system." (Schuchter 

and Polk: 1971,101). The authors suggested that to understand the meta­

morphosis of such programs it will be necessary to specify and measure 

b/o sets of interrelated domains -- program operations and intermediate 

goal attainment. In other words, lias the linking or bridging variable 

between the program inputs and desired outcomes, these intermediate 

factors represent the theory of the program, \'/hile the program operation 

intervening variables iwe the necessary conditions for the theory to work." 

(Schuchter and Polk: 1975, 120). 

Other descriptive analyses of YSB programs have been less than opti­

mistic about the potential of YSBs for stimulating significant change in 

juvenile justice system functioning. An article by Rosenheim (1969) 

suggested the the YSB concept generated considerable interest because it 

allowed for the further expansion of the formal social control mechanism, 

and was one of the few novel suggestions made by the President's Crime 

Commission Report in 1967. Along a similar line, Howlett (1973) presented 

scathing criticisms of the concept and practice of diversion as carried 

out by YSBs. Klein's review of cri~ical issues pointed to unanswered 

questions about the location of diversion projects, definitions of diver­

sion criteria, issues of community tolerance, and funding instabilities. 
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Klein further construes the task for evaluators as relating information 

on these types of factors to the impact measures of success or failure 

(Klein: 1976). In describing four juvenile diversion projects, Nejelski 

(1976) noted that each proposed criteria for success could be easily can­

celled out by the opposing point of view. He vJrote, IILack of treatment 

is favored by laisez-faire liberals and abhorred by interventionists. A 

lack of procedure is decried by civil libertarians and applauded by 

champions of treatment. II (Nejelski: 1976, 401) Issues surrounding the 

goal and value orientation of YSBs are only part of the problem under­

lying the explication of program operations and organizational structures. 

Another large set of issues which arise frequently is the complex 

and ambiguous nature of the objectives and goals of YSBs. Klein, for 

example, noted three popular operation~l meanings for diversion. Each 

obviously has serious organizational implications. The first, labeled 

true diversion, means the outright release of cases ordinarily slated for 

court petition. The second, labeled diversion referral, involves referring 

youth previously slated for court appearance to alternative social programs. 

The third labeled diversion as usual, involves warning and release prac­

tices v/hich have been used by police departments for several years. (Klein: 

1976). A clear specification of goals, types of diversion to be under­

taken, criteria for diversion, and operational. procedures was the initial 

step in making diversion programs accessible and replicable. 

Besides shedding light on defi~itioi1al problems and lack of concrete 

organizational guidelines, descriptive studies have been highly successful 

in demonstrating the importance of organizational and environmental context. 

On the basis of their own review of the literature and original field 
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research in 13 diversion projects, Rutherford and McDermott concluded 

e that the primary issue having to do with organizational milieu centered 

on the "regulati.ons, rules, guidelines, and informal relationships that 

guide juvenile justice personnel in their intra and inter-agency in~\er-
h 

acti on. II (Rutherford and HcDermott: 1976, 3) They al so ci te, the irll,~or-
II \; 

tance of examining possible unanticipated consequences of diversions 

such as widening the net of social control, more intense handling of non­

diverted offenders, ignoring due process procedures~ and increasing the 

overall size of the juvenile justice system. The analysis of environmental 

and organizational factors is seen as likely to constitute the onlY,fruitful 

method for clarifying the omnipresence of unintended Youth Service BureatJ 

program consequences. In summary, several critical issues are raised by 

the narrative descriptions of YSB prog)~ams available at this time. In 

general~ they certainly appear to provide highlights of important domains 

rather than unambiguous conclusions. Obviously, the methodological 

problems with the narrative descriptions reviewed here are enormous. First, 

they seldom go beyond surface level descriptions to point out specifk 

guidelines; they fail to provide' an explicit frame\'lOrk from v/hich issues 

are suggested for analysis and on which a finite set of related issues 

can be identified; last,· and most important, is the fact the narrative 

descripticns are seldom related to impact data and the implications and 

conc1usions drawn ft'om these stUdies are typically based on personal per­

ceptions of the authors Nther than data even in its crudest form. These 

descriptions provided the i',1odel Evaluation Project a good deal of infor­

mation on the types of variables to be considered. H~)\'/ever, they failed to 
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provide specific operational assessment procedures which could be 

implemented and worse failed to provide a sound empirical base for 

decisions regarding critical organizational variables. 

Summary Statistical Evaluations 

The two project evaluations to be briefly reviewed here were selected 

as representative of the large number of project monitoring reports avail­

able from the Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Planning and nationally 

from state planning units. Summary statistical evaluations were found to 

be roughly comparable nationwide because of the similarity of state 

planning agency guidelines for ongoing evaluation. The evaluations gen­

erally included variables such as the number and characteristics of the 

client population, the sources of referral and the kinds of services 

offered, and certain basic att~mpts to measure outcome variables (e.g. 

recidivism rates, school attendance rates, etc.). One of the most com­

plete summary statistical evaluations in the State of 1~lichigan \'/as carried 

out by the County A Youth Service Bureau. In this report the organizational 

stl"ucture and program activities v/ere discussed in some detail. along vdth 

the ptesentation of the goals and objectives for the programmatic and 

evaluation components for the project. The effectiveness of the program 

was examined by selecting a random sample of program participants and 

checking over police files to see what percentage had been rearrested or 

had had further contact with the police six months following their par­

ticipation in the program. Juvenile court records were also examined to 

detetmine whether there had been changes in the number.and type of 

petitions filed and accepted by the juvenile court. In both instances 

the data indicated that the bureau had been hi9hly successful. A small 
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percentage of proaram youth had been subsequently arrested and there were 

reductions in the number of court petitions, the number of formal court 

hearings, and the size of formal probation case loads (County A, Youth 

Service Bureau Annual Evaluation: 1975, 81). The lack of adequate controls 

did not prevent the authors from concluding that the perceived changes 

were partially attributable to the Youth Service Bureau itself. On the 

basis of similar data, another project evaluation concluded that it can be 

seen from the above that while the bureau h~d a significant impact in 

reducing court petitions during its first year of operation, the impact 

has continued throughout the second grant year also. There have also 

been a great number of youth diverted from the juvenile justice system 

because the youth service bureau was in existence. (County B Youth Service 

Bureau Annual Report: 1975) It can be seen from this cursory revie\v of 

characteristic summary statistical reports that there has been little 

sensitivity to the methodological and statistical requirements necessary 

to make causal inferences. These summary statistical evaluations provided 

the Model Evaluation Project staff considerable background in gaining 

familiarity \'lith the typical previous evaluations accomplished. They 

further pointed out the need for including existing archival data sources 

as well as the importance of initiating our own data collection procedures. 

It was certainly the case that these reports sensitized the Model Evalua­

tion Project to the "over advocacyll which existed concerning the effective­

ness of YSBs in the State of Michigan. 
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provide specific operational assessment procedures which could be 

implemented and worse failed to provide a sound empirical base for 

decisions regarding critical organizational variables. 

Summary Statistical Evaluations 

The blO project evaluations to be briefly revie\'/ed here were selected 

as representative of the large number of project monitoring reports avail-

able from the Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Planning and nationally 

from state planning units. Summary statistical evaluations were found to 

be roughly comparable nationwide because of the similarity of state 

planning agency guidelines for ongoing evaluation. The evaluations gen­

erally included variables such as the number and characteristics of the 

client population, the sources of referral and the kinds of services 

offered, and certain basic attempts to measure outcome variables (e.g. 

recidivism rates, school attendance rates, etc.). One of the most com­

plete summary statistical evaluations in the State of Hichigan was carried 

out by the County A Youth Service Bureau. In this report the organizational 

stl~ucture and program acti viti es \'/ere di scussed in some detail. along \'ii th 

the presentation of the goals and objectives for the programmatic and 

evaluation components for the project. The effectivenoss of the program 

was examined by selecting a random sample of program participants and 

checking over police files to see what percentage had been rearrested or 

had had further contact with the police six months following their par-

ticipation in the program. Juvenile court records were also examined to 

determi ne v/hether there had been changes in the number. and type of 

petitions filed and accepted by the juvenile court. In both instances 
" 

the data indicated that the bureau had been hiahly successfUl. A small 
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percentage of program youth had been subsequently arrested and there were 

reductions in the number of court petitions, the number of formal court 

hearings, and the size of forma! probation case loads (County A. Youth 

Service Bureau Annual Evaluation: 1975, 81). The lack of adequate controls 

did not prevent the authors from concluding that the perceived changes 

were partially attributable to the Youth Service Bureau itself. On the 

basis of similar data, another project evaluation concluded that it can be 

seen from the above that while the bureau had a significant impact in 

reducing court petitio~s during its first year of operation, the impact 

has continued throughout the second grant year also. There have also 

been a great number of youth diverted from the juvenile justice system 

because the youth service bureau was in existence. (County B Youth Service 

Bureau Annual Report: 1975) It can be seen froPl this cursory review of 

characteristic summary statistical reports that there has been little 

sensitivity to the methodological and statistical requirements necessary 

to make causal inferences. These summary statistical evaluations provided 

the Model Evaluation Project staff considerable background in gaining 

famil i ari ty \·,ith the typi ca 1 previ ous eval uati ons accompl i shed. They 

further pointed out the need for including existing archival data sources 

as well as the importance of initiating our own data collection procedures. 

It was certainly the case that these reports sensitized the Model Evalua­

tion Project to the "over advocacy!! which existed concerning the effective­

ness of YSBs in the State of Michigan. 
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Quasi-Experimental StlJdies 

One of the earliest attempts at quasi-experimental research in the 

evaluation of YSBs ViaS accomplished by Duxbury (1973). Included in this 

evaluation were seven YSB projects in the State of California. Systems 

level data were collected for juvenile arrests, and the results ranged 

from a 42 percent reduction in juvenile arrests to a 6 percent ~ncrease 

six months following the introduction of these six bureaus. Looking at 

probation referral statistics, Duxbury used non-equivalent control juris­

dictions and again found varying results including one instance in \'Jhich 

the San Fernando YSB district experienced a 40 percent decrease in the 

number of initial probation referrals, while a 34 percent decrease also 

occurred in the non-YSS comparison jurisdiction. Duxbury further collected 

individual level data on project youths and found-that project clients had 

been arrested fewer times in the period six months after the program in 

comparison to six months prior. (Duxbury: 1973) 

TvlO studies reviewed by Gibbons and Blake (1976) -in Y/hich non-equiva­

lent control groups were used demonstrate the potential shortcomings of 

the quasi-experimental design approach. Lincoln compared recidivism 

rates for youth in a west coast juvenile diversion program with those of 

a matched control group selected from the police department file. She 

found that the control group had the aver~ge of only a 1.1 subsequent 

offense while the diverted group averaged 1.7 new offenses and more 

frequently had three or more new offenses. (Lincoln, Unpublished). 

Similarly, Elliott and Blanchard (1975) used non-equiv~lent control youths 

chosen from probation case loads in their study of a YSB and a similar 

juvenile diversion project. In this case, the selection of youths on 
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probation \'lould likely have biased the research in favor of the project 

youths since it could be expected that having penetrated further into 

this system, the control group would have more subsequent offenses . 
.. 

Neither of the above studies found significant differences between control 

and project youth, but the potential confounding effect of non-equivalent 

control groups is illustrated. Gibbons and Blake (1976} discussed two 

other widely quoted studies which used quasi-experimental designs. For 

the evaluation of Project Crossroads (a diversionary program offering 

employment and counseling services) 191 first time offenders in the project 

I'Jere compared ~Ii th t\'10 control groups made up of those routinely processed 

youths who were screened prior to adjudication and those who were ulti­

mately adjudicated. The 15 month follow-up of police records indicate that 

31 percent of the 'project group had been ~eurrested, 44 percent of the 

screened group had been rearrested and 47 percent of the adjudicated cases 

had been rearrested. (Gibbons and Blake: 1976, 4) A similar strategy was 

used in evaluating a project labeled Alternative Roots, a diversionary 

program of the California Youth Authority that provides short term indi­

vidual, group and family counseling. A comparison of 142 youths referred 

to the project in 1972 was made with 190 youths who were arrested in 1970 

for similar offenses. Results indicated that only 6 percent of the pro­

ject youths in comparison to 47 percent of the control youths rated sub­

sequent petitions to the juvenile court. (Gibbons and Blake: 1976, 414) 

Again, the literature rev;e\·/ed provided more questions than definitive 

answers. Obviously, the studies reviewed are replete with serious metho-

dological shortcomings. Hithout exception they employed evaluation 
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methodology subject to sufficient threats to internal validity rendering 

their \"'esults uninterpretable. Further, they paid little or nl) attention 

to relationships between internal and external organizational factors and 

resu1tin\1 individual level outcomes. At best they highlight the need for 

an intensive model evaluation approach. 

Experimental Dcisgns 

Probably the most widely known experimental evaluation was conducted 

by the Sacramento 601 Diversion Project. In this project youth were 

randomly assJgned to either the diversion project or regular court intake. 

This was accomplished through a procedure which allowed referr~ls to the 

diveY'sionary project four days per v-Ieek and regular court intake the other 

three days per \'/eek. The days \'/ere rotated each week so the chances of 

inclusion in one group or the other \'/ere determined only by the day of 

the week on which referral was made. After the program had been in oper­

ation for nine months, it was found that the project group had been 

petitioned to the juvenile court in only two percent of the Cases. Over 

a similar time period the control group had been petitioned to court 21 

percent of the ti~e. In terms of subsequent police arrests, a seven month 

follow-up disclosed 35 percent of the diverted group had been rearrested 

while 46 percent of the control group had been rearrested. The conclusion 

\'Jas reached that the resul ts provi ded II a powerful demonstrati on of the 

value of the diversion concept in combination with the use of family 

crises counseling at the point of probation intake. 1I (Baron and Feeney: . 

1973, 18) Leidtke, at.al. (1973) examined the Portland, Maine youth 

diversion project. This project provided services similar to those of 

youth. service bureaus -- counseling, advocacy referral, employment coun­

seling, etc. In a three month follow-up of the diverted (experimental) 
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and regularly processed cases (control group) no significant differences 

... ,ere found l'/ith regard to future delinquency rates. Twenty percent of 

the control group (n=40) and 18 percent of the experimental group (n=57) 

had been rearrested at least once (Leidtke, et.al.: 1974)32) 

A~ extensive study by Klein compared four alternative police dis­

positions. Conditions included were counsel and release, non-detention 

petitioning, referral with purchase of service, and referral without 

purchase of service option. In a six months follow-up, youth randomly 

assigned to the latter three groups had higher rearrest rates than those 

who were simply counseled and released. The counsel and release reported 

as much delinquency involvement on the self-report delinquency scale, 

leading Klein to conclude that "being rearrested is lal~:Jely a function of 

visibility to the police rather than acutal reinvolvement in misbehavior. 

The police simply do not see as many repeaters among youths who were 

counseled and released." (Klein: 1976, 4l6-417) Unfortunately, it appears 

that there vlere major fla':ls in the randomization \·Jhich would as easily 

explain the observed results. 

The Adolescent Diversion Project in Champaign-Urbana, Illinois 

examined the efficacy of a volunteer-based diversion project in two sub­

sequent years. (Davidson, et.al.: 1977) The project involved providing 

one-to-one volunteer interventions with youth d"iverted by juvenile 

officers. In t\·/o sequential evaluations, experimental youth demonstrated 

fewer arrests, less serious official 'offenses, and better school attendance 

in comparison to a randomly assigned control group. Official arrest data 

were examined for a two year follow-up pedod and essentially confirmed 

the results. 

II-12 

... 

1 
1· 
I 



In each of the experimental studies reviewed, emphasis was placed on 

basic research guidelines regarding the selection and assignment of indi­

viduals to program interventions. The problems associated with the other 

studies reviewed having to do with biased selection processes (and conse­

quently', the generalizability of results) are addressed by the experimental 

studies. The tradeoff, however, in these studies has been the necessarily 

limited scopes with smaller numbers of program clients involved and the 

exclusion of organizational/environmental factors. 

To summarize, the four groups of studies reviewed cover a wide range 

of pl"ograms and issues. But few of the studi es generated i nformati on 

which is directly pertinent to the question of the effectiveness of Youth 

Service Bureaus. The descriptive studies explicated and clarified con­

ceptual and definitional issues important in the evaluation of Youth Service 

Bureaus, but they offered little in the way of data on the impact of pro- " 

jects on individual and/or systcn outcome variables. The summary statis-

tical evaluations and the quasi-experimental studies concentr~ted primarily 

on ass~ss1ng the impacts of projects (usually only the effects on indivi-

dual clients) although they were generally beset with methodological short-

comi ngs \"hi cll call ed into questi'on the val i dity and general i zabi 1 ity of 

findings. The experimental studies have made an important contribution 

to the evalua4ion research literature by demonstrating the use of stringent 

selection and assignment procedures which minimize the probability that 

biased samples account for perceived,effects (external validity). They 

have not, however, thoroughly examined the eV01ution and transformation 

of programs due to interactions internal and external to the projects 

(intet'nal valid'ity). In general, the missing, element in previous 

. II-13 



evaluation efforts has been the integration of organizational/environmental 

analyses vlith impact analyses of individual and systems effects to provide 

a comprehensive picture of the implementation und 'impact of pl'ojects at 

different levels (e.g.individual and justice system). The following 

chapter examines in more detail the rationale for a multi-faceted approach 

and spells out the specific evaluation design to be used in this study. 
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B. Intensive Evaluations and Causal Inference 

As indicated in Chapter I, the primary thrust of intensive evalu-

ation is to utilize, u'more accurate or conclusive information to verify 

causality or \'/hat changes or achievements are, in fact, attributable to 

project activities." (LEAA Guidelines, M 4100.00; 1975, 75). In other 

words, the ultimate hypothesis to be tested for any program is, did the 

intervention produce the anticipated changes in the dependent variable? 

More specifically, the ultimate question to be addressed in examining 

the efficacy of Youth Se'rvice Bureaus in the State of r'1ichigan, is the 

degree to \·thich they impacted a reduction in general and juvenile crime 

rates. As a result, intensive evaluations require efforts to systematically 

test the 1 ogi c of the impact models to determi ne \'/hether or not the 

assumptions upon which the project was based are valid. In the ideal sense, 

it is not sufficient to know whether changes in outcome variables occur 

unless they can be logically and methodologically associated with project 

activities. Thus, the particular value of intensive evaluations must 

depend' upon the degree to which causal j~¥erence can be made from them. 

Briefly summarized, the accepted criteria for causal inference include 

the following: 

1. Chronolosical or temporal order. Event A must precede 
event B 1n time in order to be considered its cause. 
In the case in questi on here, it vlOul d be necessary 
to observe that the initiation of the Youth Service 
Bureau preceded the desired reduction in crime. 

2. Co-variation or Simult~neous Occurrence. Both events 
A and ~ must occur dnd vary together in (l consistent 
manner; if A increases or decreases, B must increase 
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or decrease in a consistent fashion. The general 
point at issue here is whether or not event A is 
a necessary and/or sufficient cause of event 13. 'In 
the ideal sense it is desirable to demonstrate that 
event A is both a necessary and sufficient condition 
to produce event B. In order for A to be construed 
as a necessary condition, event B must never ~ccur 
without event A. However, event B need not always 
follow the occurrence of event A. In order for 
event A to be determined to be a sufficient condition 
thE! occurrence of event A must always be follo\'/ed by 
event B. The evaluation question at issue here would 
involve demonstration of a consistent reduction in 
crime rates following the initiation of YSBs and no 
decrease in crime rate when YSBs \'/ere not initiated. 

3. Elimination of alternative causes. Assuming the 
temporal order of events A and B to be correct 
and that events A and B covary, the final criteria 
for determination of causal inference is the elim­
ination of alternative or rival explanations con­
cerning the causes of the observed outcome. It 
should be noted that this third and fi~al criteria 
is ah/ays the most difficu'lt to determine. In 
exami ni og the impact of YS8s, it \'lOul d be necessary 
to methodologically control for or assess other 
possible explanations for' observed l~eductions in 
crime. 

In the final analysis, the issues raised by traditional criteria for 

determination of cause-effect relationships are ultimately reducible to 

the determination of the most reasonable explanation for the observed out­

come. In the type of evaluation activity described here one must be 

particularly sensitized to the role of other contemporary events in pro­

ducing the observed relationship or difference,. This rathe\A sedous set 

of concerns is vel~Y similar to that faced by all investigators in social 

phenomena. Given current evaluation techniques, pal~ticularly in the type 

of evaluation being described here, it is important to keep in mind that 

the best solution \'/hich can be achieved involves proof beyond a reason­

able doubt.. Campbell and Stanley identified these criteria as the problems 
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of "internal" and "externa1" validity. (Campbell and Stanley: 1966) 

For purposes of this report internal validity is defined as 

followi ng: 

The degree to which observed changes in the outcome 
variables can be attributed to the assumed causal 
variable rather than some other factor including 
measurement or description error. In other words, 
the degree to which systemic, programmatic, or indi­
vidual outcome can be attributed to the initiation 
and the functioning of YSB projects. 

Thus, the focus of internal validity is within the particular 

evaluation being conducted and examined. Further, it is the ability of 

the particular evaluation to measure treatment effects on specified 

dependent variables and reasonably attribute those effects to the oper­

ation of the program. Under this concept Campbell and his colleagues 

originally identified nine distinct sources of invalidity. t1lore recently 

Ahlin and Sull ivan have s~ggested a some\'/hat more simpl i fi ed scheme that e 
reduces the nine distinct issues to five broad categories. (Alwin and 

Sullivan: 1975, 79,91) The Alwin and Sullivan system describes the 

followjng: 

1. The problem of selection processes resulting in pre­
intervention differences among groups making it 
difficult to attribute effects to the observed post­
intervention differences. In this case, common 
examples of the operation of selection biases would 
include s~ch practices as YSBs accepting referrals 
of only the "easiest" youths. 

2. The problem of history. The occurrence of events 
unrelated to the specific intervention producing 
alternative explanations for the observed effects 
which would otherwise be attributed to the inter­
vention. Examples of the operation of history 
effects in the examination of the effectiveness of 
YSBs \'lOuld include such things as the community 
altering its policies of apprehending youthful 
offenders, the school system increasing the number 
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and range of educational alternatives, an alteration 
in the juvenile code removing status offenses from 
the jurisdiction of law enforcement, etc. 

The problem of identifyin[ the interveniQJl.EL.Q..cess or 
processes by \'Ihich an observed intervention effect is 
actually produced. This particular threat to validity 
is a serious consideration in examining the impact of 
such complex social subsystems as YS~s. As earlier 
described it has been noted that YSBs operate in a 
variety of modalities \'lith a variety of idiosyncratic 
goals. Using standard scientific methodology in 
examining the impact of YSBs requires the assumption 
that Youth Service Bureaus are uniformally operated 
and consistently applied across individuals and across 
settings. Given this situation it is particularly 
critical to determine the actual operating modalities 
employed by YSBs and their covariations with observed 
outcomes. 

4. The problems of measurement error. This category of 
threats to validity includes a variety of specific issues 
genera'ily thought to be IIrandom and l1on-random ll in thei r 
effects on observed outcomes. Common examples include 
alteration in record keeping procedures, the use of 
unreliable questionnaire or self-report indices of in­
dividual change, instability in measures over time, 
differential treatment of YSB subjects by data collectors, 
etc. 

5. The problem of differential attrition of cases due to 
either factors associated with selection processes, to 
treatment intervention, or to post-selection events 
unrelated to the treatment intervention. The most 
common example of these problems include difficult 
youth moving from the target comr.]unity making them 
unavailable for post and follow-up data collection, 
dropout of particularly high risk youth from the inter­
vention program and the subsequent non··inclusion of 
such cases in evaluations~ etc. 

The concept of Uexternal" validity on the other hand, r~fers to the 

degree to which observed findings and effects can be generalized beyond 

the confines of the particular evaluation being conducted. Technically 

speaking the issue here is lito what populations, settings, tr~atment 

variables, and measurement variables can this effect be generalized?1I 

(Campbell and Stanley: 1965, 5) Obviously, external validity issues are 
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critical particularly when there is interest in the transfer ability of 

a project and its evaluation results. 

In the case of external validity simplified criteria are extremely 
.. 

difficult to detail. They include: 

1. Selection effects - the degree to which there are 
'ChaNctcristics of the youth in a particular target 
community makin-g them unrespresentative of youth 
in Michigan at large. 

2. r~easurement effects - the particular int~raction bet\'/een 
measurement modes used and other variables. 

3. Confounded treatment effects - the lack of standard 
treatments across individuals, caseworkers, etc. 

4. Multiple treatment effects - the exposure of youth to 
more than one project over the course of YSB 
intervention. 

5. Situational effects - idiosyncratic effects attributable 
tp the specific social context, community or program 
environment in which the YSB was initiated including 
the staff, lithe excitement of a ne\'/ program", political 
factors, etc. 

It can be seen from this brief discussion of the criteria for 

causal inference that a complex and systematic evaluation strategy is 

essential. In fact, the establishment of unquestionable causal links 

is an enormous undertaking at best~ Satisfaction of botll internal and 

external validity concerns in the fact of the inherent complexity of 

Youth Service Bureaus necessitat~s the use of multiple evaluation 

strategies. It is obvious from the mUltiple conceptual and operational 

models for YSBs detailed in Chapter I and the paucity of well conducted 

evaluations of Youth Service Bureaus'detailed in the literature review 

that a simple evaluation effort aimed at single variables was neither 

reasonable nor sufficient. It was thus necessary to conceptualize and 
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design a model evaluation approach which attempted to address concerns 

for methodological credibility, multiple outcome assessment, situational­

operational assessment and experimental/exploratory evaluation components. 

In light of these demands a multi~faceted evaluation plan was constructed. 

The general characteristics of this plan will be detailed in the next 

SUb-section. Chapter III will provide a more specific delineation of the 

operational methods employed. 

C. Evaluation Strategy Rationale 

In terms of evaluation ideals any social intervention would be 

designed and implemented to address the issues of standard operation, 

causal inference and random assignment of subjects, sites, and community 

environment. The evaluation staff of the Youth Service Bureau project 

dcvelop.=d the multi-faceted evaluation strategy in order to address sllch 

concerns in the context of a short term post hoc evaluation. The resulting 

strategy is a careful mixture of both exploratory and experimental data 

collection features. It was also necessary to provide an evaluation design 

which would reflect the multitude of processes and variables which served 

as contextu~l, operational and outcome evaluation dimensions. As described 

earlier, youth service bureaus have been thought of as having ultimate 

effects in terms of their crime reduction capabilities, intermediate effects 

in terms of their initiation ope.'ation, and immediate effects in terms of 

the'ir impact on the particular youth served. It was therefore necessary 

to include cOrTsideration and assessment of variables ~'I'h'ich would reflect 
I 

impact on each of these levels of interest. 
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An important set of considerations which lead up to the evaluation 

strategy employed here involved a decision made very early on in the 

planning of the model evaluation effort. To overstate the case, it would 

have been possible to plan model eValuation procedures which approximated 

more ideal methodological conditions. Such efforts could certainly have 

been justified by the contribution made to the detailed kno'Aledge avail­

able, to the internal validity of the resulting findings, and to the more 

careful examination of a small number of theoretically critical variables. 

Such an approach would have been subject to at least two major limitations . 
..... ,:. 

First, it \~ould have involved an extensive investment of time, money and 

effort in a small number of sites, perhaps only one or two. For example, 

experimental evaluation procedures could have been employed in the develop­

ment of a new Youth Service Bureau site initiated during the time of the 

model evaluation project. However, the development of such a site would 

have limited the amount and duration of post intervention data available 

for analysis at the end of the model evaluation effort. Second, focusing 

on an extremely limited number of sites would have detracted from the 

generalizability of the evaluation. This is true in considering external 

validity in its traditional sense as well as considering notions of the 

ability to monitor critical situational, political, and organizational 

variables. Developing a single site from the beginning would have limited 

examination of organizational variables to one site and eliminated the 

variability of such dimensions across sites. 

At the other end of the continuum it would have been possible to 

monitor the operation of all YSBs on all dimensions. While this certainly 

wou'ld have been desirable for general izabil ity reasons, it \'Iould have 
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placed other restrictions on the evaluation. First, the geographic 

location of the YSBs would have severely restricted the ability of pro­

ject staff to insure the quality control of resulting data. Second, it 

would have been impossible to carefully assess the impact of multiple 

situational, organizational and individual variables in all sites. Third, 

the dependence of the model evaluation effort on the verbal and archival 

memories of existing YSB project staff would have been increased to an 

intolerable level. 

In short, the resulting model evaluation design was an attempt to 

provide a constructive compromise. First~ the study was to approximate 

. 'a model intensive evaluation by establishing the cause of linkages be-

tweem project activities, surrounding circumstances, and anticipated 

outcomes. This meant that the focus of evaluation \'/ould be on both the 

ultimate goals of YSB as well as their activities and internal processes. 

Second, there was general agreement that it was desirable to assess the 

impact of YSBs as evolving organizations. This meant that it was necessary 

to examine their initiation and operating procedures~ their impact on 

community crime and delinquency rates, and their impact on individual youth 

served. Third, it was obvious that the operation of such a multitude of 

variables would have to be examined across several YSB sites. Due to the 

formal as \'/ell as obServed differences in the goals and operations of par­

ticular YSBs, a wealth of information could be gained by comparing the 

differences and similarities observ~d across site. Fourth, it was critical 

to establish a single true experimental site for careful examination of 

individual outcome variables. In fact, the model evaluation project was 

successful in implementing an experimental comparison in a single site as 
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part of this effort. Finally, it was concluded that the final evaluation 

would critically examine the consistency of relationships observed across 

sites and within sites across time and data modalities. It was only 

through the use of a multi-faceted evaluation approach that an accurate 

reflection of the operation and impact of YSBs could be adequately 

examined. This point ~ viewed ~ critical ~ accurately examining the 

conclusions and results !Q. be included in this first ~ort. 

In short, the multi-faceted evaluation approach was designed to 

deal with the following conditions: 

1. the inability to randomly select project sites or clients. 

2. the lack of either clearly Dr uniformly specified goals and 
objectives in easily measureable terms. 

3. the lack of highly sophisticated impact models specifying the 
assumption for initiating and operating youth service bureaus 
or uniform agreement as to the linkinq inputs, interventions, 
or anticipated outcrnnes. 

4. the inability to include experimental evaluation procedures 
in the early planning and initiation of specific YSB projects. 

5. the inability to have any but minimal control or influence over 
thE intervention activities of YSB administration or staff. 

6. the inability to control or monitor longitudinal ttlr'get 
communities and social and program environments in which 
YSBs operate. 

7. the lack of well developed or standardized assessment pro­
cedures sufficient to ~ddress the multitudinals thought to 
be operating in YSBs. 

8. the inability to avoid dependence upon verbal or archival 
project staffs and critical individuals in generating data 
for many aspects of the ev~luation described here. 

9. the appal'Gnt serious discrepencies between information gener'­
ated by ongoing program monitoring functions of OCJP and 
actual YS8 operations as observed first hand. 

.. . , 
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A further set of general conceptualizations led to the specific 

evaluation plans. As with many conceptions of social programming, the 

interest in examining delinquency prevention projects has progressed 

from simple procedures of auditing how much money was being spent to 

more sophisticated studies attempting to determine the result-s ~J';hieved 

by projects. In general, howe"'er~ these studies have been disappointing 

to public officials because most projects do not appear to produce the 

politically desirable results ascribed to them in planning phases. 

Within the position ascribed to here, there are at least three 

major reasons for this apparent lack of project success. The first 

reason may be identified as programmatic over-expectation. That is, our 

expectations for the success of delinquency prevention programs is often 

grossly exaggerated. The literature and our own experience provided 

abundant evidence to support this observation. In general, planned 

social interventions have been directed towards problems that normal 

mechanisms of society have shm/n an inability to remedy. An obvious 

conclu?;on is that if delinquency were an easy social problem to solve 

\,/e would already have done so. Thus, the results that can be anticipated 

from nevI programs are probably realistically lower than the dramatic 

changes generally too often promised \'/hen delinquency prevention projects 

are initiated. At the extreme, this is what Campbell has referred to as 

"over advocacy". (Campbell: 1969,409-411) The second reason projects 

may not produce the results expected of them is because of conceptual 

failure. That is, projects may fail because the current theories con­

cerning causation and assumed relationships upon which the projects were 

based were inaccurate, incomplete or inappropriately focused. Conceptual 
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failure is generally at the heart of the debates concerning the effective­

ness of social programs. Presumably, all social programs are based on some 

underlying theoretical framework. Hopefully, this framework is the most 

scientifically credible alternative available at the time in question. 

The intent of the project is to intervene in some identified or hypo­

thesized causal network and produce more desirable outcomes. However, if 

the theoretical or conceptualized framework underlying the project is 

inappropriate, impact on the causal network never takes place and hence 

the lIidea" failed. {Kerr: 1976, 351-363} The third reason projects 

commonly fail is that they are never put into operation as intended or 

planned. In other words, the ideas - the impact model - upon which the 

project was developed were never really tested because the project was 

not carried out according to the prototypic model. Thi's is generally 

referred to as implementation failure. It is almost redundant to point 

out that it may be an exercise in futility to evaluate projects if in 

fact the project was never accurately impleme~ted as intended. 

All three of these factors may influence the apparent success or 

failure of a project or planned intervention. In general, the issue of 

project implementation has been seriously neglected by organizational 

researchers and eva1uation specialists, as well as by policy makers, 

politicians and program developers. It is almost as if everyone concerned 

wished to ignoY'e the fact that policies, programs, state agency direc­

tives, legislation and projects must be implemented in organizational 

settings by organizational members and that the reality of implementation 

is at best problematic and at worst impossible. In light of these issues 

the focus on implementation, operation and outcome variables were all 

seen as critical °in planning the multi-faceted evaluation strategy. 
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D. Evaluation Overview 

As indicated throughout earlier sections of this report, the 

evaluation strategy selected for this project was a multi-faceted 

approach which addressed five general at'e,as. Each of these areas 

was selected to correspond to critical points in the Youth Service 

Bureau impact models developed earlier. (Figures 1-3 and 1-4). It 

will be recalled that relatively complicated causal processes were 

assumed to have been associated with the implementation and operation 

of YSB projects. For example, the ultimate goal of the YSBs has been 

identified as the prevention or reduction of crime, particularly youth 

crime, Nhich could be determined by merely examining local crime statis­

tics. Given the complicated impact model upon which YSBs were based, 

it would not seem reasonable to attribute any reduction in crime to 

the existence of a Youth Service Bureau unless cons.iderable evidence 

existed for increased diversion, improved service delivery, or more 

effective handling of youthfui offenders. In a similar manner, it was 

critically important for the Model Evaluation Project to determine 

exactly how YSBs operated. This allowed observation of the assumed 

relationships between YSB initiation and crime reduction. Finally, it 

was considered important to examine the organizational linkages which had 

been established by YSBs. Of particular importance her'e were the re­

lationships established with relevant law enforcemeQt agencies, school 

districts, and other social service ftgencies. As a result, there was 

an attempt to direct1y study the implementation and operational processes 

associated with Youth Service Bureaus as organizational entities. 
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The net result of the overall evaluation approach was a comprehensive 

evaluation d~sign which attempted to address five general questions on 

the YSB projects. The following questions provide a summary of the goals 

of the Youth Service Bureau evaluation; 

1. Do YSB projects reduce target crimes in the jurisdiction 
in which they are located? 

2. Do YSBs effect the operation of the target juvenile 
justice systems? 

3. To what extent do YSBs operate according to the conceptual 
models and alternatives outlined for them? 

4. What impact do YSn programs have on the individual youth 
referred to them? 

5. How are YSB projects initiated and operated? 

Detailed descriptions of the particular rese~rch methodologies used 

to investigate these questions will be presented later in a separate 

chapter. (See method sections in Chapter 3). Given the interdependent 

nature of the evaluation design, it seems advisable to provide an initial 

summary of the evaluation components and the potential relationship be­

tween them. 

The first evaluation component deals with the ultimate effects 

expected of YSBs. As detailed earlier, the general question associated 

with this component is, "Do YSBs reduce target crimes in the juris­

diction in which they are located?" Specific questions to be tested in 

this evaluation component are: 

1. Have the rates of target crimes decreased in the juris­
dictions which initiated and operated YSBs? 

2. Is there a relationship between the particular activities 
of specific YSBs and the incidence of relevant target crimes? 
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3. Is there a relationship between the specific organizational 
linkages of YSBs and the incidence of particular target crimes? 

The general methodological vehicle used for dealing with the general 

question of decreasing crime rates is the quasi-experimental time-series 

analysis of official Uniform CrTme Report data. Briefly, time-series 

analysis is based on research designs that attempt to approximate the 

conditions of true experimental designs for research settings that do 

not provide the opportunity for experimental control and/or the random 

assignments of subjects. In their basic form, time-series designs are 

elaborations of the simple one-group pretest-posttest, but 

use of a larger number of observations at different points 

in'.'olve 

in time 

the 

and 

the possibility of expanding the number of units being observed to include 

both target and comparison groups. Later sections of the methodology 

chapter will present a detailed description of the time-series analysis 

procedures and their appropriateness for utilization in this evaluation. 

Appendix 0 provides a detailed description of the statistical procedures 

involved in the time-series design. 

Merely identifying a change in the incidence of target crimes con­

commitant with the initiation of YSBs would not justify attributing the 

decrease to their existence. Therefore, it was necessary to explore two 

further specific questi~ns. First, relations between specific YSB pro­

jects and specific crime incidence \'1ere examined. Given the variety of 

operational modes available to YSBs, it is possible that specific YSBs 

could be expected to have a specific rather than general crime reduction 

effect. For exampl~~ YSB projects which saw educationally related 

intervention as the primary focus of their operation might have an effect 
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on only school related crimes. If such effects were sufficiently large, 

they could be expected to impact the general youthful crime rate but not 

necessarily the overall indices commonly derived from UCR type data. 

Second, particular YSBs \'/ere organizationally linked to a variety of 

existing agencies. The most common examples of these include fiscal 

as well as managerial linkages to local juvenile court systems and 

boards of education. Given these specific organizational linkages it 

is possible that referral arrangements were differentially negotiated. 

One might th~n expect to find differential impact on specific crime 

incidence. For example, organizational linkage to the law enforcement 

communtiy could be expected to provide a reduction of more general 

crime incidence while organizational linkage to a school system could be 

expected to provide status offense crime reduction. Within the context 

of the multi-faceted evaluation design used here, examinaticn of each of 

these relationships was seen as critical. 

The second component of the~aluation design focused on the issue of 

intennediate effects. Specifically, to what extent was there evidence 

that YSBs provided a diversionary alternative for the juvenile justice 

system? The evaluation design uses several specific approaches to 

examine this question~ The first approach is based un a time-series 

analysis of official juvenile court statistics. It represents an attempt 

to compare petitioning rates prior to and fo11O\'Iing the initiation of 

speci fi c YSBs. The second approach focuses on the extent to \·th.i ch YS13s 

altered the decision making process of police juvenile divisions in the 

target communities. A decision making modeling procedure referred to 
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as Automatic Interaction Detector was used in ~ach of the intensive 

evaluation sites to examine the decision to refer youth to court during 

the years prior to and following the initiation of the specific YSBs. 

Finally, data taken from the police decision making analysis provided 

profiles of the characteristics of youth previously referred to the 

local juvenile courts. It was then possible to compare those profiles 

with the ~rofiles of youth actually served by the bureaus as a further 

indicant of the operation of actual diversionary policies. 

The third ccmponent of the overall evaluation design was focused 

on the actual operation of YSBs and the extent to which they exem­

plified the conceptual and alternative models outlined earlier. As 

detailed in the introductory section, YSBs were originally designed to 

have a multitude of functions including the diversion of youth from 

juvenile justice system processing, the modification of social resource 
f 

systems available to youth, and the provision of intensive intervention 

services to high risk youth. As will be seen in later sections of this 

document, verbal adherence to each of these objectives and operating 

modes \'las observed in many original grant applications and in conversa-

tions with bureau directors and initiators. Each of these concerns 

were includ~d in Figure 1-3 which demonstrated the potential impact of 

these operating goals and procedures. Given the importance of these 

issues in any model evaluation effort, several modes were developed for 

assessing the functioning of specific YSBs. The first mode of assessment 

invQlved general discussions \'rith YSB d"irectors arid other critical 

community members. The focus of these discussions was the specific moti­

vation present in the target community for initiating the YSB and the 
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resulting goals which were developed for its operation. An additional 

focus had to do with reported perceptions of the YSB's actual operation 

historically. A second mode involved a search of past YSB records. This 

search was focused on identifying the types of youth referred, the type 

of service provided, and the types of community resources to which youths 

were referred. A third mode involved the collection of informat'ion from 

actual participants in the YSB projects. This mode was focused on both 

the staff and target youth in particular projects. Information relevant 

to the Bureau's actual operation \'las gained from these t\·10 critical 

sources. Finally, the staff provided additional questionnaire based infor­

mation regarding their perceptions of the Bureau's operating principles. 

This mode was an attempt to gain a more general description of the Bureau's 

operations. Through these procedures, the Model Evaluation Project 

attempted to prQv~de answers to the following four specific questions: 

1. Vlhat were th!? formal organizational goals of YSBs? 

2. VJhat types of youth were referred to YSBs and further 
"'hat type of servi ce was provi ded? 

3~ What were the specific activities of the YSBs relevant 
to serving referred youth? 

4. What were the operational philosophies and procedures of YSBs? 

The fourth general evaluation component focuses its attention on 

the individual impact of Youth Service Bureaus. As outlined earlier the 

specific question addl~essed here ViaS, "Hhat impact did YSB programs have 

on the individual youth referred to them?" In many ways this component 

resembled most clcse1ytraditional notions of program evaluation. This 

fourth component resembled usual project monitoring activities. In a 

traditional sense, it is also the most important component when YSBs are 
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vie\'/ed primarily as service provision agencies. What seemed to be most 

cr'itical is the determination of whether or not YSBs provide different 

results than would be achieved through traditional handling. That is, to 

what extent did YSBs represent anything more than an increase in the 

case work staff available to work with problematic youth. Several data 

sources were used to address this general question. These included the 

existing records of YSBs, the official records of law enforcement agencies 

and juvenile courts, and interviEWs with target youth and staff. The 

specific que,stions addressed by this fourth evaluation component include 

the fo 11 o\,li ng: 

1. What effect did the YSBs h~ve on the arrest rates of 
referred youth? 

2. What effect did the YSBs have on the official petition 
rates of'referred youth? 

3. Hhat effect did YSBs have on the self repot'ted delinquency 
rates of referred youth?, 

4. What effect did the YSBs have on the prosocial activities 
of referred youth? 

5. To what extent Here YSBs more effective than Utreatment 
as usual U? 

Obviously each of these questions involved the use of specific 
, 

methodologies as \'1i11 be outline:lin Chapter III. The!y also involved 

focusing on not only ppst activities of Youth Service Bureaus but their 

current functioning. In short, this fourth design component involved 

the examination of past YSB's performance through the use of archival 

data sources and the examination of current YSB functioning thrdugh the 

use of data collection procedures devised by the Model Evaluqtion Project. 
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Further, a critical component of the overall Model Evaluation design 

involved the implementatib~ of an experimental design in one of the 

target sites. This procedure involved the t'andom assignment of referred 

youth to Bureau services or a treatment-as-usual control group. 

The fifth and final evaluation component ~/as directed toward deter­

mining how YSB projects were initiated. This component was based on 

the results of indepth structured interviews \~ith the major actors related 

to the projects and upon the results of questionnaires sent to project 

staff and critical community individuals. As indicated abo'~, one of the 

reasons that planned social interventions such as Youth Service Bureaus 

may appear to fail is that they may have never been implemented. Briefly, 

this component of the evaluation was based on a series of assumptions which 

vi ewed pt~ojects as bei ng open systems characteri zed by thei r dependency 

upon members of their environment for a supply of inputs (materials, 

support, referrals, information, etc.) and for the consumption of their 

outputs. In addition, it is necessary for them to demonstrate satis­

factory internal management of their own resources. Specific questions 

addressed by this component were: 

1. HO\~ well Vlere YSBs supported by their organizational 
environment? 

2. To what extent did goal clarity, consensus, and agreement 
exist concerning the function and anticipated outcomes of 
the YSBs? 

3. To what extent did an organizational climate develop which 
was conducive to the operat'i'on of the YSB? 

4. To what extent did YSBs meet their expected performance 
criteria in terms of staff training and credibility, case 
management, coordination vlith other community agencies, 
efficiency in handling referred youth, etc.? 
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Hithin the evaluation modell ascribed to here, these five evaluation 

components are critical in their own right. However, it is anticipated 

that the most i nformati on wi 11 be gained from exami n; ng the i nterrel ati on­

shi ps bebleen des; gn component.s. Given the re1 i ance on primarily non-

·experi~ental data, it is through triangulation of information across 

organizationa'i level and data source that credibility in resulting 

findings ca~ be established. 
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Introductory Comments 

CHAPTER III 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

As described in the previous two chapters. the model evaluation project 

for Youth Service Bureaus actually involved four hiqhly related segments. 

Each of these seqm~nts was desiqn~d to examine components of the overall 

functioning and impact of the YSBs. This chapter will describe the methods 

for each component separately in order to adequately detail the actual data 

collection procedures. The first section can be described as basically 

desc~iptive and includes examination of both systemic and individual variables. 

The second section was aimed at systems impact and will describe the methods 

used in the study to examine both the ultimate and intermediate effects of 

YSBs. The third section, labelled implementation will describe the evalu­

ation methods used in examining the contextual frameworks, the organizational 

structures, and the philosophies used in the imp1em.entation of YSBs at 

vari ous sites. The fourth and final secti'on 1 abelled indi vi dual impact, 

will describe three separate approaches to examining the impact of Youth 

Service Bureaus on individual youth who received service. These will 

include a cross se.ctional examination of youth pl~eviously served by YSBs, 

a pre-post examination of youth currently being served by the bureaus, and 

an experimental examination of the effectiveness of youth service bureaus. 
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A. Descriptive Approach 

In beginning to address the question of describing the functioning 

of YSBs in Michigan, the Model Evaluation Project staff conducted exten-

sive revi~ws of the original grant applications and subsequent annual 

reports for thirteen Youth Service Bureaus. ~hese were used in combination 

with informal interview information collected in person in each of the 

sites by the Model Evaluation Project staff. The majority of these inter­

views were conducted with YSB project directors. The follol,oling descriptions 

provide a distillation of the results of this component of the project. 

Berrien County (Benton Harbor) 

The Berrien County youth Service Bureau began operation on July 1, 1973. 

The implementing agency was the Juvenile Division of the Berrien County 

PY'obate Court. 

One of the recommendations of the John Howard Association in 1971 was 

to provide a community-based, diversion alternative for, youth, especially 

status offenders. In addition, Berrien County had the second highest 

juvenile crime rate in Michigan and suffered from social economic problems 

unemployment, racial conflicts, low academic achievement, etc. 

Project objectives included the significant reduction of the number 

of official arrests, school suspensions or expulsions, and court petitions 

involv',nq youth referred to Youth Service Bureaus. 

Progl-am activities included a .iuveni l.e information exchange for 

police agencies and schools, short-term counseling, screenin~ of all 
i/ 

police complaints to determine appropriate action, referral services to 

111-2 

o 



_________________ "~.~_c_~_ 

community agencies", consultation to parents and agencies, follow-up 

evaluations ~f youth with high potential for recidivism and a volunteer 

program. 

The staff of nine included a director, case supervisor, five youth 

counselors, and two secretaries. 

• 
Genesee County (Flint) 

The Genesee County Youth Service Bureau began operat~on July 1, 1973. 

The implementing agency was Flint Community Schools and Director of Youth 

Projects was named project director. 

In 1972, the Genesee County Juvenile Delinquency Planning Unit deter­

mined a need for (1) d;vel~ting youth from official adjudication and (2) co­

ordinating community youth service agencies. Genesee County was designated 

as an LEAA high crime area and Flint was one of ten Michigan Crime Impact 

Cities. While probability of arrest was low, 68 percent of youth arrested 

were referred to probate court. Also noted were lack of secondary preven­

tion services, lack of coordinated community programming 9 high rate of 

school suspensions, and lack of information, resources. 

Project objectives included: (1) diverting first and second offenders~ 

(2) reducing number of accepted court petitions, Youth Service Bureau par­

ticipant arrests and school suspensions or expulsions; (3) mobilizing 

community resourceS to provi de needed youth servi ces; (4) reduci ng del i n­

quency in Genesee County; (5) reducing size of probate court caSeloads: 

(6) referring 25 percent of its referrals to existing community agencies: 

and (7) documenting youth programming needs and developing appropriate 

servi ces .. 
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Services provided were short-term counseling to youth and parents, 

service brokerage, resource development, and systems modification. 

Staff included a ~irector, two community service coordinators, two 

youth workers, a program evaluator, and a secretary. 

Calhoun County (Battle Creek) 
9 

The Calhoun County Youth Services Bureau began operation January " 

1972. The Calhoun County Juvenile Court was the implementing agency and 

the Director of Court Services was named project director. 

A growing rate of delinquency in the county precipitated the formation 

of the Youth Service Bureau. Over half the juveniles arrested were warned 

and released with no services provided. Furthermore, police agencies had 

no standardized referral procedures, schools were hesitant to refer truant 

and incorrigible youth to court, and coordination of referral to social 

agencies was minimal. 

The goals of the Youth Services Bureau aimed at providing services to 

previously unserviced juveniles, at increasing resource development, and 

at decreasing probate court caseloads. Its objectives were: reduce the 

number and/or quality of official arrests, school suspensions or expulsions, 

and accepted court petitions of youth participating in the Bureau program. 

The Bureau provi ded a Juvenil e Informati on Exchange Servi ce for po 1 i ce 

agencies, coordinated referrals to community agencies, provided short-

term counseling to youth l~ferred by schools and police, consulted and 

advised parents and professionals working with involved youth, screened 

all pol ice compl aints on fi rst-offense juveniles, conducted follow-up 

eval uations of "high-risk" youth, referred to juveni le court when necessary, 

and planned to implement a volunteer program in the future. 
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The Bureau operated as a branch of the Calhoun County Juvenile 

Court. An advisory council comprised of representatives of school, 

police, court, and agency personnel provided on-going planning, training, 

consultation, and evaluation of the Youth Service Bureau. 

Bureau staff included a director, assistant director, coordinator 
+ 

of volunteer services, a senior youth counselor, three youth counselors 

and two secretaries. 

Van Buren County (Paw Paw) 

The Van Buren County Volunteer Court Friends was funded beginning 

July 1, 1974. The project director was the Probate Judge and the imple­

menting agency was the Van Buren County Probate Court. 

The project was developed to divert youth from the juvenile justice 

system. A rural county, 17 percent of the Van BUren County population 

received some type of public assistance and 25 percent of the county 

families had yearly incomes below $3,000. 

The Youth Service Bureau provided referral and supportive counseling 

services for predelinquent and delinquent youth, utilizing the assistance 

of volunteers. At least half of the status offenders referred to the 

court were to be referred to Volunteer Court Friends. 

The staff consisted of a project coordinator, counselor, field 

workers, and secretary. 

St. Clair County (Port Huron) 

The St. Clair County Youth Service Bureau began operation in 

January, 1975. The implementing agency was the St. Clair County Probate 

Court. 

The Youth Service Bureau was formed because of an absence of appropriate 

referral sources for predelinquent and delinquent youth and their families. 
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(Approximately 80 percent of youth arrested were warned and released). 

The project accepted referrals from police, court, and schools. Its 

objectives included a significant reduction in juvenile arrests, school 

suspensions, and referrals to juvenile court. It acted as a central 

referral source to youth service agencies, had a county-wide youth 
• information system on youth apprehended by the police. and provided 

referral and counseling services for county youth. 

The staff included a director, assistant director, five youth counselors, 

and two secretaries. 

Newaygo County (White Cloud) 

The Newaygo County Youth Service Bureau began funding on July 1, 1975. 

The implementing aqency was the N@waygo County Probate Court. 

The Youth Service Bureau was formed in Newaygo County to pr~vide 

needed alternative services to the probate court for juvenile offenders 

and their families. It was the practice of the probate court to reject 

petitions relating to school problems or minor juvenile offenses. 

Objectives of the Youth Service Bureau included reducing juvenile 

arrests by 10 percent: school suspensions, expulsions, and drop-outs by 

10 percent; and cases coming under juvenile court jurisdiction by 15 percent. 

The project intended to provide referral, screening and counseling 

services, and to initiate needed new services. The Bureau concentrated 

on services to the family unit. 

The Bureau accepted referrals from police, school, court, and parents. 

It was governed by a policy board with citizen and agency representation. 

Staff included a director-counselor, one youth counselor, and a 

secretary . 
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St. Joseph County (Three Rivers) 

The St. Joseph County Yuuth Service Bureau was funded beginning 

July 1, 1975. The implementing agency was the St. Joseph County Probate 

Court and the Court Director was named project director. 

The Bureau was developed to fill a gap in services, to provide dis-
• positional alternatives for police, and to aid the schools in handling be-

havioral problems (since the juvenile court did not accept school petitions). 

The project provided diversion services for youth and their families, 

offering counseling and making referrals to appropriate community agencies. 

Objectives included: (a) reducing recidivism among youth referred to 

the Youth Service Bureau by 5 percent, (b) reducing school suspensions and 

expulsions of youth referred to the Youth Service Bureau by 5 percent, and 

(c) reducing rate of petitioning to juvenile court of Youth Service Bureau 

participants by 10 percent. 

Project personnel included a director, three counselors, and a 

secretary. 

Macomb County (East Detroit) 

The Youth Services Center began operation in June, 1971. The City 

of East Detroit was the implementing agency. 

During 1969 and 1970, the community perceived an increase in delin­

quent behavior and attributed it, in part, to increased drug usage. The 

Protective Services Commission, established by the East Detroit City 

Council, took the initiative of planning the Youth Service Center. The 

program was aimeJ at prevention, rather than rehabilitation, and drug 

usage was a primary target. Originally the Center followed a crisis­

intervention model. 
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Goals of the Bureau have been expanded to include diverting youth 

from the juvenile justice system, strengthening family life and parent­

child relationships, involving the community in providing for the needs 

of youth, and helping youth experiencing behavioral problems at school 

or in the community. 
• The Bureau provided individual and group counseling for youth, re-

ferral and information services, crisis intervention) youth advocacy, 

family counseling, drug education, etc. It received referrals from court, 

police, parents, and youth themselves. 

The project is currently funded by the City of East Detroit in 

cooperation with the East Detroit School System. It employs one director 

and one youth counselor. 

Shiawassee County (Owosso) 

The Shiawassee County Youth Service Bureau began operation October, 

1, 1975. The Shiawassee County Probate Court was the implementing agency 

and an employee of the Juvenile Court was named project director. 

The Youth Service Bureau was developed to address the need for 

alternative resources for the large numbers of cases referred to juvenile 

court. Services for county delinquent youth were extremely limited. The 

project sought to reduce the number of cou rt petiti ons, the sJ ze of pro­

bation caseloads, and the rates of school suspensions and expulsions. 

Program and activities were aimed at providing casework and counseling 

services to status offenders, first offenders, and predelinquents. The 

program was oriented toward decentralized services and outreach in order 

to service outlying areas of this rural county. 

Bureau employees included a director, three caseworkers, and a 

secretary. 

(? 
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Oakland County (Pontiac) 

The Youth Service Bureau portion of the Oakland County Youth 

Assistant Program began J('\nuary 1, 1974. The Director of Youth Assis­

tance was project director. 

The Youth Assistance Program was well-established and extensive, 

employing 22 professional social workers and uti1iz;ng over 1,000 volunteers. 

In 1972~ 4,000 youth received casework services and 6,000 additional 

youth participated in Y.A.P.-sponsored activities. They saw a need for 

better integrated and coordinated services, child management training for 

parents, technical assistance to field workers via local committees, and 

a central intake process. 

Objectives included: preventing arrest and school suspension and 

expulsion of project youth, preventing project youth from coming under 

court jurisdiction, and identifying and coordinating public and private 

financial resources aimed at prevention and control of delinquency on 

the county or regional level. 

Activities were to establish a central intake process, tG provide 

service within 48 hours of referral, to coordinate existing youth ser­

vices, to establish a countywide advisory board, and to provide child 

management training classes for parents. 

The project staff included three field supervisors, one intake 

worker. one program development and community organization specialist, 

one child management training specialist, and two secretaries. 
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Grand Traverse County (Traverse City) 

The Grand Traverse Youth Service Bureau began April 1976. The 

implementing agency was the Grand Traverse County Probate Court. The 

project director was the Coordinator of Volunteer Services for the Grand 

Traverse County Probate Court. 

Services available to youth (e.g., school social workers) in the 

county were minimal. The Bureau, therefore, was to provide services to 

children 7-17 who were identified as behavioral problems and to provide 

a springboard for community development. 

Goals aimed toward prevention of delinquency by early identification 

and immediate attention, better utilization of existing resources, relief 

for the overburdened court; and reduction of taxpayer costs (by USing 

vol unteers and reducing del inquency). 

Objectives were to reduce the number of official arrests and school 

suspensions or expulsions involving Bureau youth. Also listed were the 

reduction in number of institutional placements, the diversion of youth 

from the juvenile justice system, and the development of new resources, 

Activities indicated that the Bureau was to act as a service broker, 

as a catalyst toward improved agency cooperation, as a provider of ser­

vices to all areas of the county, as a clearinghouse of police, and as 

an Jlemployer" of volunteers. Referrals were accepted from children, 

parents and agencies. 

Staff included a director-coordinator, a senior counselor, two 

junior counselors, and one secretary-clerk. 
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Alpena County (Alpena) 

The Alpena County Youth Service Bureau began June 1, 1974. The 

implementing a~ency was the Youth Service Bureau of Northeast Michigan 

and the director of same was named project director. 

Alpena County is a large rural area with few services provided to 
• 

delinquent and predelinquent youth. A disproportionately hi~h number of 

arrested youth (70-80 percent in the county vs. statevli de average of 

43 percent) were referred to probate court. 

The purpose of the project was to determine existing youth services, 

make a needs assessment of unmet service needs, and to develop a five-

year comprehensive plan to coordinate and implement needed services in 

the Alpena County area. 

Project activities included the completion of the above five-year 

plan, and the development of diversion services for youth--referral to 

existinq community agencies for 90 percent of referred youth and pro­

vision of direct short-term counseling services for the remaining 10 

percent. 

Project personnel included a director, three counselors, and a 

secretary. 

Kalamazoo County (Kalamazoo) 

The Kalamazoo Youth Service System 'lIas funded beginning July 1, 1974. 

Kalamazoo County Community Mental Health was the implementing agency: 

The Y.S.S. sought to reduce delinquency by effecting systems modifi­

cation through intervention in the schools. At the outset, it provided 

no direct services to youth. 

The goals of the Youth Service System included the following: (1) in-

crease communication between schools and youth-serving agencies, (2) provide' 4It 
information on services avaihble to youth~ (3) improve coordination of 
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services to youth, and (4) develop new and modify existing programs 

involving youth and/or agencies. 

Objectives were to prevent youth from dropping out of school and 

from being referred to juvenile court for school-related problems, to 

reduce the number of suspensions of target youth, to provide appropriate 
• 

refer'rals, to identify needs, and to develop new programs. 

Activities included the development of an advisory cor,',mittee to 

outline referral procedures, a community resource directory, educational 

resource teams for service delivery in the schools, inservice training 

for school and police personnel, and career development for potential 

drop-outs. 

The staff included a project director, program specialist, senior 

consultant, five outreach consultants, one executive secretary, and two 

clerk-typists. 

This program ceased operations after two years (1976) because of 

the unavailability of local funding. 

In the early phase of the Model Evaluation Project, thi.s part of the 

descriptive evaluation served to sensitize the Model Evaluation staff to 

the types of programs which had been implemented in the State of Michigan. 

It is accurate to say that this component was used for only initial infor .. 

mational purposes and selection of particular YSB sites for more in-depth 

analysis and other evaluation design components. 

The second part of the descriptive analysis focused more directly 

on detailing the type of youth referred to and served by YSBs. In 

general, then, this segment focused on describing youth service bureaus 

at an individual level. The focus here was two-fold. First, to describe 
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the types of youth being refer~'ed to YSBs. Second, to examine the types 

of service provided. For descriptive purposes it was necessary to attempt 

to gain as large a s.ample as possible both in terms of representing the 

numbers of youth and r!~presentinq the development of specific youth 

sGrvice bureaus historically. In line with these goals, cross sectional 

data was collected on a sample of clients from f~ur Youth Service Bureaus. 

The primary mode of data collection was examination of YSB, police and 

court records. While a description of the specific procedures followed 

in each of the four sites ;s presented in Appendix ,the general procedure 

will be described he~. Four sites were selected for this in-depth, cross 

sectional examination. These four sites were: Port Huron, East Detroit, 

Flint, and Benton Harbor. These four sites were selected in Q. very pur~ 

poseful fashion in an attempt to reflect the operation of the best bureaus 

in the state. In addition, they were selected to be representative of" 

bureaus which had been in existence for an extended time, bureaus which 

were recently initiated, bureaus from relatively large communities, and 

bureaus from relatively small communities. 

Obviously the total population of the YSBs available for this study 

necessitated a purposeful aoproach to sampling. Following selection of 

these' four sites, rep~sentatives of the Office of Criminal Justi ce Pro­

grams introduced the research staff to YSB personnel in each site. Members 

of the research staff then contacted the respective YSB di~ctors to 

explain the project in detai"i and to gain thei r cooperation in data collec­

tion procedures. 

Upon securing the permission of the YSB director, his/her support was 

enlisted in obtaining permission from the police and probate court officials 

for data coll ecti on pY'ocedu~s. Thi s typi cally i ncl uded the di rector of 
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the YSB setting up appointments for the research staff with police and 

court personnel. It was also critical that in each site the YSB director 

~xpressed his/her support of the Model Evaluation Project. 

Permission for access to police records was generally obtained from 

the Chief of Police and the officer in charge of the juvenile division. 

Permi ss i on for access to court records was obtained from the di rector of 

court servi ces and in some cases from the juveni le judge. Questions con­

cerning confidentiality of youth records and other aspects of the project 

were addressed by the research staff and written confirmation was provided 

by the Office of Criminal Justice Programs when necessary. 

Data CollectQt~s. Students from Michigan State University were hired as 

data collectors for the MEP efforts in Port Huron and Flint. In the two 

subsequent sites, namely East Detroit and Benton Harbor, data collectors 

were hired from a pool of applicants recruited by the YSB director. These 

people included local junior college students, interns of the Youth Service 

Bureau and individua1s who had applied for positions with the YSB. All 

hiring was accomplished by the site field director following an interview 

;n which the need for accurate data, confidentiality, and overview of the 

evaluation design were explained. Data collectors agreed to a written 

contract and signed statements assuring the confidentiality of the infor­

mation they would be handling. 

Data collectors for the police a~d court records were either recruited 

from existing research staff or were local police and court workers. The 

decision was based o~ the preference of local authorities who were respon­

sible for access to the necessary records. Following the hiring of data 

collectors, intensive training was provided by the field s'ite director. 
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This generally involved two to three day long meetings in which the data 

collectors were introduced to the case files, the data collection forms, 

and definitions of the specific variables to be coded. A number of 

"practice cases" were coded under the supervision of the field director to 

enhance and assess the reliability of the data to be collected. More 

specifically, data collectors continued in train1ng until they showed an 

acceptable (greater than 90%) inner-rater agreement. 

Procedures of Data Collection. In each of the four sites mentioned above, 

a random sample, stratified by month, of approximately 600 cases was 

drawn from existing bureau files. Data was collected from both closed and 

open cases. This sampling procedure assurred the collection of data on 

existing and previous cases representative of the bureau:; total time of 

operation and any monthly fluctuations which would affect same. From the 

individual files, data coders recorded information relating to the following 

si x areas: 

1. Demographic information 
2. School status 
3. Legal status 
4. Previous and concurrent social services received 
5. Problem assessment 
6. Outcome of the YSB intervention 

The complete listing of the data collected is listed in Table III-

In the event of missing or unclear data in case records, staff members 

were contacted to provide the necessary information. If a sufficient 

amount of data remained missing or uninterpretab1e for a given case the 

entire set of data for that case was considered to be of questionable 

reliability. In this situation the case was eliminated from the sample and 

a replacement was randomly drawn. The same procedure was followed when an 

entire case record was found ";0 be missing. These procedures were necessary 

only on very rare occasions. 
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TABLE I II-' 

Youth Service Bureau Cross Sectional Data Collection 

Race 

Sex 

Age 

Open/closed status 

Case Worker 

Intake Worker 

Durati on of Servi ce 

Referra 1 Source 

Reasons for Referral 

Module at Intake 

Employment Status 

Last Grade Completed 

School Attendance 

Previous Community Services Received 

Concurrent Community Services Received 

Problem Assessment 

Liiing Arrangement 

Number ~f brothers 

Number of sisters 

Number of caseworker contacts 

Termination Reason 

Primary caseworker 

Module of Termination 

• 



Data collection at each of the four sites proceeded under the super-

vision of the site director. This person was responsible for the adminis-

tratiQn of a9reements relevant to data accessibility and for monitoring 

the quality and reliability of the data to be collected. The primary 

method for checking data quality involved "re1iability checks" which ex-
• 

amined the amount of agreement between data coders. In order to accomplish 

inner-rater agreement cases were randomly selected by the field site direc­

tor which would be coded by two data collectors independently. Reliability 

was then computed by examining the percent of agreement between data 

collectors on all items. A summary of the reliability indices for each 

site and source of data is presented in Table 111-2. 

Table 1II-2 

Reliability Index for Cross Sectional Data 

YSB Records 

Pol i ce 

Court 

Port 
Huron 

94.1 

98.1 

East Benton 
Flint Detroit Harbor 

92.5 88.6 

97.3 95.7 

91.4 91.1 

Note: Entrles are computed as percent agreement 

Following the completion of data collection from YSB records, police 

and court files were checked for each youth in the sample of YSB clients. 

Therefore, all cases appearing in the police and court cross sectional 

data are also in the Youth Service Bureau sample. In short, this involved 

doing a check of police and court records at each of the four sites for 

approximately 600 youths. 

Since there are a large number of law enforcement agencies with which 

individual youth may have had contact, a complete record of all police 

contacts for a single youth was not obtainable. Even within a sin9le county 
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there were a large number of law enforcement agencies. This made the 

task of checking all law enforcement records for each youth relatively 

unprofitable in terms of time and resources. Therefore, one or two 

jurisdictions were chosen in each of the four sites which represented 

the largest percent of the client population in terms of where they 
• 

lived and/or was the largest source of police referrals to that particular 

Youth Service Bureau. This problem was significantly reduced in the col­

lection of court data since the entire county would fall under the juris­

diction of a single court. Consequently only the court records of the 

probate court in the county in which the Youth Service Bureau was located 

were checked. 

The names of the youths drawn from the Youth Service Bureau sample 

were recorded and taken to the police and court along with sufficient 
.. 

identifying information to correctly examine the probate records. In the 

event that two l"'ecords would be located with the same name, or a small 

variation of YSB name was found, other information such as birth date and 

address was used to correctly identify the police court file. 

Data collection procedures from police records consisted of examin­

ation of the following t~ree variables: 1) number of offenses committed, 

2) the average seriousness of the offenses, and 3) the police disposition 

for each offense. The seriousness weighting used in this study was adapted 

from seriousness index originally developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1963). 

This data was gathered for four time periods at each bureau site. These 

were: 1) twelve months prior to a youth1s referral to a YSB, 2) the time 

period during which he or she was receiving YSB services~ 3) twelve months 

following the termination from the YSB, and 4) twenty-four months following 
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the termination of service. 

The data collected from the respective juvenile court files consisted tit 
of petition records. For these, the petitioner and the number of petitions 

were recorded. T~e same time periods were used for this data as were used 

for the police records. 
• The same training and supervision procedures were used for police 

court data collectors as was described in the collection of YSB data. The 

reliability Was computed in the same way. The data from this component 

of the model evaluation design will then be used to provide not only a 

description of the type of youth served by the bureaus, but also to examine 

the effects of YSB intervention on individual youth level of official 

delinquency. 

B. Systems Impact 

Three interrelated components constitute the ove\all methodology 

employed to examine the question of the systemic impact of Youth Service 

Bureau initiation and operation. The first component involved the exam-

ination of official crime statistics and was aimed at determining the 

degree to which each project was successful in reducing crime and delinquency. 

The second component involved a more detailed analysis of crime data which 

supplemented th~ first component and provided information regarding the 

intermediate goal of diverting youth from the juvenile justice system. The 

third component focused on the degree to which the initiation of YSBs 

brought about a change in the decision making processes of police juvenile 

divisions in the target communities. Each of these three components fall 

under the general rubric of systems impact. The remainder of this sub-section 

will be devoted to a description of each of the major components in detail. 
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Systems Impact and Time-Series Designs. The analysis of crime reduction 

and diversion data rests heaviiy on the use of the time-series mo_c!~LQf __ 
---~--------

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

analysis. In light of the newness of time-series analysis statistical 

techniques a brief subsection will be devoted to describing the actual 

procedures employed by the time-series strategy. The reader disinterested 

in understanding the finer points of time-series analysis or already fam­

iliar with its operation is advised to proceed to the next sUbsection. 

Time-series analysis is a statistical technique designed for exam­

ining quasi-experimental design data. Campbell and Stanley describe quasi­

experimental design as follows: 

"attempts by a researcher to introduce somethi ng 1 i ke 
experimental design into his scheduling of data col­
lection procedures (i.e., the when and to whom of 
measurement) even though he lacks full control over 
the scheduling of experimental stimuli (the when and 
the whom of exposure and the ability to randomize 
exposures) whi ch makes true experiment poss i P le. " 
(Campbell and Stanley: 1966, p. 34) 

.--- ---

A quasi-experimental approach was necessary in this segment of the design 

because of the ex post facto nature of the evaluation wherein neither the 

selection sites to receive YSB funding or the exposure of youth to YSB 

intervention at a specific project met the criteria for the true experiment. 

Time-series designs are especially suited to measuring change in complex 

social systems (e.q. the juvenile justice system) where activity type data 

is recorded on a regular basis. The quality is, of course, of critical 

importance and will be discussed momentarily. 

Time-series designs are basically extensions of the classic pretest­

posttest desi gn in v.fhi ch one measurement is taken before and one after 

the intervention to determine the extent to which there has been any change. 
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In time-series designs, measures are taken repeatedly before and after 

the intervention and observed changes following intervention can be judged 

as "either the effect of the intervention or merely the progression of 

evolving and dynamic process unaffected by the intervention. II (Glass, 

Wilson and Gottman: 1972, p. 1). The validity of the judgments depends on 
• the extent to which controls are incorporated that rule out the rival 

plausible hypothesis which could be used to explain the results. 

In its basic form, the single time-series design can be represented 

as foll ows: 

o 0 0 a a Xl 0 a a a 0 0 

where 0 signifies the repeated measurements or observations and X denotes 

the treatment interventi on peri od. The more appropri ate notati on in th is 

study, since the programs are continuous, is the fOllowing: 

a a a 0 Xl a Xl a Xl 0 Xl a Xl 

where measurements are taken continually at the same interval throughout 

the duration of the program. In the case of multiple time-set'ies designs 

comparisons are made between two series of measurements and the proper 

notation is: 

o 0 a 0 0 a Xl 0 0 0 0 0 0 

o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 000 0 

where the second line represents the comparison series without the inter­

vention. Examples of the use of time-series designs in social policy re­

search can be found in the Ross, Campbell and Glass (1970) study of the 

effects of a breathalizer la\oJ on drunken driving in England, and the 

studies by Glass (1968) and Campbell and Ross (1968) on the effects of a 

speeding crackdown. 
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The variety of intervention effects may result in the time-series 

designs. Some of these have been outlined by Glass, Wilson and Gottman 

( 1 9 72, p. 46). 

A. An abrupt change in level E. A temporary change in level 

I • I r 

B. An abrupt change in direction F. A temporary change in di recti on 
____ 1 _____ I ___ 

C. A delayed change in level G. A decay; ng change in level 

. I '''--., I ----"' .... 
D. A delayed change in direction H. An accelerated change in direction 

1· __________ 
I~ 

In both the crime reduction and diversion components outline in the pre-

4It ceeding sections, the general analytical strategy was to-examine annual 

crime trends using a multiple time-series and then to follow up with a more 

detailed look at monthly figures using singla group time-series design 

where statistical tests of significance were performed. For the multiple 

time-series analysis annual level UCR data was used. In order to facilitate 

inspection of annual level data all figures were transformed into rates 

to correct for population differences between counties.* In single group 

time-series design the actual number of founded crimes, arrest, or delinquency 

petitions were used. 

As mentioned above, the time-series approach is an expansion of the 

* For crime reduction the annual level data represents the crime rate per 
1000 total county population. For the diversion issue the figure repre-

~ sents the juvenile arrest rate per 1000 juvenile ages 7-16. 
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basic pretest, postte~t design. The multiple time-series design was then 

a similarly expanded version of the non-equivalent control group design. 

In both des'j gns the use of a non-treatment control group is important 

because it provides a control for the rival hypothesis that history (or 

the presence of a broad range of influences occurring at the same time 
• 

as the intervention) caused the observed changes. In the case of the YSBs 

this meant that delinquency rates of comparison jurisdictions could be 

expected to be influenced by the same historical factors which might be 

used to explain observed changes in the project jurisdictions. The exam­

ination of annual data within the multiple time-series design will provide 

indications of project successes in the areas of crime reduction and diversion. 

Because of the problem of data instability over time (i .e., random 

fluctuation), the annual level data used in the multiple time-series design 

does not provide a sufficient number of data points to determine the sig­

nificance of observed directional changes in post-intervention trends. The 

use of monthly data results in a much larger number of data points and 

enables such determinations to be made. Time and financial constraints 

made it necessary to limit the collection of the much larger volume of 

monthly data to project sites only. Thus, the single time-series design 

was employed for the monthly level analyses of crime reduction and diversion. 

Discussing the problem of data instability in statistical analyses of 

time-series data, Campbell wrote, lithe plausibility of the hypothesis that 

instability accounts for the effect can be judged by visual inspection of 

the graphed figures, or by qualitative discussion, but in addition it is 

this one threat to validity which can be evaluated by tests of signifi­

cance,lI (Campbell: 1969, p. 117). In the multiple time-series analysis a 
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decrease in rates of founded criminal offenses or delinquency arrest 

rates in the absence of similar decreases in comparison jurisdictions 

would provide initial evidence that Youth Service Bureaus were successful 

in reducing crime and diverting youth from the justice system. If these 

decreases were found to be statistically significant in the single group 

time-series analysis of monthly data the evidence would be stronger still 

that the projects were effective in this dimension. 

The statistical model upon which the analysis of monthly time-series 

data was based was developed originally by Box and Tiao (1965). The sta­

tistical analysis was used to separate out the true effect of the intef~ 

vention on the time-series from random shocks and determine whether the 

introduction of the intervention decreased, increased or did not affect 

the variable on which the time-series data was collected. According to 
.. 

Glass "the statistical analysfs answers the question of whether the obser-

vations following the enactment of a law (or introduction of a program) are 

simply a continuation of a time-series of a pre-enactment observation or 

whether they have shifted up or down from the general level of the pre­

enactment time-series." (Glass: 1968, p. 6). Thus the basic function of 

the statistical analysis of the monthly data was to determine the general 

level and slope of the time-series data prior to the initiation of the YSBs 

in order that comparisons could be made with the level and slope of the 

post-YSB time periods. 

The genera1 statistical model of time-series we have employed in 

this evaluation is known as the ARIMA model because it enables us to deal 

simultaneously with the autoregressive process, differencing, and the 
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integrated moving averages process. Using this general model a large 

number of specific alternatives are available (80) because both p and q 

may take values that range from 0-3 and differencing orders range from 0-4. 

The model selection process involved several complex mathematical concepts 

and functions and ;s discussed only briefly here. A thorough discussion 
• 

of this procedure can be found in Box, Jenkins (1976, 174-177) and Glass, 

Wilson and Gottman (1972,97-101). 

There are three properties of the data which were important in model 

identification process. The order of the differencing was the first pro­

perty considered and indicated the number of times differencinq (sub­

tracting each observation from the one following it) must be carried out 

to reduce trends in the pre-intervention data to a constant and stationary 

level. While the time-series analysis used here allm".~ for any of four 

orders of differencing, social science data will seldom require more than ~ 

first order of differencing which removes linear trends (second order removes 

quadratic trends, third order cubic trends, etc.). 

The second and third parameters included in the model identification 

process were the orders of autoregression in moving average. Time-series 

analysis is based on a multiple regression model and the ordet of model 

regression and moving averages correspond to and function as weights in 

the multiple regression equation. Both the autoregression and the moving 

average functions are related to issues of interdependence and instability 

of measurements in a time-series. The autoregressive process estimates 

the extent to which a given data point is affected by the measurements 

preceeding it. The moving average process attempts to take into account 
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the effects of past or random shocks to the time-series on current 

observations. The overall purpose of the model identification process 

was to identify and correct for d~ting instabilities which complicate 

the calculations of general levels of the time-series prior to and 

following the introduction of Youth Service Bureaus . 
• 

Obviously the model identification process was a complex one re­

quiring the understanding of trigonometric functions and high level mathe­

matics. To carry this procedure through the fine grain analysis phase for 

each of the variables and each of the sites turned out to be fiscally 

impossible. It was, therefore, necessary to determine the model which most 

clearly fit crime statistics in general and to use that model for each crime 

variable at each site. The specific alternative used in this evaluation 

is the (0,1,1) model. 

The selection of a single specific statistical model was based on 

both economic (time and money) and conceptual criteria. The economic 

criteria involved the number of computer runs required to select specific 

statistical models. The ideal process for the selection of a specific 

statistical model is to base the selection on an examination of the fit 

between the actual data and all of the alternative statistical models 

(p,d,q) available. This approach requires processing the initial time­

series observations through a computer program (CaRREL) and examining the 

results (autocorrelations and partial autocorre1ations for each order 

of differencing). Given the large number' of variables (target crimes) and 

jurisdictions involved, this approach would have required over 50 com­

puter runs with the CORREl program just to produce the data needed to 

select the best fitting model for each variable at each site.* Obviously 

* Actually the number of model selection runs would have exceeded 100 
because a similar analysis was conducted for the effects of Special 
Police Units on departmental clearances of offenses. 

I II -26 



this approach would have been costly in terms of both time and money. 

Thus, we needed to develop a more economical approach to the selection 

of specific statistical models. 

The conceptual criter.ia were based on assumptions concerning the 

seasonality of crime data. Existing opinion supports 'the view that crime 
• 

data is seasonal in nature. That is, a tendency for data observations to 

repeat basic patterns during corresponding months of successive years. 

For example, the Michigan State Police include the following statement 

in their annual Uniform Crime Report: 

As is well known to all law enforcement agencies, 
most crimes follow distinct time patterns, rising 
and falling in level throughout the day, week, month, 
and year. While Michigan UCR does not collect data 
on the variations in crime during the day, week, or 
month, it does provide monthly crime totals which can 
be used to show the variation in crime on a monthly 
basis throughout the years. (Michigan State Police: 
1974, 17) 

The belief that crime data is seasonal is consistent with Glass's general 

conclusion that data observed over a period of time is apt to show seasonal 

cycles. (Glass, et.al.: 1975,202). The systematic variations. associated 
{ , 

with seasonal data tend to obscure the overall time-series process, and, 

if they exist, must be taken into account in the selection of a statistical 

model. 

Our analysis of monthly data for selected target crimes and juris­

dictions indicated the existence of seasonal patterns. Thus, it seemed 

important to select a specific ARIMA model that would provide the oppor­

tunity to make adjustments for seasonal cycles in the data. The statis-

tical model used with seasonal data by the TSX computer program is the 

(0,1,1) model and this is the specific model we have employed in our 

analyses. This model assumes no autoregressive process is taking place 
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and an integrated moving averages process of one. The utilization of 

a differencing order of one is designed to eliminate linear trends and 

temporary changes in the level of the time-series data. 

The actual time-series analysis was accomplished using the computer 

program which is available to Michigan state Univer'sity Computer Center. 
! • 

(See Miller, 1976, Appendix for a detailed description of the program). 

Four paramet~rs for the time-series data are test~d \'Jith this computer 

procedure. First, the general level of the pre-intervention data is cal­

culated. With crime statistics this phase of the analysis was not par­

ticularly useful since the level was tested for difference from zero and 

nearly all sites experienced crime rates significantly above the zero rate. 

Second, the chan~e ;n level was computed by subtracting the last pre­

intervention period data point from the first post-intervention data point. 

Both of these figures were adjusted to minimize the impact of seasonal 

fluctuations and the influence of random shocks in the time-series. The 

standard T-statistics tests for difference between the observed level of 

change and no change which would be expected if the project had no effect. 

Thus, where there was a negative change in level accompanied by a suffi­

ciently large T-statistic, it would be concluded that the project under 

examination had a significant impact in reducing a particular crime rate, 

number of arrests or court petitions. Third, the drift (or slope) of the 

pre-intervention trend line was calculated and tested for its difference 

from zero. This parameter was again not directly relevant to study here 

except for its use in the computation of change in drift. The fourth and 

final parameter tested was the change in drift which was defined as the 

slope of the pre-intervention line minus the slope of the post-intervention 
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line. A negative change in drift indicated that a rising crime rate was 

inhibited or a falling crime rate accelerated following intervention. 

\~here a significant negative chang:!in drift was observed it vIas vie\',ed 

as evidence in support of the effectiveness of the Youth Service Bureau 

in its crime reduction goal. There was reason to expect that perhaps a 
• project would not have a significant impact on the overall level of a 

specific crime variable although the rate at which the variable had demon-

strated an increase could show a marked decline. 

In order to determine the significance of the T-statistic common 

degrees of freedom were computed by subtracting the number of parameters 

tested (four) from the total number of data points in the time-series 

(usually 56). The examination of the T-table indicated that with 50 

degrees of freedom it was necessary for the T-statistic to exceed a 

neqative 1.6 for siqnificance at the standard c05 level (i .e., five times 

in a hundred 6ne would mistakenly .accept the false hypothesis). The number 

of preimposed intervention points were varied from project to project since 

most projects started at differ~nt times in the month, it was corrected for 

a l' ".;tant time peri ad. 

A further note of caution must be added to this discussion of time-

series analysis of uniform crime report data period. In both components 

of the system impact section, the primary data source was the uniform crime 

report compiled each year by the Michigan State Police in conjunction with 

the U. S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. This official police data has 

been a focal poir.t of a great deal of criticism, but much of the concern 

revolves around misinterpretation and misrepresentation of the information. 

For example, Sahmbles and Nagawasa (1969) had concluded that Official Crime 
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statistics were useless as indicators of "actual deviance". From a 

~ naturalistic perspective, however, the extent of actual deviance is 

infinite and the vast proportion of it is tolerated and absorbed by 

individuals and the community without fDrmal incident. Therefore, 

illegaly defined behavior which exceeds the tolerance levels and comes 
• 

to the attention of authorities can be viewed as the primary concern 

of such formal mechanisms of social control as the juvenile justice 

system. For those interested in discovering the "true" picture of crime 

official statistics are obviously inadequate. The complexity of social 

data, coupled with the emotionalism surrounding the crime problem, has 

also resulted in the manipulation and distortion of official crime data 

for self-serving and politically motivated ends. An example is the U.S. 

Uniform Crime Report pub",ished each year by the Federal Bureau of Inves­

tigation. It has been charged that the FBI generates the maximum amount 

of terror from these reports by representing only the upward side of the 

crime charts. using crime clocks to show a progressively shorter time 

period between the commission of crime without correcting for large growth 

in the population. and compiling an index of serious crime in which crimes 

such as joy-riding and entering a building without permission are given 

equal weight with crimes such as murder and rape. (National Institute of 

Mental Health, 1973). Theoretically, the crimes of violence about which 

there was a great deal of personal concern could come to an abrupt end 

\'Ihile an increase in instances of stealing wheel covers (larceny over 

550.00) could produce an alarming rise in the index of serious crimes. 

The same kind of manipulation can be seen in the use of one set of data 

by law enforcement, court or correctional agencies to demonstrate the 

III -30 



effectiveness of existing programs and the use of another set to illus­

trate the need for a new program. 

Besides the potential misuses and misinterpretations of crime data, 

concern has been expressed regarding the reliability and comparability 

across time and jurisdiction. (See for example, Black, 1970; Smith, 1973~ 

• 
Price, 1960; Yellin and Wolfgang, 1964). Due to ambiguous definitions and 

individual officer discretion, there exists considerable skepticism con-

cerning the accuracy of official crime statistics. In fact, it has b~en 

suggested that crime recording procedures vary so widely to render their 

irti:erpretation meaningless. However, as Wheeler (1967) pointed out, 

variability in the manner of responding to different crimes in different 

jurisdictions is an inherent characteristic of the justice process and a 

legitimate area for investigation. Relatedly, Skogan (1974) s~gqested 

that the pressures to over or under report and record crime were likely 

to be distributed across time and jurisdictions in a random fashion such 

that relative comparisons were justified although the true levels of crime 

may be obviscated in all jurisdictions. It is on the basis of this res-

soning that the Official Crime data was employed here. In short, it is 

viewed as a realistic indicant of the systems impact of Youth Service 

Bureaus within their organizationally stated goals. 

Crime and Delinquency Reduction. The first major component of the s~stems 

impact method was aimed at answering the questi ons re 1 ated to the effecti ve­

ness of YSBs in affectinq change in the rates of crime and del-inquency. The 

total possible sample of YSB projects to be included in this aspect of the 

evaluation design is thirteen. For this particular aspect of the design 

the following sites were included: Benton Harbor/Berrien Co., Port Huron/ 

St. Clair Co., Flint/Genesee Co., White Cloud/Newaygo Co., Paw PavJ/Van 6,,:,'en Co. 'e 
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Three Rivers/St. Joseph Co., and Battle Creek/Calhoun Co. It was 

impossible to include all thirteen in this component of the evaluation 

for the following reasons: one project ceased operation prior to the com­

pletion of the Model Evaluation Project (Kalamazoo), another is a multi­

county project not amenable to individual time-series analysis (Alpena) 
• and two others began operations too late to allow collection of sufficient 

data points for the time-series analysis (Shiawasee and Grand Traverse). 

In addition, one of the programs began at the same time as the earliest 

data was available, resulting in an absence of pre-intervention points 

(East Detroit) and one project was part of a larger youth serving system 

which had functioned for well over twenty years (Oakland). 

In order to utilize a multiple time-series desi9n it was necessary to 

select a comparison jurisdiction for each of the final seven sites. As 

all of the projects have a c.ounty-wide focus the unit of analysis for this 

I component was the county. Thus, "matched" non:-YSB compari son count; es 

were selected on the basis of geographical location, total population (on 

the basis of 1970 census) and median family income as reported in the Michigan 

Statistical Abstract (1974). Comparison counties ItJere chosen which were 

the nearest match to the YSB counties located in the same geoqraphic region 

in the state. While the YSB counties and comparison counties can be by no 

stretch of the imagination viewed as equivalent in any true experimental 

sense, the comparison served as an important check point for examining the 

long-term delinquency trends in YSB areas in the State of Michigan. In 

short, data from these seven YSBs and the respective comparison counties 

provided for an annual level analysis of crime impact. This provided a 

very rough estimate of the impact of YSBs on crime rates across the seven 

juri sdi cti ons. 
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The variables analyzed in the time-series analysis were those most 

directly pertinent to the question of crime reduction - actual or founded 

offenses. These were distinguished from the arrest data which was used 

in the next component addressing the issue of diversion. The specific 

offenses examined were burglary, larceny and vandalism. These three 

offenses \oJere selected for analysis because they·were the most common 

offenses among delinquents and along with the status offenses (those acts 

which are criminal only when committed by a juvenile) constitute over 60 

percent of all juvenile arrests in the state. They also represented the 

offenses most common among youth bureau cl ients. On the other hand, the 

arrest data to be used in the analysis of diversion was a sub-set of actual 

crime wherein suspects were formally arrested. It is the premise of the 

systems impact method that the actual offense data represented the most 

accurate estimate of crime levels and was the appropriate variable to be 

used when analyzing the question of actual crime reduction. The arrest data 

Was viewed as being the best indicator available of law enforcement acti­

vities and therefore the appropriate level of data to be used in examining 

the diversion question in the next section. 

Since nothing was known of the offenders responsible for actual crime, 

no age breakdown was possible. The assumption was made that a significant 

reduction in juvenile rates would directly affect the overall actual re­

ported crime pi cture. In order to faci 1 itate compari sons between counti es 

with different sized populations, all figures have been calculated into 

rates per one thousand total county population (based on 1970 census). 

While the multiple-group design allows us to maximize the number 

of sites included in the analysis it is limited by two factors. First, 
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using annual level statistics the number of data observation points 

available for analysis is severely limited. This is important in terms of 

being able to identify and adjust for the various forms of data fluctuation 

described above in our discussion of the problem of data instability. In 

addition, the small number of data points also limits our ability to 

utilize statistical techniques to test the significance of any observed 

changes in pre and post-intervention measures. The second factor concerns 

our assumptions about the relationships between separate data observations. 

Most statistical techniques utilize a series of measurements (data obser­

vations) which are assumed to be independent. We cannot make this assu~p-

tion of independence using data such as crime statistics. Instead, it is 

more reasonable to assume crime statistics to be dependent upon each other 

from one observation to the next. Thus, we assume that a city with a high 

burglary rate will continue to have a high burglary rate and that the rate 

may go even higher.* As a result we need to employ a statistical technique 

that takes into account the dependency between, and general pattern of, 

data observations. 

The second step of the analysis of crime reduction involved the use 

of single group time-series designs and monthly level data on the number 

of founded crimes. Briefly, we first had to obtain copies of the UCR 

data tapes for the years in which we were interested from the State Police. 

Each of these tapes contained all the monthly UCR statistics for all of 

* It must be emphasized that we do not assume that the burglary rates 
from one period actually causes the burglary rate for the following 
period. We do assume, however. that both rates are the result of the 
same factors and therefore are indicators of an underlying causal network. 
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the cooperating law enforcement jurisdictions in the state. These orig­

inal tapes then had to be processed to produce tapes that were compatable 

with the Michigan State University computer. The new data tapes were then 

processed to produce intermediate tapes that co.ntained only the Youth 

Service Bureau jurisdictions and the variables in which we were interested 
. . 

for the 56 month perlod between Janua~y 1972 and August 1976. 

The monthly level data provided the opportunity for a more in-depth 

and statistically sophisticated look at crime reduction data. If con­

commitant variation was observed between the introduction of a Youth 

Service Bureau and changes in a trend line, the analyses in this phase 

could be used to verify the significance of an observed annual level 

change. The same seven YSB jurisdictions were included in the statistical 

analyses of monthly data on the same three actual crime variables used in 

the annual level ana·lyses. Because of the problem of aggregating all re­

porting jurisdictions ina county, the central city in which the project 

was located was the unit of analysis (i .e., Benton Harbor, Flint, Battle 

Creek, Paw Paw, Port Huron, White Cloud, and Three Rivers). This was not 

considered methodologically troublesome because the projects focused their 

energies in the central cities. Since the primary concern in this analysis 

was determining whether observed changes in the levels of trend lines 

were statistically Significant, it was not necessary to include the com­

parison jurisdictions. For each of the three actual crime variables in 

the seven sites, t-tests and significance levels will be presented for 

the changes in level and drift as will be outlined in a subsequent sub­

section .. Since the monthly data was collected for a single time period 

(January 1972 through August 1976) and projects began at various points 



in time, the number of pre- and post-intervention points for each site 

was different. Allowing six months. after inHial fUnding for start up 

time and the recycling of clients, pre- and post-intervention points for 

each site are as follows: Benton Harbor (1/74) - 24 pre-points and 32 

post-points; Flint (1/74) - 24 pre-points and 32 post-points: Battle 
" 

Creek (2/73) - 13 pre data points and 43 post-data points; Paw Paw (1/75) -

36 pre-data points and 20 post-data points ~ Port Huron (7/75) - 42 pre­

data points and 14 post-data points; White Cloud (1/76) - 48 pre-data points 

and 8 post-data points; Three Rivers (1/76) - 48 pre-data points and 8 post­

data points. It should be noted that in Battle Creek it was necessary to 

set the intervention point at seven months after initial funding so that 

the 13 requ"i red pre-interventi on data points were present to all ow seasonal 

adjustments. Neither White Cloud nor Three Rivers data could be adjusted 

for seasonal fluctuations because of insufficient post-intervention data 

points. 

Diversion. In the first component where the focus was on crime reduction 

the most aopropriate type of uniform crime report data was the actual or 

founded offenses. The focus on diversion in this component required the 

use of arrest data since it represented the best indicator of police pro-

cess. The sa,me seven YSB counties and their comparison counties were 

included in the annual level analysis of diversion, and the same seven YSB 

central cities in the single time-series analysis of monthly data. 

The variables included in the annual multiple time-series analysis 

were those wh"ich should reflect the effects of diversion on juvenile 

justice system process. The variables for which data can be analyzed pro­

vided a comprehensive picture of the delinquency situation in each juris­

diction and they were selected particularly because they represent areas 

in Which YSBs focused their energies. These included the following 
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variables: 

Total delinguency arrests (under 17 years of age)­
examined to provide an overview of the total de­
linquency situation. 

Burglary - examined as a crime commonly committed 
by juvenile offenders. 

• 
Larceny - examined as a crime commonly committed 
by juvenile offenders. 

Vandalism - examined as a crime commonly committed 
by Juvenile offenders. 

Runaway - examined as a common status offense. 

Curfew/Loiterinq - examined as a common status offense. 

These six variables were hypothesized to be the most sensitive 

measures of diversion activity not only because they were the largest 

offense categories but also Youth Service Bureaus concentrated on these 

types of offenders. For all of the above,delinquency arrest data figures 

represent the arrest of persons under the age of 17. As in the previous 

component, all figures have been transformed into rates to facilitate in­

spection of the data by correcting for population differences between 

counties. Since this component focuses on delinquency al'rests rather than 

overall crime rates as was the case in .the first component, rates were 

calculated per hundred thousand juveniles (age 7 to 16) in the county 

rather than per hundred thousand population. Also adjustments for the 

changing size of juvenile population at risk were made by using the 

number of youth between 7 and 16 as the base for 1970, the number be­

tween 6 and 15 for the 1970 rates, 5 and l~ for the 1972 rates and so on. 

It should be noted that these corrections allow for actual fluctuations 

in the age distribution in the population of the counties in question. 
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The monthly time-series analysis of diversion in terms of juvenile 

arrests was carried out in the same manner as described above for the 

crime reduction component. Each of the seven arrest v~riables were 

analyzed for each project site. As before the monthly data in this com-

ponent represented the central city of the county. Because diversion 
• was v;ev/ed as an intermediate goal preceeding the accomplishment of the 

over all goal of crime reduction, the intervention point for the monthly 

analysis was set at three months after initial funding began, rather than 

six. This means that the pre- and post-intervention points for the sites 

were the following: Benton Harbor (10/73) - 20 pre-data points and 35 

post-data points; Flint (10/73) - 21 pre-data points and 35 post-data 

points; Battle Creek (2/73) - 13 pre-data points and 43 post-data points; 

Paw Paw (10/74) - 33 pre-data points and 23 post-data points; Port Huron 

(4/15) - 39 p~-data points dnd 17 post-data points; White Cloud (10/75) -

45 pre-data points and 11 post-data points~ Three Rivers (10/75) - 45 pre­

data points and 11 post-data points. Th~ sao.e adjustments in actual time 

of intervention were made for Battle Creek in this component as in the 

previous component. In addition, once again seasonal adjustments were 

not possible for White Cloud and Three-Rivers data sets. 

In addition to the analysis of juvenile arrest figures, UCR data 

on police referrals to juvenile courts were analyzed to determine whether 

or not the projects had significant impact on police inputs to the juvenile 

courts. As with other variables utilizing UCR data these analyses were 

conducted for multiple group and single group time-series designs using 

both annual and monthly level data. FinallY, at four major project sites 

(Berrien, Genesee, St. Clair, and Macomb Counties) monthly data was 
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collected directly from the juvenile courts on the number of court 

petitions received by them. This data was frr the entire county and 

provided the opportunity to examine the impact of these projects on 

overall juvenile court activities. 

Juvenile Justice Systems Decision Making Impact. The final segment of 
o 

the model evaluation effort directed at examining systems impact of 

Youth Service Bureaus focused on monitoring the decision making process 

operative in the juvenile justice systems in the four thrust sites. 

These sites were Port Huron, Benton Harbor, East Detroit and Flint. The 

goal of this component of the evaluation effort was to examine the decision 

making processes of local police juvenile officials relevant to filinq of 

petitions in juvenile court. Within the context of the overall impact 

model of the YSBs it would be expected that the diversion functions of 

the bureaus would alter the decision making processes of juvenile officials. 

More specifically, a particular decision leading to a youth being re-

ferred or petitioned to the juvenile court was examined directly. In 

each of the four target sites, a sample of youth was drawn from existing 

police juvenile division files. This involved drawing a sample of police 

decisions for a year prior to initiation of each of the bureaus and two 

years following the implementation at each site. The samples were drawn 

at each site according to a stratified random procedure which controlled 

for seasonal fluctuations in the types of youths apprehended by juvenile 

authorities. In each of the sites it was necessary to hi re and train 

local law enforcement officials to actually collect decision making data. 

After initial training sessions with the field site supervisor, a local 

data collector proceeded to gather the decision making data on approx­

imately 200 decisions per year per site. While there was some site-specific 
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fluctuation in the actual variables which were consistently available 

in the police records, the data collected on police decision making 

included the demographic characteristics of the youth in question, the 

living situation of the youth in question, the characteristics of the 

offense wi th whi ch the youth was being cha'rged, the youth I s previ ous 
• 

criminal history, and the disposition of the offense. 

As described above, the general goal of this component of the 

evaluation was to develop a model of the decision making process as a 

result of the Youth Service Bureau providing a diversionary alternative 

after its implementation. While data of this kind is not amenable to the 

general parametric statistical procedure used in other components of 

this research. alternative statistical procedures were explored. After 

careful consideration of a variety of alternatives, the automatic inter~ 

action detector procedure was selected as a method for modeling the 

decision making process and allows di reet comparison of the important 

predicters of particular police decisions prior to and following youth 

service bureau initiation periods. Of particular interest in this com­

ponent of the research was the degree to which the rates and types of 

youth remanded to the juvenile court for formal processing were altered 

by the initiation of the bureau. The automatic interaction detector 

statistical procedures allowed for direct graphical comparisons of the 

predicters of juvenile court petitioning decisions. It was anticipated 

that this data would provide direct evidence or lack thereof of alteration 

in the de~ision making process as a result of implementation of Youth 

Servi ce Bureaus. 
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C. Implementation 

Implementation Analysis. The implementation analysis represents the 

portion of the previously defined systems model of evaluation which 

focused attention on the process aspects of program evaluation, Namely, 

it would mean that answering questions about the political and social 

interactions necessary in the introduction of. new social programs. Im-

plementation analysis has been defined by Williams and Elmore as follows: 

Scrutiny of 1) preliminary policies specifications to 
determine their clarity, precision, and reasonableness~ 
and 2) staff, organizational and managerial capabilities 
and implementation strategies to determine the degree to 
which the proposed policy alternative can be specified and 
implemented in its bureaucratic/political setting. 
(1976, 290) 

The primary rationale for addressinq issues of implementation was It/ithout 

i nformati on about how programs go about thei r daily business, it was im­

possible to determine the barriers responsible for unsuccessful programming. 

The research design and evaluation procedures used in the two major com-

ponents of the implementation section of this study represent an initial 

attempt to look more closely at organizational environmental factors which 

influence the introduction of a social program like youth service bureaus. 

The variables included in this section represented those which were hypoth­

esized to be critical in the implementation of a model youth service bureau 

program. The organizational factors examined revolved around staff per­

ceptions and orientation. Studies reviewed in previous chapters suggested 

these areas to be particularly important as determinants of the basic 

nature of the project, and it will be suggested in this study that certain 

perceptual frameworks will be highly characteristic of successful programs. 

III-41 



Environmental assessment was aimed at discovering how various projects 

dealt with the number of social and political issues which appear to b~ 

common in all social innovations. It was hoped that the organizational 

and environmental components of this study would generate guidelines for 

improving the implementation and evaluation pro~edures for Youth Service 

Bureaus. 

Organizational Factors. In this component, eleven of the thirteen sites 

were included. Kalamazoo County was not included because the project was 

no longer in operation when the data was collected, and Calhoun County \'laS 

not among the original group of funded programs during the initiation of 

the study (time-series data was collected on the project because it was 

informally regarded as the prototype Youth Service Bureau in the state), 

Two instruments were used for data collection - the Delinquency Orienta­

tion Scale and the Program Perceptions Survey, This information was re­

quested from all project staff members who were involved in the adminis­

tration and/or service delivery aspects of the program (i.e., directors, 

supervisors, casework aides, and student interns). In sites where environ­

mental assessment interviews were performed (the next component) these 

instruments were delivered to project directors for circulation among staff 

members. Copies of the instruments were mailed to the other sites with an 

accompanying letter of explanation. The return rate for the Delinquency 

Orientation Scale was very high with 51 of the 59 distributed completed 

and used in the analysis. 

On the Delinquency Orientation Scale (Appendix ), four major con­

ceptual frameworks for viewing delinquent problems were included. These 
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orientations were based on a classification of reactions to delinquency 

by Schur (1973) and are briefly the following: 

1. the get-tough anti~ermissive approach - an insistence 
that wrong doers must be dealt with sternly and that 
misconduct "will not be tolerated", the "good guys vs. 
the bad guys"; 

2. the individual treatment approach - e~hasizes the 
distinctive characteristics of individual offenders 
and the modification of individual attitudes and 
behavi ors; 

3. the liberal reform approach - emphas"izes the socio­
cultural aspects of deviance and the improvement 
of community programs and institutions: 

4. the nonintervention approach - recognizes the wide­
spread and temporary nature of most "mi sconduct" 
and seeks to delimit the application of formal 
sanctions (Ibid. 19-23) 

Schur points out that individuals will rarely exhibit a pure form of 

one of these orientations, but that they are models around which persons 

organi ze thei r responses because "each pattern is grounded in certai n 

core assumptions and basic outlooks that in turn imply a whole complex 

of interrelated preferences". (Ibid, p. 22) 

The Delinquency Drientation Scale was developed by creating state­

ments felt to represent the position suggested by each approach on five 

issues-causes of crime and del inquency ,:nost appropriate responses, 

role of the juvenile court, approach to prevention, and the use of diversion. 

Two statements were formulated for each of the four approaches on the 

issues of causation (antipermissive. treatment, reform and nonintervention, 

9 and 23), response, and the role of juyenile court. One statement for 

each approach was included on the issues of prevention and diversion. A 

rating was obtained for each of the thirty-two statements using a Likert­

type rating system from one (strongly agree) to six (strongly disagree). 
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The first step in the analysis of this data was to examine the 

internal consistency of the instrument. Cronbachls alpha was computed 

for each of the four subscales to determine the extent to which variance 

in subscale scores was accounted for by common variance with the sub­

scale item (statement) when the total subscale score was examined to see 
• 

if the item was most appropriately placed in the subscale. Finally, the 

intercorrelations of the four subscales was analyzed to test the dis­

criminant validity of the instrument (or its success in tapping into 

distinct response patterns). Following instrument development procedures 1 

the data was used to examine the dominant orientations of staff at each 

of the projects. 

The second part of the organizational component focused on staff 

perceptions of several important internal operational variables. The 

same elev~n projects were included and data was collected in the same 

manner as with the Delinqv~ncy Scale. Of the 64 Program Perceptions 

Survey which were distributed, 57 were returned and are included in the 

analysis. 

The PrGgram Perceptions Survey (Appendix ) is a modified version 

of an instrument developed by Moos (1975) to assess the organizational 

environment of correctional p('ograms. It contains the following nine 

subscales! 

Relationship dimensions 
1. Involvement - measures the degree of participation 

by clients in the ongoing operations of the project; 
2. Support - measures the level of support given clients 

by project staff~ 
3. Expressiveness - measures the extent to which opeD 

expression of feeling is encouraged; 

Treatment dimensions 
4. Autonomy - measures the extent to which clients are 
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encouraged to take part in planning and leadership 
activities; 

5. Practical Orientation - measures the degree to which 
clients are prepared for leaving the program; 

6. Personal Problem Orientation - measureS the amount of 
concentration on understanding personal problems and 
feelings: 

Systems maintenance dimensions 
7. Order and Organization - measures ~ow important order 

and organization are in the program: 
8. Clarity - measures the explicitness of program rules and 

procedures; and 
9. Staff control - measures the extent to which regulations 

are used to control clients (Ibid, p 41). 

The basic purpose for which this instrument was used was to obtain a 

comprehensive outline of the operational nature of the projects. 

The format of the Program Perceptions Survey was true-false, and 

the scoring of the items was specified by Moos (1972, Appendix A). 

Basically, item responses which indicated positive perceptions (true 

for statements characteristic of the subscale and false for those not) 

were scored as one, and those which indicated negative perceptions as 

zero. Thus, the higher the mean project score on a subscale, the more 

characteristic that variable is of the project (mean subscale scores 

could be as high as the total number of items in the subscale - which 

ranges from eight.to ten - if each respondent answered each suDscale item 

in the positive direction). The same procedures were performed with 

this instrument as were described for the Delinquency Scale. And simi­

larly, mean project scores on each of the subscales of the Program Per­

ceptions Survey were examined and related back to impact measures (where 

they are available) to determine if any of the subscales varied concom-

mitantly with impact results. 
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Environmental Assessment - The final component of the study involved an 

attempt to examine a range of social, historical, and political variables 

in the envi ronmenta 1 contexts of each project. Seven projects were i n­

eluded in this component (see Table 1). These were chosen because the 

time.:consumi ng nature of data co 11 ecti on precl uded the i ncl us; on of qJ 1 
• sites and these seven projects were felt to be representative of the 

entire sample - they represent large and small projects, old and new, 

urban and rural, accepted and rejected, and variations on the YSB concept. 

The primary rationale for the environmental assessment was the need to 

understand the influence of extra-organizational factors on the develop­

ment and success of projects. 

Using the Environmental Assessment Guide (Appendix ), data was 

gathered in structured, open-ended interviews with a range of persons at 

each site. Those interviewed inc:luded project directors and staff, as 

e well as a number of individuals external to the projects 'V,ho had had 

contacts with the programs in an advisory and/or utilization capacity and 

were famil i ar wi th the evoluti on of the program. The external persons 

represented law enforcement agenC'ies and the courts, schools, social 

service agencies, planning units, and related programs. Thirty-four 

persons were interviewed and over seventy-five hours of tapes were re­

viewed in preparation for writing the descriptive analyses of environ­

mental factors. 

Interviews and discussions of this material were organized around 

certain conceptual areas of 1nter~st. First, there was a focus on the 

involvement of and support by individuals and organizations in the com­

munity. Second, questions were presented regarding the formal and informal 
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positions of projects in the community social structure, and the external 

relationships necessary to implement the program. Third, energies were 

directed toward examining the perceptions of project staffs and external 

others with regard to the degree of clarity and consensus on program 

goals and objectives. Finally, attempts were made to clarify the histor-
• ical factors which may have facilitated, hindered, and/or modified the 

directions and operations of projects. 

In reviewing the taped interviews with these topical areas in mind, 

certain environmental issues were found to be common among several pro-

jects while others were unique to the situation of a particular project. 

The results of the environmental assessment will consist of a descriptive 

summary of each of these environmental issue areas, as well as a discussion 

of the techniques and effectiveness of approaches to these issues by 

project staffs. 

D. Individual Impact 

The final segment of the multi-faceted evaluation approach in this 

study attempts to address the question of the impact of youth service 

bureaus on those individual youths served. In order to reflect the way 

in which the data was actually gathered, this section is divided into 

three main components. These three include: 

1. Post hoc comparisons - data collected from previous 
and current YSB case records, 

2. Pre- Post analyses - data collected through ongoing 
intake-termination assessments devised by the Model 
Evaluation Project staff, and 

3. Experimental site - data collected in a single site on 
YSB serviced youth and a randomly assigned comparison 
group. 
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Post Hoc Comparisons. The cross sectionally based examination of in­

dividual impact ;s merely an extension of the descriptive methodology 

described in an earlier section of this chapter. The reader is refer'red 

to Section for a detailed description of sample selection, data col" 

lection procedures, sites, and proposed analyses. In short, the sole 

focus of this segment of the research was on examining the effect of YSB 

intel~ventions on the officially recorded delinquent behavior of those 

youths served. Samples of 600 in each of the four target sites (Port 

Huron, Benton Harbor, East Detroit, and Flint) were tracked through official 

police and court records on the following variables: frequency of arrests, 

seriousness of offenses for which arrests occurred, frequency of court 

petition, seriousness of offenses for which petitions occurred, and most 

serious court disposition. In all sites, these variables were examined 

for the time period of one year prior to referral to the youth service 

bureau, the time during which a youth was being served by a bureau, twelve 

months following termination from the burealJ and twenty-four months fol­

lowing termination from the bureau. To avoid the problem of confounding 

time since service with official delinquency rates, all data ~-Jere converted· 

to average quarterly rates. Analyses of variance were then computed to compare 

the rates across time. 

Pre-Post analyses. Obviously the above described procedures for examining 

the impact of youth service bureau intervention on individual youth are 
• 

1 aden with a myri ad of fl aws. The most prominent among themis complete 

dependence on existing records in YSB case files for identification of 

those youths actually served and a considerable passage of time between the 

actual recording of official delinquency rates and collection of that data 
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by model evaluation staff. In addition, the information which could be 

gathered on the actual services received and the life situations of indi­

vidual youths was severely restricted by existing record keeping procedures 

of YSBs. As in various aspects of the multi-faceted design used in this 

study, it was then necessary to employ additional primary data collect; on 
• 

procedures. In line with this goal specific data collection procedures 

were established in each of the four sites by the Model Evaluation Project 

staff. 

In order to collect first hand data relevant to the individual impact 

question, MEP staff arranged for revised intake and termination assessments 

to be accomplished for a small sample of the youth in each of the four 

sites. Original plans for this component of the eva1uation called for the 

selection of 50 youths in each of three sites who would be tracked by MEP 

staff from referral through termination. These three sites were Port Huron, 

Flint and East Detroit. As can be seen in Table 111- the actual number of 

youth available fell far short of the original target of 50. It should be 

noted that the original target number of 50 was selected by the MEP staff 

as a result of examining previous annual reports of the three bureaus and 

di scussi ons with bureau di rectors. It was ant'j ci pated that by i nstituti ng 

intake and tennination procedures in the early Fal1 of 1976 a two to three 

month time period would be sufficient in each of the three sites to generate 

the target number of 50 subjects. In fact, the data collection procedures 

had to be extended well into the spring of 1977 in order to accomplish 

the referral of approximately 30 youth per site. 

In each of the three sites mentioned above. an on-site interviewer 

'was hired by the field site director. This interviewer then received 

extensive training in the data collection pY'ocedures described below. 
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These i ncl uded: the revi sed intake and terminati on forms, intake 

interviews with the youth and assigned staff member, and termination in­

terviews with the youth and assigned staff. The on-site interviewer in 

each of the three sites was msponsible for coordination of all data 

collecti on procedures. In additi on, the on-si te intervi ewer recei ved 
• 

bi-weekly first hand supervision from the field site director. Table 1II­

describes the data collection procedures which were instituted in each of 

the three sites. After completing the necessary administrative arrangements 

to allow collection of this data first hand, the on-site interviewer co­

ordinated intake referrals with the Youth Service Bureau personnel ;n each 

site responsible for intake. Within one week of actual intake, the inter­

viewer accomplished the follm·dng: 1) insuring that the revised intake form 

was completed by the staff, 2) interviewing the referred youth, 3) inter­

viewing the assigned staff member. At the very beginning of the intake 

interviews conducted by the on-site interviewer, the overall data collection 

procedures were explained to each youth, they were then asked to sign vol­

untary participation agreements. Assuming the youth agreed, the intake 

interview was then completed and followed by the interviewer interviewing 

the assigned case worker. 

Termination forms and interviews were completed at each site in one 

of two ways. For those cases which terminated "naturally" prior to the 

three month planned interval, termination forms for respective interviews 

were completed at that time. For those cases sti 11 active~t,theplarmed 

three month interval, termination forms and necessary interviews were 

completed three months after referral. The three month intake-termination 

interval was selected by the Model Evaluation Project staff as respresen­

tativ.e of the modal service delivery interval for YSB clientele. Ideally, 
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termination interviews and reports would not have been collected until 

a 11 cases were Iinatura lly" terminated. However, the time and fi nanc; al 

constraints operating in this evaluation effort precluded this possibility. 

It shoul d be noted that a three month interval of servi ce approx'imates 

the average treatment interval reported by YSB staff . 
• The actual measures utilized in this component of the research are 

a mixture of those designed specifically for the youth service bureau 

evaluation, measures developed in previous work by Davidson (1976) in a 

similar research effort surrounding a diversion project, and prominent 

measures in the field. In general, they were designed to reflect outcomes 

of YSB intervention from the perspective of both the youth and the staff 

and the processes of intervention operative on an individual case basis. 

At intake, the revised intake form was an attempt to provide more stan-

dard historical and demographic information concerning referred youth. 

The intake interview with the youth and assigned staf! was an attempt to . 

gain more refined information about the particular life situation and 

activities of referred youth. At termination, the focus of the assessment 

was considerably expanded. Again, the termination forms and life domain 

scales had similar goals as those outlined above. In addition, both the 

staff and the youth were interviewed concerning the actual activities 

which had taken place in the duration of the YSB involvement. The youth 

were also given a self-report delinquency card sort, previously developed 

by Gold (1971). All youth were also administered the Youth Service Bureau 

Environmental Scale adapted from the previous work of Moo$ (1975). In 

addition, the police and court records of these youth were examined for 

one year pre and the intervention interval. Each of these assessment 
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procedures and their respective scales and definitions are included in 

Table III- 3. This Table also provides an overall outline of the assess-

ment design and procedures for the pre-post analyses with original data. 

These data allowed for assessment of individual impact of YSB intervention 

on a variety of dimensions and allowed for examination of covariants be­

tween particular types of youth service bureau intervention and particular 

outcomes. The most important aspects of this facet of the evaluation 

design were the inclusion of both staff and participant perception~ of 

outcomes and processes. This;s essentially the only component of this 

design which allows for direct input from those youths referred to and 

served by Youth Service Bureaus in Michigan. They also allow for the 

examination of the convergence between current data and that reported on 

a post hoc basis from youth service bureau records. 

Experimental Site. Up' to this point the various components of the model 

evaluation efforts have been exclusively correlational and post hoc in 

nature. It was felt particularly critical in examining the impact of 

YSBs to include if possible, an experimental examination of the impact 

of YSB interventions. The many and varied assets of true experimental 

evaluation methodologies have been heralded extensively in previous sections 

and repetition here is unnecessary. In short, throughout the duration of 

the Model Evaluation Project the central concern to the staff was iden­

tification of a particular site which would be willing to submit their 

operation to an experimental examination of effectiveness. Initial ne­

gotiations for this type of evaluation were undertaken in each of the 

four sites. After considerable discussion, it appeared that the Benton 

Harbor site pruvid,ed the best opportunity for actual examination. The 

implications of this decision were threefold. First, the staff of the 
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TABLE I II-3 

Interview at Intake 

Life Domain Scales (Youth and Staff) 
Family Involvement and activity - the 
degree to whi ch the youth spends time 
at home and engages in activities with 
hi s/her parents. 

Active Parental Control - the degree to 
which the parents try to control the 
actions or conduct of the youth. 

Involvement with Siblings - the extent 
to which the youth interacts with 
brothers and sisters. 

Involvement in School System - the degre 
to which the student is actively involve 
in classes, attends school, likes the 
teachers, etc. 

Employment - the deq~de to which the 
youth is involved in a job and/or 
looking for a job. 

Juvenile Justice System Involvement -
the frequency of contacts which youth 
has with the police. 

Self Re ort Delin uenc Card Sort (Youth 
On y A 50 item card sort in which 

youth indicates the frequency of 
involvement in illegal behavior. 

Interview at Termination 

Life Domai~ Scales (Youth and Staff) 
Family Involvement and Activity - the 
degree to which the youth spends time at 
home and engages in activities with his/ 
her parents. 

Active Parental Control - the degree to which 
the parents try to control the actions or 
conduct of the youth. 

Involvement with Siblings - the extent to 
which the youth interacts with brothers 
and sisters. 

Positive change in Home Domain - the degree 
to which the youth exhibits more desirable 
behavior in the home 

Involvement in the School S~stem - the de~ 
to which the student is act1vely involved~ 
classes, attends school, likes the teachers ,etc 

Positive change in School Domain - the 
degy~e to which the youth exhibfts more 
desirable behavior in school. 

Employment - the degree to which the youth 
in a job and/or looking for a job. 

Positive change in Employment Domain - a 
measure of improvement in job performance. 

Juvenile Justice System Involvement - the 
frequency of contacts which youth has with 
police. 

Positive change in Involvement in Juvenil~ 
Justice System - reduction in frequency and 
intensity of involvement with police. 

Intervention Scales (Youth and Staff) 

Lack of complaints/positive involvement -
the extent to which the student volunt~er~ 
and the client youth get along with each ~ 
other. 
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Interview at Termination 

Vol unteer/target invol vement - the fre·· 
quency of contact between the volunteer 
and youth 

Parental involvement - the extent to which 
the parertts are included in the intervention 
process, and the relationship is established 
between the volunteer and parents. 

School:·Focus on changing youth - the extent 
to which intervention activities focus on 
school behavior of youth 

School: Focus on changing school - the extent 
to which the volunteer engages in activity 
aimed at bringing about improvements in the 
school area, with efforts directed towards 
school staff rather than the youth. 

Job-seeking - the extent to which the inter­
vention attempts to obtain employment for 
the youth. 

Family: Focus on changing youth - the extent 
to which the intervention attempts to bring 
about changes in the family area. 

Family: Focus on 'changing parents - the 
ext~nt to which intervention attempts to 
get the parents to do things differently. 

Legal System Involvement - the extent to 
which the volunteer becomes involved in 
the juvenile justice system as part of 
the work with the youth. 

Self Report Delinguen~y Card Sort (Youth Only) 
A 50 item card sort in which the youth 
indicates the frequency of invo1vement 
in illegal behavior. 

Program Environment Scale (Youth Only) 
An 86 item questionnaire altered for the 
youth and paralleling the Moos (1975) scales 
administered to the staff. This scale pro­
vides the youth's perceptions of the type 
of progranmatic environment the YSD"S are. 
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Benton Harbor Youth Service Bureau agreed to allow the Model Evaluation 

Project Site Director to monitor their intake procedures over a four e: 
month time period beginning in November of 1976. Second, they agreed to 

allow the MEP Site Director to randomly reject one third of the youth 

referred to them until ,n total of 75 subjects had been accumulated . 
• Third, they agreed to allow the kind of data collection procedures outlined 

in the pre-post analysis section to be accomplished on 75 of their referred 

youth. 

Commencing at the beginning of November 1976, all youth referred to 

the Benton Harbor Youth Service Bureau were seen first by the Model 

Evaluation Project Site Director and/or one of two interviewers hired in 

that locale. Following the completion of intake forms, intake interviews, 

and voluntary participation agreements they were then randomly assigned to 

YSB intervention or a -treatment as usual" control. The randomization pro­

cedure 
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CHAPTER IV 

SYSTEMS IMPACT 

This chapter on systems impacts is divided into six main sections; 

first, the presentation of the evaluation ques~ions and a description of 

our primary data source - official statistics through Uniform Crime Reports; 

second, a discussion of time-series designs and our utilization of them in 

this evaluation; third, the presentation of our analysis and findings con~ 

cerning crime reduction at Youth Service Bureau project sites; fourth, the 

presentation of our findinqs concerning the diversion of youth from the 

juvenile justice system at project sites; fifth, the presentation of our 

findings concerning the effects of Youth Service Bureaus on the police 

decision making process relevant to the filing of petitions in juvenile court. 

The sixth section provides a synthesis of our findings concerning the system 

impacts of Youth Service Bureaus. 

A. Evaluation Questions and Data Sources 

The systems impact component of this evaiuation is designed to provide 

imfonnation concernin9 both the ultimate effects (crime reducti on) and 

intermediate effects (diversion). The specific research quest'ions involved 

are: 

1. Do YSB projects reduce target crimes in the jurisdictions 
in which they are located? 

2. Do YSB projects affect the operations of the target 
juvenile justice systems in terms of the proceSi.iing of 

" """;./ 

juvenile offenders? 

Youth Service Bureau programs provide a unique opportunity to apply 

current social research techniques because of the dual aims of affecting 

change in' the juvenile justice system and preventing individual cases of 

IV-l 

~ 

" 



delinquent behavior. While the success of social programs has typic311y 

been assessed in terms of the individual cli,ent, the social subsystem 

through which individuals are processed constitutes an important inter­

mediary focus for evaluation. A systems emphasis is particularly appropri­

ate in this study because the programs are specifically concerned with 

affecting the processes of organizations and ~gencies in the juvenile justice 

system. The individual effects of Youth Service Bureaus ar~ partially 

dependent on thei r degree of success in affecting change 'in the patterns of 

processing by the justice system (i .e., diversion). Tne underlying logic of 

the model to be used in this evaluation is presented in Figure IV-l. 

As indicated in Chapter III, our primary methodological approach to 

the questions of crime reduction and diversion is based on the time-series 

analysis of Uniform Crime Report data. These are official police statistics 

compiled each year by the Michigan State Police in conjunction with the 

United States Federal Bureau of Investigation. Given our relianc~ on 

Uniform Crime Reports it is important that we provide a descdption of UCR 

data collection procedures and a summary of the value and limitation of 

these data as they relate to this evaluation.* 

The data for this study comes from both monthly and annual level 

state Uniform Crime Reports for the years 1971 through 1976. In Michigan 

* Detailed discussions of UCR statistics may be found in Center and Smith: 
1973~ Biderman and Reiss: 1967; Uniform Crime Reports-Special Issue: 
1958; Criminal Statistics NIMH: 1973; Skogan: 1974; Beattie: 1955; 
Siderman: in Social Indicator$ (Sauer, Ed., 1966) 68-l54~ Mulvihill & 
Tumin: 1960. 
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crime data is collected monthly * from every law enforcement jurisdiction. 

These data are co11ected on Standardized Reporting Forms by the Michigan 

Department of State Police.** The Department of State Police then tabu-

lates the crime information collected for presentation in quarterly, pre­

liminary and annual published reports.*** Although these published reports 
• were available to us they did not provide information specific enough for 

this study. Our design required the use of beth annual and monthly level 

data for target crimes including "information concerning arrests, clearances 

and court dispositions for selected jurisdictions. The formally published 

reports contained some, but nat all, of this data at the annual level but 

provided no jurisdiction specific statistics at the monthly level. 

Since the published reports were unable to provide the necessary in­

formation, alternative SOUi:~ces had to be developed. For the annual level 

data, computer printouts, from which the published reports are compiled, 

were obtained from the Mi chi gan Department of State P'::'l i ce for each of the 

jurisdictions included in the evaluation. Because of extensive changes 

* On July 3, 1968 every 1m" enforcement agency in the State of Michigan waS 
required to report certain criminal information to the Michigan Department 
of State Police as authorized by Act 319, Public Act of 1968: The Michigan 
Uniform Crime Reporting Act. In essence this act mandated law enforcement 
agencies in the state to report the same type of information that is re­
quest~d by the Federal Bureau of Investigation for its annual publi'shed 
Uniform Crime Report. 

**For detailed description of the Michigan Department of State Police cr1me'~ 
reporting procedure, see: Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook (East Lansing, 
Michigan: Department of State P~lice, 1974) 

***The Department of State Police publishes fo)~ the State of Michigan both 
quarterly and annual reports known as the Mi chi gan Un; form Crime Report. 
Nationally, the Federal Bureau of Investigation publishe.s Crime In tbe 
United States, a composite of reporte.d crime as reported by 95% of the 1 aw 
enforcement agenci~s in the United States. ' The information that Michigan 
reports for the state, '"'i s then forwarded to the Federa 1 Bur~au of Investi-
gation. -
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in reporting procedures annual level reports were obtained for only five 

years (1972-1976) Although limited in number, we felt that in a multiple 

group time-series analysis, pre-past-intervention trends could be explored 

concerning effects of Youth Service Bureaus even for six observation points. 

The necessary information was extracted from these computer printouts and 

processed to create our own annual level UCR data files which provided the 

data for our multiple-group analysis. 

For the monthly level data, a different collection procedure was 

involved. Briefly, we first had to obtain copies of the UCR data tapes 

for the years in which we were interested from the State Police. Each of 

these tapes contained all the monthly UCR ?tatistics for all of the law 

enforcement jurisdictions in the state---approximately 690 jurisdictions.* 

These original tapes then had to be processed to produce tapes that '.',ere 

compatible with the Michigan State University Control Data Corporation 

6500 Computer. The new data tapes were then processed to' pl"oduce i nter­

mediate tapes that contained only the youth service bureau jurisdictions 

and the specific statistics in which WE were interested. Finally, these 

intermediate tapes were processed to produce usable data files organized 

to maintain monthly level statistics for each specific jurisdiction.** 

These data files provi ded the input to the "CaRREL" and "TSX" time-seri es 

programs used for the statistical time-series analysis. 

For years Uniform Crime Reports have been the subject of considerable 

criticism both within the law enforcement and academic communities. Much 

* The data tapes were obtained from the State Police in September 1976 and 
as a result we have only seven months 'Of data for 1976 (January to July). 

**Detailed descriptions of the actual data manipulation stages required to 
produce usable data files are contained in the computer programs maintained 
by the School of Criminal Justice. 
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of this criticism stems from the failure by politicians, the public and 

the media to recognize UCR statistics as indicators rather than direct 

measures of the amount of crime in our society. Thus, the usual criticism 

takes the form of arguing that the UCR system can never measure the real 

crime rate, since it only counts those offenses known to the police.* 

• Whatever the validity of this criticism the problem is clearly recognized 

by the officials responsible for the productJon of UCR statistics. In fact, 

they include a waY'ning to this effect in the annual Uniform Crime Report. 

It is believed desirable to point out that there is no 
way of determining the total number of crimes which are 
committed. Many criminal acts occur which are not reported 
to official sources, Estimates as to the level of unre­
ported crime can be developed through costly victim surveys, 
but this of course, does not remedy the reluctance of victims 
and/or other members of society to report all cY'imes to 1 aw 
enforcement agencies. (U.S. Dept. of Justice, Crime in the 
United States, UCR: 1971,5) 

The problem of unreported crimes is real although it varies by 

offense. Table IV-l shows the relationship between citizen reSponses to 

victi~ization surveys and UCR reported statistics for selected offenses. 

For example, survey respondents indicated that they had been the victim 

of 3,691,300 burglaries but had reported only 51% (1,863,300) of these to 

the police. According to UCR statistics 1,171 ,358 burqlaries were reported 

during the period co¥.ered by the victimization survey. This represents 32% 

* The questioning of police statistics has not begun with the UCR, for in 
1897 a British commentator noted, "It would be a mistake to suppose that 
the number of cr'imes known to the police is a complete index of the total 
yearly volume of crime. The actual number of offenses annually committed 
;s always in excess of the number of officiaHy recorded crimes." 
IILX Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,tl cited in Alber Biderman 
and Albert J. Reiss, liOn Exploring the 'Dark Figure' of Crime'" The 
Annals, Vol. 374 (1967) 1 

IV-5 I' .. 

fj 



of the offenses indicated by survey respondents and only 65% of the 

offenses which victims claimed they reported to the police.* Although 

the specific figures vary Table IV-l shows a similar pattern for other 

major criminal offenses. Moreover the LEAA National Crime Panel Surveys 

indicated that the figures also vary between cities. (U.S. Dept. of 

Justice, LEAA, National Crime Panel Survey, Criminal Victimization Surveys 

in 13 American Cities: June 1975). 

From an evaluators standpoint the problem is not the fact that some 

proportion of crimes are not reported to the police and therefore do not 

appear in the UCR statistics. The real problem is that we lack any system­

atic knowledge concerning the relationship between the known quantity -

offenses reported to the police - and the unknown universe - the total 

number of offenses actually commi tted both reported and unreported. Without 

this knowledge it is impossible to determine whether an increase (or decrease) 

in Official UCR statistics is the resu1t of a change in the number of 

crimes committed, the number of crimes reported, or both. For example, 

even though the actual number of burglaries committed may remain the same 

* In a nationwide victimization survey, conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Center of the University of Chicago, for the President's Commis­
sion on Law Enforcement and the Adm'inistration of Justice, it was found 
that victims \'1ho did not report offenses to the police did so for a variety 
of reasons. Many felt it was a private matter, or did not want harm to 
come to the offender. (50% of aqgravated assault victims and 30% of 
burglary victims gave these answers.) Other victims did not want to take 
the time to report the incident (9%' of the robbery and 7% of larceny victims 
gave this answer), and some were just too confused by the incident or 
didn't know what- to do to report it (18% of the robbery victims and 8% of 
the aggravated assault victims gave this answer.) Most significantly, the' 
survey found that the most often given reason for not reporting a crime was 
that the police would not be effective or would not want to be bothered 
by the crime (63% for burglary, 62% for larceny, 60% for auto theft, and 
45% for robbery.) (The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice, TASK Force Report: Crime and Its Impact - An 
Assessment, 1967,17-18) e 
Similar results have been obtained from the most recent LEAA victimization 
surveys. (Hindelang and Gottfredson: 1976) 
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TABLE IV-l 

Crime Reporting Patterns for Selected Offenses 

LEAA National Crime Panel Surve~ 
Typ.e of Victimization Incidents Reported Incidents from the 
Offense Inc; dents to the police Uniform Crime Report 

Robbery 600,600 318,100 (53a) • 179,478 (30a , 56b) 

Aggravated 
Assault 637,200 314,500 (49) 198,560 (31, 63) 

Burgl ary 3,691,300 1,863,300 (51) 1,ln,358 (32, 6.'1) 

Larceny 11 ,085,800 2,406,500 (22) 1,980,007 (18, 32) 

Auto Theft 586,100 381 ,700 (65) 429,492 (73, 113) 

Modified from LEAA Newsletter, Vol.4~ No.6 (Dec. 1974) p.5 

apercent of LEAA Victimization Survey incident total 

bpercent of LEAA Survey incidents reported to the police. 
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UCR statistics could indicate a decrease simply because fewer victims 

reported them. 

Table IV-2 provides a summary of selected data from one of the few 

existing sources of information concerning victimization reporting trends, 

the LEAA Nat~onal Crime Panel Surveys. In general, this table shows small 

increases in the number of victimization incidents indicated by survey 

respondents and small increases in the percent of incidents reported to 

the police. lEAA's overall conclusions concerning changes in reporting 

patterns are: 

There were no statistically significant changes 
from 1973 to 1974 in the percent of violent per-
sonal victimizations reported to the police either 
overall or when rape, robbery and assault victimi­
zations were examined separately. There was, however, 
an increase amounting to about 12% in the proportion 
of personal theft victimizations brought to the 
attention of the authorities. This increase resulted 
from a greater tendency in 1974 than in 1973 to report 
personal larcenies without contact. Increases in 
reporting crimes of theft to the police were recorded 
for both whites and blacks, although the change for 
the latter was of marginai significance. 

No significant changes were recorded in the degree to 
which three hous'ehold crimes and the two commercial 
crimes were made known to the authorities. (U.S. Dept. 
of Justice, LEAA Criminal Vi€timization in the U.S., 
A Comp~~i$on of 1973 and 1974 findings. May 1976, 7-8) 

These figures indicate that at least at the national level, the 

relationships between victimization incidents and reported offenses are 

more stable than many critics of UCR statistics may have expected. How­

ever limited findings provide some assurance that the data upon which this 

,evaluation is based are not subject to huge fluctuations merely because of 

unknown variations in citizen reporting patterns. It should be n9ted, 

however, that relatively stable national reporting patterns do not insure 

that large variations in citizen reporting patterns did nut take place at 
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Type of 
Offense 

Rape 

Personal 
Robbery 

Commerci a 1 
Robbery 

Aggravated 
Assault 

Burgl ary 

Commerci al I 
Burglary 

_ Househo1 d 
Larceny 

Auto Theft 

TABLE IV-2 

Victimization Reporting Trends 1973-1974 
For Selected Offenses 

I Percent Reported 
Victimization . to Police 

1973 1:74 1973 1974 

153,000 161 ,000 48.9 51.8 

1,087,000 1,174,000 52'.2 53.6 

264,000 267,000 85.9 90.1 

1,617,000 1,695,000 51.6 53.2 

6,432,000 6,655,000 46.5 47.8 

1,385,000 1,555,000 78.9 80.7 

7,506,000 8,866,000 24.7 25.3 

1,335,000 1,334,000 68.0 67.4 

Percent Change 
1973-1974 

+ 6.0 

+ 2.8 

+ 4.8 

+ 3.2 

+ 2.6 

+ 2.2 

+ 2.2 

- 0.8 

Modified from U.S. Dept. of Justice, LEAA National Crime Panel Survey Report of 
criminal victimization in the United States. A comparison of 1973 and 1974 
findings. p.40. 
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our evaluation sites. If they did there are no methodological procedures 

to control for them nor do we even have the type of victimization data 

that would help us identify the existence of the patterns. vie believe, 

nowever, that if changes in reporting patterns did take place they would 

have been in the direction of increasing the percentage of incidents 
• 

reported to the po1ice. The net result of this process would be to make 

it more difficult to obtain reductions in official crime statistics and 

therefore" less likely that our evaluation would incorrectly conclude 

that youth service bureaus had contributed to a reduction in crime or 

helped divert youth when they had not.* 

One final point concerning the issue of crime reporting. From a 

naturalistic perspective, the extent of "actual deviance" is infinite and 

the vast proportion of it is tolerated and absorbed by individuals and 

the community through informal social control mechanisms. Therefore, the 

small proportion of all illegally defined behavior which exceeds the 

tolerance levels and comes to the attention of authorities is correctly 

the primary concern of those interested in formal mechanisms of social 

control such as the justice system. For those interested in discovering 

the "true" picture of crime, official statistics ate obviously inadequate. 

T~e second important criticism of UCR statistics concerns their 

reliability and comparability bebleen jurisdictions and even within the 

same jurisdiction over time. Researchers for the President's Commission 

on Crime in the District of Columbia found slight changes from year to 

* I~ research jargon this means that we have helped mlnlmlze the possi­
bility of type II error - failing to reject the hypothesis ~hat YSBs 
help reduce crime when that hypothesis is actually false. 
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year in classification guidelines and practices and such changes are 

known to take place in other jurisdictions. For example, administrative 

changes within a given jurisdiction concerning the compilation of crime 

statistics may create "paperll fluctuations in jurisdictional crime rates 

from year to year. The possibility for such changes - both formal and 

informal - may be fairly high over an extended period of time. 

Sigi and Wellford found that UCR crime rates varied directly with 

the number of civilian employees preparing and recording the data. (Sigi 

and Wellford: 1968, 29-33). Other sources of possible variation include 

the amount of discretion the "beat patrol ll officer has in recording crime 

or criminal complaints.* In short, the practices and procedures of the 

police crime recorder determine, to a great extent, the reliability of 

UCR statistics. (Center and Smith: 1973,1054). 

There are, however, reasons to believe that these problems may not 

be significant sources of non-reliability for this study. The first has 

to do with known changes in the reporting procedures. At the national 

level the last major change in the prescribed procedures for reporting 

crime statistics under the Uniform Crime Reporting system was 1958. This 

predates the initiation of any YSB site by approximately twenty years and 

is obviously not likely to influence the statistics used in this study. 

At the state level major changes in UCR procedures were instituted between 

1970 and 1971 but the statistics available for this study all come from 

* Where police commands reduce the discretion of the on-the-beat patrolman 
as to when to file a report on a citizen complaint, and where they require 
a patrolman to file reports on all criminal complaints, the crime rate is 
bound to rise. In Chicago for example, P01::~2 Chief 0.\:1. Wilson instituted 
a full reporting system and the Chicago crime statistiC's' for larceny rose 
from about 10,000 yearly reports to 30,000; repCirted auto theft rose from 
7,000 to 23,000 in one year. As one commentator said, lithe actua1 number 
of thefts didn't increase, just the number of reports. The same volume of . 
crime was there, it just wasn't being counted before. II Morrissey, "Nixon 
Anti-Crime Plan Undermines Crime Seats." Justice, Vol.l, (June-July 1972) p.lb. 
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the period after the changes were made. At the local level attempts were 

made to check on all project juri sdi cti ons and to the best of our knowl edge tit 
none of them have made any formal changes in their reporting procedures 

since the initiation of the Youth Service Bureau projects.* 

Second, it seems to be unlikely that self-initiated changes in record 
• 

keeping procedures could have significantly influenced the UCR statistics 

used in this study. There is no question that self-initiated changes in 

record keeping can and do take place in order to achieve results that 

are consistent with planned interventions such as YSBs. This type of 

development is particularly common when the data collection procedures are 

under the direct control of individuals who have a strong vested self­

interest in the apparent success or failure of the project. The crime 

statistics used in this study, however, are department and county wide 

figures and their collection and processing were never under the direct 

control of individuals who were members of the YSBs. Moreover, it is our 

impression from on-site interviews that the individuals who had direct con­

trol of the UCR records were not sufficiently concerned about the apparent 

success or failure of the YSBs to intentionally make procedural changes to 

make special units look good. 

Finally, since this particular evaluation design using UCR data in a 

time-series design was not developed until most projects had been in oper­

ation for numerous months it is doubtful that anyone would have intentionally 

manipulated UCR statistics to give the appearance of a successful project. 

* The reader must note, however, that the lack of publicly acknowledged 
. changes in reporting procedures does not preclude the possibility of 

informal changes that could have significant effects on actual statistics 
reporte.L 

IV-12 



In his comparison of official crime statistics and the incidence of 

victimization reports for robbery and auto theft, Skogan concludes: 

1. Official statistics are at least moderately corre­
lated with survey reports of victimization. The two 
procedures generate different kinds of error variance 
in their measurements, but the correlation between 
them suggests they also partially reflect the true score, 
and are not totally measurement artifacts . 

• 
2. The true-score component of each of the measures (their 

common variance: our best estimate of the actual crime 
rate) appears to be distributed in similar fashion 
across cities, and errors in each appear to be un)~ela.ted 
to the independent variables we commonly use to eX\l."llain 
that distribution. Thus, measurement errors in official 
statistics do not seem to lead us to false conclusions, 
or to inferences which are measurement specific. 
(Skogan: 1974, 38) 

Thus, despite inharent limitations, UCR statistics may not only be 

the best generally available source of crime data they also appear to be 

reliable measures to evaluate the system i~pact of planned interventions 

such as YSBs. 

B. System Impact Analysis and Time-Series Designs 

The major foci of the system impact analysis are aimed at answering 

questions related to the success of YSBs in reducing crime and in affect­

ing change in the processes of the juvenile justice system. First, an 

assessment was made of the degree to which projects were successful in 

bringing about a reduction in crime, the ultimate effect. Second, data 

were examined in order to assess the extent to which projects were able 

to accomplish the intermediate goal of diversion. The under1ying logic of 

the impact analysis is that reductions in crime and delinquency rates 

(as measured by actual offenses) which might be attributable to the projects 

should follow in time earlier indications that diversion (as measured by 

delinquency arrests and court referrals) had taken place since this is 

rV-13 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



..;. --~ ~:; ... \, ~. 
. . 
• • <';J~ 

'~\ 



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

the primary intermediate goal in the program logic of the projects. 

Before addressing the specific designs of the crime reduction and diver-

sion components, some discussion is necessary of the general research 

model to be used in this section, and the data that will be used. 

In the analyses of crime reduction and·diversion, time-series 

analysis has been used. Time-series is a quasi-experimental design, 

which has been defined by Campbell and Stanle'y as follows: 

...... attempts by a researcher to introduce something 
like experimental design into his scheduling of data 
collection procedures (e.g. the when and the whom of 
measurement) even though he lacks full control over 
the scheduling of experimental stimul i (the when and 
the whom of exposure and the ability to randomize 
exposures) whi ch makes a true experiment possible. 
(Campbell and Stanley: 1963, 34) 

A quasi-experimental approach is necessary here because of the ex post 

facto nature of the study wherein neither the selection of sites to receive. e 
Youth Servi ce Bureau funding nor the exposure of youths to treatment at 

the specific projects meets the criteria for a true experimental design. 

The time-series designs are especially well-suited to meaSUring change in 

complex social systems (e.g.the justice system) where activity data are 

recorded on a regular basis. The quality of these data is, of course, of 

critical importance and will be discussed momentarily. 

Time-series designs are extensions of the classical (pretest-posstest) 

designs in whi ch one measurement is taken before and one after the inter­

vention to determine the extent to which there has been change. In time­

series designs, measures are taken repeatedly before and after the jnter·· 

vention and observed changes following intervention can then be judged as 

Irei ther the effect of the interventi on or mere ly the progressi on of an 

evolving and dynamic process unaffected by the intervention." (Glass, et.al." e 
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1972, p.l~ Campbell: 1969, 409l The validity of these judgments depends 

on the extent to which controls are incorporated that rule out the rival 

plausible hypotheses that could be used to explain the results. 

In its basic form, the single time-series design can be represented 

as fellows: 

where ° signifies the repeated measurements or observations and X denotes 

the treatment intervention. The more appropriate notation in this study, 

since the interventions or program are continuous, is the follm'ling: 

0, 02 03 X 04 X 05 X 06 

where measurements are taken continually at the same intervals throughout 

the life of the program. In the case of the multiple time-series design 

where comparisons are to be made between two series of measurements, the 

proper notation is: 

where the second line represents the comparison series without the inter­

vention. Examples of the use of time-series designs in social research 

can be found in the Ross, Campbell and Glass study (Ross et~., 1970,493-509) 

of the effects of a breathalyser law on drunken driving in England, and 

the studies by Glass (Glass: 1968, 55-76) and Campbell and Ross (Campbell 

and Ross: 1968, 33-53) on the effects of a speeding crackdown in Connecticut. 

A variety of intet'vention effects may result from the time-series 

desi9ns. Some of these are: 

A. an 

B. ar, 

abrupt change in level 

I 

abrupt change in di rection 

r _______ 
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In our analysis of the outcome variables of crime reduction and the 

diversion of delinquents, we have utilized both multiple-group and single­

group time-series designs. for both sets of dependent variables the gen­

eral analytical strategy employed was two phased. During the first phase 

we attempted to establish the existence of pre- and post-intervention 
• trends in crime rates and juvenile diversion patterns using annual level 

data in a multiple-group design. The second phase uses monthly level data 

in a single-group time-series design. 

Using the multi-group design we were able to includl:! all of the YSB 

project sites in the analysis as well as comparison statistics based upon a 

sample of nonYSB jurisdictions. The major advantage of the multi-group 

design is that it allows us to compare a large number of jurisdictions at 

the same time and thus provides some control for the possibility that extran­

eous events (historical invalidity) have caused any observed changes in the 

dependent variables. This means that the presence of a broad range of 

infl~ences occurring at the same time as the intervention may have "caused" 

observed changes. If this were true, crime rates, etc. of comparison 

jurisdiction~ could be expected to be influenced by the same factors and 

changed in the same direction. Thus, the examination of annual level data 

within the multiple time-series design provides some indication of project 

success. 

While the multiple-group design allowed us to maximize the number of 

sites included in the analysis it is limited by two factors. First, using 

annual level statistics the number of data observation points available 

for analysis is severely limited. This is important in terms of being able 

to identify and adjust for the various forms of data fluctuation described 

above in our discussion of the problem of data instability. In addition, ~ 
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the small number of data points also limits our ability to utilize statis­

tical techniques to test the significance of any observed changes in pre-

and post-intervention measures. The second factor concerns our assumptions 

about the relationships between separate data observations. Most statis­

tical techniques utilize a series of measurements (data observations) which 

are assumed to be independent. We cannot make this assumption of independence 

using data such as crime statistics. Instead, it is more reasonable to 

assume crime statistics to be dependent upon each other from one observation 

to the next. Thus, we assume that acity with a high burglary rate will con­

tinue to have a high burglary rate and that the rate may go even higher.* As 

a result we need to employ a statistical technique that takes into account 

the dependency between and general pattern of data observations. 

The second phase of the analysis addresses both of these problems by 

using monthly crime statistics in a one-group time-series design.** The 

statistical model upon which the one-group time-series analysis is based 

was originally developed by Box and Tiao as a technique for making infer­

ences about changes in the level' of a time-series. (Box and Tiao; 1965) 

The objective of the statistical analysis is to separate out the effects 
". );' ... . 

of other possible causal factors from the effects of an intervention in 

order to determine whether the introduction of a project decreased, in­

creased or did not affect the variables on which the data was collected. 

Discussing the problem of data instability and statistical analyses 

* It must be emphasized that we do not assume that the burglary rates from 
one period actually cause the burglary' rate for the fo110wing period. We 
do assume, however, that both rates are the result of the same factors 
and therefore are indicators of an underlying causal network. 

**The shift to a one-group design and a more limited number of project sites 
was determined by economics (both time and money) nat methodological 
considerations. 
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of time-series data, Campbell wrote: 

The plausibility of the hypothesis that instability accounts 
for the effect can be judged by visual inspection of the 
graphed figures or by qualitative discussion, but in addition 
it is this one threat to validity which can be evalLated by 
tests of significance. (Campbell: 1969, 117) 

In the multiple time-series analysis, a decrease in the rates of actual 
• criminal offenses or de1inquency arrests in the absence of similar de-

creases in comparison jurisdictions would provide initial evidence that 

the Youth Servi ce Bureaus were successful in reducing crime and diverting 

" youths from the justice system. If these decreases are found to be s~atis-

tically significant in the single-group time-series analysis of monthfy 

data, the evidence is stronger yet that the projects were effective. 

As indicated above, the objective of the statistical analysis is to 

separate out the true effect of an intervention on a time-series. According 

to Glass: 

... the statistical analysis answers the question of 
whether the observations following the enactment of a law 
(or introduction of a program) are simp1y a contin-
uation of the time-series of the preenactment observations 
or whether they have shifted up or down from the general 
level of the preenactment time-series. (Glass: 1968, 66) 

Thus, the basic function of the statistical analy~is of monthly data is to 
.~ 

determine the general level and slope of the tim~iseries data before the 
• 4 

intervention in order that comparisons can be made with the level and ~lope 
... 

of the post-intervention data. Because of the data instability problem, 

various mathematical properties of the time-series data must be examined to 

determine which model the data fit so that the appropriate time-series 

analysis can be performed. The model identification process involves 

several complex mathematical concepts and functions and will be discussed 
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only briefly here. Thorough discussions of this procedure can be found 

in Box and Tiao (Box and Tiao: 1965) and Glass, Willson and Gottman. (1975) 

There are three properties of the data which are important in the 

model identification process. The order of differencing is the first and 

indicates the number of times differencing (subtracting each observation 

from the one following it) must be carried out·to reduce trends in the 

preintervention data to a constant and stationary level. While the time-

series analysis to be used here allows for any of four orders of differ-

encing to be used, social science data will seldom require more than a 

first order of differencing which removes linear trends (second order re­

moves quadratic trends, third order cubic trends and fourth order quartic 

trends) . 

The second and third parameters included in the model identification 

pl~ocess are the orders of auotregressi on and moving averctge. Time-seri es 

analysis is based on a multiple regression model and the order of auto-. 

regression and moving averages correspond to and function as beta weights 

in a multiple regression equation. Both the autoregressive and the moving 

average functions are related to issues of interdependence and instabil"ity 

of measurements in a time-series. The autoregressive process gauges thl: 

extent to which a given data point is affected by the measurements preceding 

it (e .. g., what effect the delinquancy arrest rate for burglary in Januclry 

has on the same rate for February). The moving average process attempts to 

take into account the effects of past random shocks to the time-series: on 

current observations (e.g.~ what effect past changes in population make-up 

have on current 09servati ons) . The overall purpose of the mode 1 ; dent; fi­

cation process is to identify and correct for data instabilities which 

.-;.: 
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complicate the calculations of general levels of the time-series prior 

to and following the introduction of an intervention. These adjusted, 

general levels provide the basis upon which determinations of pre-post 

changes are made. 

Model identification was accomplished usi~g the computer program 

CORREl at the Michigan State University Computer Center.* The CORREl 

program computes autocorrelation and partial autocorrelation coefficients 

which can be used to determine orders of differencing, autoregression, 

and moving ave'rage. The Qrder of differencing is determined by deter­

mining the lowest order (with zero being the lowest) in which all but the 

lag 1 autocorrelation (the correlation between two successive data points) 

do not differ significantly from zero. The determination of autoregressive 

and moving average orders is made by examining the autQcorrelation and 

partial .autocorrelation coefficients for the o~'der of differencing 't/hich e 
has already been determined. Miller presents a table that summarizes the 

identification of these last two parameters. (Miller: 1976) 

The model identification process is a complex one requiring an under­

standing of trigunometric functions and higher level mathematics. To 

follow this procedure for each of the variables at all sites would be im-

possible. It was, therefore, necessary to determine the model that most 

closely fit crime statistics in general and use this model for each specific 

crime variable. This was accomplished by examining the correlograms and 

autocorrelations for a limited number of randomly chosen crime variables. 

* For a detailed discussion of the content and use of this program, see 
lynn D. Miller, Time-Series Analysis (East lansing, Michigan: Criminal 
Justice Systems Center, Michigan State UniverSity, 1976) 
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A review of the literature on crime statistics was also undertaken to 

shed light on this question. In both instances, indications were that 

the seasonal model (0,1,1) was the most appropriate. 

The actual time-series analysis is accomplished using the TSX 

computer program, which is available at the Michigan State University 

Computer Center. Four parameters of a time-sertes data set are tested in 

TSX. First, the general level of the pre-intervention data is calculated. 

With crime statistics, this phase of the analysis is not particularly useful 

since the level ;s tested for difference from zero and nearly all sites 

experience crime rates significantly above zero. Second, the change in 

level is computed by subtracting the last pre-intervention data point from 

the first post-intervention point. Both of these figures are adjusted to 

minimiz~ the impact of seasonal fluctuations and the influence of earlier 

random shocks to the time-series. The t-statistic tests the difference 

between the observed level of change and no change which would be expected' 

"if the projects had no effect. Thu$, where there is a negative change in 

level accompanied by a sufficient1y large t-statistic (-1.67) it would be 

concluded that the project under scrutiny has had a Significant impact on 

/ 

the particular variable. Third, the drift (or slope) of the pre-intervention 

trend line is calculated and tested for its difference from zel~O. This 

parameter is not directly relevant in this study except for its use in the 

computation of change in drift. The fourth and final parameter tested in 

the TSX program is the change in drift which is defined as the slope of 

the pre-intervention line minus the slope of the post-intervention line. A 

negative change in drift indicates that a rising crime rate was retarded 

or a falling rate hastened while a positive change in drift means that a 
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rising crime rate was hastened or a falling rate retarded following the 

intervention. Where a significant negative change in drift is observed, 

it will be viewed as evidence in support of the effectiveness of projects. 

There is reason to expect that perhaps a project would not have a signifi­

cant impact on the overall level of a specific crime variable although the 

rate at which the variable had been increasing would show a marked decline. 

In order to determine the significance of the t-statistics, degrees 

of freedom are computed by subtracting the number of parameters tested 

(four) from the total number of data points in the time-series (usually 56). 

Using a one-tailed test since the hypothesized direction of change is 

negative, examination of a t-table will indicate that with 50 degrees of 

freedom it is necessary for the t-statistic to exceed -1.67 for signif'i­

cance at the .05 level (i.e., five times in a hundred one would mistakenly 

accept a false hypothesis). The number of pre- and post-intervention points 

will vary from project to project since most projects started at different 

times and the monthly data were collected for only one time period--January 

1972 through August, 1976. 

The total sample of Youth Service Bureau projects to be included in 

the overall evaluation, design is 13 (see Table IV-3). These are all of 
, 

the projects receiving funds during 1976 under the Youth Service Bureau 

element in the state plan of the Michigan ~ffice of Criminal Justice 

Programs. Program descriptions of each project can be found in Chapter III. 

These were abstracted from the original grant applications submitted to 

the Office of Criminal Justice Programs by each subgrantee. 

For both phases in this impact analysis section, seven of the sites 

can be included (Calhoun, Berrien, Genesee, Van Buren, St. Clair, Newaygo, 
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TABLE IV-3 

Summary of Overall Evaluation Design 

Di vers i on I 

OCR UCR Court Court Police Decision 
Crime Reducti on Arrest referral Petit; ons Making 

Project Site Annual Monthly A M A M Monthly Monthly 
• 

Calhoun X X X X X X . 
Jackson X X X I 

Berrien X X X X X X X X 

Muskegon X X X 
I 

Genesee X X X X X X X X 

Saginaw X X X 

I 
Van Buren X X X X X X I . 

A1legan X X X i I 

i 
! 

St. Clair X X X X X X I X X 
I 

Lapeer X .X X ! 
I 

Newaygo X X X X X X 

Mecosta X I X X 

St. Joseph X ! X X X X X 

Branch X I X X 

. 
Macomb I ! f 

X X 
! I 
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and St. Joseph Counties). One project ceased operations during the study 

(Kalamazoo), another is a multi-county project not amenable to time-series 

analysis (Alpena) and two others 'began too late for the collection of 

post-intervention data points (Shiawassee and Grand Traverse). One of the 

programs began at the time from which data were collected, resulting in an 

absence of pre-intervention data (East Detroit) and one project is a part 

of a larger youth-serving system which has functioned for 20 years 

(Oakland). 

Ip order to utilize the multiple time-series design, it was necessary 

to select a comparison jurisdiction for each of the seven sites. Since all 

of the projects have a county-wide focus, the unit of analysis in this com­

ponent is the county. Thus, "matched ll non-Youth Service Bureau comparison 

counties were selected on the basis of geographical location, total popu­

lation (1970) and median family income (1969) as reported in the Michigan 

Statistical Abstract (1974). Comparison counties were chosen which were 

the nearest match to the Youth Service Bureau counties located in the same 

geographic region of the state. These demographic data are contained for 

each of the 7 pairs of counties in Appendix While the Youth Service 

Bureau counties and the comparison counties can by no stretch of the imagin­

ation be viewed as equivalent, the comparisons serve as an important check­

point for examining the long-term delinquency trends in the YSB areas. 

C. Crime Reduction 

The variables to be analyzed in this component are those most directly 

pertinent to the question of crime reduction--actual or founded offenses. 

These are to be distinguished from the arrest data which will be used in the 
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next component addressing the issue of diversion. The specific offenses 

which will be examined are burglary, larceny, and vandalism. These three 

offenses were selected for analysis because they are the most common 

offenses among delinquents and along with the status offenses (those acts 

which are criminal only when committed by a juvenile) constitute over 60 

percent of all juvenile arrests in Michigan. ~hey also represent the 

offenses most common among Youth Service Bureau clients. Status offenses 

in the UCR data (runaway and curfew/loitering) are not included in the 

actual-founded section although arrest data are collected for the two and 

will be used in the next component. 

Actual or founded crime is that propor'tion of all reported crime in 

which a determination was made that a crime had, in fact, been committed. 

It is a premise of this impact analysis section that the actual offense 

data represent the most accurate estimate of crime levels and should be 

used in analyzing the question of crime reduction. Since nothing is known 

of the offenders responsible for all actual crime, no age breakdown was 

possible, but the assumption can be made that a significant reduction in 

delinquency rates would show up in the overall actual crime picture. In 

order to facilitate inspection of the annual data, all figures have been 

calculated into' rates per 1,000 total county population (based on 1970 

census). 

The research question in this component of the study is whether the 

Youth Service Bureau counties experienced a reduction in the level of 

delinquency following the introduction of the YSB projects. Each of the 

variables just discussed was selected for inclusion in the analysis be­

cause of its relevance to this hypothesis. For each variable, the ana­

lytical procedure used was both multiple-group and single-group designs. 
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Since the use of annual data did not provide enough data points for a 

statistical analysis of post-intervention change, the multiple time­

series data was visually inspected to determine those instances where it 

appeared that changes in the trend nne occurred. Inspection of the 

data focused on ascertaining whether or not there was a change in the 
• 

level of the trend lines. As was previously mentioned, a change in level 

suggest that the jurisdiction went from an increasing delinquency rate to 

a decreasing one or vice versa. To examine the data for these changes, 

we used the first calendar year in which a project had functioned for six 

months as the intervention point (Calhoun, 1972; Berrien, 1973; Genesee, 

1973~ Van Buren, 1974; St. Clair, 1975; St. Joseph, 1976). The six-month 

period allowed for the time it takes a project to become fully operational 

and for it to have an effect on the delinquent behavior of individuals 

directly or indirectly exposed to it. 

The second step in the analysis of crime reduction involved the use 

of a single group time-series design which provided an opportunity to look 

for statistically significant changes in the time-series data. When con­

comitant variation was observed between the introduction of a Youth Service 

Bureau and changes in a trend line at the annual level, the analyses in 

this phase was used to verify the significance of the observed change. 

Each of the variables included at the annual level were also analyzed in this 

second step. In this case, however, data analysis focused on both change 

in the level and slope of the trend line. As indicated above, a change in 

slope implies that a rising or falling crime rate was either hastened or 

hindered after the introduction of the YSB. It should be noted that the 

analyses of monthly data do not improve the power of the design for 

IV-26 



generating causal statements. They do, however, indicate whether ob­

served changes in variables are statistically significant. 

The same seven Youth Service Bureau jurisdictions were included in 

the statistical analyses of monthly data on the same three actual crime 

variables. Because of the problem of aggregating all reporting jurisdic­

tions in a county, the central city in which the project was located was 

selected as the unit of analysis (i.e., Battle Creek, Benton Harbor, Flint, 

Paw Paw, Port Huron, White Cloud, and Three Rivers.) This is not consi-

dered troublesome because the projects focus their energies in the central 

cities. Since the primary concern in this analysis was detennining 

whether observed changes in the levels of trend lines are statistically 

significant, it was not necessary to include the comparison jurisdictions. 

For each of the three actual crime variables at the seven sites, t-tests 

and si~nificance levels were conducted for the changes in level and slope 

( dri ft) . 

Since the monthly data were collected for one time period (1/72-8/76), 

and projects began at various times, the number of pre- and post-inter­

vention data points differ from site to site. Allowing six months after 

initial funding for start-up time and the recycling of clients, pre- and 

post-intervention points for each site are as follows: Battle Cre~k(2/73) 

-13 and 43; Benton Harbor (1/74)-24 and 32; Flint (1/74)-24 and 32; Paw 

Paw (1/75)-36 and 20~ Post Huron (7/75)-42 and 14; White Cloud (1/76)-48 

and 8~ and Three Rivers (1/76}-48 and 8. In Battle Creek it was necessary 

to set the intervention point at seven honths after initial funding so that 
, ,". 

the required 13 pre-intervention data points were present for the seasonal 

adjustments. Neither\~hite Cloud nor Three Ri vers data coul d be adjusted 
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for seasonal fluctuations because of insufficient post-intervention 

points. The first variable examined in terms of crime reduction was the 

crime of burglary. Rates of actual burglary offenses for the six year 

period 1971-1976 for both the YSB project and comparison sites ar~ pre­

sented in Table IV-4. In this table the dark lines indicate the appro-
• priate intervention points between pre- and post-project data. The first 

thing that should be noted about the figures in this table is that the 

year to year changes tend to be fairly small in magnitude for both the 

project and the compari son sites. In terms of the research questi on 

(reduced burglary rates) these figures do not provide any systematic support 

for believing that establishment of YSBs had an' inhibiting effect on the 

crime of burglary. For three sites the YSB counties did better than their 

comparison counties: (1) the Calhoun site experienced a small decrease 

while its comparison county experienced an increase~ (2) both the Berrien 

and Van Buren sites experi ence-d small er increases than the; r compari son 

sites. On the other hand, post-intervention effects were worse than in 

the comparison counties for four of the YSB sites. At Genesee and ~t.Clair 

the burgl ary rates shm'led a slight increase while the compari son counti es 

experienced decreases. For Newaygo and St. Joseph the YSB counties exper-

ienced smaller decreases than their comparison counties. 

It is possible, however, that several years are required in order to 

impact on th~ overall level of actual crimes and this required looking at 

more than the immediate post-intervention effects. However, the results 

were equally ambiguous and non-encouraging even when we attempted to con­

sider the entire annual level time·,series for burglary. Briefly, the YSB 

counti-es varied in their pattern of year to yeat~ post-intervention changes 
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Counties 

Calhoun 

Jackson 
. 

Berrien 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygu 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-4 

Actual Bur lar Offenses (rates er 1000 total 
County Popul at; on. 1970 

YEAR 

1971 1972 1973 • 1974 1975 

14.92 14.18 15.70 20.14 16.17 

13.12 14.55 16.19 19.50 19.61 

14.02 17.36 17.84 22.02 18.73 

16.36 12.23 13.8S 19.77 20.77 

13.75 14.66 17.97 22.89 21.93 

22.78 19.69 19.61 25.90 23.16 

12.35 11 .25 16.38 20.42 20.76 

8.90 9.76 9.39 15.13 13.35 

12.57 13.80 16.08 19.07 19.72 

5.63 7.03 8.35 11 .76 8.52 

10.57 10.97 10.82 14.18 15.33 

6.68 9.86 8.68 12.04 11.11, 

10.70 10.99 11.52 12.79 11 .01 

7.86 11 .85 11.42 11. 16 9.08 
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Percent 
Change 

1976 

15.15 - 5 

17. ()3 + 11 

17.86 + 3 

16.03 + 14 

19.68 + 23 

18.96 4 

18.18 + 25 

10.81 + 61 

15.96 + 3 

7.86 - 28 

10.75 - 30 

4.70 - 58 

9.92 - 10 

7.23 - 20 
I 
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County 

Ca 1hC)un 

Jackson 

Berri en 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-5 

Actual Larceny Offenses (rate> per 1000 total 
County Population, 1970) 

YEAR 

1971 1972 1973 19.14 1975 

29.82 28.49 31.58 38.65 36.31 

24.80 27.82 26.85 29.47 29.26 

32.60 33.29 37.03 41.21 45.89 

31.79 29.59 32.63 36.22 39.64 

31.55 29.03 33.65 43.31 48.08 

37.17 38.32 
I 

38.34 48.51 44.21 

. 
19.69 17.43 21.75 27.70 34.79 

13.31 12.05 15.40 20.91 21'.33 

23.99 24.65 29.64 35.66 41.81 

11.06 11.04 13.20 18.26 17.21 

12.97 13.29 14.54 15.00 20.29 

33.97 33.87 34.58 43.01 48.23 

24 .. 41 20.78 25.09 31.80 27.79 

21.16 25.32 28.41 26.51 20.31 
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--!. Pe rcen t 
1976 I Change 

39.34 I 
I 

- 5 

32.24 + 12 

43.17 + 11 

40.60 + 11 

46.07 + 16 

43.88 + .0 5 

32.31 + 27 

17 .65 + 36 

36.05 + 17 

16.84 - 6 

14.61 - 28 

41.48 - 14 

29.29 + 
,.. 
0 

19.71 - 3 



county 

Calhoun 

Jackson 

Serri en 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-6 

Actual vandalism offenses (rates per 1000 total 
county Population, 1970) 

YEAR 
1971 1972 1973 1974 19,75 

• 
5.88 6.48 6.63 9.33 11.25 

8.72 9.66 7.04 9.96 11.31 

15.27 15.91 18.76 21.74 22.72 

13.08 12.67 13.96 18.24 22.11 

8.23 8.60 11.62 15.44 16.10 

2.80 3.48 3.50 5.65 9.22 

5.68 5.36 7.28 9.27 10.56 

3.91 5.39 5.80 9.13 9.37 

9.81 11.90 13.36 17.95 20.54 

1.95 2.52 3.63 5.75 5.84 

3.18 5.57 4.79 4.18 2.93 

6.47 7.86 9.65 13.90 14.93 

13.59 13.53 14.26 19.71 18.34 

8.02 8.47 5.65 6.28 4.83 
~-'.-
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Percent 
1976 Chanqe 

10.12 + 10 

11.38 + 11 

;; 

21.80 + 18 

19.23 + 10 

18.16 + 35 

8.11 + .6 

13.32 + 27 

8.28 + 57 

17.32 + 14 

4.70 + 2 

2.79 - 5 

11.22 - 25 

18.65 + 2 

5.49 + 14 



and do not exhibit a pattern that is consistently better than the com­

parison counties. Thus, th@re is no reason to believe that YSBs reduced 

or inhibited the crime of burglary in the project counties. 

Tables IV-5 and IV-6 present our findings concerning larceny and 

vandalism rates respectively. These tables shgw the same overall results 

described above. That is, there is no consistent pattern for YSB counties 

to demonstrate better immediate post-intervention effects than their com­

parison counties. Nor do they exhibit any pattern of year to year P0st­

intervention changes that are consistently better than the comparison 

counties. Thus~ for both larceny and vandalism there is no systematic 

support for believing that the establishment of YSBs had an inhibiting 

effect on crime rates. 

The results of the single-group time-series analyses using monthly 

data are presented in Table IV-7 for all three crime reduction variables. 

It should be noted that because of the complexities involved in this 

phase of the analysis we did not calculate crime rates but utilized the 

actual numQer of founded offenses for each month. As described' above, 

the statistical time-series analysis of monthly data involved making ad­

justments to remove the effects of seasonal fluctuations and overall trends 

due to past shocks to the system. (i.e., unemployment, urbanization, etc.). 

The figure for change in level represents the estimated change in the 

number of burglaries between the last adjusted pre-intervention data point 

and the first adjusted post-intervention data point (post minus pre). 

Because of the adjustments that have been made this change may be inter­

preted as the effect due to project intervention. Jhus, if the establish­

ment of YSBs is associated with reduced numbers of crimes the figure for 

change in level will be negative. It should be emphasized that change in 
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level is calculated using only the last pre-intervention and first 

cost-intervention adjusted data points. Therefore, it is extremely 

sensitive to the selection ()f intervention points because moving the k-~ 

intervention point back or up one month coul d have a si gnifi cant effect on 

the level change statistics. 
o 

The figures for change in drift are not as sensitive to the specific 

intervention point selected for analysis. Briefly, change in drift measures 

the difference between the slope of the predicted and the observed post-

intervention regression line. A negative change in slope indicates that 

either a rising slope (incrE~asing crime) was inhibited or that a decreasing 

slope (decreasing crime) was enhanced. A one-tailed t-test (since the 

hypothesized direction of change is negative) and the usual .05 confidence 

level were used in this an,alysis. This means that a t-value must be less 

than -1.67 in order to be considered significant. 

It can be seen in Table IV-7 that none of the Youth Service Bureau 

jurisdictions experienced a statistically significant decrease in the 

level of burglary offenses following the project interventions. In fact, 

all but one of the jurisdictions experienced increases following the estabp 

lishment of the projects and in two sites the increases would be considered 

statistically significant had we been predicting increases. There were, 

howeves;,three sites (Benton Harbor, Flint, and pO\',t Huron) that showed 

significant decreases in drift following the initiation of pl"ojects. In 

these three sites, the drift of actual burglary did not decrease although 

the significant changes in slope indicate that increasing rates of actual 

burglary offenses were signi"ficantly retarded in~,ach locale. However, 
,- \\ 

',' 
the changes in drift for the other project sites were positive indicating 

an increase rather than a decrease in the slope of the post-intervention 

line. Thus., the results do not provide consistent support for be1ieving 
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TABLE rV-7 

Summary Statistics for Monthly Time-Series Analyses of 
Crime Reduction--Actual Burglary, 

Actual Larceny, and Actual Vandalism 

Pre Post df Change t Change 
in Level ~ in Dri ft 

Actual Burglary 
Battl e Creek 13 42 52 3.161 . 157 5.468 
Benton Harbor 24 31 51 25.940 2.779 -2.286 
Flint 24 29 49 92.237 3.436 -5.594 
Paw Paw 36 20 52 .395 .249 .243 
Port Huron 42 13 51 4.807 .653 -1.883 
White C'loud 48 8 52 -.935 -1. 156 .106 
Three Rivers 48 8 52 1.072 .417 .273 

t 

1.041 
-2.871* 
-2.405* 

.691 
-2.281* 

.701 

.570 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Actual Larcen~ 

Battle Creek 13 42 52 -2.666 - .822 .194 .185 
Benton Harbor 24 31 51 - .678 - .435 .085 .636 
Flint 24 .. 29 49 8.071 1.496 1.407 3.010 
Paw Paw 36 20 52 .385 .831 - .030 - .283 
Port Huron 42 13 51 -.905 - .523 . 151 .730 
White Cloud 48 8 52 - .257 - .781 .080 1.258 
Three Ri vers 48 8 52 .003 .004 - .041 - .363 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Actual Vandalism 
Battle Creek 13 42 52 a 

. Benton Harbor 24 .31 52 -6.987 - .872 - .900 -1.511 
Fl int 24 29 49 17.374 .290 2.298 .129 
Paw Paw 36 20 52 -3.623 -2.512* .110 .841 
Port Huron 42 13 51 1.598 .142 -2.090 -1.548 
White Cloud 48 8 52 - .226 - .338 - .069 - .552 
Th ree Ri ve rs 48 8 52 -19.688 -3.510* 3.571 3.417 

*Significant at the .05 level (t must be less than -1.67)with 50 
degrees of freedom using a one-tailed test. 

aOata in these sites could not be analyzed for this variable because 
of the large number of months in which no offenses were founded or reported. 
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that the establishment of YSBs inhibited the crime of burglary. 

The results of the time-series analyses for larceny ahd vandalism 

offenses are also contained in Table IV-7. None of the seven sites was 

found to have experienced Significant dec~eases in either the level or 

drift of the larceny time-series. Thus, it appears that YSBs had no effect 

on larcenies. 
.. JI 

With regard to vandalism, the analyses indicated thae Paw 

() 

Paw and Three Rivers had statistically significant decreases in level ., 

after the YSBs began. These sites did not experience similar decreases 

in drift, which would have increased our confidence in the positive 

nature of these findings. Nor did any of the other sites experience 

significant decreases although Benton Harbor and Port Huron experienced 

reduct·j ons in post-interventi on slope that approached stat; sti ca 1 si gni­

ficance at the .05 level. 

Overall, the hypothesis that Youth Service Bureau jurisdictions would 

experienc~ decreased crime rates following intervention was not supported 

by the results of the time-series analyses. From the annual data, it 

appeared that Calhoun and Newaygo Counties may have had post-intervention 

decreases, but these were not verified in the statistical analyses of 

monthly data. Some significant changes were observed for level and drift 

of the three actual offense variables, but they were not consistent across 

either site or variable. For the three crime variables, there were only 

two instances where a significant decrease in level was found (vandalism 

in Paw Paw and Three Rivers) and three where a significant decrease in 

slope was observed (burglary in Benton Harbor, Flint, and Port Huro~). 

Thus, none of the sites experienced a statistically significant decrease 
" 1 

for more than one type of crime. In our view, in order to constitute 

support for the hypothesized reduction in crime, the time-series results, 

would need to show some degree of consistency across site and/or variab'le. 
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D. Diversion 

This section of the systems impact analysis focuses on the effective­

ness of Youth Service Bureaus in accomplishing the intermediate systems-
. 

level goal of diversion. Because diversion is considered an intermediate 

step in the attainment of crime reduction goals, the variables in this 
• 

component are those that should be most sensitive to the initial impacts 

of projects on the justice system: UCR arrest data; UCR court referral 

data; and court petition data. Insofar as the YSB projects are geared to 

affecting change in the processes of the juvenile justice system by advo­

cating diversion, this component provides the most direct test of project 

impacts at the systems level. 

As indicated above the types of variables included in the analysis 

of diversion were selected to provide a comprehensive picture of the 

processin~ of delinquents in each jurisdiction. Thus, delinquency arrests 

represent the first step in the formal processing of juveniles by the 4It 
police, referrals (petitions) to the juvenile court by the police represent 

a fUrther step into the system and finally juvenile petition data directly 

from the courts represent even a further step into the system. Where the 

data was available we also selected specific crime types that represented 

areas in which YSBs focus their energies. Thus, for juvenile arrests we 

analY51zsd:' 1) total juvenile arrests (under 17) to provide an overview 

of the delinquency situation; 2) burglary; 3) larceny, 4) vandalism; 

5) curfew/loitering and 6) runaway. For police. referrals to juvenile 

courts, we examined referrals for both Part I and Part II crimes. For 

the petition data obtained directly from the court the analysis was 

limited to total petitions because we could not systematically obtain 

breakdowns by crime type. 
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For all of the above delinquency arrest data, the figures represent 

the arrests of persons under the age of 17 (the statutory definition of 

a juvenile in the State of Michigan). As in the last component, all annual 

level data were transfonnad into rates to facilitate inspe;tion of the data 

by correcting for population differences between counties. Since this com-
• ponent focuses on de 1 inquency rather than overall extent of crime as was 

the case in the first component, rates were calculated per 1,000 juveniles 

(ages 7-16) in the county rather than per 1,000 total population. Also, 

adjustments for the changing size of the juvenile population at risk were 

made by using the number of youths between 7 and 16 as the base for 1970, 

the number between 6 and 15 (from the same 1970 Census) for the 1971 rates, 

5 and 14 for the 1972 and so forth. 

The research hypothesis in this component is that if Youth Service 

Bureaus have been successful in diverting youths from the juvenile justice 

system, delinquency arrest rates will decrease. The annual multiple tirne­

series analysis of diversion, inspection of the data will be aimed at deter­

mining whether changes of trend lines in either level or slope are apparent. 

Although it would be expected that the effects of diversion should show up 

earlier than the effects of crime reduction since it is the intermediate 

goal preceding crime reduction, this distinction does not affect the year 

specified as the intervention point in the last section. Even if we on1y 

require three months of time in operation during a calendar year to 

qualify that year as the intervention point (rather than six as in the 

crime reduction component), the year does not change for any of the sites. 

The monthly time-series analysis of diversion will be carried out in 

the same follow-up manner as it was in the crime reduction component. Each 
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of the seven variables discussed above will be analyzed for each of the 

seven YSB central cities. In addition, data were collected from four 

major projects (Berrien, Genesee, St. Clair, and Macomb Counties) on 

total number of court r2ferrals. This provides an opportunity to examine 

the impact of projects on overall juvenile court activities. As before, 
• the monthly data in this component represent the central city except for 

court petition data obtained directly from the courts which are county­

wide in scope. The number of data points (months) for total delinquency 

petitions varied and will be presented along with the results. Interven­

tion points for this variable will be the same as for the other variables 

in this component (see below). 

The hypothesis to be tested for each site on each variable is that 

there will be a significant reduction in the levels and/or slopes of 

delinquency trends following the initiation of diversion activities by 

the Youth Service Bureau projects. Because diversion is being viewed as 

an intermediate goal preceding the accomplishment of the overall goal of 

crime reduction, the intervention point for the monthly analysis in this 

component was set at three months after initial funding began. This means 

that the pre- and post-intervention points for the sites are the following: 

Battle Creek (2/73)-13 and 43; Benton Harbor (10/73)-31 and 35; Flint 

(10/73)-21 and 35; Paw Paw (10/74) -33 and·23; Port Huron (4/75) -39 and 17; 

White Cloud (10/75) -45 and 11; and Three Rivers (10/75) -45 and 11. As 

was the case in the last component, the intervention point for Battle Creek 

was moved back (from three to seven months here) so that seasonal adjust-

ments could be made. Also, the removal of seasonal fluctuations could not 

be carried out for White Cloud and Three Rivers data because of too few 

post-intervention points~ 
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C:ounties 

Calhoun 

Jackson 

Berrien 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. C1 ai r 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-8 

Iotal Delinguency Arrests 
(rates per 1000 juveniles, adjusted) 

YEAR 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 
• 27.30 50.83 53.53 53.42 51.54 

30.37 33.50 34.87 36.73 41 .53 

49.90 52.73 57.52 65.67 60.39 

4.8.15 52.51 54.06 62.47 61. 15 

28.46 30.17 34.54 39.62 35.06 

54.25 70.66 70.66 64.09 36.91 

37.14 44.19 42.64 52.20 39.03 

24.96 27.81 29.64 29.37 23.62 

60.98 58.54 65.39 40.12 75.33 

10.94 14.77 23.66 26.93 23.24 

27.79 29.65 28.56 38.80 31.30 

8.80 7.88 8.13 23.11 39.30 

41.81 40.14 49.50 59.54 64.29 

13.93 18.84 15.83 13.00 11.67 
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Percent 
1976 Change 

52.24 + 86 

36.49 + 10 

53.99 {- 9 

56.12 + 3 

30.17 + 14 

45.42 0 

52.16 + 22 

27.35 - .9 

63.67 + 87 

21.66 - 13 

21.45 - 31 

35.97 - 8 

52.43 - 18 

11.37 - 3 



The analysis and interpretation of the monthly arrest data will 

follow the sa~~ lines as that of the monthly actual offense data in the 

crime reduction component. The t-statistics and confidence levels for 

changes in level and drift will be examined to determine whether changes 

in arrest patterns following the introduction of a project are significant. 

And to reiterate, a significant decrease in the level of a variable will 

be interpreted to mean a reduction in the absolute level of the particular 

variable following the intervention while a significant decrease in drift 

will be taken to mean that the rate of increase in the variable was 

retarded or the rate of decrease enhanced. 

The rates for all juvenile arrests are presented in Table IV-B. The 

figures in this table show the same lack of a consistent effect for YSBs. 

The only project sites that appear to have done better than their compar­

ison counties are Newaygo and St. Josep~. Both of these experienced post­

intervention decreases in total juvenile arrest. The five other sites 

experienced post-intervention increases that were similar to or greater 

than those experienced by their comparison counties. In addition, an 

examination of the year to year post-intervention changes does not reveal 

a pattern in which the arrest rates for the YSB sites are consistently 

lower than for their comparison counties. Thus, it does not appear that 

the projects were successful in having a perceptible impact on diverting 

juveniles, at least as measured by total rates of juvenile arrests. 

It may be, however, that the effects of diversion activity are limited 

to specific offenses particularly those most closely related to the areas 

where YSBs concentrated their activities. In order to explore this pos­

sibility, we examined the juvenile arrest rates for five specific offenses. 

The results of these analyses are presented below in Tables IV-9 through 13. 
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Rates of delinquency arrests for burglary over the six-year period 

are presented in Table IV-9. The same general trend is present in the 

data for the five specific offenses (i.e., increases through 1974 and 

decreases in 197~ and 1976) and post-intervention changes in YSB ju~is­

diction must be interpreted with this in mind. It can be seen from 
.. 

Table IV-9 that four of the YSB counties -- Berrien, St. Clair, Newaygo 

and St. Joseph -- experienced post-intervention decreases in the rates 

of burglary arrests. In each of these instances, the decreases Were 

found in the absence of similar decreases in the comparison counties 

although the post-intervention years for the last three counties were 

ones in which the overall rate of burglary was on the decline (1975, 1976). 

Table IV-10 contains the delinquency arrest rates for larceny. St. 

Clair, Newaygo, and St. Joseph Counties registered decreases in rates of 

larceny for the post-intervention years, but in each case the comparison 

counties showed decreases in larceny rates of a similar magnitude. The 

data in Table VI-ll for vandalism arrest rates indicate that Berr'ien and 

St. Joseph Counties have post-intervention decreases in vandalism rates, 

while both respective comparison counties showed increasing rates of 

vandalism in the same year. Also, Berrien County registered the decreases 

in a year when the overall vandalism arrest rate was on the rise (1973). 

Newaygo County again registered a decrease in vandalism rates following 

the introduction of the project. 

Overa 11, the annual data presented on de 1 i nquency al"rest rates (total, 

burglary, larceny, and vandalism) provide no systematic support for the 

hypothesized post-intervention decreases in arrest rates for YSB juris­

dictiof'ls--evidence that the projects made an impact on the justice system 
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Counties 

Calhoun 

Jackson 

Berri en 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Bu'ren 

All egan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-9 

Delinquency Arrests for Burglary 
(rates per 1000 juveniles, adjusted) 

YEAR 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

2.46 4.44 4.90 6.08 3.75 

3.94 4.62 3.64 4.78 5.57 

6. 17 7.85 6.28 8.40 6.27 

7.65 6.49 7.94 7.95 7.63 

3.62 3.60 4.11 5.29 4.61 

3.86 4.68 6.07 5.13 2.21 

7.24 8.37 5.80 8.78 8.06 

2.92 5.72 3.46 4.18 2.19 

7.12 4.11 7.08 7.64 7.12 

1.26 2.88 .97 2.28 2.55 

4.59 3.26 4.37 5.84 8.48 

.80 2.42 1.24 3.36 1.68 

2.60 1. 78 4.86 6.49 5.84 

2.54 2.03 1.85 1.91 .86 
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Percent 
1976 Change 

5.23 + 80 

4.92 + 17 

4.73 - 20 

4.87 + 22 

4.44 + 14 

3.47 + 29 

7.87 + 51 

3.87 + 21 

7.40 - 6 

1.65 + 11 

3.34 - 61 

3.54 +110 

5.79 - .8 

1.14 + 33 



Counties 

Calhoun 

Jackson 

Berrien 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren . 
All egan 

St. Cl ai r 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-l0 

Delinguency Arrests for Larceny 
(rates per 1000 juveniles, adjusted) 

;0 YEAR 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

5.80 14.44 14.61 16.8' 17.00 

6.74 6.83 6.78 6.28 9.63 

11. 61 12.51 14.75 18.90' 20'.65 

10'.65 11.84 13.26 12.29 12.0'4 

7.22 6.70 8.11 9.87 9.65 

., " I • I I 15.43 I 15.40 15.86 11.67 

3.54 8.60' 6.94 9.71 12.61 

8.58 5.84 6.32 8.74 7.0'8 
~'"' ... 

11 .31 9.70 9.85 16.35 14.61 

2.73 3.25 7.69 7.89 6.42 

6.11 8.79 5.83 10.19 6.17 

2.60 1.0'1 1.0'3 13.44 19.28 

12.52 8.98 9.44 14.91 17.21 

3.98 6.99 5.31 4.17 5.16 
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Percent 
1976 Change 

13.62 +149 

7.34 + 1 

16.84 + 18 

12.23 + 12 

7.12 + 21 

10.66 - HI • i 

9.33 + 40' 

6.49 + 38 

10.82 - 11 

7 .5~,- - 19 

5.56 - 10 

16.22 - 16 

11.88 - 31 

4.30 - 17 

II 



Counties 

Ca 1 houn 

Jackson 

Be rri en 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 
--, 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

st. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-ll 

Delinguency Arrests for Vandalism 
(rates per 1000 juveniles, adjusted) 

YEAR 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

.. 
" 

1. 56 3.08 2.48 2.73 3.51 

2.80 3.67 2.62 2.80 3.41 

3.12 3.13 I 2.39 5.06 4.58 

3.62 4.84 5.27 5.61 5.04 

.93 1.00 1. 16 1. 10 L 12 

1. 46 1.13 1. 73 1.72 1.13 

3.40 3.29 2.90 2.95 2.55 

1.25 2.62 2.85 2.98 2.96 

7.01 6.87 7.36 6.99 8.76 

l.18 .74 1. 34 2.20 1.24 

2.50 2.13 .87 2.70 2.93 

.60 .40 .83 .21 3.98 

5.75 3.84 4.58 6.78 7.71 

.99 1.02 1. 39 .12 .00 
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Percent 
1976 Change 

2.85 + 97 

1.57 + 31 

3.30 - 24 

3.83 + 9 

1.50 + 16 

1.60 + 53 

3.65 + 2 

.52 + 5 

5.76 + 25 

.55 - 44 

l.43 - 51 

1.04 - 74 

5.39 - 30 

.25 + 25 



TABLE IV-12 

Counties 
YEAR Percent 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Change 

Calhoun 1.72 3.78 4.71 2.93 2.99 2.07 +120 

Jacks on .81 1.43 2.03 1.23 1. 16 l. 31 +77 

Berri en ~.75 3.10 3.30 3.94 2.98 .03 + 6 

Muskegon 2.24 1. 75 1.60 2.79 1.03 1.43 - 9 

Genesee 1.07 .99 1.28 1.39 .85 1.11 + 29 

Saginaw 1.03 .54 .85 2.39 1.60 .19 + 57 
.~ 

Van Buren 1.55 .90 3.28 1.55 1.68 1.22 - 53 

Allegan .30 .61 .93 .57 .84 .07 - 39 

Sto Clair 5.12 5.14 5.47 5.38 3.03 1. 82 - 44 

Lapeer .59 .59 1.57 .76 .39 .39 - 49 

Newaygo .56 1.99 .29 1.50 1.09 .00 -100 

Mecosta .00 .00 .00 .00 .21 .12 - 43 

St. Joseph 2.50 2.99 3.53 2.32 3.07 l.10 - 64 

Branch .99 .45 .69 .36 .49 .00 -100 
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Counties 

Calhoun 

Jackson 

Berrien 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Allegan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

Mecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

1971 

6.46 

5.12 

6.17 

7.53 

6.96 

6.36 

6.28 

4.11 

11 .38 

l. 70 

7.23 

1.20 

4.45 

1.88 

TABLE IV-13 

De1inguency Arrests for Runaway 
(Tates per 1000 juveniles, adjusted) 

1972 

10.34 

4.46 

7.24 

10.14 

8.98 

5.90 

6.65 

4.20 

10.67 

2.59 

3.97 

.n1 

3.84 

3.38 

YEAR 
1973 

10.19 

7.09 

8.77 

8.22 

9.14 

11.08 

8.09 

4.34 

12.79 

2.69 

4.08 

2.90 

6.01 

1. 85 
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1974. 

8.91 

8.73 

6.53 

13.83 

11 .44 

17.16 

6.37 

3.54 

14.06 

,. 

5.08 

7.19 

2.10 

6.68 

3.10 

1975 

9.50 

9.72 

5.63 

15.39 

10.22 

8.86 

7.90 

3.73 

15.19 

6.04 

4.78 

6.08 

-8.31 

1.84 

Percent 
1976 Change 

6.73 + 60 

6.00 - 13 

4.17 + 21 

14.72 - 19 

7.99 + 2 

10.30 + 88 

5.52 - 21 

2.62 - 19 

13.05 + 8 

1.42 + 19 

1.11 - 77 

2.50 - 59 

- .-b.4Y - 22 

.51 - 72 



by encouraging the use of diversionary alternatives. For example, 

Newaygo County showed a post-intervention decrease in rates for all four 

variables. It should be noted, however, that the post-intervention year 

for Newaygo was 1976, a year in which most jurisdictions were experiencing 

decreases in delinquent arrest rates (its comparison county had similar 
• 

decreases for three of the four variables). St. Joseph County had the 

same post-intervention year and the data should be viewed with the same 

caution as was just suggested. St. Joseph also showed post-intervention 

decreases for the four variables and on two of these the comparison county 

had an increase (burglary and vandalism). St. Clair County experienced 

decreases for burglary and larceny while the comparison county showed an 

increase in burglary rates. The post=intervention year for St. Clair 

County was 1975, another year in which overall delinquency rates were on 

the decline. Berrien County also experienced decreases for two variables 

(burglary and vandalism). And the post-intervention decreases in Berrien 

CQunty came in a year when the general trend for delinquency rates was on 

the rise (1973). The comparison county had increased rates for burglary 

and vandalism the same year. The significance of these apparent decreases 

will be examined shortly in the discussion of results from the statistical 

analyses of monthly data. 

The final two arrest variables to be examined are the two status 

offenses recorded in the UCR data--curfew/loitering and runaway. Other 

status offenses such as truancy and incorrigibility would have been im­

portant variables to analyze since most of the projects focus a great 

deal of energy on the status offender, but these are not presently included 

in the UCR reporting system. Table IV-12 contains juvenile arrest rates 

for curfew/loitering, and it can be seen that Van Buren, St. Clair, 

" 
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Newaygo and St. Joseph Counties showed decreases in curfew/loitering 

rates for the post-intervention year. But the results are ambiguous in 

all three instances because at the Van Buren and St. Clair sites the 

changes for the comparison counties were similar, while Newaygo did 

better and St. Joseph Worse than their comparison counties. A similar 

• result is found in the data in Table IV-13 for delinquency arrest rates 

for runaway. Van Buren, Newaygo, and St. Joseph Counties had post-inter-

vention decreases in runaway rates, but the respective comparison counties 

also registered decreases in the same year. Thus, there is no strong 

evidence to support the hypothesis that Youth Service Bureau jurisdictions 

would experience decreased rates of arrests for status offenses as a 

result of diversion activities by the projects. It is possible, however, 

that subtle changes in arrest rates would not show up in gross annual 

figures, which is part of the reason for including the same variables in 

the monthly analyses. 

The results of the monthly time-series analyses of juvenile arrests 

are presented in Table IV-14. Looking down the t-values for change in 

level, it can be seen that only one site experienced statistically signi­

ficant decreases in the level (number) of juvenile arrests for any of the 

variables. Specifically, Battle Creek experienced a significant decrease 

in the post-intervention level for both the status offenses (i.e., curfew/ 

loitering and runaway). The results are equally unimpressive for change 

in slope. In all, only three sites exp(~rienced statistically significant 

post-intervention decreases in drift - the slope of the arrest data trend 

line. Specifically, Paw Paw experienced a significant decrease in total 

delinquency arrests, Three Rivers had a significant decrease in juvenile 

larceny arrests., and Battle CY'eek experienced a significant decrease in 
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TABLE IV~14 

Summary Statistics for Monthly Time-Series Analyses of Diversion 
-Total Delinguency Arrests, Delinguency Arrests for Burglary, 

and Delinguency Arrests for Larceny 

Change Change 
Pre Post df in Level • t in Drift t 

Total Delinguency 
Arrests 

Battle Creek 13 42 52 2.670 .227 .895 - .634 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 -7.784 -.721 2.801 1 . 199 
Flint 21 32 49 24.661 1.734 -.038 - .030 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 -1.056 -.877 -.287 -2.763* 
Port Huron 39 16 51 -4.136 -.401 -.047 - .045 
White Cloud 45 11 52 1.334 .612 -.155 - .499 
Three Ri vers 45 11 52 ··1.539 -.260 -.493 - .615 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Delinguenc~ Arrests 
for Burg 1 a r~ 

Batt1 e Creek 13 42 52 .090 .037 -.221 - .753 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 -1.656 -.824 .088 .495 
Flint 21 32 49 12.404 3.579 .020 .065 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 a 

! ~ I 

Port Huron 39 16 51 -4.934 -1. 358 .647 1.754 
White Cloud 45 11 52 
Three Rivers 45 11 52 -1. 870 -.790 .450 1.406 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
De1inguencx Arrests 
for Larce!!.l 

._---,-"/ 

Battle Creek 13 42 52 -2.364 -.386 -.633 - .858 
Benton Ha rbor 21 34 51 -1 .601 -.495 .170 .593 
Flint 21 32 49 -10.088 -1. 138 2.065 1.049 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 
Port Huron 39 16 51 -2.988 -.755 -.361 -.899 
Whi te Cloud 45 11 52 
Th ree Ri ve rs 45 11 52 .759 .337 -.584 -1.918* 
------------------------------------~.-------------------------------------
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Table IV-14 (continued) 

Summary Statistics for Monthly Time-Series Analyses of Diversion 
--Delinquency Arrests for Vandalism, Delinquency Arrests 
for Curfew/Loitering, and Delinquency Arrests for Runaway 

Change Change 
Pre Post df in Level t in Drift t 

• 
Delinquenc~ Arrests 
for Yanda 1 ism 

Battle Creek 13 42 52 a 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 2.338 2.451 .109 1.283 
Flint 21 32 49 .438 .332 -.008 - .067 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 
Port Huron 39 16 51 8.152 2.388 -.348 -1.003 
White Cloud 45 11 52 
Th ree Ri vers 45 11 52 .494 .246 -.316 -1 . 162 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Delinguenc~ Arrests 
for Curfew/Loitering 

Battl e Creek 13 42 52 3.497 -1.688* -.792 -3.177* 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 2.107 1.034 .041 .229 
Flint 21 32 49 4.913 2.530 -.272 -1 .575 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 
Port Huron 39 16 51 -2.292 - .977 -.179 - .750 
White Cloud 45 11 52 -.. 
Three Rivers 45 11 52 -1. 134 -,833 .094 .513 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Delinquenc~ Arrests 
for Runaway 

Battl e Creek 13 42 52 -4.021 -1.880* - .076 - .294 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 - .386 - .405 - .128 -1. 217 
Fl int 21 32 49 -4.714 -1. 227 .131 .381 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 
Port Huron 39 16 51 -4.445 -1. 522 .391 1. 317 
White Cloud 45 11 52 
Three Ri vers 45 11 52 -1.085 - .758 .069 .317 

*Significant at the .05 'level (t must be less than -1.67) vlith 50 degrees 
of freedom using a one-ta'iled test. 

aOata in these sites could not be analyzed for this variable because of 
the large number of months in which no arrests were made or reported. 
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curfew/loitering arrests. 

In summarizing the annual and monthly data for the six arrest 

variables, several things can be said about the impacts of projects at 

the systems level which might result from the encouragement of diversion. 

Newaygo County (White Cloud) and St. Joseph County (Three Rivers) showed 

post-intervention decreases for all six arrest·variables in annual data. 

But only the change in larceny arrests for Three Rivers was supported by 

the monthly data with a significant decrease in slope (the five specific 

offenses were not subjected to analysis for White Cloud because of inSUf­

ficient data). St. Clair County (Port Huron) had post-intervention de-

creases in rates of burglary, larceny, and curfew/loitering at the annual 

level of analysis. While these observations were not supported by statis .. 

tically significant results from monthly analyses, it could be seen that 

related decreases in the monthly data followed the same general pattern 

~ with some approaching significance (e.g., change in level for burglary 

and runaway). Berrien County (Benton Harbor) experienced annua1 post­

intervention decreases for two of the six variables (burglary and vandal­

ism), although neither of these was verified in the statistical analysis 
u 

of monthly datq. Van Buren County (Paw Pa\'J) showed post-intervention 

decreased for the status offenses--curfew/l oi tering and runaway. Stati s­

tical analyses of month1y data for thE,\se two variables could not be carried 

out for Paw Paw because of insufficient data, although the analysis was 

performed on total delinquency arrests for Paw Paw and a significant post­

intervention decrease in slope was found. Neither Genesee County (Flint) 

nor Calhoun County (Battle Creek) showed post-interventi on decreases for 

any of the arrest variables at the annual level. However, in the analyses 
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of monthly figures, Battle Creek was found to have statistically signi­

ficant post-intervention decreases in the level of curfew/loitering and 

runaway arrests. Similarly, Flint was found to have a significant 

decrease in slope for curfew/loitering arrests, which did not show up 

in the annual data. 
• The evidence discussed thus far does not lend support to the hypo-

t.hesis that diversion activities of the projects would result in decreased 

arrest rates in the respective communities. Some of the jurisdictions did 

appear to have experienced decreases on certain variables, but no juris­

d'i cti ons showed consi stent decreases across arrest va ri ab 1 es and no va r-

iable was consistently affected across jurisdictions. It may be, however, 

that projects were successful in encouraging the use of diversionary alter­

natives but that law enforcement officials continued to invoke formal 

arrest sanctions prior to diverting. In fact it is possible t',at officers 

would utilize formal arrfJst as the basis for referrals to YSBs. The follow­

ing data on juvenile court referrals (petitions) were included in the 

analysis to address these possibilities. 

Table IV-15 presents the annual rates of police referrals to juvenile 

courts according to UCR statistics for the six year period 1971-1976.' In 

four of the seven project sites (Calhoun, Genesee, Van Buren, and Newaygo) 

the post-intervention changes in referral ratps were worse (less reduction) 

than in the comparison counties. For the three site~.,(.\that did be.tter 

than their comparison counties (Berrien, St. Clair, and St. Joseph) the 

differences in post-intervention change were not large. Thus, the figures 

in this table provide no support for believing that the establishment of 

YSBs helped divert youth from the formal juvenile justice system. 
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Counties 

Cal houn 

Jackson 

Berri en 

Muskegon 

Genesee 

Saginaw 

Van Buren 

Ai1egan 

St. Clair 

Lapeer 

Newaygo 

~ecosta 

St. Joseph 

Branch 

TABLE IV-15 

Police Referrals to Juvenile Court 
(rates per 1000 juveniles. adjusted) 

YEAR 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

11 .67 17.13 18.25 17.65 .. 22. ,;9 

16.40 I 19.68 17.20 23.46 28.27 

34.40 35.37 31.30 29.26 20.41 

33.36 30.76 36.60 34.73 36.85 

16.28 16.49 17 .51 20.12 19.78 

16.24 19.43 17.66 17.54 10.72 

-
21.71 3.095 24.71 28.66 30.73 

14.59 16.73 17.10 14.88 13.14 

8.53 10.32 9.99 7.89 7.84 

5.25 7.68 12.69 10.3!2 : 12.15 

14.04 17.87 16.32 16.48 6.94 

12.40 8.89 6.00 22.25 25.37 

9.27 15.25 24.32 29.91 35.80 

8.95 15.57 13.05 10.50 8.35 
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Percent 
1976 Change 

. 20.55 + 47 

22.46 + 20 

21.12 - 11 

34.68 + 19 

18.79 + 6 

10.51 - 9 

32.37 + 16 

17.84 - 13 
- -

11 .26 - .6 

9.29 + 18 

11.44 + 65 

24.53 - 3 

31.36 - 12 

8.34 - .1 



We also examined the issue of diversion using monthly UCR statistics 

on police referrals to the juvenile justice system from the central cities 

of all seven YSB project sites and countywide court petition data obtained 

di rectly from the juvenile courts at the Berri en, Genesee, Macomb, and 

St. Clair sites. The results of these analyses are presented in Table IV-16 . 
• 

Police refrrrals to court were broken down into Part I and Part II offenses 

in the statistical analyses of monthly data in order to sensitize the anal­

yses to more subtle changes that might have been occurring. It can be 

seen in Table IV-T6 that only the t-value for the change in level for Part 

II referral~ in Three Rivers even approached the .05 level of significance. 

But it should be mentioned that sufficient data for statistical analysis 

were not available for several sites, making it impossible to check these 

sites for significant changes in police referrals to court. At the bottom 

of Table IV-16, results are presented for the statistical analysis of the 

final measure of court activity--total delinquency petitions. This measure 

represents the overall activity of the juvenile court insofar as it includes 

petitions from all sources (i.e., parents, schools, and other agencies, 

as well as the police). Only St. Clair County (Port Huron) experienced a 

statistically significant post-intervention decrease in level of total 

delinquency petitions substantiating the observed decrease in annual-level 

data on police referrals to court in St. Clair County. 

The examination of arrest and court petition data did not reveal con-

sistent findings in support of the general research hypothesis that Bureau 

jurisdictions would experience decreases in arrest and court petition 

trends following the initiation of diversion activities by the projects. 

Some of the sites experienced significant post-intervention decreases when 
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TABLE IV-16 

Summary Statistics for ~onthly Time-Series Analyses of Diversion 
-Part I and Part II Police Referrals to Juvenile Court, 

and Total Juvenile Court Petitions 

Change Change 
Pre Post df ;n Level • t in Drift t 

Part I Police 
Referrals to 
Court 

Battle Creek 13 42 52 -.040 -.008 .074 .046 
Benton Harbor 21 34 51 a 
Fl int 21 34 49 16.009 2.460 .336 .576 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 
Port Huron 39 16 51 
White Cloud 45 11 52 
Three Ri ve rs 45 11 52 .293 .090 -.329 .745 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Part II Pol i ce 
Referral s to 
Court -..-

Battle Creek 13 42 52 .877 .489 .258 .996 
Benton Ha rbor 21 34 51 
Flint 21 32 49 8.598 1.299 -.422 - .712 
Paw Paw 33 23 52 , .. 
Port Huron 39 16 51 .239 .107 .002 .200 
White Cloud 45 11 52 
Th ree Ri ve rs 45 11 52 -4.588 -1.462 .152 ,358 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total Delinguencx 
Petitions 

Berr; en Co. 33 39 68 26.202 1.929 3.489 .962 
Genesee Co. 13 27 41 .850 .032 .499 .073 
Macomb Co. 43 63 104 -3.453 - .562 .852 2.105 
St. Clair Co. 27 21 44 -12.789 -1.746* 1.054 .503, 

*Signif;cant at the .05 level (t must be less than -1.67) w.ith 
50 degrees of freedom using a one-tailed test .. , 

aData in these sites could not be analyzed for this variable 
because of the large number of months in which no arrests were made or 
reported. 
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the ~nalyses focused on specific offense categories, and some sites 

had decreases on two or three of the eight arrest and court petition 

variables. But because of the large number of analyses carried out, a 

certain number of significant findings could be expected to have occurred 

by chance, thus making it necessary to have required consistent findings 

in order to claim support for the hypothesizeisystem impact of diversion 

activities by the Youth Service Bureaus. Thus, it appears that the 

establishment of YSBs did not result in the diversion of youth from the 

formal juvenile justice system. 

E. Police Decision-Making* 

The final sgement of the systems impact component focused on the 

potential effects of establishing Youth Service Bureaus on the police 

decision-making process concerning the disposition of juvenile cases. The 

objective of this effort was to examine the deci§ion-making processes of 

local police juvenile officials relevant to filing of .petitions in juvenile 

court. Within the context of the overall impact model of the YSBs it would 

be expected that the YSBs would perform a diversion function for police 

officials if only because they provided an additional decision-making 

alternative. 

The research on police decision-making was carried out in four YSB 

sites: Port Huron, Benton Harbor, East Detroit and Flint. In each of 

the four sites a sample of youth was drawn from existing police juvenile 

division files. This involved drawing a sample of police decisions for 

a year prior to initiation of each of the bureaus and for two years 

*This section was co-auth0red by Phillip Berk of the Community Psychology ~ 
Action at the University of Illinois. ~ 
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following the implementation of each project. The samples were drawn at 

each site according to a stratified random procedure.whic.i-!ccntrolled for 

seasonal possible fluctuati0nS in the types of youth and/or types of 

offenses processed by juvenile authorities. In order to maintain the 

confidentiality of formal records local law enforcement officials were 
• hired and trained to actually collect the data needed for the decision-

making analysis. At each site, case specific data was collected on approx­

imately 200 police decisions per year. While there were some site specific 

variations in the information available through police records, the data 

collected on decision-making included the demographic characteristics of 

the youth involved, the family living situation, the characteristics of 

the offense with which the youth was being charged, the youth IS prior. 

police record, and the disposition of the case. 

As indicated above, the general goal of this segment of the systems 

4It impact evaluation was to determine the existence of effects on the police 

decision-making process that could potentially be identified as a result 

of Youth Service Bureaus providing a diversionary alternative to formal 

processing. This segment of the evaluation required the development of 

a model of the decision-making process which would allow direct comparison 

of important decision-making criteria (predictors) prior to and following 

the establishment of YSBs. Of particular importance was information con­

cerning the degree to which the rates and types of youth remanded to the 

juvenile court for formal processing were altered after the initiation of 

bureaus. It was anticipated that this data would provide direct evidence 

(or lack thereof) of alternation in the police decision-making process as 

a result of implementing Youth Service Bureau projects. 
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Because this kind of data is not amenable to the general para­

metric statistical procedures used in the other components of this evalu-
••• _;: "-,-. • -<: " •• '~':.' - •• • 

ati on, the avail abil ity of appropri ate a lternati ve stati sti ca 1 procedures 

was explored. After careful consideration of a variety of alternatives, 

the automatic interaction detector procedure was selected. This method 

allowed for the modeling of the decision proce~s and for direct comparisons 

of the importance of specific decision-making predictors both before and 

after initiation of Youth Service Bureaus. 

Given the nominal or ordinal nature of most of the relevant variables 

the THAID computer algorithm was chosen to conduct the actual analyses of 

police decision-making. THAID is a computer program written by University 

of Michigan social scientists which is designed to search for structure in 

nominal and ordinal data. More specifically, the program begins with a 

single dependent (or criterion) variable and a set of independent (or 

predictor) variables. It partitions this set of data by means of a sequence 

of binary divisions. Each of these divisions produces two subgroups from 

an original group in such a way as to maximize some criteron for that split. 

(Morgan and'Messinger: p.6). 

For each split, the program attempts to dichotomize cases along some 

predictor variable dimension in order to maximize the discrepancies 

(differences) between th~ original (unsplit) parent distribution and the two 

subsequent subgroup distributions. Mathematically, this means maximizing 

the frequency-weighted sum of the absolute values of the differences in 

proportions between the two groups. For each stage of the binary split 

sequence, each predictor is used to split the current group into addi-

tional groups. At each step the subgroups of the split that achieves 

the best criterion value (described above) are retained and subsequently 
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subjected to additional splitting efforts. The final o~tcome of this 

process is the identification of a set of· subgroups· {terminal groups)-

that are characterized by predictor variable attributes and differ maxi­

mally in terms of their distributions on the ,dependent variable. 

The analysis generates potential prediction models in the form of 

decision trees. It also identifies interactidns among predictor variables 

as well as main effects and it orders the decis.lons (splits) in terms of 

thei r importance, visa vi s maximi zi n9 the criteri on. Furthermore, the 

results of THAID can be summarized in the form of a set of IItenninal groups"­

subgroups that c~nnot be spl it further in any meaningful way. These terminal 

groups can be ordered along the dependent variable dimension and described 

in terms of the important predictor variable characteristics. As indicated 

above, the program's attractiveness derives from its ability to generate 

alternative mod1es and describe subgroup characteristics without relying 

on the usual distributional assumptions associated with parametric statis­

tical procedures (e.g., normality, linearity, etc.) 

Within the context of this study, THAID was used to indirectly examine 

the police decision-making processes prior to and following the implemen­

tation of YSBs at four sites. The disposition of the current offense was 

employed as the dependent or criterion variable. This variable was dicho­

tomized as court referral (informal or formal) vs"other dispositions 

(warn and release, agency referral, detention). Cases with unknown current 

dispositions were deleted from the analysis, except for the Flint site 

where "unknown court di spositi ons \I \<Jere recorded as court referrals. Thi s 

approach was taken in Fl int because the records off; cer informed MEP staff 

that in most instc.mces "unknown" disposition indicated a court referral 
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for which the actual court disposition was unknown. 

The variables included in the analyses as predictor vatiables were: 

1. Sex 
2. Race 
3. Aqe 

" 4. Fami ly Status 

5. Most serious prior disposition 
6. Cumulative seriousness of prior 

offenses 
7. Seriousness of current offense* 

Table IV-il presents each of the criterion variables and the coding cate-
• 

gories associated with them. Sepa'rate THAIO analyses were conducted for each 

time period (pre and post) for each YSB site. The results of these analyses 

are presented in this report as separate de.\cision trees. In addition, a list 

of terminal groups and their associated characteristics is presented for each 

of the decision trees. 

Follow-up analyses were computed by incorporating the important variables 

and interactions identified by THAID into a multiple regression prediction model. 

The criterion for these regression models was the same dispositional dichotomy 

(court=2; other=l). Predicted scores were calculated from these models and 

dichotomized as predicted court disposition (predicted value greater than or 

equal to 1.5) vs, predicted other disposition (predicted value less than 1,5). 

Predicted (dichotomized) scores were cross-tabulated with actual disposition 

and the percent, correctly classified within each disposition, was estimated. 

One must keep in mind that these regression models and accompanying 

classification tables do not directly correspond to the THAID decision tree 

models displayed in the figures. Rather, they are an attempt to translate 

some of the information revealed by the THAIO models into accuracy figures. 

The regression models have not been cross-validated and thus, like the THAIO 

models, must be considered subject to instability. 

* Because of differences in the availability of data, all of these variables 
were not necessarily included in the analysis for each site. 
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TABLE IV-17 

Predi ctor Var; ab les for Pol; ce Deci si on-Making Ana lysis 

Variable 
.~~--------------. 

,. Sex 

2. Race 

3. Age 

4. Family status 

5. Most seri ous pri or disposition 

6. Cumulative Seriousness of prior 
offenses 

7. Serl0usness of current offense 

IV-6l 

Coding Variable ______ _ 

o Male 
1 Female 

o White 
1 B'1 ack 
2 Other 

Actual number of years at time 
of current offense 

1 Both natural parents 
2 Mother only 
3 Father on ly 
4 Mother plus 
5 Father plus 
6 Other relatives 
7 Foster homes 
8 Group homes 
9 Instituti on 
o Other 

0 Unknown 
1 Warned and Released, 

Parents notified 
2 Restitution ordered 
3 Referral to YSB 

Arrested, 

4 Referral to Mental Health/Social 
Servi ce Agency 

5 Detention 
6 Court petiti on 
7 Inapplicable 
8 Referred to court 

1 Status offenses 
2 Minor misdemeanor 
3 Major misdemeanor/minor felony 
4 Major felony 

1 Status offenses 
2 Minor misdemeanor 
3 Major misdemeanor/minor felony 
4 Major felony 

.Y=. 



~Jith a few noted except; ons, the independent vari ab1es chosen for 

the regression analyses on each site included all predictor variables 

appearing in the decision tree and all possible two-way interactions 

among those predictor variables. An interaction between two given vari­

ables was coded as the product of those two variables (Cohen and Cohen: 

1975). • 

In all (all four sites, pre and post) 1762 cases were present at the 

time the raw data file was created: 72 cases were deleted because of 

missing race, age, or sex information ~ 31 cases '.'Jere deleted because they 

lacked information about current disposition, and 7 cases were deleted 

because of missing IIfamily status ll or lIapprehended byll informati on. After 

these deletions, a total of 1652 cases reamined. Analyses on Port HUron 

and East Detroit did not include IIfamily status ll and lIapprehended byll as 

predictors because "of prohibitive missing data; Flint included "family status ll 

only and Benton Harbor included both. 

The resultant number of cases by site were: 

Site Pre Post Total 

Port Huron 220 18B 40B 
Fl int 127 323 359 
East Detroit 128 287 415 
Benton Harbor 137 333 470 

TOTAL 612 1040 1652 

The results of the po 1 i ce decision-making analyses fo'/( the Port Huron 

site are presented in Figures IV-2 and IV-3 and in Tables IV-1B and IV-19. 

Looking at the decision tree figures it should be noted that the total 

proportion of individuals referred and the major decisional factor appear 

to be very stable across time - pre and post YSB. During both periods the 
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critical factor in determining the likelihood of a court referra1 as 

the disposition of the current offense was the presence of a prior 

court referral. For the pre-YSB period the figures indicate that 68 

percent of the individuals with a prior court referral were referred to 

the court for the offense being studied while pnly 12 percent of the 

individuals without a prior referral were referred to the court for the 

current offense. For the post-YSB period the comparable figures '(Jere 

73 and 18 percent respectively. Since the YSB was not intended to ~ervice 

juveniles with prior court referrals, these results mean that for the 

over\"lhelming majority of cases referred to court the YSB did not provide 

a decisional alternative to court referral for the police. 

The seriousness of the present offense emerged as a further consider­

ation, but its role changed from pre- to post-YSB periods. During the 

pre-YSB period, current seriousness was only important for offenders 

without prior court referrals. Moreover, it appears that during that 

period status offenders (current seriousness = 1) without prior court 

referrals had a higher probability of a disposition to court than juveniles 

with more serious current offenses. (See groups 4 vs 5 in Figure IV-2 ). 

After the establishment of YSBs current seriousness emerged as an impor­

tant consideration only for offenders with prior court referrals, and 

here the relationship ;s more consistent with common sense; more serious 

current offenses have higher likelihoods of court referral (Group 1 vs 

Groups 2, 3, and 5). 

The results for the pre-peri od coul d be a chance result, due to 

sampling error. On the other hand, they may indicate an attempt on the 

part of police officers to nip the less experienced offenders career in 
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the bud with a harsher disposition (deterrent). This possibility is 

given some support by the failure of current seriousness to emerge as 

an important decision-making criteria during the post YSB period which 

may indicate that YSB referrals were used to provide the deterrent 

function. It should be noted, however, that during the post YSB period 
• 

court officials themselves made serious efforts to reduce the number of 

status offender referrals they accepted. Thus, the change in use of 

status offense as a factor in deciding whether or not to refer an individual 

to court may reflect the direct impact of specific court policy rather. 

than the existence of the YSB. 

For the post YSB period age and prior agency referral emerged as 

having some decisional importance for the disposition of cases involving 

juveniles without prior court referrals. Figure IV-3 shows that none of 

those individuals 13 or under, but 26 percent of those i4 and over, were 

referred to court. Among the older group the existence of a previous 

agency referral or detention emerged as a decision-making factor wi th 

50 percent of those having a previous agency referral being referred to 

~ourt compared to 17 percent of the group without a previous agency 

referral. It should be noted, however, that the subgroup sizes are smali 

for both factors and therefore their emergence may be due to random 

variability rather than the effects of establishing a YSB. 

Tab le IV-1B presents the group chaY'acteri sti cs and the percent 

referred to court for each of the terminal groups identified in the 

Q,ecision trees_ Briefly, this table sh\?ws that for both the pre and 

Pi~st-YSB periods the overwhelming majority of individuals with previous 
,I, 

court records were referred to the court for the offense being studied. 

(Groups 1,2, and 3 in both time periods). The only exception to this 
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TABLE IV-1S 

PORT HURON 

Pre-YSB 
-----~;--;:;:----;------~---------------, .... --% Court 
Group n Referred 

1 20 85 

2 35 69 

3 18 50 

4 49 20 

5 98 8 
-------------------
Total 220 31% 

Predictor variable characteristics 
• 

previous court disposition; cumulative seriousness 
prior>5: 16 yrs old 

previous court disposition: cumulative seridusness 
prior ::>5 ~ ~ 15 yrs 01 d 

previous court disposition; cumulative seriousness 
prior 0-5 

no Drev; DUS J - -. _____ ...... _ 

no prev; ous 

court di s P(~:1i it; on ; 
--....... -... -.... -... 

d;'sp~6s; t ion; court .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

! . i , 

'. '. - _." 

current seriousness 

current seri eusness 
..... 

1 

2-4 

Post~YSB 
-------------------~~~~----,-------------- ----~-. ---" 

1 22 91 

2 iO 90 

3 17 71 

4 59 50 

5 21 48 

6 22 17 

7 37 0 
-------------------
Total 188 38% 

previous court disposition; currentserloL\Sn0ss)j-4 

previous court disposition; current seriousness 1-2~ 
cumulative seriousness prior 0-5 

previous court disposition; current ser'iousness 1-2; 
cumul at; ve seri ousness pri or ?'20 

preyjous agency referral or detent; on (no court); 
~:::.- 1'4 yrs old 

previous court disposition; current seriousness 1-2; 
cumulative seriousness prior 6-20 

no serious previous offenses (warn and release 
o r n on e) ; .::: 1 4 Y rs old 

no previous court disposition::13 yrs old 
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TABLE IV-19 

Regression Analysis: PORT HURON 

Pre-YSB Multiple Regression Results 

R = .57 R2 = .33 

df = 10/209 

F = 10.092 P <: .01 

• 

Accurac~ of Prediction Mode 

Court 
Actual 

Other 

Post-YSB 

R = .58 

df = 10/177 

F=R.987 p<.Ol 

Court Other 

72% 28% 

14% 86% 

Accuracy of Prediction Mode 

Court Court Other 

Court 747~ 26% 
Actual 

Other 16% 84% 

Predictor variables 
1. most $erious previous disposition 
2. current seriousness of offense 
3. aqe 
4. Gumulative seriousness prior offenses 
+ interactions (lx2, lx3, lx4, 2x3, 2x4, 3x4) 
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pattern were individuals with a prior court referral but a relatively 

non-serious current offense (post-YSB Group 4), among whom only 48 percent 

were referred to court for thei r current offense. For the terminal group~ 

upon which the existence of the YSB could have had some decision-making 

effect - those with no previous court referrals - the court referral fig­

ures are similar for both the pre- and the po~t··YSB periods. In the pre­

YSB period no more than 20 percent of the individuals without a previous 

court record were referred to the court for their current offense (Groups 

4 and 5). During the post period two of the three groups without prior 

court referrals had equally low referral rates for their current offense 

(Groups 6 and 7). The only exception to this pattern was terminal Group 4 

which was composed of individuals with previous referrals to non-court 

agencies and who were 14 years old or older.* That is, individuals v/ho' 

might be viewed as high risks for additional delinquent acts. 

Table IV-19 presents the results of the follow-up analyses using a 

multiple regression prediction model and the major predictor variables 

identified by the THAID model. This table shows that for both the pre­

and post-YSB periods the predictor variables accounted for one-third of 

the variance in the decisions concerning the disposition of cases (R=.33 

and R=.34, respectively). The classification table from the regression 

analysis indicates fairly high accuracy of the THAID models for both the 

* Site interviews indicate that some proportion of group 4 type indivi­
duals may have been YSB clients who committed additional offenses and 
were referred to the court because they had been given an opportunity 
for formal diversion from the court. At least individuals associatedn 
with the YSB indicated that the bureau would not accept individuals for 
a second referral. This policy would leave police officers with the 
alternatives of warning and release or a court referral for youths 
who had already been referred to the YSB. Given the fonnal nature of 
a YSB referral, it seems likely that there would be a tendency toward 
an even more formal court referral. Unfortunately, our efforts to 
preserve the confidentiality of data sources made it impossible to 
check police decision-making records against the YSB"files to verify 
this possibility. 
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court referred and other case disposition groups. These results pro­

vide additional support for our conclusion that pre- and post-YSB police 

decision-making processes were similar and not influenced by the 

establishment of the Youth Service Bureau. 

For the Flint site a combined model was formed because the separate 
• 

decision trees for the pre- and post-YSB periods were limited and because 

of a substantial drop in the proportion of court referrals between the 

two periods. This combined model is presented in Figure IV-4. As one 

would expect the decision tree shows the pre-post-YSB factor was the most 

important predictor variable of court referrals by the Flint police. The 

remaining predictors did not account for much variance in court referrals 

during either'period. In fact, during the post-period they did not account 

for any variance in court referrals. 

-After our analyses were completed we learned that our coding of court 

referral information may have reflected changes in the record keeping 

procedures of the Flint police department. As indicated above, we coded 

records with "unknown court disposition" as court referrals because the 

records offi cer informed MEP staff that in most instances "unknown di spos;-

tion" was for a court referral for which the actual court disposition was 

unknown. Later information indicated that the use of this convention may 

not have been as prevalent as we originally thought and that systematic 

decreases in its use may have occurred about the time the YSB was estab­

lished. Because of this new information and the poor decision model 

developed from the existing data we do not believe that anything meaning-

ful can be said about the police decision-making process in Flint. 
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% court 
Groue n referred 

1 40 72 

2 33 48 

3 44 44 

4 26 31 

5 232 32 
-------------------
Total 359 39 

TABLE IV-20 

FLINT 

Pre-YSBjPost-YSB 
Combined 

Pre~ictor variable characteristics 

pre-YSB; Black; both parents present 

pre-YSB ~ White; current sed ousness 1-2 

pre-YSB~ Black; both parents not present 

pre-YSB; White; current seriousness 3-4 

post-YSB 
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At the East Detroit site the primary factor for determining court 

referral did not change after the establishment of the YSB. During both 

pre and post-YSB periods tr~ critical decision-making variable was the age 

,of the offender. Specifically the older the offender the>ore likely a 

court referral for the current offense. Among the oldest age group (15-16 
• 

years old for pre-YSB and 16 years old for post-YSB);the seriousness of 

the current offense was next in importance during both time periods. Thus, 

the commonsense relationship held: more serious current offenses led to 

higher likelihood of court disposition. Figures IV-5 and IV-6 show that 

also during both time periods the younger offenders were not likely to be 

referred to court (12-14 and 11 year olds or less during the pre-YS8 

period and 14 year olds or less during the post-YSB period). Thus it does 

not appear that the establishment of the YSB influenced rates at which 

younger offenders were referred to court. 

Figure 'IV-6 shows that the model became more complex in terms' of 

secondary factors during the post-YSB period. Among the two youngest 

groups - the groups most likely to be YSB clients - the seriousness of 

prior offenses was important. Fifteen year olds with either no priors or 

only warning and release priors had only half the court referral base 

rate of 15 year olds with more serious priors. Among those 14 year-olds 

or less, individuals without any priors were less likely to be referred 

to court than their more experienced peers. Among the latter group the 

seriousness of the current offense also emerged as a decision-making 

factor. Specifically the more serious the current offense the more likely 

the disposition of a court referral. The emergence of a more complicated 
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% Court 
Group n Referred 

1 27 56 

2 68 28 

3 13 15 

4 20 5 
-------------------
Total 128 29% 

1 26 85 

2 16 63 

3 35 57 

4 13 46 

5 70 31 

6 13 23 

7 26 12 

8 88 9 
-------------------
Total 287 33% 

TABLE IV-21 

EAST DETROIT 

Pre-YSB 

Predictor variable character"j sti cs 

15-16 yrs old; current .seri ousness 2-4 

12-14 yrs old 

15 -16 yrs old; current seriousness 1 

=.11 yrs old 

Post-YSB 

16 yrs old; current seri ousness 3-4 

15 yrs old; previous court, agency referral 
detention disposition 

16 yrs old; current seriousness 1-2; male 

~14 yrs old; some previous offense; current 
seri ousness 3-4 

15 yrs G1d; previous dispositions of either 
W & f{ or none 

16 yrs old; current seriousness 1-2; female 

~14 yrs old: some previous offense; current 
seriousness 1-2 

~14 yrs old: no previous offense 
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TABLE IV-22 

Regression Analysis: EAST DETROIT 

Pre-YSB Multiple Regression Results 

R = .57 R2 = .33 

df = 10/209 

F = 10.092 p .01 

• 

Accuracy of Predi cti onc Mode 

Court 
Actual 

Other 

Post-YSB 

R = .58 R2 = .34 . 

df = 10/177 

F = 8.987 P .01 

Court Other 

72% 28% 

14% 86% 

Accuracy of Prediction Mode 

Court 

Court 74% 
Actual 

Other 16% 

Predictor Variables 
1. most serious previous disposition 
2. current seriousness of offense 
3. age " 
4. cumulative seriousness prior offenses 
+ i nteracti ons (1 x2, 1 x3, 1 x4 ~2x3 ,2x4 ,3x4) 

0., 
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decision-making model for younger offenders during the post period is 

consistent with the possibility that existence of the YSB did have some 

influence on the decision to refer youths to the court. On the other 

hand, it must be emphasized that the additional variables were not the 

primary decision-making factors and that the small numbers involved mean 
• 

that the results obtained could have occurred by chance. 

Figures IV-7 and IV-8 present the decision trees for the Benton Harbor 

site. These figures show a substantial drop in the proportion of court 

referrals between the pre- and post-YSB time periods (from 55-29 percent). 

Because of this drop we originally developed a combined model df the 

decision-making process, similar to the one we developed for the Flint site. 

Using the combined model, however, the predictive power of pre-post-YSB 

factor did not compete in importance with other predictive variables (current 

seriousness, cumulative seriousness, prior, etc.). That is, time - pre-

post-YSB - did not provide the best splits in terms of court referrals. 

As a result we decided to limit the analysis to separate pre- post-YSB 

mode ls. 

The decision tree models appeared to change somA.what from pre- to 

post, although the same predictor variables were important at both time 

periods. Current and prior seriousness were both related to higher 1ike-

lihood of court referral. Further deci·sional breakdowns involved family 

status for offenders with low cumulative seriousness of prior offenses. 

At pre, such offenders not living with both parents were more likely to 

receive court referrals, but at post there was a reversal: offenders with 

high current seriousness, no priors, and living with both parents were 

more likely to go to court when compared to similar cases with "otherJl 
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fami ly status. It shoul d be noted that the "both" category sometimes 

,It incl uded a few very low frequency "other" subcategori es and that the 

exclusion of these extraneous cases would not affect the results. 

Sex was of minor importance for cases with low cumulative ser;ous-

ness of priors and there was a reversal from pre- to post with this var-• 
iable (pre: Group 3 vs 6: post: Group 7 vs 8). The regression analysis 

indicated a shift in classification accuracy from pre to post. At pre, 

a higher proportion of actual court cases were classified correctly while 

at post the reverse was true (higher proportion of "other" disposition 

cases). This may have been due to the shift from pre to post in the pro-

portion of actual cases being referred to Gourt. In any case, the decision 

trees do not reveal any substantial shift in the police decision-making 

processes that could be attributed to the establishment of Youth Service 

Bureaus. 
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% court 
Group n teferred 

1 33 82 

2 13 77 

3 25 60 

4 14 43 

5 17 41 

6 19 32 

7 16 19 

Total 137 55% 

1 13 82 

2 19 74 

3 13 62 

4 34 50 

5 23 35 

6 19 32 

7 69 26 

8 139 18 
----------------

TOTAL 333 29% 

TABLE IV-23 

BENTON HARBOR 

Predictor variable characteristics 

Pre-YSB 
• 

cumul ati ve seri ousness pri or ;>1; previ ous court 
disposition 

cumulative seriousness prior>l; no previous court 
disposition; current seriousness 3-4 

cumulative seriousness prior 0-1; both parents not 
present; male 

cumulative seriousness prior 0-1; both parents 
present; ~13 yrs old 

cumulative seriousness prior >1 ; no previous court 
disposition; current seriousness 1-2 

cumulative seriousness prior 0-1; both parents not 
present; female 

cumulative seriousnes·s prior 0-1; both parents present; 
.=::: 14 yrs 01 d 

Post-YSB 

current seriousness 3-4 ~ cumulative seriousness prior 
?l 

current seri ousness 3-4; no previ OUS offenses; both 
parents present 

current seri ousnsss 1-2 ; cumulative seriousness prior >2 

current seriousness 3-4; no previous offenses; both 
parents not present; 411 yrs 01 d 

current seriousness 1-2; cumulative seri ousness prior 1-2 

current seriousness 3-4; no previous offenses; both 
parents not present~~12 yrs old 

current seri ousness 1-2 ~ no previ ous . offesnes; female e 
current seriousness 1-2; no previous offenses; male 
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TABLE IV-24 

Regression Analysis: BENTON HARBOR 

Pre-YSB Multiple Rearession Results 

R = .42 

df = 15/121 • 
F = 1. 700 NS 

Accuracy of Prediction Mode 

Court 

Court 
Actual 

Other 

Post-YSB 

R = .47 R2 = .22 

df = 15.317 

F = 5.899 p<:,.Ol 

74% 

41% 

Other 

26% 

59% 

Accuracy of Predir;iion Mode 

Court Other 

Court 28% 72% 
Actual 

Other 5% 95% 
\\ 

Predictor Variables 
1. current seriousness of offense 
2. cumulative seriousness prior offenses 
3. sex 
4. family status (both vs. other) 
5. a~e 

n = 74 

n = 63 

n= ~6 

n =237 

+ interactions (lx2,lx3,lx4,lx5,2x3,2x4,2x5,3x4,3x5,4x5) 
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F. Summary 

This chapter has focused on the systems impact of Youth Service 

Bureaus in an effort to provide insights concerning both their ultimate 

effects (crime reduction) and intermedjate effects (diversion) on the 

juvenile justice system. The specific research questions selected to 

explore these general issues were: • 

Do YSB projects reduce target crimes in the juris­
dictions in which they are located? 

Do YSB projects affect the operations of the target 
juvenile justice systems in terms of the processing 
of juvenile offenders? 

The primary methodological approach (research design) used to examine 

the questions of crime reduction and diversion was time-series analysis of 

official statistics - particularly uniform crime report data. This design 

was conducted at two levels: a m~ltiple-group design based upon annual 

level data and a single group design based upon statistical models and 

using monthly level data. 

In terms of these issues, our findings provide no systematic evidence 

for believing that the establishment of Youth Service Bureaus contributed 

to a reduction in crime or the diversion of juveniles away from the formal 

juvenile justice system. This conclusion is supported by the findings 

from the analysis of both the annual and monthly level data and applies to 

all of the measures selected for analysis: (1) UCR statistics on actual 

burglary, larceny, and vandalism; (2) UCR juvenile arrest statistics on 

total juvenile arrest, on burglary, larceny, vandalism, curfew violations, 

runaways; (3) UCR statistics on police referrals to juvenile courts for 

Part I and Part II offenses: (4) court data on the number of referrals 

received. 
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Because the monthly level analysis was based on models that ali owed 

us to test for the statistical significance of differences between pre­

and post-intervention periods, specific results presented in this surrmary 

have only been drawn from the monthly level analysis and the seven 

intensive jurisdictions. It must be emphasized again, however~ that the 

final conclusions are consistent with the conclusions drawn from a less 

sophisticated examination of the annual level data. 

The objective of the time-series analysis was to determine whether 

the introduction of a Youth Service Bureau was associated with a decrease 

in crime and the diversion of juvenile offenders in the funded juris~ 

dictions. This determination was made after separating out the effects 

(1f other possible causal factors. The general statistical model of time­

series employed in this study is able to deal with auto-regressive pro ... 

cesses, differencing, and moving averages processes and is known· as the 

ARIMA modeL The specific alternative used in this evaluation assumes: 

(1) no autoregressive process ~ (2) a differencing order of one; (3) a 

first order moving averages process ~ and adjusts for seasonal cycles in 

the data series. 

The statistic time-sedes model used to analyze the monthly UCR data 

on target crimes provides the opportunity to test the significance of 

both changes in level (number of crimes) and changes in slope(the rate 

and/or direction of increases or decreases over time) between the pre-
" 

and post-intervention periods. 

The test for change in level is calculated as the difference between 

estimates of the first post-intervention data observation and the last 
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pre-interventiori data observation (post-intervention minus pre~inter­

vention). Because of the mathematical adjustments conducted'for the 

basic characteristics of the data series this difference ma,woe seen .as 

the effect due to project intervention. It must be emphasized, however, 

that the results achieved for change in level are sensitive to the 
• specific intervention point selected and may be misleading if the data 

points selected are extremely uncharacteristic of the data series which 

they are supposed to represent. In this evaluation we selected an inter­

vention point of six months after the initial funding of YSBs for the 

crime reduction analyses in order to provide sufficient time for projects 

to become operational and for intermediate effects to begin to take place. 

For the diversion analyses an intervention point three months after initial 

project funding was used. 

The test for change in slope is based on the difference between the 

actual slope of the post-intervention data series and the expected slope 

(predicted from the slope of the pre-intervention data series). As in-

diGated above this figure provides information concerning changes in the 

rate and/or direction of increases (or decreases) in crime or diversion 

measures between the pre- and post-intervention periods regardless of the 

number (level) of crimes involved. Because the test for change in slope 

is calculated upon figures representing the entire data series - both pre­

and post-intervention periods - it is not as sensitive as the test for 

change in level to the specific intervention point selected. As a result, 

in cases of apparent conflict the findings for change in level are given 

priority over the results for change in slope. 

r~ 
" 
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Overall, the expectation that YSB jurisdictions would experience
O 

decreased c:rime rates following the interventi on was not sUpported by d-;" 

the resul t'S of the time-series analyses. ~or the three crime reducti on 

measures, there were only two statistically significant decreases in 

level (vanda1ism ;n Paw Paw and White C10ud) and three significant de-
• creases in slope (burglary in Benton Harbor, Flint, and Port Huron). 

Thus, none of the sites experienced a statistically significant decrease 

for more than one crime. In our view, the time-series results would 

need to show some degree of consistency across site and/or variable ;n 

order to constitute support for the hypothesi zed reducti on in Gr,ime. 

As indicated above, the issue of diversion away from the courts 

was included in this evaluation for two re~sons: (1) it Was identified 

as a secondary goal by OCJP and (2) it was i'i~onsi dered an intermedi ate 

step in the attainment of the ultimate goal of crime reduction. Insofar 

as YSB projects were geared to affecting change in the processes of the 

juvenile justice system by advocating diversion, this component of the 

evaluation provided the most direct test of project impacts on the system. 

The research hypothesjs for thi;s section was that if Youth Service 

Bureaus had been successful in diverting youths from the juvenile just; ce 
, ,; 

:,\" . 
system, formal delinquency processing statistics would decrease. The 

&1 

variables included in the analysis of diversion were selected to provide 

a comprehensive picture of the processing of delinquents in each juris­

diction. Thus, delinquency arrests represent the first step in the 

fomal processing of)uvEiniles by the police,=-h~ferrals (petitions) to 

the juvenile court by the police represent a further step into the system 

and finally juvenile petition dQ):a directly from the courts represent 

',\ 
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even a further step into the system. Where the data was avai 1 able we 

also selected crime types that represented areas in which YSBs focused 

their energies. Thus, for juvenile arrests we analyzed: (1) total 

juvenile arrests (under 17) to provide an overview of the delinquency 

situation; (2) burglary: (3) larceny~ (4) vandalism; (5) curfew/loitering, 

and (6) runaway. • For pol ice referral s to juvenile cO~Jrts, we examined 

referrals for both Part I and Part II crimes. For the petition data 

obtained directly from the court the analysis was limited to total 

petitions because we could not systematically obtain breakdowns by 

cri.me types. 

The f.esuits of the monthly time-series analyses for diversion were 

similar to those obtained for crime reduction. That is, the findings 

did not provide systematic support for believing that the establishment 

of YSBs reduced the utilization of the formal juvenile justice system 

(diversion). In terms of juvenile arrests some jurisdictions did exper­

ience decreases on isolated variables. But no jurisdictions experienced 

consistent decreases across arrest variables and no arrest variable 

was consistently affected across jurisdictions. Thus, we have concluded 

that the establishment of YSBs did not affect police arrest patterns. 

It was possibles however, that projects were su\.cessful in encour-

aging the use of diversionary alternatives but that law enforcement 

officials continued to invoke formal arrest sanctions prior to diversion.* 

Data 0n juvenile court referrals (petitions) were included in the analyses 

to address this possibility. The results of these analyses did not reveal 

* In fact, it was possible that officers would utilize formal arrest 
as the basis for referrals to YSBs. If this happened the arrest figures 
in YSB jurisdictions might have increased during the post-intervention 
period. This possib lity was explored with the time-series data but· 
the results did not ndicate a consistent patter'n of increased post­
intervention arrests and was therefore rejected. 
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any consistent pattern of post-YSB decreases in police referrals or 

court delinquency petitions. In ~act, there were no statistically 

significant decreases in slope for any of the YSB sites. Thus, it 

appears that the/establ ishment'of Youth Servi ce Bureaus di d not impact 

on the system by di verting youth from the 'JlJveni 1e courts' . 
• 

The final segment of the systems impact component focused on the 
':1 . 

potential effects of establishing Youth Service Bureaus on the police 

decision.·making process concerning the disposition of juvenile cases. 

The objective of this effort was to examine the detjsion~making processes 

of local police juvenile officials reievant to filing of petitions in 

juvenile court. Within the context of the overall impact model ofoYSBs 

it would ·be expected that the YSBs would perform a diversion function 

for police officials if only because they provided an additional decision­

making .alternative. 

The .research on pol ice decision-making was~:tarried out) in four YSB 

sites. Iin each of the four sites a sample of youth was drawn from 

existing )police juvenile division fi1es. This involved drawing a sample 

of police decisions for a year prior to initiation of each of the bureaus 

and for two years following the implementation of each project. The 

samples were drawn at each site according to a stratified random pro­

ce<!~re which controlled for seasonal possible fluctuations in the types 

of youth and/or types of offenses processed by juvenile authorities 0 " 

~\ 

At each site case specific data was collected on approximately 200 

police decisions per year. Whiletthere were some site specific variations 

in the information available through police records, the data collected 
" 

on decision-making included the demographic characteristics of the youth 
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involved, the family living s;tuation~ the characteristics of the 

offense with which the youth was being charged, the youth's prior police 

record, and the disposition of the case. 

This segment of the evaluation required the development of a model 

of the decision-making process which would allow direct comparison of 

important decision-making criteria (predicto~) prior to and following 

the estab 1 i shment of YSBs. Of parti cul ar impot'tance was informati on 

concerning the degree to which the rates and types of youth remanded to 

juveni le court for formal processing were altered after the initi ation 

of bureaus. It was anticipated that this data would provide direct 

evidence (or lack thereof) of alternation in the police decision-making 

process as a result of implementing Youth Service Bureau projects. 

Because this kind of data is not amenable to the general parametric 

statistical procedures used in the other components of this evaluation 

the availabil'ity of appropriate alternative statistical procedures was 

explored. After careful consideration of a variety of alternatives, the 

automatic interaction detector procedure was selected. This method 

allowed for the modeling of the decision process and for direct comparisons 

of the importance of sped fi c deci si on-making predi ctors both before 

and after the initiation of Youth Service Bureaus. 

Given the nominal or ordinal nature of most of the relevant 

variables, the THAID computer algorithm was chosen to conduct the 

actual analyses of police decision-making. This program begins with a 

single dependent (or criterion) variable and a set of independent (or 

predictor) variables. It partitions this set of data by means of a 

sequence of binary divisions. Each of these divisions produces two 
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subgroups from an original group in such a wa':l as to maximize some 

criterion for that split. (Morgan and Messenger: 19/). For each split, 

the program attempts to di chotomize cases along some predi ctor vari able 

dimension in order to maximize"the discrepancies (differences) between/~/ 

the original (unsplit) parent distribution and the subsequent subgroup 
• 

distributions. At each step the subgroups of the split that achieves 

the best criterion value are retained and subsequently subjected to 

additional splitting efforts. The final outcome of this process is the 

identification of a set of subgroups (terminal groups) that are charac­

terized by predictor variable attributes and differ maximally in terms 

of their distributions on the dependent variable. 

Within the context of this study, THAID was used to indirectly 

implementation of YSBs at four sites. The disposition of the current 

. e offense was employed as the dependent or criterion variable. This var­

iable was dichotomized as court referral (informal or formal) vs. other 

dispositions (warn and release, agency referral, detention). The variables 

included in the analyses as predictor variables were: sex, race, age, 

most serious prior disposition~ cumulative seriousness of prior~pispo-
: ~/' 

sitions, seriousness of current offense. 

Separate THAID analyses were conducted for each time period (pre 

and post) for each YSB site. Although there Were Variations between 

sites in terms of the importance of predi ctor vati ables, the same 

decision-making model tended to emerge within sites for the pre and post­

YSB periods. This was particularly true in terms of the predictor var-
• ~. L:! 

iables that emerged as the most important decision-making factors w'ithin 
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each site. Where within site variations in decision-making factors 

did occur, it was restricted to predictor variables of secondary 

importance that accounted for only a small amount of variation in 

the decision to refer individuals to the court. Thus the analyses 

did not reveal any sUbstantial shift in the police decision-making 

process that could be attributed to the estabiishment of Youth Service 

Bureaus. 
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CHAPTER V 

IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS 

This chapter represents an attempt to examine the organizational 

environment factors which influence the introduction of a social program 

such as Youth Service Bureaus. The variables included in this chapter 

represented those which were hypothesized to be critical in the implemen-
;'1\ 

tati on of a model Youth Servi ce Bureau \~rogram. The organi zati ona 1 factors 

examined revolved around staff perceptiHns and orientations towat""d deviant, . 

behavior and the particular project. Environmental assessment was aimed at 

discovering how various projects dealt with the kinds of social and political 

issues which appear to be common to all social interventions. 

A. Organizational Factors 

In this section of the evaluatio~, 9 of the 13 YSB sites were-included. 

Kalamazoo County was not included because the project was no loryger in 

operation when our data collection activities were initiated. Calhoun County .,. 

was not among the original group of funded programs during the initiation 

of the study. Two 'instruments were used for data collection--the Delinquency . , 

Orientation Scale and the Program Perceptions Survey. Thi~ information 

was requested from all project staff members who were involved in the 

administration and/or service delivery aspects of the program (i.e., direc-

tors, supervi sors. caseworkers an d youth workers, casework ai des, and student 

interns) . 

One of the most consistently mentioned factors in discussions of program 

operations and effectiveness has been staff orientation. Intere"st in this 
~) 

particular orgai~~,?ational factor has sterrmed from the belief that operational 
~, :.,-,; 
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guidelines are usually open to a certain degree of interpretation so 

that the actual activities of a program oftentimes mirror the personal 

orientations of staff members. It is for this reason that the Delinquency 

Orientation Scale was developed and utilized in the study. As was pointed 

out earlier, the overall framework of the study was to view organizational 

and environmental factors as independent variables that influence the 

activiti~s and consequently, the outcomes of projects (the dependent 

variables). 

On the Delinquency Orientation Scale four major conceptual frameworks 

for viewing delinquent problems were included. These orientations were 

based on a classification of reactions to delinquency by Schur, and are 

briefly the following: 

1. the get-tough antipermissive approach -- and insistence 
that wrongdoers must be dealt with sternly and that 
mi sconduct "wi 11 not be tolerated," the "good guys vs. 
bad guysll theme; 

2. the individual treatment approach -- emphasizes the distinctive 
characteristics of individual offenders and the modification 
of individual attitudes and behaviors; 

3. the liberal reform approacn -- emphasizes the socio­
cultural aspects of deviance and the improvement of 
community programs and institutions; 

4'. the noninterventi on approach -- recogni zes the wi despread 
and temporary nature of most "misconduct" and seeks to 
delimit the application of formal sanctions. (Schur: 1973, 19-23) 

Schur pointed out that individuals will rarely exhibit a pure form of one 

of these orientations, but that they are models around which persons organ-

ize their responses because lIeach pqttern is grounded in certain core 

assumptions and basic outlooks that in tum imply a whole complex of 

interrelated preferences. 1I (Schur: 1973,22). Obviously the de1inqu~ncy 

orientations held by YSB staff could influenct:cthe manner in ,which they 

". 
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'/ c;lr;veloped the program and related to clients. In turn such factors could 

influence the potential success or failure of bureaus. 

The delinquency orientation scale was developed by creating a series 

of statements which we felt represented the position suggested by each 

approach on five separate issues: (1) cause of crime and delinquency; 

(2) most appropriate responses; (3) role of the juvenile court; (4) approach 

to prevention; (5) and the use of diversion.* Two statements were formulated 

for each of the four approaches on the issues of: 1) causation (anti­

pennissive--items 24 and 10, treatment--31 and 6, reform--14 and 8, and 

nonintervention--9 and 23)~ 2) response (16 and 30, 25 and 11, ~9 and 18, 

and 4 and 28, respectively) 3'; and the role of juvenile court (~d 32, ,-, 
1 and 17, 2 and 22, and 19 and 7). One statement for each approach w~s 

included on the issues of prevention (items 20, 15, 12, and 2}) and dive.rsion 

(3,21,26, and 13). A rating was obtained for each of the ~2 statements 

using a Likert-type rating system from one (strongly agree) to six (strongly 
\ ~~;. 

disagree). 

The first step in the analysis of these data was to exam~,e the internal 

consistency of the instrument. Using subprogram Reliabili~~ the Statis-
'. 

tical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program, Cronbach's 

alpha was computed for each of the four subscales to determine the extent 

to which variance in subscale scores was" accounted for by common variance 
i • 

with the subscale items (Nie, et.al.: 1975). Then the carrelati,On of each 

item (statement) with the total subscale score was examined to see if the 

item was appl~bpriately placed in the sUbscale. FinallY, the intercorre­

lations of the four subscales \were analyzed to test the discriminant validity 

of the instrument (or its success in tapping into distinct response patterns). 

* See Appendix for a copy of the actual ~ljnquency orientation 
quest" onna; re.-
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Following instrument validation procedures, the data will be used to 

examine the dominant orientations of staffs at each project. 

The number of respondents in each site, of course, varies and these 

figures are presented along w~th mean project ratings on each of the four 

subscales. Mean project ratings were calculated by adding the ratings of 

each staff member on all eight statements in each subscale and dividing 

by the total number of items rated in the subsca1e. Given the rating 

system used (1 - strongly agree and 6 = strongly disagree), the lower the 

mean rating of a project on a subscale the more that orientation was char-

acteristic of project staff orientations. While there are no standardized 

norms to relate the mean project ratings to, they can be viewed relative to 

the other Youth Service Bureau projects to determine if there are signifi­

cant differences among the projects with regard to dominant delinquency 

orientation(s) . 

Initial analyses of the Delinquency Orientation Scale were focused on 

determining the psychometric properties of the instrument. Table V-l 

contains data pertaining to the internal consistency of the instrument. 

The initial alpha level for each original scale is shown, along with the 

final alpha after scale modification (the antipermissive scale does not 

have an adjusted alpha since no modifications were made). Item frequencies 

were examined to detennine if any item had insuffi ci ent vari ance to be 

included in further analyses (the criterion used was, at least 10% variance). 

None of the items was deleted on this basis since no item was completed 

in the Same man,ner by 90% of the respondents. Item-scale correlations are 

also presented in Table V-l. Three items were deleted because they corre­

lated negatively with their scale, were not critical in the rational con­

struction of their scale, and were not appropriate for inclusion in any of 
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Table V-l 

Internal Consistency Data for the 
Delinquency Orientation Scale 

Antipennissive ScalE!,: ' 2. Treatment Scale 

Alpha = .82339 Alpha = .09877 
N of cases = 46 Alpha w/o VQ6 = .26457 

N of cases J\ 46 
';\ Scale 

Item Correlation Item Carre 1 ati on 

V03 .431 VOl .030 
V05 .582 V06 -.181 
VlO .475 Vll .274 
V16 .787 V15 - .128 
V20 .610 V17 .140 
V24 .424 V21 .103 
V30 .601 V25 .130 
V32 .439 V31 .033 

Scale Scale 
Scale Corre 1 ati on Scale Correlation 

SC2 .298 SC3 .025 
SC3 - .070 SC4 - .130 
SC4 .201 

Refonn Scale 4. Nonintervention Scale 

Alpha = .33545 Alpha = .50816 
Alpha wlo V02 = .48188 Alpha wlo V19 = .63443 
N of cases = 46 N of cases = 46'; 

~;.:, 

Scale Scale 
Item Corre1 ation Item Corre 1 ati on 

V02 -.147 V04 .223 
V08 .192 V07 .417 
V12 .443 V09 .483 
V14 .211 V13 .457 
V18 .313 V19 -.243 
V22 .014 V23 .191 
V26 -.035 V27 \ ~ .178 
V29 .246 V28 .250 

Scale 
Scale Corre 1 ati on 

SC4 .276 
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the other scales (variables 02, 06~ and 19). The final alpha levels of 

the anti permissive and nonintervention scales fall into the range of 

acceptability (greater than .6) although the alpha levels of the treatment 

and reform scale fall short of the desired level. Finally, the scale-scale 

correlations are presented and it can be seen that the intercorrelations 

among scales range from -.130 to .298, indicating that the four scales are 

orthogonal, or tapping into independent conceptual dimensions. 

Using the modified scales, mean ratings were calculated for each of 

the nine YSB sites. These mean project ratings are presented in Table V-2. 

It can be seen from this table that staff members at all project sites were 

oriented toward individual treatment and social reform (grand means = 2.62 

and 2.46 respectively). In fact, the scale scores for individual sites 

were all on the positive (agree) side of the agree/disagree continuum. The 

grand means for the antipermissive and nonintet'vention scales were 3.81 and 

3.95 indicating general disagreement with these two orientations. This 

pattern of rejecting the antipermissive and nonintervention orientations was 

consistent across all project sites except Alpena where staff members gave 

almost as much support to the antipermissive orientation as they did to 

treatment and reform orientations. 

Table V-2 reveals an interesting ranking pattern between the four delin­

quency orientations. As indicated above, none of the orientations were 

consistently rated highest or lowest across all of the sites. There was 

however, a consistent relationship between the order of the preferred and 

rejected orientations. This pattern is summarized in Table V-3. Briefly, 
i 

those sites at wh'lch the staff gave the hi ghest preference for the treatment 

orientation were also the sites at which the nonintervention orientation 

was most strongly rejected. Conversely", those sites whi ch gave the strongest. e 
support to the reform orientation were also the sites that were strongest 
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Table V-2 

Mean Ratings on the Delinguency Scale by Site :~, 

Scale 
Sites (n} AntiEennissive Treatment Reform Non; nterventi on 

Genesee (4) 3.31 a 2.93 2.21 3.25 ,l( 

Van Buren (3) 3.58 2.27 2.76 4.43 

St. elai r (7) 3.77 2.94 2.31 3.57 

St. Joseph (5) 3.75 2.43 2.97 4.00 

Macomb (3) 4.25 2.52 /2.29 4.19 

Shiawassee (3) 4.13 2.43 2.67 5.14 

Oakland (11 ) 4.56 2.82 2.35 3.97 

Grand Trave rse (4) 4.13 2.36 2.27 3.96 

Alpena (9) 2.86 2.41 2.50 3.87 (J -_ 
Grand Means 3.81 2.62 2.46 3.95 

al.OO = strongly agree and 6.00 = strongly disagree 

(=-:.1 
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Table V-3 

Ranking of Delinquency Orientations by Project Site 

/. 

Site Treatment Reform Anti pennissi ve Noninterventionist 

Van Buren 1 2 3 4 

St. Joseph 1 2 3 4 

Shiawassee 1 2 3 4 

Alpena 1 2 3 4 

Refonn Treatment Noninterventionist Anti penni ss i ve 
Genesee 1 2 3 4 

Grand Traverse 1 2 3 4 

Macomb 1 2 3 4 

Oakl and 1 2 3 4 e 
St. Clair 1 2 3 4 



---""," ------~ ,--" 
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in their rejection of the antipennissive orientation. These patterns 

are in fact logically consistent. For example, it definitely ;s reasonable 
(\, 

that individuals who support a treatment orientation would reject the noh;L 

treatm~nt (if not anti-treatment position) explicit in the nonintervention 

orinetation. Conversely, individu'als who emphasized social reform would be 
, 

expected to view the antipermissive orientation/as overly focused on the" 

individual and ther'efore reject the antipermissive orientation. 

This analysis was taken one step further to examine the relationships 

between dominant del ;nquency orientati ons and the actua 1 operati ons of 

programs as determined through discussions with project and related personnel. 

The overall hlgh ratings given the treatrr-.ant scafe'we~ consistent with 

the basic nature of most of the programls in that they pla~ei:t primary emphasis 
. " 

on individual treatment activities 

services). ?imilarly, there was a 

(e. g ~,:, cas~work an d coup~ei1 ng, or di rect 
.---- )'--. 

degre~ of \consistenr.:y'b~twg~n the low 
I 
!! 

ratings given the nonintervention scale and the' 'absenc€-~Qf "true" diversion Jj ~,--"-

activities associated with the nonintervention orientation (i .e .. , diversion 

out of the system without the prov; si on of altemati ve servi ces.) There was 

puzz'ling incongruence, however, between th~generally high ratings on the 

social reform scale and the lack of operational emphasis by most projects 

on directly affecting change in social institutions such as the schools and 

courts. This issue was clarified by the res'ults of our environmental 

assessment of YSB projects (Section B below). These analyses indicated a 

general lack of support from other agencies ~olice, schools, courts) for 

systems modification or youth advocacy goals. Thus, it appears that whatever 

their personal orientations, YSB staff developed projects that tended to 
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reflect the values of critical agencies in their external env,ironment. 

The Program Perceptions Survey was included in this study in an attempt 

to examine organizational dimensions of Youth Service Bureaus. This phase 

of the sbJdy was intended to be e.xploratory in nature and the primary goal 

was focused on describing the organizational characters of the YSB projects. 

The data collection instrument - the Project Perceptions Survey - was based 

on a modified version of an instrument developed by Moos to assess the organ­

izational environment of cortectional programs. (Moos: 1975). The instrument 

contained (1) three treatment scales - autonomy, practical orientation, and 

personal problem orientation; (2) three ~lationship scales - involvement, 

support and expressiveness; and (3) three systems maintenance scales - order 

and organization, clarity and staff control. 

The format of the Program Perceptions Survey was true-false, and the 

scoring of the items was specified by Moos. Item responses which indicated 

positive perceptions (true for statements characteristic of the bureau and 

false for those not) were scored as one, and those which indicated negative 

perceptions as zero. Thus, the higher the mean project score on a subscale, 

the more characteristic that variable was of the project. Mean subscale 

scores could range from .00 if each respondent answered every subscale item 

in the negattve di recti on to 1.0 if each respondent answered every subsea 1 e 

item in tl"te positive direction. The samla validation procedures were perfonned 

with this instrument as were performed for the De"linquency Scale. Initial 

analyses were aimed at examining the internal consistency of the instrument. 

First, it was necessary to delete a total of 15 items that were completed 

similarly by over 90% of the respondents (52 or more of the 57 respondents). 

Internal consisti;ncy analyses were then carried out and 17 other items were·'. 
I. 

de1eted because of.their low or negative correlations with their scales. 
i 
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Even after making the above revisions, the alpha levels for most of the 

scales remained low, as can be seen in Table V-4. Alpha levels for the in­

volvement, autonomy, and personal problem orientation scales were the only 

ones to exceed .6. Furthermore, Table V-4 shows that seve}~al of the scale 

intercorrelations (11 of 36) are significant at the .001 level, indicating 

that there is a high degree of interdependence among scales and that\they 

are not necessarily measuring separate dimensions. The psychometric analyses 

could not be carried further because of time constraints and a ,small samp1e 

size so that the meaning and validity of the Program Perceptions Survey data 

are open to question. 

Despite these shortcomings, mean ratings on each scale were calcualted 

by site and these data are presented in Table V-S.* The mean ratings have 

been multiplied by 10 in order to facilitate inspection (rof the data. This 
'.\>~? 

means that the possible range for the mean ratings is a to 10 (0 would indicate 

that the dimension measured by a particular scale was not viewed as charac­

teri sti c of the p"roject, while 10 waul d indi cate that it is hi ghly character:­

istic.) Briefly, the results in Tab1e V-5 indicate two things. First, that 

project staff at the various YSB sites had similar perceptions of the organ­

izational character.istics of their projec~?: Second, that YSB staff tend to 

have positive evaluations of their projects. Thus, our use of the original 

nine scales did not provide much ability to distinguish between projects. 

Giv.en the limitations of the nine scales based on the original work of 
" 

Moos we then atte~pted to develop a new set of scales derived from the items 

in the Pro~ram Perceptions Survey. Briefly, this effort involved the 

* The continued use of the nine scale {.'.:. even with their obvious limitations 
was based on an effort to repl i cate the work originally conducteCd by Moos. 
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Table V-4 

Initial Internal Consistency Data for the 
Program Perceptions Survey 

C 
o 

r- ..... 
I I ~ I'O+J 

Q) +J UlUl UI'O 
> So. UlUl 0 .,... +J ,.... 0 Q) Q) C ~c 
O+J c.. s-;:: 0 UQ) 
>c 0. c..Q) +J 1'0.,... 

Scales (al pha) 
CQ) :::l x> :::l s- s-

..... E (/) LIJ ..... et 0. a 

Involvement (.691) 

Support (.367) .575'* 

Expressi veness ( .484) .423* .404* 

Autonomy (.620) .428* .570* .465* 

Practical i 

Orientation ( .082) .1259 
I 

.481* .377 .283 f 
I 

Persona 1 Problem I 

Orientation ( .611) :040 , .204 .285 .225 .099 . 
Order (.493) .543* i .660* .366 .335 .401* 

" 

Clarity (.087) .412* l. .473* .473* .302 .358 

Staff Control ( .383) Q'.149 -.168 - .124 -.110 -.039 

'r-:: 
r;aE~ >, 
CQ) +J 
Or- c: s- .,... 
Ul..a Q) Q) s-
s- 0'"" "0 1'0 
Q)s-s- s- ..-
0.0. 0 a u 

i 

I 
I I 

I , I 

I 
j 

I 

I I 

I , 
i I 

J 
I 

.140' I 
I 

.130 .553* : 

.082 .084 .069 

* These scale intercorY'elations are statistically significant at the .001 level. 
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Site (n) 

Table V-5 

Initial Mean Ratings on the Program Perceptions 
Survey by Site 

I 
OJ 
> ,.... 
0+..1 
>c 
COJ 
-6 

't 
o 
0. 
0. 
:::l 

V') 

I 
VlVl 
VlVl 
OJ OJ 
s-c 
0. OJ 
x> 

L.U ..... 

s­
CIJ 
-0 
s­
o 

o ..... 
s­
ItS ,.... 

U 

Genesee (6) 

Van Buren (4) 

St. Clair (9) 

St. Joseph (5) 

Macomb (6) 

Shiawassee (3) 

Oak 1 and (11) 

4.76* 5.56 6.67 4.33 5.56 8.06 5.83 8.13 2.67 

Grand Traverse (4) 

Alpena (9) 

Grand Means 

t 

7.14 

6.03 

3.43 

4.76 

! 7.14 
f 
t 5.97 
r 

t B•21 

5.71 

5.76 

7.50 

6.67 

6.97 

7.50 

6.67 

6.21 

8:75 

6.48 

6.73 

4.50 6.00 5.42 6.67 8.33 , 

I j 
8.67 6.67 6 .• M'" 8.33 ! 7.96 

1 /! 

f 6 .. 80 .5 .. 2.0 .. ';;~:'1 /6.00 8.33 J.
1 6.33 

'. /1 
1 ~ 
~17-:qD~~ "', }:~f;7 6.94 8.06 J 7.78 

J 8.00 7.33 7.22 7.22 '!c'_8.89 

16.73 6.18 5.30 7.5816.97 

18.50 9.50 4.58 9.17 <8.33 

16.44 6.22 4.81 7.41 5.56 

J 

7.05 6.42 5.76 

7.81 4.50 

8.06 4.00 

16.25 5.20 

1 7.08 3.67 

17.5°.13.33 

7.27 2.91 

9.06 2.00 

6.25 2.67 

7.39 3.37 

" 

7.8717.10 

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

*Since all means were multipled by 10 in order to facilitate inspections of the 
data, the- possible range in this table is from 0 (10 x .00) to 10 (10 x 1.0) with 
o indicating that project staffs did not view this dimension as characteristic 
of their organization and 10 indicating that they saw it as highly characteristic. 
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following steps. First, we deleted all low variance items.- items that were 

completed simil arly by over' 90 percent of the respondents. Second, we 

deleted those items that di d not seem appropri ate to a Youth Servi ce Bureau 

project because the items focused on issues unique to institutional settings. 

Third, we conducted a series of factor analyses designed to identify those 

variables that were highly intercorrelated. This process resulted in the 

identification of eight separate factors. Fourth, the items in each factor 

were combined to create eight separate factor scales, Fifth, reliability 

runs were made on the eight factor scales to determine their internal consistency. 

The results of these runs revealed low internal consistency fb·r several of 

the factor scales. Sixth, a final series of factor analyses were conducted 

using the eight factor scales. The final product of these runs was the 

identification of two separate scales with alpha levels of .87 and .75. 

Table V-6 presents the specific items contained in the two final factor 

scales. Looking at these items it was impossible to identify any single 

concept that distinguished them. As a result we checked these items against 

the item content of the nine original Moos scales. The results of this pro­

cess were equally non-productive because items in both factor scales were 

contained in each of the original scales. Thus, it was clear that the two 

factor scales were not mere aggregations of specific combinations of the 

original Moos scales. 

Although we could not identify the factors in terms of content, it was 

still possible that the two factor scales could help make distinctions 

between different YSB projects. Thus, the mean ratings on both factor scales 

were calculated for each YSB. The results of these calculations are pre­

sented in Table V-7. Briefly, this table shows the ~ame results that we 

V-14 



~- ~- ---
(\ 

Table V-6 

Final Factor Scale Items 

Factor - Scale I 

3. The youth are encouraged to show their feelings. 

4. The staff act on the kids f suggestions. 

6. The clients are expected to share their personal problems with the staff. 
" 

13. The kids are expected to take initiative in this program. 

14. The kids are encouraged to plan for the future. 

17. If the staff's approach to a client is changed the staff always tells 
him/her why. 

18. The kids may criticize staff members to their face. 

21. The staff and clients say how they feel about each other. 

23. The clients are encouraged to learn new ways of doing things. 

24 .. Personal problems are openly talked about. 

4It. 30. People say what they really think around here. 

31. The clients have a say about what goes on here. 

33. Discussions in this program emphasize understanding personal problems. 

37. The kids put a lot of energy into What they do in the YSB. 

39. The kids say anything they want to say to the staff. 

41. Staff care mOt~ about how the kids feel than about their day-to-day problems. 

42. Staff are mainly interested in learning about the kids' feelings. 

44. Staff t~ll t!}e kids when they're doing well. 

47. StaffgoQ~t of the; r way to he' p the kids. 

49. Stalf encourage the clients to initiate their own activities. 
1\ ""-:"c.-::-:...-"::~, 

54. Staff don't order the kids around. 

58. Staff rarely give in to client pressure. 

59. The. kids in this program are expected to work toward their goals. 

e 61. Sessions with the kids are carefully pl,anned. 
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Table V-6 Final Factor Scale Items (continued) 

Factor Scale I 

64. Discussions are pretty interesting in this program. 

6S. The new treatment approaches are often tried in this program. 

S1. The clients can call staff by their first names. 

83. The staff knows what the kids need. 

Factor Scale II 

2. Staff have very little time to encourage the kids. 

8. Staff sometimes argue with each other. 

9. Once an appointment schedule is arranged for a client he/she must follow it. 

12. Our clients tend to hide their feelings. 

15. The kids rarely talk about their personal problems. 

36. All decisions about the program are made by the staff and not by the kids. 

40. The staff discourages criticism from the kids. 

43. Things are sometimes very di sorgani zed around here. 

51. The clients are rareiy asked personal questions by the staff. 

57. When the kids disagree with the staff t~ey keep it to themselves. 

60. The staff discourage talking about ser. l'oles. 

65. Counselors have very little time to encourage clients. 

66. It is hard to tell how the kids are feeling in this program. 

70. The staff sometimes miss their appointments with clients. 

71. The kids never know when a counselor will ask to see them. 

72. The staff regularly check up on each youth. 

76. There is no client input in this program. 

84. There is very little emphasis on making the kids more practical. 

86. The kids know when counselors will want to see them. 

Ci 
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obtained when we tried to utilize the original nine scales developed by 

Moos. That is YSB staff had similar perceptions of their projects and 

that these perceptions were po~itive. 

One final effort was made to use the Program Perception Survey data 

to distinguish between YSB projects. Despite the site to site similarity 

in positive evaluations by YSB staff, it was possible that clients would not 

share in these perceptions. In order to test this possibility we used 

"I 

data from the three sites where the Program Perception Survey had been admin­

istered to YSB clients (Berrien, Genesee, and McComb). The results of these 

analyses are presented in Table V-B. This table reveals the same pattern 

for clients as had emerged for staff. That is~almost no differences between 

sites and positive evaluations of the projects. Thus, the Program Percep­

tions Survey did not result in a viable vehiele for distinguishing between 

different types of YSB projects. 

I' 
,) 
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Site 

Genesee 

Van Buren 

St. Cal i r 

St. Joseph 

Macomb 

Shiawassee 

Oakland 

Grand Traverse 

A1 pena 

Table V-7 

Factor Scale Ratings By Staff On 
Program Perceptions Survey By Site 

Factor Scale I Factor Scale 

6.73 6.48 

6.30 5.69 

7. 12 6.98 

6.89 7.00 

7.35 7.22 

7.41 7.78 

6.23 6.41 

7.96 8.19 

7.04 7.22 

II 

Since all means were multipled by 10 in order to facilitate inspecttons 
of the data, the possible range in this table is from 0 (10 x .00) to 
10 (10 x 1.0) with a indicating that project staffs did not view this 
dimension as characteristic of their organization and 10 indicating that 
tht;Y saw it as highly characteristi c. 

Genesee 

Berrien 

Macomb 

Table V-R 

Fa~tor Scale Ratings By Clients On 
Program Perceptions Survey By Site 

Factor Scale I Factor Scale II 

7.55 

5.90 

6.60 

6.06 

5.60 

7.91 

Since all means were multi pled by 10 in order to facilitate inspections 
of the data, the possible range in this table is from a (lOx.OO) to 
10 (10x1.0) with 0 indicating that project staffs did not view this dimen-
son as characteristic of their organization and 10 indicating that they ~ 
saw it as highly characteristic. .., 
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B. Environmental Assessment 

This section is designed to focus on the environmental assessment of 

project implementation. Using a simplified model, the time period associ­

ated with planned innovations such as Youth Service Bureaus may be divided 

into three stages: 1) problem analysis and project initiation; 2) attempted 

imp'lementati on ~ 3) instituti onal izati on/rejecti on. During the fi rst stage 

(problem analysis), the existing situation is diagnosed, alternative futures 

identified, specific innovations selected to help achieve desired goals and 

efforts made to acquire the necessary resources. This;s followed by the 

implementation stage which is characterized by efforts to operaticmalize 

the ideas and activities selec~ed during stage one. The final stage repre­

sents the period in which the innovation or some adaptation of it is insti­

tutionalized or rejected by the host organization and its environment. 

Obviously, the actual institutionalization or rejection of innovations is 

influenced by the outcomes of preceding stages and the effects produced as 

well as a variety of environmental (contextual) factors. Figure V-l presents 

a brief diagram of the planned intervention process and the factors influencing 

project implementation, outcomes and the issue of institut~pnalization or 

rejection. 

The findings in this section emphasize the period in which the imple-
() 

mentation of YSBs was actually attempted and the implementation proc~~s 

itself. In general, the issue of project implementation has been neglected 

by organizational research and evaluation specialists as \'Ie11 as by policy-

makers and program developers. In direct contrast to the existing pattern," 

-this study stresses the importance of organizational factors and the relation­

ships between individuals and organizations for the successful implementation 
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and institutionalization of projects. Thus? the general evaluation issue 

is how well were Youth Service Bureau projects implemented. The specific 

questions examined are! 

1. How well were. YSBs supported by their organizational 
environments? 

2, To what degree did goal cla·rity, consensus and agre.ement 
exist concerning the functions and anticipated out>puts of YSBs? 

3. To what degree did YSBs meet expected performance criteria in~ 

a. staffing and training 
b. staff capabilities 
c. internal management~accountability and performance 

evaluations? 

4. What factors appear to fad litate or hinde.r the implemen.,. 
tati on of YSBs? 

5. To what degree were efforts made by the host envi ronment 
to institutionalize YS8s? 

Research examining the implementation process for planned interventions 

is relatively limited.* In fact~ existing research on social programs tends 

to be limited to two major traditions. The first relates to th&, antecedent 

processes associated with policy articulation, or the politics of policy­

making process.,. particularly at the highest governmental levels such as 

congress and federal agencies. As a result this tradition identifies sources 

of political, social, and economic power within a given locality, or over a 

given issue and their impact upon a particular poljcy. (,Dahl; 1961; Sayre and 

Kaufman; 1965) 
1:, 

The second tradition is typified by what is called ev~luation research. 

* In fact only a limited number of authors have even attempt~d Ito systema­
tically.address the issue of implementation. Among the most notable are 
Gross, et ~ a 1., 1971; Pressman and Wi 1 davsky! 1973; Hargrove; 1975; Bennan 
et~al.: 1975; and Williams and Elmore: 1976. 
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During the past decade more and more individuals have come to accept the 

premise that effective criminal justice programming requires a feedback 

loop that provides information as to whether or not projects are working as 

intended. In its elemental form, this is what we mean by evaluation, a 

procedure for judging the value of projects or activities. 

The idea of evaluating social programs is not new. Neither is it 

unique to the field of criminal justice. For example, we know that there 

were individuals who adv~otated the experimental evaluation of "New Deai" 

programs in the 1930 l s (Stephen: 1935). During the 1950 1s mental health 

and public service programs devoted considerable attention to the issue of 

program or project evaluation and throughout the 1960 l s educational, social 

welfare, delinquency prevention and some penal programs were added to this 

list. Eventually with the maturing of LEAA, the concept of evaluation has 

been expanded to the various components of the entire criminal justice system. 

A variety of classification schemes have bel=n developed to describe 

differences in evaluation activities and objectives. In general, however, 

most approaches can be placed in one or more of the following typologies: 

1. Effort Evaluations - designed to assess projects by 
determining the level of activity (quality and/or quantity) 
that takes place and/or resources consumed. These include 
activity audits, financial audits and resource audits; 

2. Effect Evaluations - designed to determine whether or not 
a project produced the desi red results in terms of intended 
goals and objectives; 

3. Social Impact Evaluations - designed to detennine the degree 
to which the results achieved by a project (if any) helped 
reduce the target problem; 

4. Efficiency Evaluatfons - designed to compare the value of 
alternative approaches (treatments, projects, etc.) 

5. Process Evaluations - designed to determine how a project 
actually operated and why it did or did not produce the 
anticipated results. . 

V-22 



.e 

------ --- ------- -- --- ---- ------

As with other areas of social programming, the interest in evaluating 

criminal justice projects has progressed from simple pt'ocedures of auditing 

how much money was being spent to more sophisticated studies attempting to 

determine the results achieved by projects. In general, ho~ever; these 

studies have been disappointing to public officials because most ,projects 

do not appear to achieve the results anticipated of them. This is true in 

the field of criminal justice as well as other areas of social programming .. 

(Kelling, et.al: 1974; Bernstein and Freeman: 1975; Demerath j et.al.: 1975; 

Lipton et.al.: 1975; Murray and Krug: 1975) 
. 

There are at least three reasons for this apparent lack of project 

success. The first reason may be identified as programmatic over-expectadon. 

That is, our expectations for the success of such programs may be grossly 

exaggerated. As a reSUlt, project goals often exceed their capacity to achieve 

them. There is certainly abundant evidence to support this possibility. In 

general; planned social interventions are directed toward problems that we 
" 

have not been able to solve through the nonnal mechanisms of society. This 

really means that if target problems were easy to solve, they would already 

be solved. Thus, the results - particularly in cost-benefit terms - that we 

can expect from new programs are probably going to be lower than the achieve­

ment of the dramatic changes usually anti cipated and pften promised when pro­

jects are initiated. At the extreme, this is what Campbell means by over-
,. 

advocacy. (Campbell: 1969, 409-410) 

Part of this same iss~e ;s that planned interventions may have hidden 

a~oW_t;Jl as articulated goals and objectives .. t~urphy indicates that 'hidden 
<.' ''';;:-'' 

1/ .'<~, 

'program oj,ojectives" may be realized even though lI articulated objectives" 
//.' .. 

..-c. 

are not:'/ (Murphy: 1971, 35-63) This may be particularly true when large 
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scale social programming through legislation is concerned. For example, 

his assessment of Title T, Aid to the Disadvantaged, of the 1965 Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) indicates that assistance to the poor 

was actually a secondary consideration in the development and subsequent 

initiation of the legislation. As he indicates: 

The objective (of Title I) was a law, not reform. The main 
thrust for aid to poverty schools came from reformers in the 
Executive branch who had a double objective: the establishment 
of the principle of federal aid to schools and a redirection 
of local priorities. (Murphy: 1971, 38) 

The problem of over-advocacy associated with project failure may also 

result from the dimensions of many of the social problems which we are 

attempting to deal with and the political processes which are expected to 

address these problems. The ultimate impact of ideological slogans like 

liThe War on Povertyll or liThe Great Societyll upon "sllccessful ll program 

evaluation has yet to become a serious approach in research. As Campbell 

has aptly suggested: 

Given the inherent difficulty of making significant improve­
ment (in social programs) by the means usually provided and 
given the discrepancy between promise and possibility, most 
administrators prefer to limit the evaluations to those of 
outcomes which they can control . (Campbell: 1972, 188) 

While it is highly possible that political interests may be served by II con -

trolling ll outcomes to be evaluated it must be noted that the social problems 

addressed in the last twenty years have been recurring problems in An~rican 

society. The lIeradication" of these problems may be more wishful thinking 

than is operationally feasible at this time. Hence, evaluations based upon 

inflated expectations may preclude serious assessment of program success 

or failure. 

The second reason projects may not proQlJce the results expected of 

them is because of conceptual (or theoretical) failure. That is, projects 
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may fail because the theories concerning causation and the assumed 

relationships upon which the projects were based were inaccurate or 
II 

incomplete. As a result the project is u~~ble to intervene successfully 
'I 

into the appropriate c~usal network. Thi(~ i~;:>~J~sually what we mean when 
i! \'-..,._:;:.-;:" 0~-:::: __ ., 

we tal k about a project not work'/ing or fail ing to produce the anti ci pated 

effects. Presumably, all projects are based upon some underlying theore­

tical framework. The intent of the project is to intet'",v~n~"j,!1,1:l;t some, 

iden'tified causal n~twork, thus affecting the intended outcome. However, 

if the theoretical framework underlying the project is inappropriate, the .;' 

causal network is never activated and hence, the "idea" failed. (Kerr: 1976, 

351-363) 

The t'hi rd reason projects may dPpear to fa; 1 is because they were never 

put into operation as intended. In other words, the ideas - the impact 

model - upon which the project was developed was never tested because the 

project was not carried through as originally intended. We refer to this 

as implementation failure. One need hardly point out that it may be a lesson 

in futility to evaluate a project for effects if that project has not been 

implemented as intended or if we do not know how it was implemented. If 

this happens, we can not reject .the possibility that the project was con­

ceptually sound even if the project appears to have had no effects. Stat,ed 

in- these terms, implementation failure is a failure to achieve instrumenta'1 

objectives (proximate goals) and "conceptual failure occurs when the 

achievement of proximate goals does not lead to the final desired outcome." 

(Wess :1972, 38). 

All three of these factors may influence the apparent success or failure 

of a project such as Youth Service, Bureaus. It is within the area of project 

failure, however, that the ai~!,/~..:rYsis of the implementation process becomes of . 
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primary concern. As Figure V-2 shows, projects may give the appearance of 

failure. in the sense that they did not attain their goals. simply because 

the ideas upon which these projects were initiated were never tested 

because the project was never carried out as originally specified. Conse­

quently, the research issue of major concern shifts from the question IIwas 

the idea successful" to the question "was the idea tested?" Unfortunately, 

the tendency to prematurely focus evaluations on project effects often leaves 

this question untested. This point is explicitly made by Hargrove: 

evaluation is not the same thing as research upon implemen­
tation because it usually concentrates upon ultimate 
program impact without asking about the institutional means 
of achieving that effect. .. a concern with institutions 
as the agents of program effectiveness is not central to 
the work of much that goes under the heading of evaluation. 
(Hargrove: 1975,7) 

Since much of what is considered program or project evaluation neglects to 

consider, implementation issues. the findings of these studies have difficulty 

determining both why projects meet their desired ends and why they do not. 

In general, the issue of project imp1ementat'ion has been neglected by 

organizational researchers and evaluation specia,lists.* It is' almost as if 

everyone concerned wished to ignore the fact that policies, programs and 

projects must be implemented in organizational settings by organizational 

members. Or, that they assume that implernentati on of soci ali mlDvati ons is 

as Simple as the mere adoption of a specific technology or product. From 

an evaluator's perspective. such an approach actually courts disaster 

because variations in the quality and/or intensity of project implementation 

may have significant influence on the achievement or nonachievement of 

, 
* The concept of "inval<iate" implementation is associated \<I;th the adoption 

of specific technologies or products that are characterized by the clarity 
and specificity of goals and treatment. an obvious relationship between ~ 
the innovation and outcomes, and minimum user options in the utilization 
of the innovation. (Gruber and Marquis: 1969) 
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decision effects. In direct contrast to the existing pattern, this 

component of the evaluation stressed the importance of organizational and 

environmental factors to the successful implementation, goal achievement 

and institutionalization of criminal justice projects. 

Briefly, our analysis is based upon the following series of assump­

tions concerning the relationships between orgru1izations and their environ-

ments and potential for variable implementation: 

1. Planned innovations take p1ace in and/or are operation­
alized through host organizations that may be viewed as 
open systems which are characterized by both internal 
and external environments. 

2. In terms of their internal environment, host organizations 
are consciously created social systems (formal organizations) 
intended to achieve relatively specific goals characterized 
by a formal authority structure and division of labor 
designed to process inputs (materials, people or information) 
into outputs in order to facil itate goal achievement. 

3. Planned innovations represent potential changes in the 
internal environment (goals, division of labor, role 
expectations, etc.) of the organizations in which implemen­
tation is attempted. 

4. The degree to which planned innovations are implementated 
will be influenced by the support/opposition they receive 
from the internal environment of the organization in which 
implementation is attempted. 

5. Open systems are also characterized by their constant inter­
action with and dependency upon their external environment 
(particularly other organizations in their organizational 
set) for a supply of inputs and the consumption of outputs. 

6. Given this dependency, the external environment of an 
organization may influence the goals and activities of 
the focal organization. 

7. Planned innovations represent potential changes in the 
externai environment of an existing organization or the 
creation of an external environment for a. new organization. 
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8. The degree to which planned innovations are implemented 
will be influenced by the support/opposition they receive 
from the external environment of the organization in which 
implementation is attempted, 

9. The degree of implementation will influence both the effects 
achieved by and the potential institutionalization of an 
innovation. 

The research design for this evaluation component ;s focused on the 

examination of the environments of Youth Service Bureaus and the implica­

tions of these environmental factors for the implementation processes. As 

indicated above, this component of tne evaluation is limited to the six 

project sites selected for extensive evaluation activities. The selection 

of these sites was purposive and was designed to insure our access to pro­

ject jurisdictions and personnel and to maximize the potential that serious 

efforts had been made to actuallY implement the YSB projects. Thus, if the 

sample of sites is biased it should be biased in the direction of success, 
'/ 

/1 

not failure. In our. opinion this represel1~ts a reasonable selection criteria 
I, 

given our desire to examine the implementation process. 

Data collected for analysis were obtained from three bas'ic sources: 

1) a series of structured interviews wi th personnel in the $iix: project sites' 

and individuals associated with each unit, 2) a survey instrument distri­

buted to relevant individuals involved with each bureau, and 3) existing 

officia1 records inc1uding reports submitted to the funding agency by each 

project. This approach was taken in order to provide the oppqrtunity for 

tri angul ati on between data source and thereby enhance the re 1 iabil ity of 

our findings. 

For each project site (and their participating jurisdictions) a series 

of indepth interviews were conducted with relevant 'individuals. These 
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interviews involved individuals who wer~ part of both the internal and 

external environment of the YSBs:. staff members, bureau directors, police 

officials, court officials, members of ci,ty councils and county commis­

sioners~ and representatives of other youth service agencies. The interviews 

focused on the historical development of each project, its actual operation, 

the socio-political context in which the unit operated and the identification 

of factors that appeared to facilitate or hinder the implementation of the 

bureau'S. In additi on, these intervi e\'IS probed respondents for thei r pe rsona 1 

judgments regarding the nature and structure of the organizational environ­

ments surrounding the Youth Service Bureaus and the extent to which this 

env; ronment affected project implementation. In general, the areas cover-ed 

incl uded: 

problem analysis and project initiation (e.g., factors related 
to the origin of the project, the early involvement of relevant 
individuals, motivation to seek federal funding, etc.); 

the characteristics of the project (e.g., the impact model on 
which the project was based, project capabilities in terms of 
fiscal and human capabilities, etc.); 

characteristics of the host organization in which the project 
was pl aced; 

characteristics of the general social context in which the 
project operated; 

implementation issues (e.g., site development efforts, goal 
clarity and consensus, support by relevant actors in the 
external environment, interdependence or conflict of vested 
interests, relevance of project to host organizations primary 
goals, degree of role change required of participants, etc.); 

outcome issues (e.g., actual utilization of project, perceived 
value of the project, estimates of project effects - goals 
achieved)~ 

institutionalization issues (e.g., efforts made to institution­
alize the project and factors influencing the institutionalization 
or rejecti on of projects.) 
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To maximize the amount of information obtained and to enhance the 

reliability of information these interviews were usually conducted by two 

interviewers and thei r impressi on'S independently recorded. In addition, 

tape recordings were made of each interview and these were systematically 

analyzed by one of the interviewers.* Finally, a composite summary of each 

interview was developed from all these data sources and used in the analysis. 

In all, thirty-four respondents were interviewed for the six sites 

and each interview lasted from between one and one-half to three hours. 

Our general procedure for selecting respondents wasca snowbalT' effect in 

which we started with a few critical positions such as project directors, 

project staff members, police juvenile officers, and court officials and 

then let these individuals identify others who could supply both positive 

and negative insights concerning the Youth Service Bureaus and their acti-

vities. 

Data obtained from the structured interview setting, as well as the 

organizational assumptions described above provided the basis for the con­

struction of a survey instrument which was then distributed in each project 

site. This instrument focused on a series of implementation issues such 

as inter-organizational support, efforts at environmental management, 

domain consensus, goal clarity, and individual and organizational utilization 

and evaluation of the bureau. 

The distribution of the survey instrument was complicated by the rela­

tively large numbers of individuals to be surveyed, the absence of infor­

mation regarding the number of possible respondents in the different positions 

(respondent types) and by the fact that some individuals had chaJQedposi-
',,; .--

tions during the life of the YSBs~~ To overcome this problem, questionnaires 

II . 
* In a few instan!=es respondents were reluctant to have their interview recorded 
and in these cases interviewer notes were the only data source available for 0 

review. 
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were directly distributed at each jurisdiction to core respondents by a 

Model Evaluation staff member. These individuals were identified through 

our initial interviews and were either project directors, staff, or major 

representative of agencies making referrals to the YSBs. Additional 

questionnaires were mailed to the appropriate agencies for personnel such 
• as school counselors. 

Table V-9 presents the figures for the number of questionnaires dis­

tributed andretumed for each project site. In all, 233 questionnaires 

were distributed and 79 returned. Table V-9 shows that the return rate 

was extremely high among core respondents (90%). However, the return rate 

for the general group is only 25 percent. This figure would be increased 

if the calculations only involved the 97 individuals who received question-

naires addressed specifically to them. If we assume that the largest pro-

portion of no returns involved the non-addressed group then the return rate 

obtained was fairly hiqh for survey research.* This is particularly true 

since our eff~rts to preserve the confidentiality of respondents also 

meant that non-respondents coul d not be i derl'l-; fi ed and as a result foll o",-uP. 

efforts wer·e effecti vely negated. 

Despite the generally high return rate the problem of sample bias must 

be raised. The issue of sample bias refers to the potential impact on the 

representati veness of answers to questi ons because of systemati c di fferences 

between individuals who did and those who did not return the questionnaire. 

We do not have the data to deal with the issue of sample bias in any ultimate 

sense. However, a consideration of the saliency of YSBs for individuals or 

respondent groups does enhance the confidence we can place in the existing 

* One authority on:-the subject indi cates that a 50% response rate is adequate 
and a 60% rate is good. He cautions, however, that this is only a general 
'rule of thumb. (Babbie: 1973, 165-166) 
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Respondent 
T.lpe 

----------------

Table V-9 

Distribution of Returned Questionnaires 
,By Respondent Type and Research Site 

! Port 
Huron 

------

1 (1) 
5 

Flint 

-------

2(2) 
i 13 

East 
Detroi 

--------

3(3) 
23 

2(0) 
3 

1 (1) 
1 
o 

~~+-~,.....---+- lTl)' 

Owasso 
White 'I 

Cloud Total ,. 
!t 
I' 

2(2) it 10(8) 
1 :. 35 

I' Ii 

Total (79) 

Number in parentheses is the number of completed quest; annai res returned, 

V-33 
Ii,' 

0 

fI 

iJ 

.. '!" 

~) 



data. The primary assumption, with regard to response patterns, concerns 

the salience of YSBs for each respondent. It is assumed that the greater 

the salience the YSB has for a respondent, the more likely the return of 

the questionnaire. If this assumption is appropriate, respondents being 

negatively or positively oriented to the bureau are more likely to reply . 
• 

The majority of non-respondents are therefore viewed as being ambivalent 

toward these units, and consequently the absence of their responses is viewed 

as neither positively nor negatively skewing the data obtained. 

In addition to data obtained through indepth interviews and survey 

instruments, an examination of the official records of the Michigan Office 

of Criminal Justice Programs was undertaken. These records include: the 

initial grant application, quarterly progress reports, official correspondence 

between the YSB and the funding agency, project inspection reports completed 

by project monitors in the genera~ing aqency and project evaluations con­

ducted both within the bureau itself and by the funding agency. The infor-

mation collected through this examination provided a foundation to develop 

case histories regarding the development of the bureau during the time it 

was being funded. 

The first issue examined in this section is the question of the per-

ceived need for a Youth Service Bureau at the time of its initiation. This 

issue of perc~ived need is important because if potential referral sources 

do not perceive a need for a YSB program they may not use it even after it 
. 

is established. In order to explore this issue we asked police, school and 

court officials to agree/disagree with two separate series of questions 

concerning availability of rescurces and the desirability of additional 

V-34 



.1 

" .1 

~ •. : "1>"" , •. .;. ... ~: 
. ~~ .. ,,- .~.'. '.' 

•• ·4, 

", .. " 
!,' .' ".. , 

for processing juvenile offenders.* In all cases representatives 

.'- each type of agency were asked to respond to questions about their own 

agency t.ype and the two other types of aqencies. This approach provided a 

check on the character of the responses about themselves provided by each 

agency type. 

• The specific questions concerning the suffi"ciency of pre-youth service 

bureau outsi de resources \'Iere: 

were: 

1. Prior to the YSB there were definitely sufficient outside 
agencies available to the police for juvenile referral. 
(Question 1) 

2. Prior to the YSB there were definitely sufficient outside 
agencies available to the schools for juvenile referral. 
(Question 5) 

3. Prior to the YSH there were definitely sufficient alterna­
tives to fonnal disposition for the court. (Question 9) 

The series of questions concerning the desire: for additional resources 

1. Prior to the YSB the police were highly desirous of add;~ 
tional alternatives to the options of warning and release 
or referral to the court for juveniles. (Question 2) 

2. Prior to the YSB the sch091s definit.ely had SUfficient 
internal alternatives for non-academic school related 
problems of juveniles. (Question 6) 

3. Prior to the YSB the court was highly desirous of addi­
tional alternatives to fonnal disposition for juveniles. 
(Question 10) 

The responses to these questionnaire items indicate that representatives 

of each agency type perceived their own agencies and the other agencies as 

both needing and desiring alternative resource'S for dealing with juvenile 

cases. Table V-10 presents the average responses to question 1, 5 and 9. 

* The actual questions were based on a Likert type scale with the following 
response categories: 1) Totally agree~ 2) Strongly agr~e; 3) Agree; 
4) Disagree; 5) Strongly disagree~ 6) Totally disagree.a 
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Table V-10 

Average Responses to Questions 1, 5 and 9 
By Respondent Type and Project Site 

Respondent Site 
Site 

Pol ice 

School 

Court 

Pol; ce 

School 

Court 

Police 

SchMl 

Court 

1 2 3 4 5 
~ 

4.50 3.B7 4.00 3.00 3.66 

4.00 4.14 4.63 4.26 5.40 

6.00 4.75 5.00 4.50 6.00 

1
4

.
75 4.00 4.50 4.00 2.50 

3.57 4.90 4.56 4.60 14,33 

! 6.00 4.66 4.50 4.50 6.00 
I 

I 
I 

i 

5.25 4.00 5.00 3.00 3.50 

4.33 4.00 4.54 4.20 4.40 

6.00 3.66 4.50 4.50 4.00 

1 = St. Clair - Port Huron 
2 = Genesee - Flint 
3 = Macomb - East Detroit 
4 = Berrien - Benton Harbor 
5 = Shiawassee - Owosso 
6 = Newaygo - White Cloud 
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4.00 

5.00 

5.33 

4.66 

5.00 

5.00 

4.66 

3.50 

5.33 

X 

3.95 

4.48 

5.07 --

4.15 

4.50 

5.91 

4.38 

4.26 

4.58 



This table shows that representatives of all three agency types tended to 

disagree with the statements that existing resources were definitely suffi­

cient. That is they felt that the pre-VSB alternative resources were inade­

quate. This finding was supported by the results from the series of questions 

dealing with agency desires for alternative resources. Table V-ll shows 
• that all groups felt that both their own and the other agencies desired addi-

tional processing alternatives to those presently available to them. 

It should be noted that court representatives tended to be most critical 

of existing resources and most supportive of the notion that alternatives 

were desired. This was true in terms of their responses about other agencies 

as well as their own. This tendency toward emphasizing the need for YSBs may 

have resu1ted from two facts. First, court offidals were often prime movers 

in the establishment of YSBs and thus may have superimposed their perspectives 

on other agencies. Second, courts were usually direct beneficiaries of VSBs 

because of their secondary goal of reducing caseloads by diverting youth away 

from the cou rts . 

In general, the questionnaire results were supported by information ob­

tained through our indepth site interviews. That is, everyone emphasized the 

limited pre-YSB alternatives available to them and their desire for additional 

youth services for the community. These interviews revealed, however, th'at 

individuals differed a great deal in their opinions concerning the nature and 

character additional services shoul'd take. 

The second series of questions focused on whether or not existing 'com­

munity agencies favored the creation of a Youth Service Bureau. These" 

questions were designed ito examine the potential for environmental support 

for YSBs in their host communities. The issue of environmental support is 

important for YSBs because other organizations in their environment may 
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Table V-ll 

Average Responses to Questions 2, 6 and 10 
By Respondent Type and Project Site 

R d espon ent P . t S't rOJec , e 
Site 'I 2 3 4 ~ 6 

C\J 
Pol i ce 1.25 2.87 3.00 4.00 2.33 2.33 

· School Q} 3.66 3.00 2.80 2.33 2.25 2.00 :::s 
0-

Court 1.00 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.33 

Pol i ce 4.75 4.25 , 4=5Q 3.00 14. 00 4.00 
1.0 

· School 4.33 4.28 4.81 4.75 5.75 3.50 Q} 
:::s 
0-

Court 6.00 4.25 4.50 5.00 6.00 5.66 

Police 2.25 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.50 2.66 
0 
r-

· School 3.66 2.83 3.00 2.92 2.00 2.00 
Q} 

6 Court 2.00 2.50 2.00 1.50 1.00 l.33 
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2.47 

2.63 

3.00 

4.23 ,,' 

4.69 

5.00 

2.55 

2.82 

'1.69 



exert considerable influence over th~ir operations and institutionalization. 

This is particularly evident when considering the bureaus' dependency on 

other organizations for both its supply of inputs and utilization of its 

outputs. Thus, the ultimate success or failure of YSBs could be greatly 

influenced by the existing degree of environmental support . 
• The specific questions ~sked of respondent groups were: 

1. Relevant representatives of the police definitely were 
in favor of creating a YSB. '(Questi on 3) 

2. Relevant representatives of the schools definitely were 
in favor of creating a YSB. (Question 7) 

3. Relevant representatives of the court definitely were 
in favor of creati ng a YSB. (Questi on 11) 

4. Relevant representatives of other youth servi ce agenci es 
definitely were in favor of creating a YSB. (Question 14) 

Table V-12 shows that in general all respondent types gave moderate 

support to this series of questions. That is, responden~s tended to perceive 

both their own and other agencies as being at least somewhat in favor of 

establishing a Youth Service Bureau. At all six sites court officials were 

strongest in indicating their own agency's support for establishing a YSB; 

police officials were second in indicating their support at the Port Huron, 

Owosso, and White Cloud._s1tes while school officials were second at the Flint, 

East Detroit and Benton Harbor sites. With the exception of Benton Harbor, 

this ranking conforms to the results of the site interviews concerning initial 

support. In terms of other youth se-rving agencies, court officials in Port 

Huron and Flint were strongest in their perceptions of YSB support from these 

agencies while in the other four sites the police tended to~::~~.ceive the most 

support from these agencies. 

In general, the questibnnad re results were supported by the results of 
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Table V-12 

Average Responses to Questions 3, 7, 11 and 14 
~.Respondent Type and Project Si te 

Respondent Project Site 
Site 1 2 3 4 5 6 

• 
Police 1.25 3.25 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 

C"1 

~ 
School 2.66 4.00 2.50 2.50 2.00 2.66 I 
Court 1.00 4.00 2.50 3.00 2.00 3.00 

Police 3.()O 3.50 2.00 I 3.00 3.00 2.00 
r--. 

cU School 3.33 2.85 2.60 2.75 2.25 3.00 
5 

Court 1.00 3.33 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.33 

. 

Police 1. 75 2.83 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.66 
r-..... 

. School 3.00 2.60 3.11 2.61 2.00 2.00 
Q) 

c5 Court 1.00 2.25 1.00 1.50 1.00 1. 33 

• ~ 
o::T Pol; ce 2.75 3.001 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 .-

~ School 3.00 3.25 3.57 3.00 2.00 2.00 
c5 
. Court 2.00 1.50 2.50 2.00 3.00 2.33 
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2.50 

2.65 

2.75 

2.80 

2.73 

2.66 

2.23 

2.66 

1.53-

2.43 

2.96 

2.18 
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the indepth site interviews, However, the interviews revealed that indi-

viduals and agencies did differ in terms of their expectations for the 

bureaus. Moreover, at many sites there were relevant individuals who knew 

very little about project~specifics until it had been approved for funding 

and was about to be implemented. Thus, while there appears to have been 

no active opposition to YSBs, it also appears t~at support was limited to 

a vague idea rather than an understanding of the implications associated with 

initiation and implementation of a specific project. 

Table V-13 presents the results of a series of questions concerning the 

participation of other agencies in the planninq and development of YSBs. 

The questions were asked because one of the recommended ways to gain support 

for a new idea or agency is to allow other organizations to participate in 

the development of the idea or agency. Thus, we wanted to explore the degree 

to which others perceived themselves as participating in the development of 

the YSBs. The specific questions asked were: 

1. Relevant rep~:sentatives of the police actively participated 
in the planning and development of the YSB. (Question 4) 

2, Relevant representatives of the schools actively participated 
in the development and planning of the YSB. (Ouestion 8) 

3. Relevant representatives of thecpurt actively participated 
in the planning and development of th~ YSB. (Question 12) 

4. Relevant representatives of other youth service"'agencies 
actively participated in the planning and dev~lopment of 
the YSB. (Question 13) 

This table shows that most respondents gave wE!ak support to the statement 

that their own and other agencies actively participated in planning and 

development of the YSB. In general, court officials were likely to report 

participation both for their own and other agencies. Both police and school 

officials tended toward the weakest agreement with those statements that 

concerned their own agencies. Again, these patterns are supported by the 
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Tab le V-13 

Average Responses to Questions 4, 8, 12, 13 
By Respondent Type and Project Site 

Respondent i 

Site 1 2 3 4 5 6 

o:;t Police 2.25 4.87 4.00 3.00 3;J66 1.33 
. 

VI 
OJ 

School 3.00 3. 16 3.71 2.92 2.50 2.00 
g 

Court 4.00 3.66 2.50 3.00 2.00 3.00 

co Pol ice 2.50 4.33 2.50 4.00 3.00 2.33 
VI'1 

~! School 3.00 2.16 3.44 3.13 3.50 4.50 
0; 

2.50 12.00 i Court 6.00 3.00 3.00 2.66 

I 

1 

C'-J Police l. 75 3.40 2.00 3.00 1.00 2.00 
r-. 
VI School 2.66 3.00 3.83 2.72 2.00 2.00 
OJ 

c5 
Court 1.00 1.66 3.00 r.no 1.00 1.33 

('Y') 

r- Police 3.00 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.00 2.33 
VI 

School 3.00 3.20 3.57 3.16 2.33 2.00 OJ 

6j 
Court 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.50 3.00 2.33 

V-4~ 

X 

3.52 

3.06 

I 3.08 

I 
I 

I J ! 

I I I 3.00 : I r l 

! 3.29 I , 
1 3.00 J 
I: 

I 
I 

f I , 
t I ! 

I I 

, 
2.37 \ , 

I 
I: , 
11 

2.83 

1.58 l: 
" 
I 

I 

i 

I 2.43 

2.96 

I 2.43 



results of our site interviews. In fact, the site interviews tended to 

reveal even less active participation in the planning. and development of 

YSBs than indi cated by the questi onnai re results. This di screpancy may 

have been due to the reluctance of questionnaire respondents to articulate 

negative judgments concerning the early history of the bureaus . 
• 

The issue of envi ronmenta 1 support for a planned interventi on SJ;~ch a[{ 

a YSB implies an understanding on the part of the individuals involved con­

cerning the goals and objectives of the project. This section examines the 

degree tOII/hich representatives of different types of agencies agreed in 

their prioritizing of the YSB goals. Obviously goal clarity and agreement is 

important to project implementati on because the degree of its ex; stence (or 

non-existence) will influence the development af oppositidn or support for 

the project. In addition, it is necessary for'·\the appropriate operational-

i zati on of the basi c concepts upon whi ch a proj~\ct ; s based. 
ii 
!' 

The reasons for the potential lack of goal 'iclarity and 'cdnsensus are 
\1 

I, 

at least threefold. First, individuals associat~f with the promotio~ of 
~, 

a project may intentionally keep project goals as\\vague as possible in order 
il 

to develop the broad based consensus required to ilhitiate and obtain funding 
1\: 

'I 
. for a project. Second, organizations usually purste multiple goals - rather 

than a single goal - at the same time and through ~he same activities. Thus, 
Ii 

the multiple goals and the activities required to ~\\chieve them are not nec-
:1 
1,1 

essarily independent of each other. Given this rea\ijity it is possible for 

" individuals who occupy different positions in relat1lon to a project to lack 
II 

clarity as to the specific goals and/or the priorit~~ of goals associated 

with the project. Finally, projects such as YSBs a~~ based on complicated 
\1 

series of assumptions concerning means--ends relatiol'~ships impact models. 
\1 

t 
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As a result, it is possible for individuals not to understand all of the 

causal sequences involved in the project and therefore to be unclear 

concerning project goals. 

In this. evaluation respondents were asked to rate a series of YSB 

goals as to the priority placed on them during the planning and develop-
• mental stage. The specific ite~s rated were:* 

1. Diversion of status offenders from the court. (Que. 17) 

2. Diversion of misdemeana~'ts fl"om the court. (Que. 18) 

3. Diversion of first offenders from the court. (Que. 19) 

4. Direct service/treatment. (Que. 20) 

5. Help modify the existing juvenile justice system. (Que. 2'1) 

6. Provide service brokerage and referral for problem youth. 
(Que. 22) 

7. Provide a focal point for the advocacy of youth and their 
problems in the communtiy. (Que. 23) 

Table V-14 presents the average ratings received by ear.h of these goal 

statements. In Table V-15 we have calculated the rank order of each res-

pondent group type. Table V-1S shows that there were differences between 

the representatives of the different agencies. In Port Huron police and school 

officials ranked the goal of diverting first offenders from the court 

(question 19) first, and ranked d"iversion of status offenders lowest (question 

17). Court officials, on the other hand, gave the highest priority to the 

goal of diverting status offenders and only 'moderate support to the goal of 

diverting first time offenders. The three groups also differed in their 

ranking of the goals of providing direct service/treatment (question 20), and 

modifying the existing system. Both police and school officials gave a 

* Ratings used were: l-high priority; 2-medium priority; 3-10w priority; 
4-not a goal. 
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Respondent 
Site 

"" Pol i ce 
.-- Schoo1 · Court QJ 

5 

~POlice 
· School 
~ Court 

O'l Police ..-
· School 

OJ Court 5 

0 
N Police 
tV School 
6 Court 

i 

I 

! 
..... 1 Pl' NI 0 lce 
~ School 
~ Court 

• • 

'I \1, 
\-

.j Poli ce 
"i School 
~ Court 

: 

I 

~ Police 
School 

c Court 

Table V-14 

Average Responses to Questions 17-23 
By Respondent Type and Project Site 

1 I 2 3 4 5 6 

3.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 1.00 1.33 
2.33 1.66 2.44 2.00 1.50 1.50 
1.00 1.66 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 

, ... 

2.00 1.20 2.00 1.00 2.50 1.66 
1.66 1.83 2.77 2.14 2.25 2.00 
2.00 LOa 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 

I 
j 

1 
I 

~ 
I 

; 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 1.33 
f 1.,00 1.00 2.10 1.64 1.50 1.50 
! 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2,00 
i 
! 
I , 
; 

; 

: 
t 2.00 2~00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 
! 1.00 1.85 1.20 1.64 1.00 1.00 
i 3,00 1.50 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.33 l 

• 
! 
I 
t 

i 

I 

; 2.25 2.80 1.00 2.00 1.50 3.00 
l 2.00 1.16 3.10 2.46 2.?)J 2.50 
~ 2.00 3.00 1.50 1.50 2/00 3.00 
, 

I 1.25 1.60 1.00 1.00 2.50 1.33 
; l~OO 2.14 1. 70 1~69 J .50 1.50' 

1.00 2.50 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 

1.2512.50 1.00 1.00 1.50 2.33 
1.66 2.16 2.30 1.83 2.75 2.50 
1.00 4.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.33 

\ 

I 
! 
i 
1 
I , 
I 

I 
I! 

i 

il q 
~ 
1 
! 
! 

! 
• I 
~ 
1 
\ 
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I 
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Table V-15 

Rank of Responses to Questions 17-23 
By Respondent Type and Project Site 

Site 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
~~------~--~-r~~r-~~~~~~+-~-r~---

PORT HURON 
Police 7 5 1 4 6. 2.5 2.5 

----~~~~~~---ll---~--~.I.!--~~:-"-~---I'-~--- -;---"-~---r-~~~--
FLINT. ! 

Pol i ce 1 . 5; 3 1 • 5 I 5 7 I 4 6 

----~~~~~---J----~--Jl-~::- -!::-~-~-"- _~_._l_~ __ ~_~ ___ _ 
EAST DETROIT ! I ; :.; 

Pol ice i 6.5 I 6.5 3 I 3 3 I 3 : 3 
School . I 5 I 6 3 1 7. 2 4 
Court I 3 I 3 7: 3 6 3; 3 

-------.-----.. -;--------I..-----I------r------i------------l-----.,-
I I I ' 

BENTON HARBOR i : . 
Po 1i ce . 6 • 5 2 . 5 6 . 5; 2 . 5 5 2 . 5 ( 2 . 5 
Schoo 1 lSi 6 1 . 5 ~ 1.5 7 ~ 1 4' 
Court 2. 2 2 I 6 4 6 l 6 

. I -- ------ ------r-- -----.------ -----r------r ---------- -'-- -- ---
I I ! , 

OWOSSO i i j 

Po 1 i ce 1 2 6.5 2 '2 4.5 6.5 1 4.5 
Schoo 1 I 3 j 5.5 3 ; 1 ! 5.5 3 1 7 
Court : 2 I 4.5 2 . 4.5 I 4.5 7 I 4.5 

j I ' i J 

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

WHITE CLOUD 
Police 
School 
Court 

2.5 
3 
1.5 

5 
5 
3.5 

I 
2.5 I 2.5 
3 1 
3.5 1,5 
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higher priority to direct service/treatment than did the court. On the 

other hand, the court officials' placed moderate but greater emphasis than 

others on the goal of modifying the existing system. 

In Flint there was somewhat greater consensus on YSB qoals. With one 

exception all three gave the highest ratings to the goal of divertjng first 
• offenders (Question 19) and the lowest ratings to the goals of providing 

a focal point for youth advocacy (Question 23) and modifying the existing 

system (Question 21). The only exception to this pattern was school officials 

who ranked system modificati 6n as thei r second hi ghest priority. School 

officials also gave more emphasis to providing service/treatment than the 

other' groups. 

In East Detroit the priorities of YSB goals are difficult to determine 

because both police and court officials gave the identical ratings to so 

many of the goal statements. The one finding that does stand out, however, 

4It ;s that officials in East Detroit also gave the lowest priority to the goal 

of system modification. 

There was also something less than.>~consensus on YSB goals at the Benton 
_J 

Harbor site. In fact, Table V-1S shows a confusing pattern for this site. 

School and court officials agreed in giving a high priority to diverting 

first offenders (Question 19) but this was a low priority goal for police. 

In tenns of providing ser-vice/treat~en~~(=Question 20) police and s"chool 

officials gave a high priority but court officials gave low priority to this 

goaL In a similar manner police and court officials gave high priority to 

diverting midemeanants (Question 18) but this was a low priority goal for" 

school ~fficials. On~he other hand, court officials gave high priority 

to diverting status offenders but police and school officials did not. The 

three groups also gave different priorities to the goals of providing service, 
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brokerage (question 22) and youth advocacy (question 23). The one point 

at which thegrcups tended to agree was in theit'" low ratt'l1g'ot-' sYst-ems 

modification as a YSB goal. 

In Owosso respondents tended toward consensus in their prioritizing 

of YSB goals. The major points of difference were: 1) that police and 

school officials placed greater emphasis on service/treatment ~han did 

the courts; 2) that school officials gave a higher priority to' service 

brokerage (question 22) but a low priority to youth advocacy (question 23) 
1\ 
" 

than did police or court officia'ls. 

Respondents in White Cloud demonstrated the most goal consensus of 

all six sites. Police, school and court officials gave high priority to 

direct service. They also gave low priority to both systems modHication 

and youth advocacy as YSB goals. In fact, the only significant point of 
. 

divergence between the three groups was over the goal of service brokerage. 

In'terms of this goal both police and school officials gave it a higher 

priority than did representatives of the court. 

Overall, the analyses of the goal data indicates three important factors: 

first, that at most sites YSBs were subjected to differential goal expec-

tations from the most significant organizations in their external environ­

ment; second, that the general trend in the goal priorities of these organ­

izations was toward direct service/treatment and diversion from the court. 

Third, that members of the external environment gave low priority to system 

modification and youth advocacy as YSB goals. All three of these findings 

were supported by the results of our site intervi ews. Moreover, our site 

interviews indicated that the lack of goal clarity and agreement was at 

least partially due to the failure of jurisdictional and funding agency 
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representatives to specify the impact model upon which the:~)YSB projects 

c.~:~.~d.:.~.~,c.~-,:~.P.~~T.b~~_';'L,_e .. l~~ .. aOdi,t4-Gnoneither group apparentiy devoted suffi ci ent time 

to site development activities. Given the complicated n~ture of these 

projects and the need for intra-organizational collaboration, goal clarity 

and agreement were obviously needed to achieve successful project implemen­

tation. Thus, we be1ieve that project implementation was at least initially 

hindered if not completely subverted by the lack of clarity and agreement 

concerning the goals of YSBs. 

To probe more deeply into the internal dynamics of establishing a YSB 

a series of survey ::tems were developeq to explore individual's impressions 

concerning the problems encountered in the implementation process. The 

speclfi c issue about whi ch ~espondents were asked were: 

While implementing the YSB project, which of the issues below were 
problems which had to be overcome? Please rate each item on the 
scale provided. (Add any additional items which you feel were 
important factors.) 

1. Goals not sufficiently defined (Que. 24) 

2. Techniques to accompli's'h goals complicated or unclear (Que. 25) 

3. Unrealistic goals (Que. 26) 

4. Police resistance (Que 27) 

5. Court resistance (Que 28) 

6. School res; stan ce (Que 29) 

7. Resistance from relevant political office holders (Que 30) 

8. COrmlunity not sufficiently attuned to juvenile problems (Que. 31) 

* We actually asked respondents to identify other problem areas, bu,t did not 
receive any systematic answer to our open end question. As a result our e 

analysis is limited to the original series of questions. The response 
categories were: 1- Highly difficult to overcome; 2 - Moderately difficult 
to OV0rcome; 3 -"Little difficulty in over'coming; 4 - Not a factor. 
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9. Communications problems between YSB and agencies which 
refer clients to it. (Que. 32) 

10. La ck of trus t between YSB an d agen c; es wh; ch refe r c 1 i ents 
to it. (Que. 33) 

11. Insufficiently trained personnel (Que. 34) 

12. Insufficient resources (Que. 35) 

13. Lack of technical assistance from OCJp· (Que. 36) 

Table V-16 presents the average site res}.'onses to these questi ons. 

This table shows that respondents at all sites tenrled to rate all of the 
r$' 

problems somewhere between moderate to little difficulty in overcoming. The 

sites that indi cated the least overa 11 diffi culty were Owosso (X = )2.99) 

and White Cloud (X = 2.81). These results are at variance with the results 

of our site interviews in which respondents indicated considerably more 
, 

difficulty in implementing the YSB. It is our impression that the response 

categories were not extensive enough to elicite similar responses to the 

questi onnai re. 

Table V-17 presents the rankings of the average responses by project 

site. This table shows that there were variations between sites in terms 

of the difficulties they had with specific problems. For example, four 

sites (Port Huron" Flint, East Detroit, and Owosso) ranked insufficient 

resources as their most difficult problem. But this rather conmon complaint 

was ,ranked fifth in Benton Harbor and eighth in White Cloud. In Benton 
I 

Harbor the ,hi ghest ranked pY"ob1ems were goal defi ni ti on, communi cati ons, 

and the lack of community understanding of the juvenile (Questions 24, 32 

and 31). At the White Cloud site resistance from political officer holders 

and communi cati ons were the two hi ghest ranked problems (Questi ons 30 and 32). 

In general howevf!r, the issues identified asm'ajor implementati on problems 
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Table V-16 

Average Responses to Questions 24 - 36 
By Project Site 

Question 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

Total 

2.37 2.63 2.33 2:.05 3.0012.55 

2 . 25 I 2 . 30 3 .00 2 . 1712 . 66 I 2. 66 

II 2.87i 2.61 2.11 2.61 3.33! 3.22 
i! f I ' 
~ 3. 37 1 2.84 2.5713.22 2.71 i 2.62 

! 3.371 3.08 3.00 3.44 3.14; 3.441 

II 3. 00 i 3 . 00 2. 16 3. 16 I 3. 14 ! 3.00 : 

n 2.62 I 2. 66 ~ 3. 12 3.05 i 3.33; 2.11 : 
~ 'I 
!1 I ~ I 

!! 2 . 37 2 . 38 ; 2. 16 2 . 16 i 2. 83 : 2. 55 I 
11 I . : 

J 2.251,' 2.38\2.66 2.05!3.~0'·2.251 
~! .1 • • f 
. . 1: I 

i) 2.62 1 2.84: 3.00 2.88 l 3. 16 ; 2.66 1 
!} I . I I ; I 

(! 2.50 I 2.46' 2.81 ! 2.50 ;}. 33 t 3. 11 I 
i! 

t ; \ . 
2.20 2.25 j 1 .83 i 2.30 1 22 .5 2.85 I 

~I t 

2.85! 3.00 II 3.00 2.63 : 3.00 3.44 
1 

!l 

2.dlz:btr' Averagel 2.68 2' 65' 2.99 2.81 '" • 1/ "'~1 
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Table V-17 

Ranking of Average Responses 
To Questions 24-36 by Project Site 

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24 4.5 6 5 1.5 6 3.5 

• 25 2.5 2 10.5 4 2 6.5 

26 9 7 2 7 12 11 

27 12.5 10.5 6 12 3 5 I , 

28 12.5 13 10.5 13 8.5 9 ! 
! i 
i 12 

I 

30 6.5 9 13 10 1 I 
I 

, 
i 

31 4.5 3.5 3.5 3 4 3.5 I 
i 

I ; 

I 
, 

32 2.5 3.5 I 7 1. 5 ~ 6 2 i 
I . 
j : I } I 

! 33 6.5 10.5 t 10.5 9 ; 10 6.5 , I 

112 
• ; 
I I ; 34 \ 8 5 8 6 10 , I ! , 
1 1 35 1 1 1 5 , 1 8 I • I 

36 10.5 8 10.5 8 I 6 12.5 
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help stress the importance of goal specification and related issues to 

the potential success of Youth Service Bureaus. 

One final point must be made concerning the issue of implementation 

problems. Table V-17shows that the "lack of technical assistance from OCJp lI 

was ranked fairly low in the series of implementation problems. Our site 
• interviews indicated that project personnel did not expect technical assis-

tance from OCJP, generally did not receive it, and therefore, did not view 
':/j 

it'~ absence as a serious problem. However, our overall findings indicate 

that the lack of significant technical assistance from OCJP may have been 

one of the most serious impediments to project implementation. Our findings 

reveal that all of the projects - whether funded early or late - experienced 

similar problems and that each project tended to feel that they were unique 

in experiencing these prob1ems and were not able to obtain informed insights 

from more knowledgeable individuals. As a result the process of project 

development tended to be similar at most sites even though this meant a 

consistent process of reinventing the wheel~ In our opinion, greater technical 

assistance from OCJP could have minimized this process and potentially improved 

the effectiveness of Youth Servi c02"Bureaus. 

o 
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Introduction 

Chapter VI 

Individual Analyses 

Chapter VI will provide the results of the individual analyses for the 

model evaluation project. It will be remembered from previous chapters that 

the design for analysis of individual impact was made up of three distinct 

subsections., First, descriptive results on a sample of approximately 600 

previous and current Youth Service Bureau cases as sampled from existing 

files will be reported. Second, a pre-post sample of approximately 35 

cases in each of the three cities (East Detroit, Port Huron, Flint) will be 

examined. This second segment of individual ana1yses represents primary 

data collection efforts by the model evaluation project staff. The final 

section will present the results of the experimental site analyses in 

Benton Harbor. 

A. Individual Descriptive Results 

Information on 22 variables was used to describe youth referred to the 

Youth Service Bureaus. These variables are presented in Tables VI-l to VI-19. 

The percentage of youth in each variable category is given for each of the 

four sites. The percentage was calculated on the number of cases for which 

information was available. This represents the number of valid cases, n, and 

is listed below each table. The total number of case records sampled from 

each site was as follows: Flint - 600; East Detroit - 603; Port Huron - 572; 

and Benton Harbor - 563. It should be noted that these numbers were derived 

from the sampling procedures described in Chapter III. The 22 variables 

represent the total number of variables which were consistently available in 

YSB case records. Table VI-l presents the referral source for the youth 

sampled in each of the four sites. Six specific referral sources were recorded 

and consistently available. These were referrals from schools, parents, self, 

juvenile courts, retail stores, and law enforcement agencies. An additional 



Table VI-l 

Site 
Source of Referral East Port Benton 

Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

School 21.3% 68.3% 14.7% 17.Z<i 
Parent(s) 5.6 8.3 15.6 4.1 -
Self 0.7 4.4 0.9 2,.3 
Court 42.6 5.5 11.9 17.0 
Store 0 0.3 5.9 ~ 0.4 
Law Enforcement Agency 24.7 6.8 31.4 46.0 
Other 5.2 6.3 19.5 13. 1 

n = 592 587 563 559 

~\ 
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category of "other" \'Ias used which included referrals ~rom ministers, mental 

health agencies, social service agencies, and relatives other than parents. 

From VI-l it can be noted that there was a good -deal of spread or dispersion 

in referral source in each of the four sites sampled with the exception of 

East Detroit. The East Detroit YSB demonstrated a pattern indicating that 

the vast majority of the cases were referred from schools (68.3 percent). In 

addition, it can be noted that each of the four sites tends to show a referral 

source pattern consistent with the administrative and fiscal linkages of the 

particular SUreau. For example, in both Port Huron and Benton Harbor sites 

the Bureaus had their closest links with the juvenile court and law enforce-

ment agencies and the largest categories of referral were from these sources. 

On the other hand, East Detroit, which was administratively linked to the 

public schools, received the vast majority of their referrals from the school 

system. In the case of Flint, which was administratively linked to the 

school system, this pattern was not replicated. This finding may reflect 

the fact that the Flint YSB was staffed by individuals who had worked for the 

court and had prior contact with law enforcement agencies. 

The reason for referral to the YSB fell into three general areas. These 

were: delinquency, indicating that the youth wer'e referred for committing a 

non~status offense; child neglect/abuse; and several specific categories of 

status offenses. The category of school problems includes school related 

difficulties. The "other" category was included for referral reasons not 

accounted for by existing categories. For the Port Huron site, the !lother" 

category includes possession of alcohol, curfew violation and runaway, which 

" were made into separate categories in subsequent data coding operations in 

II . order to reduce the size of the "other" category. Table VI-2 reports the 
iii 

results for 11 separate reasons for referral. Each category represents the 

potential need or problem area. These items were scored dichotomously for 



1.Table VI-2 
}i 

Site () 

Reason for Referral 
East Port Benton 

Fl int Detroit Huron Harbor --
Alternative Education Program 

(Ha1fv/ay II) 15.1 
Delinquency 

(non-status offenses) 47.8% 11.1% 43.4% 61.5% 
Child neglect/abuse 0.7 2.9 1.0 1.2 
School problems 21.4 31.0 18.3 13.4 
Runaway 14.2 5.1 7.1 
Home incorrigibility 10.7 16.8 27.3 5.3 
Curfew violation 1.2 0.2 2.3 
Possession of Alcohol 0.3 0 2.5 
Other 3.7 17.8 10.0 6.6 

n = 590 584 491 561 
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each case record indicating the problem was or was not noted by the caseworker. 

The percentages listed reflect the proportion of the sample for which a lIyes" 

re'sponse could be recorded. rt c~m be seen from Table VI-2 that the reasons 

for referral closely correspond to referral source. In other words, in those 

sites in which the major source of referral was the law enforcement or 

juvenile court agency, the major reason for referral involved delinquency. 

The community services received by the youth, or the youth and his/her 

family, prior to being referred to the YSB are presented in Table VI-3. The 

p~rcent indicates the proportion of youth who received services in each of 

the five categories. Examples of the services in each category include: ; 

1) mental health - private psychologist and psychiatrists, child guidance 

clinics, and mental health centers; 2) state social services - ADC, Foster 

Care, Protective Services; 3) special se~vices from schools - school social 

workers, school psychologists, special education; 4) employment - Neighborhood 

Youth Corp. and Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) programs; ~ 
and 5} recreation - Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, sports programs, and church 

groups. It should be noted that Table VI-3 includes two kinds of information. 

First, the "total" category represents the proportion of youth receiving at 

least one service. Second, each of the remaining categories reflect youth 

receiving that particular service. Obviously, a given youth can appear in 

more than one of th~se categories. As can be seen from Table VI-3, in all 

sites YSBs were primarily dealing with "unserved" populations. The only 

exception to this observation is the East Detroit site in which the large 

proportion of youth who had received previous social services was primarily 

accounted for by the category "speci a 1 seY'vi ces recei ved through school S" • 

It is to be remembered that the primary referral source in the East Detroit 

site was the schools, with a large majority of those youth being referred by 

school programs which are by definition special services. 



Table VI-3 

Site 
Community Services ~I;:J 

East Port Benton 
Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

Total 9.1% 75.3% 25.1% 5.7% 
Mental health 2.3 26.2 9.8 1.6 
State social services 5.9 6.0 11.6 2.2 
Special services through 1.0 66.5 2.8 1.8 schools 
Employment 0.4 1.7 0.6 0.9 
Recreation 1.0 2.8 3.5 1.1 

n = 525 603 508 563 



Table: VI-4 

Site 
Race 

East Port Benton 
F1 int Detroit Huron Harbor 

Biack 24.0% 0% 7.8% 42.5% 
White 73.1 100 88.4 56.5 
Other 2.9 0 3.8 1.1 

n :I: 558 603 476 471 

. ' 
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Information pertaining to the race, sex and age for referred youth'in 

each of the four sites is listed in Tables VI-4, VI-5 and VI-6. In terms 

of race, the clients served by the Youth Service Bureaus in the four sites 

represent an over-representation (with the exception of Macomb) of minority 

groups in comparison to county census statistics for the four counties in 

question. In terms of the sex breakdown of Youth Service Bureau clients, 

the Youth Service Bureau represents a relatively consistent pattern across 

sites, which is an over-representation of females compared to state-wide 

delinquency rates. The age variable presented in Table VI-6 indicates a 

goed deal of consistency across site with the exception of East Detroit. 

More specifically, the Flint, Port Huron and Benton Harbor sites tended to 

be dealing with a c]ient population that averaged approximately 14 years of 
(" 

age. The East Detroit site's average was considerably higher approximating 

15 years of age. This appeared to be due to the fact the the East Detroit 

·e site on the one hand accepts referrals for clients who are 17 yeats gf age 

• 

11 

and older. In addition, a large number of their referrals came from the 

school programs in East Detroit which include youth up through 18 years of 

age. 

The varlable, living arrangement, appears in Table V~·:;:7. Percentages 
• III 

for each site reflect the proportion of youth whose primary home situation 
Ii;: ,::;_~,: --:, . .::..::-

throughout the duration of services from the Youth Service Bureau was 

described by a given category. Youth living with adoptive parents were 

included in the category "both natural parents". A youttiTi~ving alone, or 

with friends or neighbors, appears in the category "others". As can be 

seen from Table VI-7 the four sites demonstrated a relatively consistent 
c 

pattern of living situations for those youth served (between 40 and 50% 

living with both natural parents). / 

II -
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Table VI-5 

Site 
Sex East Port Benton 

Fl iot Detroit Huron Harbor 

Male 63.7% 62.9% 66.7% 59.3% 
Female 36.3 37.1 33.3 40.7 

n = 595 603 565 563 



Table VI-6 

Site 
"::I 

Age East Port Benton 
F1 int Detroit Huron Harbor 

Younger than B 0.2% 0% 1.8% 1.1% 
8 0.3 0 2.1 0.7 
9 1.4 0.2 2.5 1.3 

10 1.6 0.5 5.3 3.9 
11 2.8 0.7 5.2 5.2 
12 7.B 5.5 10.7 0 6.4 
13 14.7 ,> 12.9 11.1 14.1 
14 22.7 15.1 18.2 22 • .7 
15 27.3 21.7 22.3 27.2 
16 19.2 20.1 1B .0 15.9 
17 2.1 15.7 2.9 1.4 
18 a 4.0' 0 0 
01 der' than 18 0 3.7 0 0 

n = 578 568 561 559 
f4ean = 14.170 15.195 13.590 13.855 



Table VI-7 

Site 

Living Arrangement East Port Benton 
Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

Both natural parents 46.7% 50.2% 43.7% 44.1% 
Mother only 30.3 21.4 29.7 39.3 
Father only 2.8 3.6 2.2 6.3 
Mother plus step-father 12.5 14.1 13.9 3.6 
Father plus step-mother 2.3 4.3 2.7 1.3 
Other relative 2.5 1.9 1.4 3.6 

'::J Foster home 1.2 1.3 1.3 0.4 
Group home a a 0 0 
Institution a 0.2 a a 
Other 1.8 3.0 5.1 1.4 

n = 568 468 552 555 
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By the far the most predominant living arrangement in all four sites was that 

a youth was living with both natural parents. It can also be seen from VI-7 

that when a youth was living in a IIbroken home" situation it was most common 

for them to be living with their mother only. These figures are slightly 

higher than would be expected in the general population but do not display 

the incidence of "broken homes" generally encountered at juvenile court intake. 

Tables VI-8 and VI-9 describe the ~chool status of the youth. In Table 

VI-8 the percentage of youth enrolled, suspended, expelled, or dropped out 

of school at the time of intake at the Youth Service Bureau is presented. 

Essentially all sites were observed to be working with youth who were enrolled 

in school at the time of their referral. Table VI-9 indicates the last grade 

completed by the sample of YSB clients, again at the time of intake. For 

Flint and Port Huron the category of Grade 9 includes youth who have completed 

grades 9 and above. The distribution of grade in school displayed by clients 

in each of(th~ four sites again demonstrated relative consistency with the 
.. '~I '''<\\ 

majority o~f you~n~in all sites being in the 7th, 8th, and 9th grades. Again, 
/ J.! 

fl:-;~~,-{( . 
it can be seen :that the Eas't Detroit site was dealing w-ith youth who were, 

considerabl~ older in terms of their ag& (as indicated previously in Table 

VI-6) . 

Tables VI-10 through VI-17 present those variables which describe youth 

served at the four sites in terms of their involvement with the juvenile 

justice system at intake. Youth Service Bureaus, pol;jce~ and court records 

were used in gathering this information. The first two tables presentd.J;l1 

overview of prior involvement recorded in Youth Servic~ Bureau case records. 

For each youth an attempt was made to record the most serious court involve­

ment. and the hi ghest modul e. The zero modul e category used in Tabl e VI-ll 

includes those youths for whom respective case records did not indicate priqr 

involvement at the module 1 level. Modules 1 through 5 were defined as follows: 



----- ---------

Table Vl-8 

Site 
School Status East Port Benton 

Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

Enrolled 92.4% 92.1% 87.8% 94.5% 
Suspended 4.0 1.8 6.7 1.1 
Expelled 0.4 1.3 2.2 0.5 
Dropped out 3.2 4.8 3.3 3.9 

n = 556 558 572 437 



Table VI-9 

Site 

Grade a 
East Port Benton 

Fl int Detroit Huron Harbor 

0 0% 0% 0.5% 1.2% 
1 0.4 0 2.3 1.2 
2 0.2 0 3.1 0.9 
3 2.2 0 4.6 2.6 
4 2.2 0.5 5.6 4."7 
5 3.3 1.5 7.1 7.3 
6 12.9 13.1 14.5 12.5 
7 22.7 15.6 19.9 19. 1 
8 22.9 19.2 19.4 28.8 
9 33.3 23.1 23.0 15.1 

10 11.9 6.1 
11 l~o~A 0.5 
12 2.7 0 

n = 511 411 392 424 
Mean = 8.467 7.075 

aFor: Fl_i~t and Port Huron grade)lJ.ne jn~Judesgrade_s ni_n~ and greaterll ~ 'J. -

011 



Table VI-10 

Site 
Court Status 

(YSB) 
East Port Benton 

Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

No Court Status 51.7% 84.9% 80.9% 78.7% 

Informal Probation 6.4 2.4 0.8 4.0 

Probation 1.6 8.7 0.2 2.2 

Foster Home 0.3 1.0 0.8 0.2 

Group Home 0 0.2 0 0.2 

Institution 0 1.2 0.6 0 

Other 40.0 l.6 16.7 14.7 

n = 575 575 597 544 



Table VI-l1 

'A 
" " \~\ 

Site 't .. ~ 

Moduie East PQrt Benton 
Flint ·Detroit Huron Harbor 

0 23.5% 48.2% 40.1% 29.3% 
1 13.3 32.0 48.3 19.5 
2 15.2 5.0 8.0 42.1 
3 47.7 10.8 3.2 9.1 
4 0.2 0.3 0.4 0 
5 0.2 3.8 0 0 

n = 587 585 561 563 
Mean = 1.882 0.944 0.754 1.309 

o 
" 

'" 
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Table VI-12 

Site 
Pri or Offenses 

East Port Benton 
Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

0 77.3% 75.5% 77 .8% 83 __ 8% 

1 17.3 15. 1 15.0 14.0 

2 3.0 5.0 5.1 2.0 e 
3 1.5 3.0 0.7 0.2 

4 0.8 0.7 0.7 0 

5 0 0.7 0.3 0 

6 0 0.2 0 0 

Greater than 6 0 0 0.3 0 

n = 600 603 572 563 

Mean = 0.312 0.410 0.355 0.185 

(c 



Table VI-13 

Site 
Seriousness of 
Prior Offenses 

East Port Benton 
Fl int Detroit Huron Harbor 

No offenses 77.3% 75.5% 78.2% 83.8% 

1.00 - 1.50 6.8 7.1 5.3 3.7 

1.51 - 2.00 4.8 8.1 6.2 9.6 

2.01 - 2.50 1.0 2.0 1.9 0.2 

2.51 - 3.00 9.5 6.6 7.0 2.3 

3.01 - 3.50 0 0.2 0.5 0 

3.51 - 4.00 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.4 

n = 600 603 569 503 

Mean = 0.493 0.504 0.488 0.321 
,~/ 

a 
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Tables VI-14 

;t 
\1 

Site 
Disposition of 
Prior Offenses 

East Port Benton 
F1 int Detroit Huron Harbor 

Warned and released, arrested, 
or parent(s) notified 6.6% 7.5% 2.0% 0.2% 

Referred to court 2.2 

Restitution ordered 0 0.8 0.2 0 

Referred to the Y. So. B. 5. 1 4.8 13.7 13.5 

Referred to other sad a 1 servi ce 
or mental health agency 0.4 0.3 0 0 

Detained 0 0.8 0.4 0 

Petitioned to court 0.4 7.7 3.3 2.3 

No offenses committed 87.5 75.8 80.5 83.8 

n = 530 600 553 563 
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Module 1 - youth who have been contacted by the police regarding 
their reported delinquent behavior, but have not as yet been 
officially apprehended; or youth who have been identified 
as lIin danger of becoming delinquentll because they meet two of 
the following three criteria: a - youth who have behavic,r 
problems documented by school records. b - youth having parents 
who have requested counseling to enable them to guide and control 
the behavior of their children (the need for counseling must be- !~ 
documented through professional observation). c - youth who 
live in neighborhoods of high crime incidence. 

Module 2 - youth who have been arrested by the police but who have 
not come under the formal jurisdiction of juvenile court. 

Module 3 - youth under formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court or 
the state Department of Social Services because of a delinquency 
petition but have not been institutionalized. 

Module 4 - youth under the formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
or the State Department of Social Services because of a delinquency 
petition and currently in a private or public correctional lnsti­
tution. 

~odel 5 - youth under the formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
-:i or the State Department of Soci a 1 Servi ces because of a delinquency 

petition and are reentering the community after a pe~iod of treat­
ment in a private or public correctional institution. 

~ As can be seen from Tables VI-10 and VI-ll, the vast majority of cases 

dealt with b.¥.the YSB involved youth who'had no formal court status and would 

be categorized as either Module 0 or Module 1 in terms of the above system. 

In terms of module classification at point of intake, it can be seen that 

the actual client population served by the Youth Service Bureaus in this sam~ 

ple represented a considerable divergence from their originally stated 

goals. It is to be remembered that a primary focus of the Youth Service 

Bureau intervention was to consist of diversion from juvenile justice 

system processing. In fact, very few of t~~ Youth Service S.ureau clientele 

demonstrated any penetration at all into the· formal juvenile justice system. 

The only distinct exception to, this rule occurred in the case of the 

Genessee County (Flint) Youth Service Bureau. 

Tables VI-12, VI-13, and VI-14 present information on previous offenses . 
. 

committed by the youth. This data was collected from police records on the 
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sample of YSB clients. In Table VI-12 the percentage of youth who committed 

a g1 ven number of offense;~ withi n twel ve months pri or to referral is shown. 
}, 

Again here, it can be s~~n that the vast majority--in all cases more than 

75% of cases dealt with by the bureaus--involves youth who had no prior 

offenses. This was true for all four sites. These findings are even more 
'.,' 

dramatic than those demonstrated by the Mpdule classification (Table VI-ll) 

and in many ways call into question the accuracy of the Module categorization 

system used by Youth Service Bureau staff. 

The average seriousness of those offenses is presented in Table VI-l3. 

A weighting scale was used to compute the seriousness of previous offenses 

for each case. Using this method, status offenses were given a weight of 

1, minor misdemeanors a weight of 2, major misdemeanors/minor felonies a 

we1>ght of 3, and major felonies a weight of 4. In cases where more than 

one offense had been committed in the year prior to referral an average 

seriousness score was computed. As indicated above, Table VI-13 reveals 

that the vast majority of youth had no offenses. Moreover s among those 

who did hav~ officially recorded offenses, the vast majority tended to be 

status offenses or minor misdemeanors. In fact,at least 88% of the cases 

were wei ghted as a two or 1 ess at Sill four si tes. 

In Table VI-14 the disposition of previous offenses was recorded~ For 

those relatively small number of cases in which two or more different dispo-
, 

sitions were made, the disposition at the highest end of the scale was 

recorded. For example~ when ·the disposition of one offense was IIwarned and 

released ll while the second offense was IIpetitione'd to courtll the latter was 

recorded. Again, the predominant pattern was that the vast majority of 

youth had not experienced any disposition in the juvenile justice system due 

to their lack of involvement . 

.. 0:; 
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Tables VI-15 and VI-16 present information gathered from court records. 

For the first variables, prior pe~~tions, the percent listed iridicates the pro- ." 

portion of youth for whom offenses committed during the twelve month period 

prior to referral resulted in petitions. Information relating to the .. 
second variable, source of petitions, was not available from Flint records. 

Using petitions as a criteria reveals to an even greater extent the lack of 

previous official delinquency on the part" of YSB clients. 

Information relating to the youth's involvement with the YSB is presented 

in TablesVI-17, VI-1B and VI-19. Tab'le VI-17 lists the number of youth and l
' 

non-youth contacts made by the caseworker in each of the cases sampled. This 

includes any contact recorded in case notes by the caseworker whether the 

contact was a direct personal session with the youth, telephone contact, or 
. 

other contacts not specifically with the youth but relevant to the case in 

question. Included in this final category were contacts with the yotlth's 

family, teacher, and/'Dther individuals relevant to the case. Taken in. 

isolation, Table VI-17 dramatically indicates the infrequency of YSBstaff \~ u 
, 

contacts relevant to cases. This is particularly true when con~'id;r·f~g the 

liberal criteria used in defining and categorizing a "contact". The dUr"ation 

of the service to the youth is shown in Table VI-lB. This variable was 

calculated from the date;:;of intake to the date of termination and rounded to 

the nearest month. The four sites show a good deal of consistency in the 

duration of services"provided demonstrating an overall median of two and 
\\",> 

one-half months.\,=.MO.~~ '~triking in considering. the data in Tables VJ.,.19 and 
Q 

VI-1B together, is the fact that most YSB interventions involved contacts 

of less than once a week. 

The last table, "fable VI-19, presents the reason for termination of [;)"0 

services. The categories range from "parents and youths refuse seryices" 

at the time of referra', to "goal s accompl i~hedll. A unique category "end 
0· 

n 



Table VI-15 

e., 

Site 
Number of Prior 

Petitions 
East Port Benton 

Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

\' 
0 91.2% 91.4% 96.1% 96.6% 

1 4.3 7.3 3.5 2.7 

2 2.7 1.3 0 0.4 --3 1.2 0 0.4 0.4 

4 0.2 0 0 a 
5 0.2 0 0 0 

n ::: 598 603 571 563 

Mean = 0.147 0.100 0.046 0.044 

: 
I • 
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Petitioner a 

Parent{s) 
Law enforcement agency 
School 
Other 

n = 

Table VI-16 

Flint 

Site 

East 
Detroit 

o % 
97.8 
2.2 
0 

139 

C.I 

Port Benton 
Huron Harbor 

34.5% 13.3% 
55.2 ,80.0 
8.6 5.3 
1.7 1.3 

58 75 

e apercent petitioned by each source is based on the number of YSB cl ients 
with petitions for this time period, not the entire YSB sample. 

\, 

- ~"'~ ... "", 



Table VI-17 

Site 
Contacts with 
Youth 

East Port Benton 
Flint Detroit Huron Harbor 

0-2 21.2% 9.5% 21.7% 76.2% 
3 .. 5 25.7 22.1 22.6 16.4 
6 - 8 18.9 16.3 15.6 4.5 
9 - 11 11.9 10.9 8.4 1.3 

12 - 14 6.0 8.4 6.6 1.0 
15 - 17 4.7 8 .. 1 .7.8 0 
18 - 20 3'.4 7.2 5.0 0.2 

Greater than 20 8.2 17.5 12.3 0.4 

n == 560 582 521 535 
t·1edian :: 6.50 9.6 6.6 1.3 

---- --.. ~. 

o 
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Table VI-18 

Site 
Duration of 
Services 

East Port Benton 
. Fl int Detroit Huron Harbor 

o months 4.0% 4.0% 6.1% 10.0% c/ 
1 11.8 19.4 22.1 19.1 D 

2 2a.7 18.7 14.0 13.2, 
3 23.2 16.4 12.3 17. 1 
4 10.0 8.6 10.8 11.4 
5 6.1 8.1 10.3 6.8 
6 6.7 7.1 5.7 3.6 
7 2.2 7.3 5.0 3.2 -
8 1.6 6.5 3.7 2.1 
9 2.1 2.2 2.0 r, 2.5 

Greater than 9 3.8 1.7 8.1 '"' 10.9 

n = 578 603 544 560 
Median = 2.25 2.60 2.70 2.50 

il 
Ii 
\. 

':,. 

If 0 

j) R 



Table VI-19 

Site 

East Port Benton 
Termination Reason Fl int Detroit Huron Harbor 

Parents refused services 1.1% 0.9% 8.4% 10.5% 

Youth refused services 3.8 6. 1 3.2 2.3 

Both parents & youth refused 
services 0.4 2.7 3.2 1.2 

Family refused services after 
services began 0 0.5 1.2 1.5 

Youth already a client of another 
agency 0.4 0.9 1.2 0.9 

Youth referred to another agency 10.0 5.5 14.1 4.1 

Youth moved out of county 3.4 1.8 6.9 3.5 

Youth passed maximum·~ge for 
receiving services 0.2 1.3 0.9 0.6 

Court intervened 1.7 2.7 14.4 2.6 

Goals accomplished 54.1 52.0 28.0 58.0 

Unable to make contact with youth 0.8 1.4 1.2 8.2 

Never an official case 1.3 3.4 0 1.2 

Caseworker discontinues services-
services not effective 4.3 3.2 2.3 1.5 

Family refused services after some 
goals accomplished 1.7 2.0 3.7 0.6 

Dropout 16.8 3.6 11.5 3.5 

End of School year 12. 1 

n = 529 560 347 343 
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of the ~school year ll was included for the East Detroit site to account for 

those youth who are terminated as a result of their discontinued involvement 
~. 0 

in the alternative education program at the concluS1on of the school year. 

Seve'ral things are striking i,n terms of the termination reasons listed. 

First, approximately half of the cases that were sampled were terminated 

due to the goals being accomplished. This seems to be a relatively 10w 

percentage of rated successes. Give~ that this categorization was based on 

the rating of the caseworkers at each site, this figure may actually over­

estimate success. Second, in none of the four sites was the category "youth 

referred to another agencyll a major reason for termination. This is some-

what surprising given the stated service brokerage goals of YSBs. Finally~ 

it should be noted that the remaining categories, which involved approximately 

40 percent of cases served in each of the four sites, indicate case termi­

nations which are "undesirable" in nature. For example, when the refusal 

categories are combined with the dropout category it can be seen that at 

most sites between 10 and 20 percent of ,all cases were terminated prematurely. 

In summary, we get a slightly divergent picture of YSBs upon examining 

the cross-sectional data than might have been hoped for or anticipated. 

From this data Youth Service Bureaus can essentially be characterized as 

youth serving agencies ,who appeared to be quite dependent upon their formal 
\\ 

organizational and fiscal linkages for sources of referral. They tend to 

be involved with youth who can be best characterized as "pre-delinquent", 

And finally, they tend to provide services which are short in duration and 

have low intensity in terms of frequency of contact, but do not refer youth 

to other youth service agencies. In short, in terms of di·rect service pro-
.) 

vision, the bureaus did not appear to be actively engaged in true diversion 

or in~ensive preventive interventions. 
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B. Individual Pre-Post Analyses 

As outlined in ChapterIII,three subsections of the individual pre-post 

analyses were accomplished. The results for these three data types will 'be 

presented separately. These are: 1) interview data, 2) questionnaire data,~ 

3) official police and court record data. Data from the three intensive sites 

(Port Huron, East Detroit, Flint) will be presented in this section. Similar 

data gathered in the Benton Harbor experimental site will be presented in the 

section immediately following. 

Record data. The individual level pre-post analyses for record data 

actually included two subsets. The first subset reflects the officially 

recorded delinquency of the approximately 600 youth in the cross-sectional 

sample for each site. One way analysis of variance were accompljshed for 

the cross-sectional sample on each of these three sites for the following 

three variables: number of arrests, seriousness of offenses, number of 

petitions to court. The means and results of these analyses for the Port 

Huron, East Detroit, and Flint sites are presented in Table VI-20. Means 

reported in Table VI~20 time periods of pre, during, and post were computed 

in the following manner. Following the completion of record checks for each 

of the youths in the cross-sectional sample at each of the three sites, an 

average quarter score was computed for each youth for the time periods of 

one year prior to YSB involyement~ during the Youth Service Bureau involve­

ment, and up to two years following Youth Service Bureau termination. It 

should be noted that there were differential time intervals for th~ followup 

period for the various youth in each site .. In order to derive comparable 

scores for them, an average quarter rate was computed for each youth for 

each of the three time periods. Those youth who were still involved in the 

Youth Service Bureau at the time the data was collected or those youth who 

had reached their seventeenth birthday were excluded from these analyses 



Table Vl-.20 

Cross Sectional - Official Delinquency Ra.tes 

Number of Arrests 
Seriousness of Offenses 
Number of Petitions 

Number of Arrests 
Seriousness of Offenses 
Number of Petitions 

Number of Arrests 
Seriousness of Offenses 
Number of Petitions 

~i . 

Pre 

.08 

.45 

.02 

Pre 

.13 

.66 

.03 

Pre 

0"08 

.53 

.03 

Port Huron 

During Followue 

.22 .06 

. 16 .15 

.09 .03 

East Detroit 

During Post 

.15 .10 

.27 .59 

.08 .04 

Flint 

During FollowuE 

. 12 .04 

.21 .20 

.06 .04 

\,\ 

Si gni fi cance 
Level 

(p < .01) 

(p< .01) 
(p< .01) 

:0 

'--

Significance 
Level 

(p < .01) 

(p < .01)' 

(p < .01) 

t:; 
,~, ,) 

Significance 
Level 

(p < .01) 

(p<.Ol) 
" 

(N.S.) 

I;. 
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:~~ 

due to the unavailability offollO\,/up data. Hence the resulting !lIS for 

these analyses are as follo}'Js: Port Huron D. = 324; East Detroit D. = 384; 

Flint n = 508. The means presented in Table VI-20 are based on individual 

scores computed in this fashion. All analyses were accomplished using a one 

way analysis of variance for repeated measures. Table VI-20 also presents 

the significance levels for these analyses. The results of these calcula­

tions are presented in Table VI-20. 

In examining the results on the off'icial delinquency rates for the 

cross-sectional samples in each of the three sites a relatively strong and 

consistent pattern emerges. In terms of the number of arrests the data 

indicates an increase in arrests for youth during the time they were served 

by the Bureau with the pre and followup rates being relatively similar. In 

terms of seriousness, the opposite pattern is observed. Namely, in all 

sites the data demonstrates a pattern characterized by a decrease in serious-

ness of offenses for the during time period. At the Port Huron and Flint 

sites the seriousness of offenses maintained this decrease in the followup 

period. In terms of court petitions in both the Port Huron and East Detroit 

sites a pattern similar to that observed in terms of arrests is exhibited. 

The Flint sample fails to demonstrate this pattern at a statistically 

significant level. These results would appear at best to demonstrate a 

neutral if not negative effect in the individual level of Youth Service 

Bureau interventions. It would appear from the data presented above that 

the Youth Service Bureaus have the effect of increasing a youth's chances 

of apprehension albeit for less serious offenses. In addition, Youth Service 

Bureau intervention appears to enhance the chances of a youth being petitioned 
";-::::"'Ii 

to court particularly during the time period they are being served by the 

bureau. Both of these findings are consistent with situations in which 

referral to the YSB"increases the visibility if'not the vulnerability of 

individuals. 
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The second subsegment of the individual pre-post analyses recor~ data 

involved police and court data on the smaller samples in each of the three 

site's that were interviewed by the model evaluation project staff. The .!lIS 

for each of these three sites are as follows: Port Huron ~= 30; East Detroit 

n = 34. Official police and court records for the sample of interviewed youth 

in Flint were not available. During the time interval between the coTlection 

of cross-sectional data and the collection of police and court records on the 

interviewed sample, the juvenile justice system administrators in Flint 

refused further record access to the Model Evaluation Project staff. This 

refusal was the result of a change in juvenile division administrators and 

a subsequent policy change. 

Table VI-21 presents:':the means for individual delinquency rates in the 

Port Huron and Flint samples. The .!lIS for these analyses were 30 for Port 

Huron and 33 for East Detroit. They represent average quarter scores for 

each. youth computed for the time perj-5)ds one year pre, three months during, 
'_._c 

and up to six months following Youth Service Bureau intervention. Due to 

time constraints the followup (labeled post in Table VI-21) data was not 

collected for East Detroit. As mentioned earlier no record data was avail-' 

able for the Flint sample. 
I, 

In examining the results displayed in Table VI-21 it ca~ be s~en that the~ 

same general pattern observed in the cross-sectional sample emerges. However, 

the significance levels and, hence~ the intensity of the observad changes ar~ 

not replicated. In short, the official delinquency rates from the pre-post 

II 

II 
sampl e do )16t provi de support for the ef:t:ecti veness of YSBs. In fact they tenc;i 

// 

to indic~te again that the Youth Service Bureau intervention had the effect, 
t,·-,· 

of either increasing or not affecting the official delinquency rates of t~Gse 

youth served. 

D n 

'~~.,,=, 



Table VI-21 

Pre-Post Sample - Official Delinquency Rates 

Port Huron 

Pre During Post Significance 

Number of 'Arrests .27 .30 .30 N.S. 

Seriousness of Offenses 1.49 .43 .50 (p <.001) 

Number of Petitions .00 .08 .00 N.S. 

East Detroit 

Pre During Significance 

0 Number of Arrests .06 .32 (p «..01) 

Seriousness of Offenses .41 .46 N.S. 

Number of Petitions .01 .09 N.S. 
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Interview and questionnaire data. For organizational clarity, the 

interview and questionnaire data will be presented by site. A number of site 
1/ 

specific problems arose in collection of this d~ta set which necessitated 
'I 

the analysis of specific subsets of the interv~ew and questionnaire data by 

i nd; vi dua 1 s; te. Before proceed; n9 to a presentati on of the resul ts, it is 

necessary to present a brief description of tf,e construction of the interview 

and questionnaire scales. The strategy follo*~d throughout the Model Evalua-

tion Project was to attempt scale construction which providedmaximuffij 

information about the individual youth and the operation of the Bureaus, 

while at the same time holding high standards of scale reliability and validity. 

This section will report the results of five specific data sets. These 

include: 1) the Life Domain Survey, 2) the Change Scales, 3) the Intervention 
" 

Survey, 4) the Self-Report Delinquency Card Sort, and 5) the Youth Serivce 

Bureau Envi ronmenta'" Assessment Scale. 

Each of these sets of interview based data was collected in the manner 

describe~ in Chapter III. With theexcepti on of the se'l f-report del i nquency 

card sOY't, the other four inventories were developed in the fashion described 

below", Due to the ~xt~nsiveprevious work on the Self-Report Delinquency Card 

Sort it was not deemed necessary to engage an extensive scale development 

analyses. The scale construction procedure whiCh was f.ollow$d throughout 

i nv,ol ved the follow; ng four steps. Fi rst" endorsement frequenci es were 

computed for each item on each of the scales. This step included interview 
" and questi onna; re meaSures admi ni stered to both the pre-post sampi] e of youth at 

each site and the sample of staff at each of th~~~~s concerning thei~ 
activities in serving the referred youth. In examining ,the>~ndorsemerlt 

'co 

frequenci es of each of the i ntervi ew and questi onna; re i terns.,., the i ni ti a 1 

item sets were reduced by discarding ,any item which demonstrated an endorse...; 

ment pattern of 80% greater responses in any given response category. The 
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purpose of this initial item reduction procedure was to maximize the vari­

ability in information reported across Youth Service Bureau cases. 

The "second step in this sequential process involved examination of the 

internal consistency properties of the original scales for the interview and 

questi onnai re i terns descri bed in Chapter I I I. A procedure was fo11 owed in 

which the correlation Of items with their original scales, as outlined on 

page 53 of Chapter r I I, was exami ned in addi ti on to the alpha coeffi ci ent for 

each of the rationally grouped scales. In order to maxi";;-ilze the reliability of 

the te~ul ti ng sca 1 es ~ i terns were removed from scales if they fa i1 ed to 

demonstrate a significant correlation with their scale. In addition, items 

which correlated more highly with other scales than they did with their own 

scale were subsequently moved to the new scale if that decision made both 

empirical and rational sense. This second step was for the purpose of build­

ing maximally internally consistent and maximally orthogonal pieces of 

infC'rmation concerning the youth referred to Youth Service Bureaus themselves. 

The third step in the sequential process consisted of examining the con-

current validity of the scales across data source. Namely, the correlations 

between the report of youth and the report of Youth Service Bureau staff 

were examined in a multi-trait multi-method matrix. This procedure had two 

goals. One was to examine the degree to which youth and staff provided 

similar information about each other and the operation of the bureau. The 

second was to examine the degree of independence between the originally 

constructed scales. As a result of this third step, it was determined that 

there was a high degree of correlation between data sources (namely, youth 

and staff). In addition, it appeared that the interview and questionnaire 

scales demonstrated a good deal of discriminate val'idity. On the basis of 

this third step, the interview and questionnaire data from youth apd staff 

sources were combined for further analyses. The final)rtep in the process 
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was to further examine the orthogonality of the interview scales. The six 

e ,~ 1 i fe domain sca 1 es, the four chnnge sc~ 1 es, and the ni ne ipterventi on scales 

'- were each submitted to the principal components analysis in combination with 

a varimax rotation a~Qording to Kai~er's criteria. Both the life domain and 
/_. 

the change scales demonstrated excellent' discriminate validity properties. 

Namely, we were unable to satisfactorilY collapse the original scale sets 

without either losing a great deal of information or maintaining a number 

of factors nearly as large as the original scale sets as a result of the 

factoring procedures. As a reSUlt, the two distinct family intervention 

scales were combined, the two distinct school inte~'vention scales were com- (( 

bined, and the positive involvement and time spent in intervention scales 

were combined. These combi'nations were a result of high inter-correlations 

between each of the two $,t:ales in question. Table VI-22 presents the final 

factors for the intervention scales. Table VI-23 presents the internal 

consistency anaiyses for each of the interview i~~~ sets. 
".--,-

Scale construction of the YSB Environmental Assessment Scale from the youth 

were developed in a similar fashion to that outlined in Chapter V, pages V-ll 

through V-1S. Table VI-24 is a presentation'of the item total 'correlations 

of the final two scales. It will be remembered that these two scales were 

a result of an extensive sequential scale development process primarily based 

on the results of sequential factor analytic procedures. Unlike the results 

reported in Chapter V, the original nine scales of the envi.ronmental a_~sess­

ment items showed such severe shortcomi ngs in terms of rel i abi 1 tty prope,rti es 

that results will only be reported on the two factor analytically derived scales. 

As a resul t of the procedures descri bed here, i ndi vi dua 1 scores for each 

youth in the pre-post sample in each of the three sites were calculated for 

the Self-Report Delinquency -Scale, the Life Domain Scales, rth~ Intervention 

Sca 1 es, the Change Sca les'~ and the YSB Envi ronment~' 1 Assessment Scales. Th'e 

c, next section will present these results by site. 

o 



Table VI-22 

Intervention Scale Factor Solution 

Factor Eigenvalue % Yare Cum. % Var. 

1 2.43 30.4 30.4 

[J 
" 2 1. 93 24. 1 54.5 

3 1. 09 13.6 68.1 

4 .88 11.0 79.2 

5 ,{i5 8.1 87.2 

Rotated Factor Matrix 

Scale I II III IV h2(communa1ity) 

l. INVL . 12 .11 .92 . 17 .90 

2. IPAR .89 -.06 -.19 .14 .85 

3. YSCH -.18 .87 . 09 -.02 . .79 

4. SSCH .08 .81 -.12 .32 .78 
,,~:, 

5. JOBS -.06 .05 . 15 .93 .90 

6. YFAM .80 .01 .26 -.10 .71 

7. PFAM .88 .11 . 17 -.14 .83 

8. LEGL .21 .64 .28 -.20 .57 
':::---

\ 



Table VI-23 

Youth Termination Life Domain (N=76) 

Family Involvement and Activitl 

Item 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Alpha = .61 

Item Total Correlation 

.42 

.53 

.37 

.26 

.34 

Active Parental Control 

Item 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Alpha = .50 

Item Total Correlation 

.21 

.46 

.43 

.23 

Involvement with Siblings 

Item Item Total Correlation 

10 

11 
12 

13 

Alpha = .81 

.62 

.66 

.56 

.70 

Involvement ;n School System 

Item Item Total Correlation 

17 .61 
19 .32 
20 .48 

21 .65 

22 .70 

Alpha = .77 

~\ 

1/:; 

Ii 
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.,~, 

Item 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Employment 

Item Total Correlation 
.85 
.85 
.90 
.75 

Alpha = .93 

Juvenile Justice System Involvement 

One item scale due to low variance. 

Youth Intervention (N=79) 

Volunteer/Target Involvement 

Item Item Total Correlation 
1 .63 
2 .59 
3 .34 

9 .33 

10 .34 
Alpha = .67 

Parental Involvement 

Item Item Total Correlation 
12 .82 
13 .88 
14 .54 
15 .76 
Alpha = .88 

School: Focus on Changing Youth 

Item Item Total Correlation 
16 .60 
17 .53 
18 .35 
19 .45 
Alpha = .69 



School: 

Item 
20 

21 

22 

23 

Focus on Changing Schdol 

Item Total correlJ{ion 
I' 

.'. 40 ;t 
~ • II 

Alpha = ;68 

.45 

.60 

.43 

Job Seeking 

" 

Item 
24 

25 

26 

Item Total Correlation 
.82 

.72 

.63 

Alpha = .84 

Fam; 1y: Focus on Changi n9 Youth 

Item Item Total Correlation 
28 .49 

29 .55 

30 .31 

31 .52 

Alpha = .67 

'Family: Focus on Changing·Parents 

Item Item Total Correlation 
32 .65 

33 .55 

34 .53 

35 .55 

Alpha = .77 

Legal System Intervention 

Item 
37 

40 

43 

Alpha = .61 

Item.Tota1 Correlation 
.33 

.47 

.53 



Youth Life Domain, Change (N=76) 

Positive Change in Home Domain 

Item 
14 

15 

16 

Alpha = .91 

Item Total Correlation 
.77 
.88 

.83 

Positive Change in School Domain 

Item 
23 

24 

25 
Alpha = .79 

Item Total Correlation 
.60 

.72 

.59 

Positive Change in Employment Domain 

Item Item Total Correlation 
30 .86 

31 .86 

Alpha = .92 

Positive Change in Involvement in Justice System 

One item scale due to low variance. 
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Module 1 - youth who have been contacted by the police regarding 
-----their reported delinquent behavior, but have not as yet been 

officially apprehended; or youth who have been identified 
as lIin danger of becoming delinquent" because they meet two of 
the folJowing three criteria: a - youth who have behavior 
problems documented by school records. b - youth having parents 
who have requested counseling to enable them to guide and control 
the behavior of their children (the need for counseling must be 
documented through professional observation). c - youth who 
1 i ve in nei ghbori~Jods of hi gh crime i nci dence. 

Module 2 - youth who have been arrested by the police but who have 
not come under the formal jurisdiction of juvenile court. 

Module 3 - youth under formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court or 
the State Department of Social Services because of a delinquency 
petition but have not been institutionalized. 

Module 4 - youth under the formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
or the State Department of Social Services because of a delinquency 
petition and currently in a private or public correctional insti­
tution. 

Model 5 - youth under the formal jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
or the State Department of Social Services because of a delinquency 
petition and are reentering the community after a period of treat­
ment in a private or public correctional institution. 

As can be seen from Tables VI-10 and VI-ll, the vast 'majority of cases 

dealt with by the YSB involved youth who" had no formal court status and would 

be categorized as either Mod~le 0 or Module 1 in terms of the above system. 

In terms of module classificatioi) at point of intake, it can be seen thdt 

the actual client population served by the Youth Service BlJreauS in this sam­

ple represented a considerable divergence from their originally stated 

goals. It is to be remembered that a primary focus of the Youth Service 

aureau intervention was to consist of diversion from juvenile justice 

systemprocBssing. In fact, very few of the Youth Service BUi"eaU cl ientele 

d~monstrated any penetration at all into the formal juvenile justice system .. 

The only distinct exception to this rule occurred in the case of the . 
. / 

Genessee County (Flint) .Y.outh Se,:,vice Bureau. 

Tables VI-12, VI-13, and VI-14 present information on previous offenses 

committed by the youth. This data ~as collected from police records on the 

o 



Table VI-24 

YSB Environment Scale: Youth (N=77) 
Scale 1 (Good) 
Item Item Total Correlation 
3 .47 
24 .37 
14 .31 .. 
21 . 44 
58 .27 
54 .42 
6 .45 
81 .30 
42 .33 
13 .37 
47 .47 
61 .48 
68 .58 
33 .37 
17 .50 
83 .41 
64 .55 
49 .38 
44 .56 
4 .43 
41 .46 
37 .37 
18 .32 
30 .37 
39 .36 
59 .37 
23 .49 
31 .36 

Alpha = .87 



Scale 2 (Bad) 
Item Item Total Correlation , 

9 .25 
86 .35,\ 
71 . 34Jl

i 
\ ~; , ,,~ 

70 .25' 
72 • 18 \ 84 .53 
60 .37 
36 .34 
76 .26 
40 .43 
43 .22 
8 .39 
51 .26 
15 .45 
66 .44 
65 .49 
57 .24 
12 .18 

Alpha = .75 

I o 
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Pre-Post Sample Analyses - Port Huron 

Table VI-25 presents a summary of the questionnaire and intervievJ data tit 
for the pre-post sample in Port Huron. For both the Self-Report Delinquency 

and Life Domain Scales all data was analyzed using a two x two analysis of 

variance with repeated measures. The factors for the two x two analysis of 

variance included the pre vs. the post time period and a success vs. failure 

categorization. The purpose of these and subsequent analyses were twofold. 

First, the analyses attempted to examine the effects of Youth Service Bureau 

involvement. These issues were primarily addressed by examining the main 

effects for pre-post differences. Second, the analyses also attempted to 

examine the relationship between Youth Service Bureau activities and the 

life situations of the youth with progr'am outcome. Namely, all youth were 

categorized as success or failure according to the following criteria: success 

was defined as having zero official arrests at the post time period. Failure 

categorizations included youth who had one or more official arrests at the 

post time period. The second function of the analysis of variance allows 

for direct examination of the relationship between program outcome and 

those dimensions assessed in the interview and questionnaire data. It should 

be noted that the success vs .. failure categorization is by its very nature 

somewhat arbitrary, however, it is among the most common definitions of 

program outcome. 

In Table VI-25 four distinct sets of analyses are presented. It should be 

noted that self-report delinquency (see Table VI-25) demonstrates a significant 

decline from the pre to the post time period. Youth in the success group 

and the failure group demonstrate this ?attern. Upon visual examination it 

also appears that the youth who ultimately failed report higher levels of 

delinquent activity at both the pre and post time periods, but this difference 

fails to obtain statistical reliability. 



Table VI-2S 

Pre-Post Sample - Port Huron 

I. Self Report Delinguenc~ (Weighted Frequency Total) 

Success 
Failure 

Overall 

Pre 

30.5 
40.6 
33.3 

Post· 

17.6 
26.4 
20.0 

Significant Effects 

Time 

II. Life Domain Scales (Average Item Means - High Score = Positive) 

A. Home Involvement 
Pre Post Significant Effects 

Success (N=22) 3.23 3.47 Time, SAlccess vs. 
Failure 

Failure (N=9) 2.56 3.00 
Total (N=31 ) 3.03 3.33 

B. Parenta 1 Contl'ol 

Pre Post Significant Effects 
Success 2.25 i~. 24 None 
Fail ure 2.75 2..67 

Total" 2.40 2:36 

C. Sibling Involvement 
Pre Post Significant Effects 

Success 2.6£ 1.89 Time 
Failure 2.58 1. 61 

Total 2.66 1.81 

O. School 

Pre Post Significant Effects 
Success 4. 19 3.99 Success vs. Failure 

Fai1ur~ 3.43 3.69 
Total 3.97 3.91 

E. Job 

Pre Post Significant Effects 
Success 2.08 1.46 Time, Success ,Vs. 

Fail ure 1.00 1.00 Fa,jl ure 
(..t 

Total 1. 77 1.32 

\\ 

~ 
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F. Justice System Involvement 
Pre Post Significant Effects 

Success 4.41 4.95 Time, Success vs. ~ 
Failure, Interaction 

Failure 4.44 4.33 

Total 4.42 4.77 

III. Change Scales 
A. Change - Home 

Post Significant Effects 
Success 3.27 None 
Failure 2.96 

Total 3.18 
/"/ 

/ ( 

1,1 B. Change - School 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 3.20 None 
Failure 3.26 

Total 3.22 

C. Change - Job 
Post Significant Effects e Success 1.41 None 

Failure 1.22 
Total 1.35 

D. Change - Justice System 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 2.36 None 
Failure 2.72 

Total 2.47 

IV. Intervention Scales 
A. Family Intervention 

Post Significant Effects 
Success 2.56 None 
Failure 3.14 

Total 2.74 

B. School Intervention 
Post Significant Effects e 

Success 1.96 None 
II ,./ ' 

Failure " -;.,/" 1. 78 
Total 1.90 

,~; ~, 

-~ 



c. Positive Involve~en~ in YSB 

SU,ccess 
Failure 

Total 

D. Job Intervention 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

E. Legal Intervention 

Success . 
Fai 1 ure 

Total 

Post 
3.49 
3.43 
3.47 

Post 
1.80 

1.50 

1. 70 

Post 
1.52 

1.58 

1.54· 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 



/) 
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In terms of the Life Domain Scales, a relatively large number of significant 

differences are observed. First, in terms of home involvement all youth served 

by the bureau demonstrate a pattern of significantly increasing involvement 

"in home and family life. In addition, it appears that those youth who are 

ultimately successful are significantly more involved in home life throughout. 

Second, no significant differences from pre to post or between success 

and failure groups are observed in terms of parental control. Third, in terms 

of sibling involvement, it can be seen from Table VI-25 that both groups 

demonstrate a decreasing involvement with their brothers and sisters over time. 

Fourth, in terms of being involved in the school system, it was observed that 

youth were ultimately successful in comparison to those youth who end up 

recidivating tend to be significantly more involved in school system activities. 

Fifth, in terms of employment, it was observed that the success group showed 

a decreasing involvement in the employment area over time and there was a 

significant difference favoring the success group in the job domain. 

Sixth, the results of the justice system involvement scale are somewhat 

more complex. It is to be remembered that the scores reported in Table VI-25 

are average item scores scored in the positive direction on a one to five . 

scale. Hence, the scores of four plus on the justice system involvement scale 

are indicative of high levels of uninvolvement or a lack of involvement in the 

justice system. In terms of the results observed in the justice system involve­

ment scale the analyses indicated a significant decrease over time, a signi­

ficant difference between the success and failure groups and a significant 

interaction. In short, the analyses of the justice system involvement 

scale indicate that the success group showed a relatively large decrease in 

their involvement i~ the justice system over time, while the failure group in~ 

fact became more invotved in the justice system from the pre to post interval. 
\\1 

i' 
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In summary, considering the results of the Life Domain Scales overall for 

the Port Huron Site, it appears that the Youth Service Bureau intervention 

~ was most success~ul with those youth who were more involved with their 

families, more involved in the school system, more involved in the employment 

field, and less involved in the juvenile justice system. 

The next section of Table VI-25 (Section 3) is a presentation of the 

results of the Change Scales from the i ntervi ews compl eted wi th the youth ... 

and staff. There appear to be two outstanding characteristics of the results 

from the change scales. First, it can be seen from Table VI-25 that the 

change scales do not successfully discriminate between success and failure 

cases. Second, the levels of change reported on the Change Scales are indi­

cative of Youth Service Bureau participants reporting no change as a result 

of bureau intervention in the areas of home and school and negative change 

in the areas of jpb and the justice system. 

The results of the analyses from the intervention $cales (subsection four 

of Table VI-25) fail to produce any significant differences in Youth Service 

Bureau acti vi ti es between success and fail ure groups. Again, there are two 

dramatic characteristics of these results. First, it is intriguing that the 

amount of family intervention, school intervention, job intervention~ etc. 
n 

received by youth while served by the bureau fs! not predictive of success. 

Second, it is interesting to note that with the eX,ceptidn of the family inter­

vention and positive involvement scales, the levels of intervention reported by 

both the staff and the youth are relatively low, in an cases 10.w being a mean 
.) 

score of 2 on a five point scale. Scale scores at this level are indicative 

of activi'l;'ies occurring less than weekly. 
,! ) 

In terms of the Port Huron site, it would appear that Youth Service 

Bureau intervention was most successful wi'th those youth who had the most 

~ "going for them ll at the time they were referred to the bureau. 'The resul ts 
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from the intervention scale analyses call into question whether or not it was 

the Youth Servi ce Bureau i ntervent'i on per se rather than other hi stori ca 1 and e 
maturational events which caused the differences observed. Additional 

analyses were accomplished in these and other sites using mUltivariate tech­

niques combining the questionnaire and interview data with official record 

data using factor analytic procedures. The results of this rather extensive 

and sequential process supported the conclusions from the univariate analyses. 

Namely, it appeared that the questionnaire and interview measures tended to 

be more related to each other than to official measures of outcome. This 

essentially provides confirmation for the descriptions and conclusions 

provided above. That is, no consistent evidence of positive effects 

associated with YSB intervention emerged. 

Pre-Post Sample Analyses - East Detroit 

The pre-post analyses for the East Detroit site were accomplished in a 

similar fashion to the Port Huron site and are presented in Table· VI-26. 

In general, the results from the East Detroit site show far fewer significant 

effects. First, the self·-report delinquency measure is not significantly 

related to the pre-post interval of the success-failure categorization. 

Second, the home involvement life domain scale demonstrates a pattern of 

results which is essentially counterintuitive. Namely~ the level of involve­

ment in home and family life displayed by the success group remains constant 

over time, while the failure group demonstrates a significant increase. It 

should be noted that this is a rather different pattern of results than was 

observed in the Port Huron site. The life domain scales of parental control, 

sibling involvement, school involvement, and jobs fail to demonstrate signifi-

"cant relationships either to the pre-post time interval or the success-failure 

categorization. The justice system involvement scale demonstrates a pattern 

of results identical to that observed in the Port Huron site. Ndmei)·." the 
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Table VI-26 

Pre-Post Sample - East Detroit 

Self Report Delinguency (Weighted Frequency Total) 

Success (N=24) 
Failure (N=9) 

Total 

Pre 
61. 78 

67.00 
63.52 

Post 
54.67 
63.44 
57.59 

Significant Effects 
None 

II. Life Domain Scale (Average Item Means - High Score = Positive) 
A. Home Involvement 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

B. Parental Control 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

C. Sibling Involvement 

Success 
Failure 

Total 
D. School Involvement 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

E. Job 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

Pre 
3.99 
3.88 

3.96 

2.96 
3.04 
2.98 

Pre 
. 3.06 

3.19 
3.10 

Pre 
3.99 
3.71 
3.91 

Pre 
2.34 
2.40 
2.36 

F. Justice System Involvement 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

Pre 
4.65 
4.44 
4.59 

Post 
3.98 
4.33 

4.08 

~:93 

3.15 
2.99 

Post 
2.93 
3.15 
2.99 

Post 
3.72 

3.7"1 

3.74 

Post 
2.28 
2.26 
2.27 

Post 
4.96 
4.00 

4.70 

Significant Effects 
Interaction 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
Success vs. Failure, 
Interaction 

,. 

i 
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III. Change Scales 
A. Change - Home 

Post Significant Effects e Success 3.57 None 
Failure 3.93 

Total 
" 

3.67 

B. Change - School 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 3.35 None 
Failure 3.78 

Total 3.46 

c. Change - Job 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 1.96 None 
Fail ure 2.06 

Total 1.98 

D. Change - Justice System 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 3.02 None e Failure 2.94 

Total 3.00 

IV. Intervention Scales 
A. Family 

Post Significant Effects 
Success 3.17 None 
Failure 3.55 

Total 3.28 

B. School 
Post Significant Effects 

Success 2.15 None 
Failure 2.79 

Total 2.32 

C. Positive Involvement in YSB 

Post Significant Effects 
Success 3.56 None e 
Failure 3.93 

Total 3.66 



o. Job 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

E. Legal Intervention 

Success 
Failure 

Total 

Post 
1.51 

1.72 
1. 57 

Post 
1.21 
2.21 
1.48 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
Success vs. 

Jj 
·t 

Fail ure 
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success group is observed to decrease their involvement in the juvenile 

justice system while the failure groujJ becomes more involved by their own 

report. In addition, the success group is less involved in the juvenile 

justice system overall. Fourth, in terms of the change scales, no signif1-

cant differences are observed. However, it does appear that the staff and 

youth in East Detroit report considerably higher levels of positive change 

than was observed in Port Huron. It should be noted that the scores for 

these and other scales are not directly comparable across sites due to con­

founding of these effects with Model Evaluation Project interviewers hired 

in each site. Fifth, in terms of the intervention scales, the only dimension 

that demonstrates a significant relationship to success-failure is legal 

intervention. As might be expected, those youth who are categorized as 

failures (having had official contact with the justice system) received 

significantly more legal intervention as part of their Youth Service Bureau 

treatment. 

Pre-Post Sample Analyses - Flint 

It will be recalled from an earlier subsection that the Model Evaluation 

Project staff was unable to gain access to police ~nd court records for the 

pre-post sample in Flint. During the interval between collection of cross-

sectional data and the time for collection of the pre-post sample data:, 

juvenile justice administrators in Flint decided that the access to records 

was no longer to be granted to the Model Evaluation Project staff. Hence, the 

only analyses that can be accomplished on the interview and questionnaire­

data for the Flint site involved the self-report delinquency and life domain 

scales. It is also to be remembered from Chapter III that these are the only 

two sets of interview and questionnaire data which were administered on a 

pre-post basis. 

I~' ,/ 
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The results from the Flint site are presented in Table VI-27 and are 

rather difficult to compare to the other sites. Briefly, the self-report 

delinquency measure home involvement stale, sibling involvement scale, job 

scale, and justice system scale fa"iled to show s1gnificant differences over 

time. The parental control scale shows a significant increase over time 

while the school involvement scale shows a significant decrease over time. 

Neither of these significant results represent a replication of patterns 

observed in other sites. 

Summar~. Unfortunately, the results of the interview and questionnaire 

data from the Flint, East Detroit and Port Huron sites add support to the 

lack of results obse'l'ved on official delinquency rates. \~here significant 

effects are observed on the questionnaire and interview scales, the vast 

majori ty are in the area of 1 ife domai ns and are rel ated to the success­

failure categorization. With only a single exception, the intervention 

scales, indicative of Youth Service Bureau intervention activities 3 are 

unrelated to program outcome. It would appear at this juncture that these 

results taken in combination with the official records are indicative of a 

minimal impact of Youth Service Bureau intervention. In terms of significant 

effects on the interview data over time, there are as many positive as 

negative significant differences observed. The success-failure distinction 

points out quite cl~arly that Youth Service Bureaus were tnore effective in 

keeping youth out of trouble when those youth already had significantly more 
\ 

positive community ties. Hence, it is unclear whether the ultimate lack of 

recidivism was a function of bureau intervention or other historical and 

maturational factors. 

Experimental Site - Benton Harbor 

As described in Chapter III, the Model Evaluation Project attempted to 

accomplish an experimental comparison of the effects of YSB intervention at 

I) 



Table VI-27 

Pre-Post Sample - Flint 

I. Self Report Delinguency (Weighted Frequency Total) 
Pre 

54.14 

Post 
50.27 

Significant Effects 
None 

II. Life Domain Scales (Average Item Means - High Score = Positive) 
A. Home Involvement 

Pre 
3.74 

B. Parental Control 
Pre 
2,,13 

c. Sibling Involvement 
Pre 
3.16 

D. School Involvement 
Pre 

E. Job 

4.00 

Pre 
1.89 

F. Justice System 
Pre 
4.41 

Post 
3.66 

Post 
2.68 

Post 
3.20 

Post 
3.60 

Post 
1.90 

Post 
4.52 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
Time 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
Time 

Significant Effects 
None 

Significant Effects 
None 

Experimental Site - Benton Harbor 
Number of Arrests (Means) 

Experimental (YSB) 
Control 

Analysis of Variance (N=90) 
Pre 
.17 

.39 

Post 
.03 

.19 

Seriousness of Offenses (N=90) 

Experimental 
Control 

Analysis of Variance 
Pre Post 
.57 

1.30 
.06 
.22 

Significant Effects 
Condition, Time 

Significant Effects 
Condition, Time 
Interaction 



'() 

Number of Petitions (N=90) 

Experimental 
Control 

Analysis of Variance 
Pre 
.21 

.14 

Post 
.17 

.03 

Significant Effects 
None 

" 
" ',I 
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the individual level in Benton Harbor. Unfortunately, this site turned out 

to be one of the least productive in terms of producing interpretable results 

even though a substantial proportion of MEP resources were committed to the 

evaluation. Briefly, it appears from the data that the random assignment 

procedures described in Chapter III wer.e undermined. At the time of this 

writing, there is no particularly salient explanation for this situation. 

The random assignment procedures were handled by the MEP site director and 

local staff hired for the project and by their report the random assignment 

procedures were followed carefully. 
I .• 

Table VI-27 presents the analyses of the official delinquency measures 

for the Benton Harbor site. Tne three tables of means included in Table VI-27 

are for the average number of arrests, the seriousness of offenses, and the 

number of court petitions. As can be seen from the data in Table VI-27 the 

experimental (N=59) and control ~=3U are significantly different at the point 

of intake. This difference is in the direction of favoring the experimental 

group in that the control group has been in far more official trouble for far 

more serious crimes at the point of intake. This has the obvious effect of 

calling into question the legitimacy of the experimental comparisons. In order 

to attempt to correct these problems statistically, analyses of covariance 

were accomplished on the post data using the pre data as the covariate. As 

would be expected rationally, the analysis of covariance remove the group 

differences making the post scores of the YSB served and control groups 

identical. In other words, when analyses are done which take into account 

the initial pre-differences observed between the two groups, there are no 

differences in observed recidivism between those clients served by the bureau 

and those clients randomly rejected. 

The remaining analyses of the Benton Harbor data were equally unproductive. 

In short, the Life Domain Scales and Intervention Sca~ were not statistically 

"'" 
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related to experimental condition or time. The self report delinquency measure 

demonstrated a pattern of results identical to that of the official delinquency 

4Itasures. In conclusion, it would not appear that the Youth Service Bureau 

in Benton Harbor had positive effects on the youth served. However, this 
.. 

conclusion must be taken with a good deal of caation due to the problems 

outlined above. 

Summary 

In considering the results of the individual analyses component of the 

model evaluation project, a number of consistencies with results from other 

components emerge. In examining the results of the cross-sectional data 

involving a total ?nd of approximately 2400 youth in four different Youth 

Service Bureaus, a number of conclusions can be reached. First, it appears 

that there is a very distinct linkage between the administrative attachment 

of the Youth Service Bureau and the major sou!ce of referrals. Second, the 

~pes of youth served by the bureaus in general can be characterized as 

"pre-delinquents". They represent a population which in many ways appear 

similar to general juvenile court populations although they have been involved 

in little, if any, previous criminal activity. A related conclusion is that 

it does not appear that Youth Service Bureaus were actively involved in the 

process of diversion in the classic sense (Cressey and MacDonald, 1976). 

The bureau's past functioning could more accurately be described as early 

identification. 

Perhaps the most dramatic results from this sUbsection come from two 

data sources. First, in examining the previous and subsequent official 

delino'~ncy rates of Youth Service Bureau clientele, it appears that the Youth 
\( 

"""'~"J: , 

Service Bureau intervention either did not affect or increased the rate of 

£ficially delinqueny behavior. It is to be noted that this is highly contrary 

~ the originally stated goals of the bw'eaus and in fact quite consistent 

(~ 

i 
I 
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with a good deal of the labeling-theory-based attacks wn'}~h have been 

leveled at Youth Service Bureau type programs. A second major point from 

this section1s data cast~ some light on the lack of effects observed on 

o official delinquency rates. Hhen the intensity of direct services provided 

by Youth Service Bureaus is examined, it is quite clear that on the average 

Youth Service Bureau clientele received very minimal intervention. In light 

of this finding, the lack of positive results is not necessarily surprising. 

It should also be remembered that Youth Service Bureaus were under continuing 

pressure from both the Office of Criminal Justice Planning and local agencies 

to IIprocessll large numbers of clients. To what extent this affected either 

artificially or accurately the resulting data is unknown. 

Turning to the second set of analyses, 'Nhich involved the primary data 

G collected by the model evaluation project staff, a similar pattern of results 

emerge. Namely, it was observed that the Youth Service Bureau intervention 

did. not affect the official delJnquency rates of re'ferred youth. Further, 

and perhaps even more dr~matic, were the results which ·indicated that in 

fact the youth with whom the bureaus maj have been most effective were those 

youth who needed an intervention the least in the first place. This obser­

vation i~ combination with the fact that the intervention scales were unrelated 

to the outcome qf the youth leads to the conclusion that Youth Service 

Bureau intervention had very little if anything to do with ultimate outcomes 

observad on the target youth. 



" 
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APPENDIX D 

DELINQUENCY ORIENTATION SCALE 

Date Position 

City Degrees 

Length of EmploymeMt at Youth Service [3ureau __ 

The following statements represent a wide range of opinions regarding the 
causes and treatment of delinquency, as well as the role of the juvenile 
justiGe system. Please indicate the extent to which you agree ~r disagree 
with each by circling the appropriate number. The scale is as follows: 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Partially agree 
4. Partially disagree 
5. Disagree 
6. Strongly disagree 

• 

SAPPDS a 
A ADD ~ 

1. A major advantage of the juvenile court is the 
ability to informally determine the best approach 
to rehabilitation .•.......•.. < ••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. With well-trained personnel and small caseloads 
the juvenile court can offer quality services and 
legal safeguarosare unnecessary ........... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. of delinquents from the juveni}e The diversion 
system is not 
of the IIsoftll 
programs. . . 

1 i ke ly to reduce deli nquency because 
approach usually taken in these 

4. Treatment for crimes other than the most serious 
is best carried out on a voluntary basis. · · · • 

5. The juvenile court is generally too lenient with 
delinquents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · · · 

6. Those individual emotional and psychological 
factors underlying crime are not generally under 
the control of the person , . . . . . . . · · · 

7. It is of primary importance that the juvenile 
court limit its activities to only the serious 

· 

· 

· 

• 1 23456 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 

offenders • . . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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8. Societal factors like racism and poverty are the 
critical variables underlying crime and delinquency. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. To search for the cause of crime is fruitless 
since everybody at times is criminal but only 
certain petsons happen to come to the attention 
of officials. ... .......... . 

lJ. The most important cause of crime can be found 
in the person themself .........•.• 

1'. Smaller caseloads and more intense individual 
therapy are the keys to reducing crime .. 

, 2. The prevention of delinquency is best accomp­
lished by providing economic and social programs 
for those groups involved in critninai activity 

13. Juveniles are best served if they are diverted 
tota 11y from the- soci a 1 servi ce system and not 

1 234 5 6 

i 2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

123 456 

officially handled by any agen.cy .......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. The most important causes of crime are to be 
found outside of the individual and not under 
their control ................•... 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. The most feasible way to prevent delinquency 
is the early identification of pre-delinquents 
and the provision of services to this group .•.• ; 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. The best way to reduce crime and delinquency 
is to ensure that the potential punishme~t 
always outweighs the benefits derived from 
committi ng a crime . . . . . • . . • • . • . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. The introduction of legal safeguards into the 
juvenile justice process is likely to hinder 
its effectiveness ............••.•.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

• 
18. In order to reduce delinquency there must be 

changes made in the educational and social 
institutions which serve youth .•.....••.•• '1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. The juvenile court procedure should contai(.i 
all the legal protections afforded by adults 

20. To prevent .crime it is necessary to make it 
known that sWi ft and sure pun; shment \'Ii 11 result 

• • 1 

1 234 5 6 

Q 
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21. Diverting youth from the juvenile justice system 
is important since it allows for the provision 

5 A P P D 5 
A ADD 

of services for younger and less serious offenders. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. It is important for the juvenile court to become 
more involved in the social and familial aspects 
of delinquency. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ., 1 2 3 4 5 6 

23. Understanding how laws are conceived, passed and 
enforced is more important than studying the 
causes of crime ............... . 

24. An i nd Hi dua 1 chooses by IIfree wi 11" to conmit 
a crime. . . . . . . . . . . 

25. The most beneficial approach to the crime and 
delinquency problem is to improve the quality 

2 3 4 5 6 

1 23456 

and quantity of counseling and casework services .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. The diversion concept is most important because 
it allm'ls a youth to avoid the stigma of foma1 
processing and still offers an avenue for de1iver-
i ng servi ces . . '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. The ~est way to prevent crime and delinquency is 
to bring about broad changes in the economic 
structures of society so as to lessen the discrim-
inati.on of inequality. . . . . . . . . . . .. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. Where treatment is required it is necessary to 
clearly define expectations and specify the 
length of time to be -involved. . . . • . • .. ..1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. In treating delinquency it is most important to 
develop a tit'Dad range of coordinated programs in 
the comnunity ~bove and beyond counseling ..• 

" 

'30. Stricter and longer sentences would go a long 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

\'/ay tmvard reducing cri~nal behavior. . . .. .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

31. The major cause of crime and delinquency can 
usually be traced to emotional and psychological 
factors •.........• ~ . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 

32. Juvenile courts have gone too far in their 
a tternpts to help j uverin es .. . . . • .'1 2 3 4 5 6 

(j 
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The items contained in the subscales developed by Moos are: 

Involvement (1, 10,19,28,37,46,55,64,73) 

Support (2,11,20,29,38,47,56,65,74,83) 

Expressiveness (3,13,21,30,39,48,57,66,75) 

Autonomy (4,13,22,31,40,49,58,67,76) 

Practical Orientation (5, 14, 23,32,41,50,59,68,77,84) 

Personal Problem Orientation (6,15,24,33,42,51,60,69,78) 

Order (7. 16, 25, 34, 43, 52, 61, 70, 79, 85) 

Clarity (8, 17, 26, 35, 44, 53,62, 71, 80, 86) 

Staff Control (9,18,27,36,45,54,63,72,81) 

• 
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APPENDIX E 

PROGRA~l PERCEPTIONS SURVEY 

Instructions 

This questionnaire is designed to get your impres­

sions about the Youth Service Bureau. The questions are 

not designed to find out if the Bureau if llgoodll or jlbad, It 

but rather are focused on what kind of a program it is, 

what kinds of things go on in the program, what it's like 

working at the Bureau, what it's like working with the 

kids, and so on. 

The questionnaire includes 86 statements in IItrue-

false" :Eormat. If the statement is characteristic of the 

Youth Service Bureau, you should circle the "T." If the 

statement is not characteristic of the Bureau, you should 

circle the "F,II The questions cover a wide variety of 

areas including the kids, the program, kinds of services, 

etc. Each" question should be read carefully before 

respor~ding, Remember the point is "not to make your pro-

gram look good or bad sinc~ there are no right or wrong 

answers. Rather please respond as accurately and hon-

• estly as possible. It is very important to represent 

your program as it really is. 
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Y0uth Service Bureau Environment Staff Form 

1. The kids are proud of this program. 

2. Staff have very little time to encourage the 
kids. 

3. The youth are encouraged to show their feel­
ings. 

4. The staff act on the kids' suggestions. 

5. There is very li~tle emphasis on making plans 
for getting out of the program. 

6. The clients are expected to share their per­
sonal problems with the staff. 

7. The staff make sure that the YSB is always 
neat. 

8. Staff sometimes argue with each other. 

9. Once an appointment schedule is arranged for 
a client he/she must follow it. 

10. The youth we get in the YSB really try to 
improve and get better. 

11. The staff are interested in following up the 
kids once they terminate. 

12. Our clients tend to hide their feelings. 

13. The kids are expected to take initiative in 
this program. 

14. The kids are encouraged to plan for the 
fll,ture . 

• 15. The kids rarely talk about their personal 
problems. . 

16. The offices are often messy. 

17. If the staff's approach to a client is changed 
the staff always tells him/her why. 

18. The kids may criticize staff members to 
their face. 

• 



T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

.::!30 

19. The kids in this program care about each other. 

20. The staff help new kids get ~cquainted with 
the YSB and its approach. 

21. The staff and clients say how they feel about 
each other. 

22. The staff give kids very little responsibil­
ity for their improvement. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

The clients are encouraged to learn new ways 
of doing things. 

Personal problems are openly talked about. 

The conference room usually looks a little 
messy. 

When kids first come to the YSn someone 
explains how the YSB operates. 

The kids will be terminated from this program 
if they don't obey the rules. 

There is very little group spirit in this 
program. 

The more mature kids in this program o~ten 
work with the younger kids. 

People say what they really think around here. 

The cli17nts have a say about w!lat goes on here. 

There is very little emphasis on what the 
kids will be doing after they terminate with 
'the YSB. 

33. Discussions in this program emphasize under­
standing personal problems. 

34. This is·a very well organized program. 

35. Staff are always changing their minds here. 

36. All decisions about the program are made by 
the staff and not by the kids. 

37. The kids put a lot of energy into what they 
do in the YSB. 

() 
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3~. The kids rarely help each other. 

39. The kids say anything they want to say to 
the staff. 

40. The staff discourages criticism from the 
kids. 

41. Staff care more about how the kids feel than 
about their day-to-day problems. 

42. Staff are mainly interested in learning about 
the kids' feelings. 

43. Things are sometimes very disorganized 
around here. 

44. Staff tell the kids when they're doing well. 

45. The staff very rarely punishes kids by 
detaining them. 

46. The program has very few social activities .. 
for the kids. 

47. Staff go out of their way to help the kids. 

48. The kids are careful about what they say whrm 
the staff are around. 

49. Staff encourage the clients to initiate their 
own activities. 

50. This YSB emphasizes training for new kinds 
of jobs. 

51. The clients are rarely asked personal ques­
tions by the staff. 

52. Many of the kids look messy. 

53. If a yo~th breaks a rule of the YSB he knows 
what will happen to him/her. 

04. Staff don't order the kids around. 

55. Very few things around here ever get people 
excited. 

(\ 

56. Staff are involved in the youth's activities 
in the community. 
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57. When the kids disagree with the staff they 
keep it to themselves. 

T F 58. Staff rarely give in to client pressure. 

T F 59. The kids in this program are expected to work 
toward their goals. 

T F 60. The staff discourage talking about sex roles. 

T F 61. Sessions with the kids are carefully planned. 

T F 62. The kids are always changing their minds about 
what they want. 

T F 63. If a client argues he/she will get into 
trouble with the staff. 

T F 64. Discussions are pretty interesting in this 
program. 

T F 65. Counselors have very little time to encour­
age clients. 

T F 66. It is hard to tell how the kids are feeling 
in this program. 

T F 67. The kids in this program are encouraged to 
be independent. 

T F 68. The new treatment approaches ar(;~ often tried 
in this program. 

T F 69. Staff try to help the kids understand them­
selves. 

T F 70. The staff sometimes miss their appoin~ments 
with clients. 

T F 71. The kids never know when a counselor will 
ask to see them . 

.. 
T F 72. The staff regular1ycheck up on each youth. 

T F 73. The youth don't do anything for themselves 
unless the staff ask them to. 

T F 74. Staff encourage group activities among the 
youth. 

T F 75. In this program staff think it is a healthy 
thing to argue. 
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76. There is no client input to this program. 

77. The kids must make special plans before ter­
minating with the program. 

78. The clients hardly ever discuss their sexual 
lives. 

79. The staff set an example for neatness and 
orderliness. 

80. The clients never know when they will be 
terminated. 

81. The clients can call staff by their first 
names. 

82. Thie is a friendly program. 

83. The staff knows what the kids need. 

84.· There is ve:cy. little emphasis on ma.king the 
kids more practical. 

85. The kids are rarely kepl waiting when they 
have appointments with the staff. 

86. The kids know when counselors will \vant to 
see them . 

• 
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APPJmDIX F 

ENVIHONMENTAL ASSESSMENT IN'1'EIlVIEW GUIDE 
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

History 

Pre Youth Service Bureau Factors 

1. With whan (indi vidtmls and agencies) did the 
original idea for the YSB originate 
(specify)? 

2. Who (individuals and agencies) was involved 
in the original planning for the YSB? 

3. Who (individuals and agencies) supported or 
opposed the original idea for a Youth 
Service Bureau? 

4. What were the cannunity cha.racteristics u.sed 
to support the need for a YSB (juvenile 
delinquency, lack of services, etc.)? 

5. At the time it was established, what were the 
factors (political, sodal, economic conditions; 
staff quality, etc.) that you thought would 
facUHate or hinder progress toward the 
achievanent of project goals and objecti VCA? 

6. How much civic (coornunity) support was there 
EoI' tho ereation of a YSB? 

Post Youth Service Bureau Factors 

1. Who are the individuals and organizations 
who presently support the idea of a Youth 
Service Bureau? --

2. Who is involved in the ongoing planning and 
activities of the Youth Service Bureau? 
(Why?/why not?) 

3. Has there been any change in the individuals 
and agencies who support Qr oppose the idea 
of a Youth Service Bureau? 

• 
4. What are the corrrmmi ty characteristics used 

to support the continued need for a Bureau? 

5. What are the fg<'ttors which now appear to have 
facilitated or hindered the success of the 
Youth Service Bureau? 

6. How much ,civic (comTIlmity) support is there now 
for the cOnti.nuntion of n Youth Servi9,e Bureau? 

I 

o 
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Pre Youth Service l3ureau ]i'actors 

7. Where was the YSB to be located in the youth 
service delivery system structlU'e (c..ourt, 
police department, conmunity service agency, 
established as new agency)? 

8. With what (if any) other organizations did 
the YSB have agreanents for future cooperation? 

9. When it was established, what were the pros­
pects for future funding of the YSB project 
after the OCJP grant was completed? 

Post Youth Service Bureau Factors 

7. I-Iave there been any changes in the location 
of the Youth Service Bureau in the youth 
service delivery system r-;tructure? If you 
could, what changes would you reCClllIOOnd? 

8. With what (if any) other agencies does the 
youth Service Bureau now have the agreements 
for cooperation? 

9. What are the present prospects for the future 
funding of the youth Service Bureau? 

Goals and Objectives 

10. What were the intended goals and objectives 
(functions) for the YSB? 

11. To what degree did other agencies agree 
with these goals? 

12. Vvl1at priori ties were assigned to the various 
goals and obj ecti ves by the original planners? 

13. How did other agencies prioritize these goals 
and objectives? 

10. Have there been any changes in the intended 
goals and objectives of the Youth Service 
Bureau? 

11. To what degree do other: agencies agree with 
I 

the present goals and qJjjectives df the 
Youth Service Bureau? 

12 ~" Have the priorities assigned to various 
goals changed over the life of the project? 

13. How do other agencies prioritize the goals 
and actiyj.ties of the youth Service Bureau? 

14. What was the conceptual nodel (asslIDiptions con- 14. Have there been any changes in the conceutual 
cerning the causes of delinquHncy, etc.) upon nodel utilized by the Youth,,! Service Bureaus? 
which these goals and objectives were selected? 

;\ .' 
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Pre Youth Service Bureau Factors Post Youth Service Bureau Factors 

Activities 

15. What activities (intervention strat.egies) 
were selected for the actual implementation 
of the Youth Service Bureau pro.ject? 

16. To what degr.ee did other agencies pal~icipate 
in the selection of these activities? 

• 17. To what degree did other agendes agree with 
the activities selected for Youth Service 
Bureaus? Why? 

15. Have there been any ch~Ulgcs in the activities 
(intervention strategies) utilized by the Youth 
Service Bureau in implEmenting its project? 

16. To what degree do other agencies participate 
in the activities (including making referrals) 
of the Youth Service Bureau? 

17. Has there been any change in .the support given 
by other agencies to Youth Service Bureau '--' 
activities? 

Eh~ernal Perceptions 

18. How much did you expect the YSB project and 
its staf~ to relate to other agencies mIen 
the proj6~t began? 

19. What was the attitli~ of other agencies 
toward the idea of all YSB? 

20. What did other agencies thi.nk about the 
idea of diverting problem youth from the 
juvenile court? 

2l. What did other 3.t~encies think about the idea 
of juvenile COllet inta1<e using the YSB as an 
alternative to jugicial processing? 

22. How much did you expect the existence of a 
YSB \\Quld influence the manner in which 
other agencies handled problem youth? 

".1 
( . 

18. How much and how well do members of the Youth 
Service Bureau staff relate to other agencies? 
Which agencies do they relate hest with and why? 

19. How do other agencies feel about tHi:l idea of a 
Youth Service Bureau now? Have there been any 
significant changes in these a.ttitudes? 

20. How do other agencies presently feel about the 
idea of diverting problem youth fran the juve­
nile court? Have "there been any significant 
changes in these attitudes? . 

21. How do other agencies presently feel about j uve­
nile court intake using Youth Service Bureau.s n...s 
an alternative to further judicial processing? 

,\ ' 

22. How muc.'1 impact has· the existence of the 
youth Service Bureau had all the m .. 'umer in 
which other agencies deal with problansouth? 

\.;.' 
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