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THE CLARK COUNTY~ r"ASHINGTON~ DE-INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF 

STATUS OFFENDERS EVALUATIOll REPORT 

ABSTRACT 

The Vancouver (Clark County~ Washington) de-institutionalization program 
consisted of t!.,JO major components: the provision of crisis intervention 
cCt,l-')'lselling immediate1-y after court intake and the provision of family cl"isis 
counselling. These procedv..res differed from those used in the past primariZy 
in the ability of phe court~ after DSO~ to have a probation officer avaiZable 
for immediate counseZ:ling with the youth (and family:> when possible) rather 
than hoZdir.g the youth in detention awaiting an appointment with a proba'/;ion 
Officer or DSllS counsellor within a few dTdS. 

The e-:Jaluation indicates that DSO hc:.d a svhstantial and positive impact 
on the CZark County ;jui)er"~7,e cou!'t cr3. on status. offenders. The number of 
you-:'hs detain.ed dropped from 0:1. aeJerc::.ge of 56 pe;ro month to 37 per month; 
The r..",,--:-.5e 1:' of s-x.tu..s Offender -:,,"'eferrals agair~t whom petitions were filed 
dropped j)1om 23 per month to 1-7 per month:> crt1.d the nwriber institutionalized 
declined from l.4 per month to zero after Dsa sto..rted. The time series and 
1rruZtipZe regressionana1-ysis indicate that the DSO initiative was directly 
or indirectZy responsibZe for almost aZZ the or~~.ge in detention and 
petitions being fiZed~ but the rate of instiitutio'Yl.aZization probabLy wouZd 
"have decli~.ed to zer'o even without the DSf) fV/lds. 

AnaZysis of recidivism rates (measures as re-contact with the court for 
·a statv..s or deZinquent offense) reveaZed that the Dsa strategy of crisis 
cou"1.selling resulted in a signifioant. difference uhen the experimentaZ group 
was compa!'ed with the control group and z,;7:en the entire post-DSO referrals 
wez>e compared z,Jith the 30 months of pre-ESf) refeY'"pals. rfzese diffel?ences 
we:r'8 on tr.e mag?1.i·/;ude of about three to fi 7}8 percent for up to three months 
of time "at l>isk" and increased to eight percent or beyond for fov..r to eight 
months of time '~at l--isk. 11 

AZtr!.Ough DSO had a substantial, and positive impact" it shouZd be noted 
th(;:!; many statv.s offende2>s were not eZigib7.e (47 percent); many are still, 
deiained (48 percent)~ one-Jov..rth of the youths can be expected to have a 
svhsequent co~t referraZ with~n 'three months; one-third within six months; 
and aZmost 40 percent 7~ithin eight months.' 
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CLARK COUNTY (VANCOUVER, W!6HINGTON) 

DEINSTlTUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROJECT 

EVALUATION REPORT 

INTRODUCTION ' . .. 

with a $50,000 two-year grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

,Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), the Vancouver (Clark,County), Washington 

juvenile court began a program to de institutionalize status offenders (DSO) 

in July 1976. The Vancouver project was the smallest of the national DSO 

grants and most of the funds were used for direct service delivery. The 

lnajor components of the project were crisis intervention counseling provided 

by two newly-hired juvenile court probation officers and family crisis inter-

vention counseling provided by volunteers trained and dir.ected by the project 

probation officers. The purposes of the program were to: 

.- 1. Reduce the penetration of status offenders into the juvenile court 

system by reducing the number detained, reducing commitments for incarcera-

ti6n to the Department ,of Social and Health Services, and reducing the number 

of status offenders on whom formal petitions were file'd; and 

2. Reduce the recidivism of status offenders. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

• ~he Vancouver DSO program is operated as a part of the probation unit of 

the juvenile court. Prior to implementing the deinstitutionalization project, 

the common practice was for status offenders to be held in detention before 

being seen by a probation officer, and they were sometimes held in detention 
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for several days after that time awaiting a counselor ~rom the Department 

of Social and Health Services (DSHS). The blO additional probation officers 

hired with the federal funds counsel status offenders immediately after court 

intake in an effort to return them to their homes or to find community-based 

alternatives to detention. A second component of the DSO program ~n Van-

couver is the development of a group of volunteers who, under the guidance 

of a probation officer, can provide family crisis counseling. The goal 

of this portion of the DSO program is to return youths to their homes, 

thereby making available the extremely limited community bedspace to other 

youths who are unwilling or unable to return to their homes. In conjunction 

with DSHS, the Vancouver juvenile court has been attempting to increase the 

availability of community-based alternatives for status offenders who cannot 

(or will not) return horne. This effort has resulted in twelve additional 

overnight places reserved for status offenders. The total number of places 

(other than detention) for short-term care of all juveniles is 78; twelve 

of these are reserved exclusively for status offenders. 

At the time the DSO counselors were hired, the two probation officers 

who had previously been responsible for status offenders retained their re-

sponsibilities by providing counseling to status offenders who were not eli-

gible for the DSO project and those who were in the control group. Thus, 

the open case load for status offender probation officers was reduced simul-

taneously with the implementation of the project. 

During the time that the DSO project was operative in Clark County, the 

juvenile court system had several key decision points that could result in 

the case being continued on through court processing or terminated. A flow 

chart of the court procedures., a description of who did what, the criteria 

upon which decisions were based,' and an analysis of the number of cases flowing 

through various parts of the system are contained in Appendix A. In general, 

J 

'. 
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status offenders could be referred to the court from eight different law en-

forcement agencies, schools, parents, and other jurisdictions. The referrals 

could be in person (e.g., the youth appears at court intake), or they could 

be paper referrals. For the personal referrals, the court intake officer con-

ducted an initial screening of the case and, if a probation officer.was -

available to talk with the youth and/or family, the case would be referred 

immediately to probation. The probation officer, in this situation, could 

- . 
determine whether a detention hearing would be needed and had three options 

for disposal of the case: (1) informal adjustment whereby the youth and 

probation officer reached agreement concerning the youth's activities (this 

normally involved no followup or only very limited follo~vup by the probation 

officer) i (2) informal probation -,,,hereby the parents, youth, and probation 

'officer reached agreement on the youth's activities (this normally was accom-

panied by limited followup)i and (3) the filing of a status offense petition 

against the youth, which would be followed by a fact-finding and disposition 

. - hearing • 

In the event that no probation officer was available to talk with the 

youth at intake, the intake officer would determine ,,,hether the youth should 

be detained or not and, if the youth was not to be detained, he or she was 

asked to return the next day (or within a few days) to talk with a probation 

officer. If the youth was detained,' an appointment with a probation officer 

would be made for the next day. 

Paper referrals to the court on status offenders were sent directly to 

the head of the status offender probation unit. The probation officer would 

then attempt to contact the youth and fa~ly involved in the offense. If 

contact was·made, an appointment would be set for the youth and family to 

discuss the situation with a proba ti/;)n officer. Not all paper referrals, 

of course, resulted in contact with anyone at the court. 

\ 
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With the implementation of the'crisis intervention pSO project, it 

was expected that the number of status offenders detained would decline be­

cau~e of the fact that the DSO counselors would be on duty for weekends and 

for longer hours during the week (8:00 AM through 11:00 PN) rather than the 

normal daytime shift, and beca'use of their efforts to be available for imme­

diate counseling of the youth and family rather than having their calendars 

full of pre scheduled appointments. The crisis intervention counseling, 

family counseling, and decline in deten~ion were expected to reduce the need 

to file petitions against the youths because they expected to be able to re­

solve a larger proportion of the disputes, enabling the youths to return 

home or to an acceptable community alternative. 

Incarceration in Clark County was not, technically, done by the juvenile 

court. Rather, the court could commit status offenders to the Department of 

Social and Health Services (DSHS), with the stipulation that the youth needed 

foste;r care or with the stipulation that the youth might nel:d to be institu­

tionalized. 

The reduction in recidivism of status offenders was expected to result 

from the reduced penetration of the youths into the system and/or from the 

nature of the counseling. Underlying the expectation that reduced penetra­

tion would in turn reduce recidivism is the idea that youths who come into 

contact with the juvenile court and who remain in contact with it for a 

longer period of time are labelled by them~elves and others as problem 

youths, which tends to produce more problem behavior in sUbsequent months. 1 

One could argue, from a deterrence perspective, hO\'1ever, that the lack of 

penalty for running away, curfew violations, truan~y, or incorrigible be­

havior would result in a youth believing that these types of problem behavior 

would evoke no official penalty and therefore could be continued. 

--
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EVALUATION OF THE CLARK COUNTY DSO PROJECT 

The Vancouver project was included in the national eva~uation of DSO 

projects funded by the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen­

cy Prevention (NIJJDP.) and conducted by the University of Southern Califor­

nia. The Institute of Policy Analysis was separately funded, also from 

NIJJDP, fer the purposes of (1) implementing the USC evaluation" in Vancouver, 

(2) overseeing the collection of data required for it, and (3) conducting a 

.separate local evaluation of the project. Because the national evaluation 

focuses on comparing the effectiveness of different types of deinstitution~ 

alization projects, the local evaluation needed to concentrate on the effects 

of the DSO project within the Clark County juvenile court and on the clients 

of that program. The two key questions originally proposed for the local 

evaluation were: 

1. To what extent di: the DSO proj ect' reduce the penetration of status 

offenders into the juvenile justice system? This includes a reduction in 

institutionalization, detention, and petitions filed on status offenders. 

2. To what extent did the DSO project reduce the recidivism of status 

'offenders, as measured by subsequent court contacts? 

'Evaluation Design 

The local evaluation was originally planned so that propositions con­

~erning effects of the project on clients could be tested with an experimen­

tal"design involving random assignment of eligible status offenders into a 

DSO experimental group and a non-DSO control group. Propositions concerning 

the impact of the project on the juvenile court processing of cases (such 

as detention rates, incarceration rates, and so on) were to be tested with 

an interrupted time series design. 

It became clear shortly after data began to be received that there were 
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problems with the random assignment procedure. 2 One problem was that 15 

of the control group youths who later recidivated were assigned incorrectly 

to the experimental group for the recidivist offense and three of the exper­

imental group youths who recidivated were placed in the control group upon 

their return to the court. There is no good solution to this problem. The 

procedure that seems to introduce the least bias in the data is to count 

the youths in the control group for the time period prior to when they en­

tered the experimental group and to count. them in the latter thereafter. 

(There were no triple assignments.) The same would be done for the experi-

mental group switches. 

The group that "switched" should not be eliminated from the analysis. 

If that were done, the control group would lose 15 cases (12 percent of 

the total) and would lose a substantial proportion of its cases that reci­

divated, thus reducing the overall recidivism rate for the control group. 

Because there were only three switches from experimental to control, the 

experimental gTOUp \vould lose a much smaller proportion of its recidivators 

than would the control group. It should be noted that vlf~ are not using a 

pre-post change score to measure rec1divism and then comparing the change 

across experimental and control groups. Although this method commonly is 

employed in recidivism studies, it introduces more error into the analysis 

than is present when making a direct comparison of subsequent contacts 

across the two groups. Change scores, calculated for each individual, con­

tain twice ,the error of the post score only or the pre scqre only.]' This, 

in turn, makes the measure less reliable which depresses the value of the 

significance test and makes it more difficult to find statistically signi­

ficant differences. 

The second problem with the random assignment is that there are clear 

differences between the control and exper,imental groups in terms of sex of 

-. 
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the offender (see Table 1). Furthermore, there are differences that approach 

statistical significance in terms of the total number of prior status offen-

ses and the total number of any type of prior offense (Table 1). These 

differences are of particular concern if the variables on which the groups 

differ are related to detention, petitions, or recidivism rates of the 

youths and if the bias consistently favors either the experimental or the 

control group. There were no differences between the groups in terms of 

family income, parental stability, age, total prior delinquent offenses, 

or race. 

As a result of these differences between the control and 'experimental 

groups, the analysis of data cannot be a straightforward comparison of the 

two g+oups, but instead will involve the use of a multiple regression 

quasi-experimental design in an effcJ=t to winnow out the pre-program dif-

' . .nerences that could influence the recidivism rates of the two groups • 

.. 
A quasi-experimental design, as we define the term, refers to an ana-

lysis in which one develops a reliable estimate of what the expected value .-
of the dependent variable for the experimental (treatment) group would have 

peen if the treatment had not been received. . In experimental designs, the 

randomization process insures (within s~lPling error) that the expected 

value of 'recidivism for the treatment group is equivalent to the observed 

recidivism rate of the control group. In quasi-experimental designs, some 

alternative method has to be developed to generate this expect.ed value. ' 

one procedure that has been used is a multiple regression prediction 

model specified in such a way that the effect of the DSO treatment should 

be ascertainable independen,t of (1) socio-economic variables that differed 

across the experimental and control groups, (2) number of priors, and 

(3) general linear trend in the pre through post time period. For some 

parts of the analysis, the model has been 'developed so that the impact 
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TABLE 1 

CHARACTERISTI ;:';' OF EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL GROUP STATUS OF~'ENDERSl 

Charac-
Exper 

teristic Contr F Sig 
Charac-
teristic 

Exper Contr F sig 

N- 420 127 N- 420 :P7 

SEX 16 .001 PRIOR 
DELINQUENT 

Male 37% 24% OFFENSES .22 .64 

l' Female 63% 76% none Sl% SO% 

RACE .27 .60 one 17% 11% 

White 99% 99% b/o 2% 5% 

Non-white 1% 1% three+ .3% .S% 

LIVING PRIOR 
SITUATION .43 .62 OFFENSES 

[DELINQ 
both nat. OR STATUS) 2.6 .11 
parents 39% 40% 

none 57% 57% 
2 pare::lts 

21% 21% one step one 28% 20% 
-. 

1 parent 34% 34% t\\10 10% 14% 

other 
2 

5% 6% three+ 5% 9% 

AGE 14.57 14.65 .247 .62 INCOME .06 .SO 

PRIOR 
STATUS 
OFFENSES 2.38 .12 

none 71% 69% 

one 20% 15% 

two 6% 8% 

three+ 3% 8% 

IThe analysis was conducted on raw (computerized) data provided to IPA by 
the Clark County juvenile cou~t. The time period is July 1976 through 
June 1977. The designation of a youth as experimental or control was done 
from data collected by IPA for the USC national evaluation and this code 
was added to the court data. 
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of the intervention on the entire population of status off.enders (not just 

those in the experimental group) can be measured. 

The interrupted time s~~ies design is based on an analysis of 42 months 

• of aggregated data (January 1974 through June 1977) in order to identify 

changes in detention rates and petitions which might be attributed to the 

implementation of the DSO program. Twelve months of post-program data are 

inoluded in the evaluation. 

,. There are two major approaches one can take to interrupted time series 

analysis: (1) A trend-based "deterministic" approach using anal.ysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA), or (2) the ARIMA (a.uto-regressive integrated moving 

average) approach which does not assume a deterministic trend but instead 

assumes that the value of an observation at any point in time is based on 

one or more prior observations. 4 Because the ARIMA approach r~quires a 

maximum likelihood estimation procedure rather than ordinary least squares, 

we ut~lized the analysis of covariance model with successive least squares 

approximations to cor~ect for auto-correlation. This approximation is 

needed if the observations are not indenendent but instead are auto-corre-. -
lated elcross time. ~Vhen auto-correlation is present, the tests of signi-

ficance generated by the ANCOVA model will be inflated. If the usual tests 
I 

are employed when the observations are not independent, the researcher 

could conclude that a statistically significant change has occurred when, 

in fact, it has not. The Durbin-watson test for auto-correlation, which 

was used in our analysis, estimates whether the auto-correlation is signi-

ficant. If the residuaJ~ from the equation contained auto-correlation, 

another analysis was conducted using a procedure in wpich an estimate is 

made of the auto-regressive function and this is statistically controlled 

in th7 subsequent analysis. (see Appendix B) 

The ANCOVA approach to interrupted time series involves the testing of 
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several propositions concerning whether (and how) the program altered the 

pre-program trends in detention, petitions, or recidivism. Basically, the 

idea is to measure the pattern during the pre-program time period and to 

compare this with the pattern in the post time period. The types of changes 

of interest include: 
\.-

1. A change in the trend (slope) of the observations. 
. 

2. A change in the level (intercept) of the series. 

If the change is similar to that pictured in Figure 1 and if the signifi-

cance test shows the change to be statistically significant, then the impli-

cation is that the intervention of the program altered the trend that had 

been occurring during the pre-program time period. If the change is simi-

lar to that pictured in Figure 2 and if the tests indicate statistical sig-

nificance, then the implication is that the intervention altered the level 

(intercept) of the series, but did not change the basic upward trend. 

Data a:.d Hea5~,=r;;ent 

Data upon which the analysis rests were obtained from the Clark County 

juvenile court:. Nost of the data are from the computerized, case-by-case 

information provided to IPA by the court on magnetic tapes. SomE! of 

the information was collected as part of the national evaluation. This 

information was computerized by IPA and incorporated into the juvenile 

court data file. All of the tables and charts were developed~from analysis 

done by IPA on the raw court data. The case-by-case data obtained from 

the court begins with 1972 and ends in June 1977. The 1972 data contained 

several problems that were not present in later years and were not used 

in most of the analysis. Because much of the analysis requires knowledge 

of prior offenses, we began with th(~ 1974 data (providing at least 12 months 

of'prior risk time for all cases). 
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FIGURE 1 
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FIGURE 2 
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The major dependent variables in the analysis ar~.detention, p~titionsJ 

and recidivism. Detention was coded on the court statistical forms as 

either YES or NO. There is no indication of how long a youth is de-

tained. The definition of detention used by court personnel is that the 

youth is booked into the juvenile hall. This generally means that ,the 

youth_will spend L~e night at juvenile hall. If a juvenile is to spend 

only a few daytime hours· in detention (awaiting an appoin-tment with a pro­

bation officer, for "example), s/he would not be counted as having been 

detained. 

Petitions are filed on sta.tus offenders at the discretic;>n of the pro­

bation officer or the court. If a petition is filed, a fact-finding hear­

ing always is held and-this hearing is follml7ed by a dispositional hearing. 

Recidivism is defined and measured in this report as a subsequent re­

ferral to the juvenile court. In much of the analysis a three or six month 

followup period is used. Although a longer followup period would,be pre­

ferred, this would eliminate too many of the control and experimental 

cases, since data on only 12 months of post-DSO status offenders were 

available. Furthermore, much of the problem in short followup is that the 

proportion recidiv<"1ting is so low that it is difficult to distinguish be­

tween chance variation and "true" differences between groups. In Vancouver, 

however, the proportion recidivating within three months generally is 30 

percent or higher. 

The independent variables of particular interest are the differences 

in treatment 1eceived by the experimental and the control groups, as well 

as differences in treatment of all status offenders between the pre and 

post time periods. As noted previously, during the pre-program time per­

iods status offenders were handied mainly by two probation officers in the 

juvenile court who continued to provide services (to control group and 

.' 

-. 
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ine1igible youths) after the program began. Two newly-hired counselors 

were assigned all the experimental youths • 

Although the major question is whether the experimental DSO strategy 

(crisis intervention counseling and family therapy) reduced penetration into 

the system and reduced recidivism, there were simultaneous changes in case 

load and other differences among the probation officers that make it diffi­

cult to determine whether Rny apparent effects of the ~coject are attribu­

table to the strategy being used rather than to other factors. The case 

load in the post period differed between the experimental and control groups 

'(30 to 56, respectively). Differences between experimental and control, 

also could be attributed to differences in personal characteristics of the 

probation officers. The experimental and control probation officers dif­

fered in terms of age, exped,ence, and sex. The two experimental officers 

were much younger than the officers handling the control (and ineligible) 

cases" had far less experience, and one of the two \-las a man whereas both 

of the control ineligible cOQ~selors were female . 

In additiqn to differences in treatment, there are other independent 

variables used in the analysis, mainly for the purpose, of statistically 

adjusting for differences attributable to variables other than the treat­

ment. These include several soc i-economic or demographic characteristics 

of the clients: age, race, sex, parental status (living with both parents, 

with one parent, with ~elatives, in a foster or group home), and source of 

family income (regular salary, welfare/unemployed, none) .. 

For the interrupted time series analysis, time (measured in months) 

is included as an independent variable in order to .me~sure trends since 

January 1974. Substantively, the trend represents any type of change attri­

butable to variables that are not measured. The purpose of the analysis 

is,to determine whether the intervention of the program altered the trend 



14 

that was apparent ir. the pre-program time period and/o~ whether it altered 

the level of the series. 

OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES & CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 

From July 1976 through June 1977 there were 479 status offenders eli­

gible for the deinstitutionalization program and 433 other status offenders 

who were not eligible. Table 2 shm ... s the m.onthly totals of status offen­

ders in the pre-program group, the randomly selected experimental program, 

the randomly selected control group, and the ineligible grou~. During the 

post DSO time period, the juvenile court handled an average of 76 status 

offenders per ~onth, compared with 74 per month' during the January 1974 

through Jllile 1976 pre-program phase. 

~ne major questions of interest in this section are: 

1. ~~at are the characteristics of the status offenders who were in­

eligible for the program and why were they ineligible? 

2. Has there been any change in the characteristics of status offen­

ders or deli~quent offenders from the pre to post time periods? 

3. Has there been any increase in the total number of status offen­

ders that could be attributed to a "widening of the net" produced directly 

or indirectly by the DSO project? 

Eligible and Ineligible Status Offenders 

All youths admitted to court intake charged with incorrigibility, run­

away, truancy, or curfew violation wbo had three or feYler prior offenses 

and who were within the jurisdiction of the Clark County juvenile court 

were to be eligible for the DSO program .. During the time that data were 

collected from the court (one year after DSO waS started), 46.5 percent of 

... 

." 

-. 
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TABLE 2 

MONTHLY TOTALS, STATUS OFFENDERS, CLARK COUNTY JUVENILE COURT
1 

1 '9 7 4 

MO~TH #S05 

JAN 95' 

FEB 65 

MARCH 95 

APRIL 80 

MAY 62 

JUNE 68 

JULY 73 

l\UG 82 

SEPT 85 

OCT 105 

NOV ,63 

DEC 58 

TOTAL 9:!1 

AVG 77.6 

1 9 7 5 
• it· ~ , , 

MONTH #SOs 

JAN 94 

FEB 78 

MARCH 76 

APRIL 78 

MAY 89 

JUNE 78 

JULY 79 

1\UG 62 

SEPT 68 

OCT 93 

NOV 68 

DEC 64 " 

TOTAL 927 

AVG 77.3 

I 1 9 7 6 

TOTAL I 
MONTH SOs J Inelig 

I 

JAN 76 I 
I 

FEB 71 I 
I 

MARCH 77 I 
I 

APRIL 84. 1 
I 

~1AY 96 I 
I 

JUNE 65 I 
- - - -' - __ I 

JULy2 
83 1 63 

1 

AUG 79 1 59 
I 

SEPT 99 I 65 
I 

OCT 88 I 39 
I 

NOV 67 1 29 
I 

DEC 49 I 19 
I 

TOTAL 934 I 274 . I 

AVG 77.8: 45.7 

Exper Control 

10 10 

1'1 

23 11 

29 21 

29 10 

14 16 

119 74 

19.8 12.3 

MONTH 

JAN , 

FEB3 

MARCH 

APRII. 

MAY 

JUNE 

TOTAL 

AVG. 

TOTAL 
SOs 

77 

109 

78 

78 

51 

54 

447 

74.5 

1 9 7 7 

Ine1ig 

26 

28 

25 

40 

18 

22 

159 

26.5 

•• I • 

Exper Control 

30 21 

61 20 

46 7 

34 4 

33 o 

32 o 

236 52 

39.3 

lStatus :offenses include runaways, incorrigibles (ungovernab1es), curfew v~olations, and truanfs. Dependency A 
cases and review hearings are excluded from the counts. 

2 
Program startup occurred in July 1976. 

3Ra~dom as·signment ended in mid-February and, thereafter, all new cases ;~re in the experimental group, 



the status offenders admitted to intake were not eligible for OSo. Of the 

433 post-program youths identified (from the court computerized data) as 

ineligible, 94 had four or more prior offenses and 77 were being held for 

another jurisdiction. This leaves a total of 154 presumably eligible youths 

who were considered ineligible (17 percent ~f the total status offenders). 

Of these, some may have had an offense prior to January 1972 which would 

have increased their number of priors to four·or more even though the data 

, available since 1972 indicated three or fewer priors. Some of the. ineli-

gibles could have been paper referrals with whom no contact wa~ ever made 

and, since they did not show up in ei~her experimental or ~ontrol group 

data, they would have been counted as ineligible. Still others might have 

been open case referrals. If so, a new statistical sheet could have been 

filled out (making it appear that the youth was eligible for referrals to 

experimental or control conditions), but, in fact, the youth was already 

under the jurisdiction of some probation officer other than those handling 

the experimental or control cases. 
'" .. , ,'. -. 

Analysis of variance tests indicate that the ineligibles were more 

likely than the eligibles (experimental and control) to be in an unstable 

living situation (p=.002), to have had one or more prior status offenses 

(p=.02), to have had one or more prior delinquent offenses (p=.OOl), and 

were more likely to be male than were the eligibles (p==:005). 

Both the number and proportion of status offenders considered ineligible 

for OSO declined substantially during the post-OSO months (see Figure 3). 

The solid line shows that the number of status offense referrals considered 

0' ineligible was near 60 or higher for the first three months and then dropped 

to less than 30 \~ithin five months of program implementation and tended to 

stay below 30 for most of the remaining months. The proportion judged to 

be ineligible also declined. These data suggest that a~ the court gained 
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FIGUlill 3 

NUMBER & PERCENTAGE OF STATUS OFFENDERS CONSIDERED INELIGIBLE FOR DSO DURING THE POST-DSO TIME PERIOD 
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, lThe equation for number ineligible indicates a statistically significant (beyond .05) decline of 
,,3.7 percent per month. The equation for percentage ineligible shows a decline of 3.4 percent per 
month. 
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confidence in the DSO approach, it was inclined to permit more of the status 

offenders to be included among the eligible group. 

Characteristics of status Offenders 

One of the potential side effects of projects such as the deinstitu-

tionalization of status offenders would be a shift in the classification 

of offenses (either from status to delinquent, in order to avoid assigning 

youths to the project, or from delinquent to status, in order to assign 

more youths to the project), Another potential side effect could be a shift 

in the patterns of referral to the court, such that the characteristics of 

the youths changed. Any changes.of these types could alter the characteris-

tics of youths considered to be status offenders and, if so, could alter 

the pattern of detention, petition filing, and/or recidivism. In order 

to examine whether these types of changes occurred as indirect effects of 

the DSO project, the characteristics of status offenders during the pre and 

post time periods were examined. To ascertain whether there is any evidence 

of shifts in classification from status to delinquent or vice versa, the " 

characteristics of delinquents also were examined for the pre and post time 

periods. 

The data in Table 3, for status offenders, show· that there were very 

few changes in characteristics of the youths between the pre and post time 

periods. Status offenders are more likely to have been female than male 

in both time periods; are predominately wh:tte (as is the" population of 

Clark County); most attend school regularly; and most are slightly less 

than 15 years of age. Less than half of the status offenders live with 

both na~~~~Y::al parents and the proportion in this category declined between 

the pre and post time periods. 

Characteristics of delinquent offenders did not change much either 
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TABLE 3 

CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS, PRE AND POST
l 

status Offenders Delinquent Offenders 

. Pre Post Pre Post 
Variable Program Program Program Program 

N-2,328 N-914 N-5,259 N-2,602 

TYPE OF OFFENSE 

Curfe\v 8% 8% 

Runaway 47% 48% 

Incorrigible 35% 30% 

Truant 5% 10% 

Other 5% 4% 

SEX 

Male 42% 43% 83% 79% 

Female 58% 57% 17% 21% 

RACE 

White 99% 99% 99 96 99% 

.- Non-white 1% 1% 1% 1% 

SCHOOL STATUS 

. Regular Attendance 86% 84% 88% 89% 

Dropped Out 9% 9% 9% 9% 

Expelled 5% 7% 3% 2% 

AGE, AVERAGE 14.7 14.6 15 14.9 

LIVING SITUATION ~.~ 
::;;. 

Both Natural Parents 43% 38% 61% 57% 

Two parents, one step 15% 20% 10% 11% 

One Parent 27% 29% 22% 24% 

Relatives 3% 2% 2% 2% 

Foster Home 5% 4% 1% 1% 

Group Home or Institution 8% 7% 4% 5% 

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 
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TABLE 3 (continued) 

CHARACTERISTICS OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS, PRE AND POST 

Status Offenders 

Variable 
Pre 

Program 

PRIOR OFFENSES (fixed risk period~ 
No prior delinquent 
offenses in last 12 mos 

One or more delinquent 
offenses in past 12 mos 

No prior status offenses 
in past 12 mos 

One or more status 
offenses in past 12 mos 

74% 

21% 

59% 

.20% 

PRIOR OFFENSES (variable risk per·od) 

Average months at risk 
since January 1972 

On.e or more delinquent 
offenses since 1972, but 
none in past. 12 mos 

One or more status offenses 
since 1972, but nC!le in 
past 12 mos 

40 

6% 

4% 

Post 
Program 

73% 

20@ 

65% 

16% 

60 

7% 

4% 

Delinquen.t Offenders 

Pre 
Program 

65% 

28% 

85% 

11% 

40 

7% 

4% 

Post 
Program 

58% 

32% 

82% 

10% 

60 

10% 

8% 

lThe analysis was conducted on raw (computerized) data provided to IPA by 
the Clark County juvenile court. The pre-program time period is from 
January 1974 through June 1976. The post-program time period is from 
July 1976 through June 1977. 
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from pre to post. It should be noted, however, that a greater proportion 

of the delinquent offenders in the post time period were females than in 

the pre-program period and, as with status offenders, there was a slight 

drop in the proportion \'lho live with both natural parents • 

A time series analysis was conducted on the characteristics that 

changed (sex of delinquents and proportion of both status offendel:;"s and 

delinquents living with both natural parents). The results show that 

neither change occurred at the time the project was implemented, but in­

stead represented gradual shifts throughout the 42 months. Thus it appears 

that there was no change in the characteristics of status offenders asso­

ciated ,.,ith implementation of the DSO project which would confound inter­

pretations of pre-post changes in detention, petitions, or recidiviSm. 

A method of examining whether there were shifts in classification or 

referral that accompanied the implementation of the program is to examine 

the p~oportion of all juvenile referrals who are status offenders and who 

are delinquen~s. If a shift in classification occurred from status offen­

d~r to delinquent, one would expect the proportion of all referrals classi­

fied as delinquent to increase at the time the project was implemented or 

shortly thereafter. If a shift occurred in the other direction (delinquen­

cy to status offender classificRtion), one would expect the proportion of 

all referrals who are status offenders to rise as a function of program 

imp:,1.emention: 

The data show that there was a steady decline throughout the entire 

time period in the proportion of referrals ,.,ho were classified as status 

offenders, but there was no shift in the trend or le~ 1 of the series 

that can be attributed to implementation of the project. The equation 

(Y=.35 - .0024 MONTH] means that the best prediction of the proportion of 

referrals who are status offenders would begi~ in January 1974 with 35 
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percent as status offenders and decline each month by slightly less than 

one-fourth of one percent. The DSO intervention in July 1976 did not 

alter this trend, nor did it change the level of the pre-program per­

centage. 

The third question posed at the beginning of this section was whether 

the DSO project had the effect of "widening the net" and thereby bringing 

into the system more status offenders than before. This phenomenon has 

been observed with certain types of diversion programs. In the effort 

to reduce penetration into the system or to avoid incarceration of offen­

ders, some diversion projects have inadvertently attracted even more' juve-

niles into the system. Widening the net could be produced by any' one of 

several organizational factors: 

1. In communities that have had a high level of unmet needs for 

youth services available for status offenders, the presence of a less 

seveJ;"e juvenile justice response to the offen-ses could result in increased 

referrals by parents, relatives, schools, or the youths themselves in an 

effort to obtain the services of the court 'for resolution of conflicts. 

2. In communities where the police traditionally have served as 

"crisis intervention counselors," the introduction of this serv·ice by the 

court could increase the proportion of status offense cases referred by 

the police to the court rather than handled by thp.officer without a court 

referral. 

3. If juvenile court personnel perceive that the introduction of 

the project within the court would reduce the case load of probation offi­

cers, there could be an incentive to incr~ase the number of status offen­

ders in order to provide sufficient work to justify the positions of the 

new and old probation officers. 

The DSO project in Clark County is a part of the probation section of 

J 
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the juvenile court and it is reasonable to believe that,this organizational 

arrangement is less likely to "widen the net" than one in which the project 

is completely separate from the court. Nevertheless, a test was'conducted 

to determine ''lhether the number of status offenders increased when the 

project was implemented or whether the project altered the pre-program 

trend in number of status offender referrals. 

As shown in Figure 4, the number of status offender referrals to the 

court shows no obvious or statistically significant trend between January 

'1974 and June 197.7. Furthermore, the implementation of the project clearly 

did not have the effect of increasing the number of status offenders. The 

graph shows a slight decline in status offenders, especially in the later 

months, but these differences are not statistically significant at the .05 

level based on an F test. 

Discussion 

The major co~clusions from. this section are: 

1. A considerable number .(and proportion) of status offender refer­

rals to the juvenile court ''lere not eligible for the deinstitutionalization 

program even though the criteria for eligibility do not seem to be particu­

larly restrictive. Of those referred to the court for status offenses, 47 

percent were not eligible. Eliminating those who had four or more offenses 

or were from places other than Clark County (The official criteria of ineli­

g~bility), there were still 154 youths (17 percent of the total status offen­

ders) who were "ineligible" even though they apparently met the technical 

criteria. 

2. The number and proportion of youths considered ineligible declined 

st.eadily during the first 12 months of project operation, i.ndicating that 

·;the court may have gained confidence in the operation of the project and 

;perrnitted more of the status offenders to be eligible for the program. 
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4. There was no evidence of any kind that the DSO.project had the 

effect of "widening the net" to bring more status offenders into the juve­

nile justice system. 

5. There was no evidence of any kind that shifts in classification 

either from delinquent to status offenses or vice versa occurred aS,a re­

sult of the project. 

IMPACT OF THE DSO PROJECT ON INCARCERATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

Clark Co\mty court records show that 41 of the 2,326 sta~us offenders 

(1.76 percent) appearing at court intake between January 1974 and June 1976 

were institutionalized by the Department of Social and Health Services 

(DSotIS) (see Table 4). The data received from DSHS records show that 30 

status offenders from Clark County were institutionalized during this per­

iod of ti~e. The court records show L~at in the post DSO time period, none 

of the 914 status offenders were institutionalized by DSHS, whereas DSHS 

records inaicate that two status offenders from Clark County were institu­

tionalized. 

The change in proportion being sent to institutions is statistically 

significant beyond the .05 level regardless of 'which data are used. It 

should be noted, however, that the court had not generally followed a prac­

tice of incarcerating status offenders before the project intervention and 

the' decline might have occurred anyway. This possibility is given some 

credence by the fact that court records show no incarcerations for the status 

offenders in the control, ineligible, or experimental groups during the post 

DSO time period. 

It does not appear, however', that there was any general change in 

,;dourt policy concerning incarceration that extended to all juvenile 

. ' 
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TABLE 4 

PROPORTION OF STATUS & DELINQUENT OFFENDERS 

INSTITUTIONALIZED, PRE & POST
l 

COURT DATA ON 
STATUS OFFENDERS 

Pre-DSO 

Post-DSO 

DSHS RECORDS ON 
STATUS OFFENDERS 

Pre-DSO 

Post-DSO 

COURT DATA ON 
DELINQUENTS 

Pre-DSO 

Post-DSO 

Number 
Institu­

tionalized 

41 

o 

30 

2 

77 

56 

Total 
Number 

2,327 

912 

2,327 

912 

5,259 

2,595 

Percent 
Institution­

alized 

1. 76 

o 

1.29 

.002 

1.46 

2.16 

Average 
Per Nonth 

1.4 

o 

1.0 

.16 

2.6 

4.7 

Z Value 
(Test of 

Proportions) 

4.03 

3.18 

2.26 

lThe juvenile court data are from the computerized files. The DSHS informa­
tion was provided to IPA in tabular' form by DSHS personnel. The pre-program 
time period covered 30 months (january 1974 through. June 1976) and the 
post-program time period of 12 months begins with July.1976 and continues 
through June 1977. 
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offenders. As shown in Table 4, the proportion of delinquent youths insti­

tutiortalized increased between the pre and post time periods • 

Because of the small number of cases institutionalized per month, it 

ls not possible to use interrupted time series analysis to establish pre 

and post program trends. Thus, the results are somewhat inconclusive. 

The incarceration of status offenders was reduced to zero or close to zero, 

but this occurred not only for the experimental DSO youths, but also for 

the control and ineligible groups. No similar change occurred for delin­

quent offenders. The most appropriate conclusion is that the court's policy 

about institutionalizing status offender.s changed and the change might have 

occurred without the DSO project. 

IMPACT OF THE DSO PROJECT ON DETE~TION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

A major. purpose of the federal DSO initiative was to prevent status 

offenders from having to spend time in detention and, hence, to reduce the 

length of their contact with the juvenile justice system. 

In order to determine whether the Clark County project reduced the pro­

portion of status offenders in detention, a statistically significant change 

should occur from the pre to post time periods and this change must be 

attributable to DSO rather than to other factors which might have produced 

it. As noted previously, the random assignment procedure was not imeplemented 

nor adhered to properly and biases were introduced into the control"and ex­

perimental groups. Thus, straightforward comparisons of these groups in 

terms of detention proportions cannot be used to draw conclusions about the 

effectiveness of DSO. Instead, two types of quasi-experimental procedures 

will ,be used to judge the evidence about the effect of the project on deten­

tion: interrupted time series analysis of 'proportion detained per month and 
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a multiple regression prediction technique that will statistically adjust 

for differences attributable to factors other than the project in order to 

isolate the independent impact of DSO on detention. 

Change in the Pre-Post Detention Patterns 

Figures 5 and 6 (and Appendix B) contain the information from the time 

series analysis of detention. Several observations can be made: 

First, the pro~ortion of all status offenders who wer~ detained in 

juvenile hall" increased rapidly from January 1974 to circa July 1975, 

with the average being approximately 2.6 percent more of the status offen­

ders detained per month (see Figure 5). At this point, a statistically 

significant change in detention occurred. From July 1975, the proportion 

detained declined steadily at a rate of about .74 percent of the total 

status offenders per month. wnen the DSO project began in July 1976, an 

additional decline (significant beyond the .05 level) in the proportion 

detained is observed. (The post DSO data shown in Figure 5 include all 

status offenders at the court: experimental~ control, and ineligible.) 

Second, the actual number of status offenders detained shows a simi­

lar pattern (see Figure 6). There is an "increase from January 1974 through 

about July 1975, followed by a decrease that apparently is accellerated 

when the DSO project began in July 1~76. 

These resu~ts suggest the need to identify the event or change around 

J~ly 1975 that produced the significant downturn in the percent of status 

offenders being detained. 

The change in proportion of total status offender referrals detained 

could be explained either by a change in "the criteria used in making de­

tention decisions or by a change during the summer of 1975 in the charac­

teristics of status offenders such that detention would be appropriate for 

a smaller proportion of the" referrals. 
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Analysl.s of status offender characteristics, discussed previously,. 

indicates no change of the type observed in Figures 5 and 6 in any of the 

social, economic, or demographic characteristics of the status offenders. 

Cross-offender regressions on status offender referrals indicate that ds­

tention decisions are significantly related to parental status, age, month 

of referral, introduction of the DSO program, sex, the total number of prior 

status offenses, the total number of ~rior delinquent offenses, the total 

number of all types of offenses combined, and the type of offense for which 

the referral was made. Even so, all these variables together account for 

only 11 percent of the variance in detention decisions. Therefore, even 

if there had been changes in the criteria used in making detention decisions 

(rather than a change in the general policy about detention of status offen-

ders), the shift would not have accounted for the marked downturn in the 

proportion detained that occurred in the summer of 1975. 

It is more likely that some exogenous event produced the mid-summer 

change in detention proportion during 1975. Information from the Vancouver 

court is that there was no legislative change in the summer of 1975 that 

could have had any impact on the court (including House Bill 371). Bob 

Axlund, court administrator, noted that the application for the DSO grant 

was being considered in the summer of 1975 by the juvenile judges and key 

members of the court staff. It was during this time period that key per­

sonnel, including the judges, agreed to support an application for funds 

under the federal DSO initiative. It appears that the most likely explana­

tion for the obvious shift in status offender detention rates that occurred 

in mid-summer 1975 is that it was produced by the ant~cipation of participa­

ting in. the federal initiative. This suggests that when court staff and 

judges became sensitive to the issues of labelling and the plight of the 

status offenders, they began immediately to respond with actions that were 
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desired by' the national program itself. In this sense, the OJJDP initia-

tive might have served as a "consciousness raising" experience for those 

• 
having contact with status offenders. 

Comparing Experimental and Control Groups 

The next question to be considered is whether the accentuated drop 

in detention after the DSO intervent~oIi in Clark County was attributable 

to the crisis intervention and multiple impact therapy strategy used as 

part of the DSO project or whether the shift observed in Figures 5 and 6 

after DSO began is attributable to a generalized policy that influenced 

all probation officers handling status offenders (including the control 

and ineligible groups). 

The data in Table 5 show the pre-program proportion of status offen-

ders detained, along with the proportion detained within the experimental, 

control, and ineligible groups of the post-DSO time period. As noted pre-

viously, direct comparisons should not be made between experimental and 

control groups because qfthe fact that these groups differed in terms of 

number of prior ~tatus offenses, total number of priors, and sex. Thus, 

the apparent differences (28 percent for the experimertal group and 54 per-

cent for the control) could have been produced by differences in the charac-

teristics of the youths in the two groups. Nevertheless, t.he data indicate 

a sharp difference between experimental and control groups and even more 

difference· between experimental and the ineligibles. 
. -

. One method of examining whether the experimental strategy produced 

a reduction in detention is to compare detention proportions within cate-

gorie's of those characteristics of the youths which differed across the 
, . 
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TABLE 5 

STATUS OFFENDER DETENTION RATES1 

GROUP Total Number Number Detained Percent Detained 

STATUS OFFENDERS 

Pre-DSO 2,317 1,668 72% 

}?ost-DSO 
914 439 48% 

{total} 

Experimental 362 101 28% 

Control 127 69 54% 

Ineligible 425 268 63% 

IThe analysis is based on the Clark County juvenile court computerized 
data file provided by the court to IPA. The'pre-DSO period is from Jan­
uary 1974 through June 1976. ~he post-DSO time period is from July 1976 
through June 1977 . 
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groups. These data are shown in Table 6. The results indicate that statis­

tically sigriificant differences exist between the control and experimental 

groups within virtually every category of prior offenses,!:ype of current 

offense, sex, and living situation. 

A multiple regression analysis substantiates the conclusion. tpat the 

detention rates' for experimental youths were lower than for control g~oup 

cases (Table 7). According to the regression analysis, the experimental 

group detention rate is 0bout 32 percent below the rate of the control 

group when the other variables are statistically controlled (F=45, p<.OOI). 

The question still remains, however, of whether the exp~rimental group 

produced a significant drop in detention greater than that 't'lhich would have 

occurred given the markedly downward trend in detention rates for all sta­

tus offenders that began in July 1975 (the time when the court decided to 

apply for the grfu.t). Multiple regression analysis, using both pre and 

post data, clearly suggests that the experimental group was less likely to 

be d~tainea than the control group and that the experimental group (not the 

control group) was responsible for the statistically significant drop that 

occurred at the time the DSO program began. This decline was greater than 

the decrease which had been occurring between July 1975 and June 1976. 

The results of this multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 8. 

The negative value of the standa~dized partial regression coefficient 

(column two of Table 7) for the experimental group means that youths in 

this group were less likely to be detained than would have been expected, 

gi-len the pre-program trend, number of priors, and their socio-economi.c 

characteristics., The very small but statistically significant value of 

the partial standardized regression coefficient for the control group means 

they were a fraction more likely to be detained when the pre-program trend, 

priors, and socio-economic characteristics are controlled. 
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TABLE 6 

STATUS OFFENDER DETENTION RATES FOR EXPERII~TAL, CONTROL 
. . 1 

& INELIGIBLE GROUPS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE YOUTHS 

PERCENT DETAINED NUMBER OF CASES 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Exper Control Inelig Exper Control" Inelig 

SEX 

Male 

Female 

32% 

25% 

LIVING SITUATION 

Both natural 
parent~ 

Two parents, 
one step 

One parent 
2 

other 

TYPE OF OFFENSE 

CUrfew 

Runaway 

Incorrigible 

Truant 

PRIOR OFFENSES 

27% 

22% 

27% 

47% 

27% 

36% 

23% 

o 

No prior delinq. 
offense in last 27% 
12 months 

No prior status 
offense in last 25% 
12 months 

One delinquency 
in last 12 mos. 

30% 

One prior status 
offense in last 34% 
12 months 

* 57% 

* 58% 

* 74% 

* 54% 

* 41% 

* 57% 

78% 

* 65% 

* 57% 

o 

* 56% 

* 52% 

* 56% 

* 58% 

64% 

62% 

66% 

59% 

64% 

82% 

66% 

71% 

56% 

3% 

63% 

61% 

54% 

63% 

156 

264 

141 

76 

121 

19 

11 

171 

130 

44 

296 

257 

40 

67 

30 

97 

49 

26 

42 

7 

9 

51 

53 

14 

106 

86 

9 

19 

204 

221 

142 

76 

97 

90 

56 

217 

89 

35 

266 

248 

48 

51 

'I 
The analysis is based on Clark County computerized data, July 1976 through 

June 1977. Whether a youth was in the experimental, control, or ineligible 
group was determined from the data IPA collected for the USC national evalu­
ation and this ~esignation wa~ added to the raw court data file. 

2 
"Other" includes relatives, gro'up homes, foster homes, or institutions. 

*p <.05 
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TABLE 7 

~ruLTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

OF DETENTION PROBABILITY FOR EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL GROUPS1 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

TREATMENT 

experimental=l 
control=O 

NUMBER OF PRIOR 
STATUS OFFENSES 

NUNBER OF PRIOR 
D~LINQUENT OFFENSES 

(constant) 

No. of cases = 465 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: DETENTION (NO=O; YES=l) 

Zero Order 
Correlation 

:".30 

.15 

.~09 

B 

-.32 

.08 

.08 

.54. 

Beta 

-.29 

.15 

.09 

F Value Prob 

45 .001 

11.6 .001 

4.0 .01 

1 Other variables examined but too insignificant to include in the equation 
were age, sex; living situation, school status, and income. The zero-order 
correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the left with deten­
tion when no other variables are controlled. B is the un standardized partial 
(e~g., all other variables in the equation are controlled) regression coeffi-' 
cient and beta is the standardized partial regression coefficient. 

The analysis was conducted on the juvenile court computerized data base. 
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TABLE 8 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF .DSO EFFECT 

ON PROBABILITY OF DETENTiON FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 
1 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Experimental Group 

Control Group 

Change in trend, DSO 
startup (D2MONTH) 

.~-

Overall trend, January 
1974. - Jtl."1e 1977 

No. of prior offenses 

Less ptable living 
situation 

Older 

Not regularly 'enrolled 
in school 

Sex (O=male; l=female) 

R2:::.14 

No. of cases=2,540 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PROBABILITY OF BEING DETAINED 
(O=not detained; l=detained) 

Zero Order 
1 

Correlation B Beta F Value Prob 

-.30 -.21 -.15 32.3 <.001 

-.01 .08 .04 3.03 <.01 

-.28 -.03 -LOO 32.7 <.001 
~---- -- ~ ~ -.-_ .. -. -

-.18 .02 .42 ,40.8 <.001 

.14 .02 .09 20 <.001 

.10 .003 .08 18.5 <.001 

.06 .02 .05 '7.6 <.001 

-.03 '.04 -.04 3.7 <.001 

.01 .01 n.s. <.001 

1 The bivariate correlation (r) shows the relationship of each independent 
variable to detention without controlling for the effects 'of the other inde­
pendent variables. B is the unstandardized partial regression coefficient 
for an independent variable when all the other variables are statistically 
controlled. Beta is the standardized partial regression coefficient. 
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The results in Table 7 substantiate the conclusions dra~~ earlier 

concerning the impact of DSO on detention for all status offenqers. There. 

is a statistically significant downward shift to the trend after the 

court decided to apply for the grant and the downward t~end is acce~erated 

when the DSO project began in July 1976. 

Although the experimental group differed from control in terms of 

detention, a time series analysis of the post-program trends in detention 

for each group indicates that the detention pattern within both the control 

and ineligible groups tended to converge toward that of the experimental 

group. The monthly trends, beginning with program startup in July 1976 

and ending in February 1977 (for'the control group) and in June 1977 (for 

the experimental and ineligible groups) are shown in Figure 7. The deten-

. tion rate for the experimental group was relatively high the first month 

(they handled o711y ten cases), but thereafter it \-1as low and varied from 

about 20 percent to a high of about 40 percent. The control group, in 

contrast, detained 82 percent of the cases· during the first three months 

of the program, but were down to 49 percent in the last three months. The 

pattern for ineligibles is generally downward as well. These results in-

dicate a convergence in the handling of status offenders \~ith the DSO 

approach of non-detention gradually spreading to the other groups. 

" 

Comparison of Status Offenders and Delinquents 

It is also of interest to compare the detention of status offenders and 

delinquents. The data (Table 9) show that status offenders were far more 

likeiy to b'e detaine~ than were delinquents p,rior to DSO, but had about the 

same probability as delinquents of being detained in the post time period. 

Female status offenders had a higher probability of being detained than males 

in the pre-DSO months, but a lower probability after DSO. 

.. 
• 

. . 
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FIGURE 7 

. PROPORTION OF CONTROL, EXPERIMENTAL, & INELIGIBLE STATUS OFFENDERS DETAINED IN POST-DSO TIME PERIODS l 
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The results (see Appendix B) indicate a significant decline in the 

proportion of control and ineligible youths who were detained. 



'TABLE '9 

~~~RW[ON ~F ~~AIDUS OFFENDERS ~ PELINQUENTS DETAINED pn:E: .& POST BY SEtEC'II'!E!O CHARAC'l'E!R.][STICSOF THE YOUTHS 
1 

.STATUS OFFENDERS DEUNQUENTS NUMBER OF CASES 

Percent Detained Percent Detained Status Offenders Delinquents 

CHARACTERISTIC Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

TOTALS 72% 48% 42!b 49% 2,317 914 5,242 2,594 , 

SEX 

Male 70% 50% 43% 50% . 975 390 4.,353 2,048 

Female 73% 47% 38% 46% 1,353 522 906 552 

LIVING SITUATION 

Both natural parents 67% 46% 36% 45% 941 332 2,969 1,399 

Two parents, one step 75% 43% 49% 55% 327 178 500 267 of:Io, 

~jj 0 

'.If One parent 72% 43% 49% 52% 589 260 1,053 594 

Other 2 85% 75% 63% 69% 345 116 354 196 

TYPE OF OFFENSE 

Curfew 69% 61% 176 76 

Runaway 80% 57% 1,093 439 

Incorrigible 67% 40% 824 272 

Truant 2% 1% 120 93 

Other status Offense 71% 53% 115 34 

Personal Delinquency 3 47% 51% 197 132 

Propecty Delinquency 3 40% 44% 2,732 1,242 

Non-Victim Delinquency 3 49% 58% 1,680 906 

Other Delinquency 29% 42% 650 322 

. CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 

, , • • 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

PRIOR DELINQUENT OFFENSES 

No prior delinquent 
offenses in last 12 mos. 

One prior. delinquent 
offense in past 12 mos. 

PRIOR STATUS OFFENSES 

No prior status offenses 
in last 12 months 

One status offense in 
past 12 months 

'. 

TABLE 9 (continued) 

STATUS OFFENDERS DELINQUENTS 

Percent Detained Percent Detained 

Pre Post Pre Post 

71% 46% 37% 44% 

77% 44% 43% 52% 

70% 44% 39% 46% 

70% 48% 54% 57% 

, . • • 

NUMBER OF CASES 

Status Offenders Delinquents 

Pre Post Pre Post 

1,715 668 3,405, 1,494 

295 97 759 321 

1,383 591 4,454 2,138 

385 137 301 147 

1The analysis was conducted from raw (computerized) data provided to IPA by the Clark County juvenile 
court. The pre-program time period is January 1974 through June 1976. The post-program time period is 
from July 1976 through Jun,e 1977. 

2"Other" includes relatives, group homes, foster homes, and institutions. 

3personal delinquency includes murder, rape, robbery, assault, and public indecencies. Property offenses are 
forgery, theft, stolen property, malicious mischief, larceny, shoplifting, and vandalism. Non-victim offenses 
are possession/use of drugs or alcohol, disorderly conduct, prostitution, ,and disturbing the peace. Other 
delinquency includes other misdemeanors and delinquent probation violations. 
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Discussion· 

The major conclusion of this section is that the DSO project in Clark 

County reduced the detention of status offenders both direct.ly and indirect­

ly~ First, the decision to apply for a grant under the federal DSO initia­

tive and the corresponding change in court policy about detention produced 

astatist.ically r.;gnificant downturn in what had been a steadily increasing 

};Iroportion of status offenders detained. Second, the implementation of 

the DSO project produced a statistically significant accentuation of_ the 

downward trend in detention of status.offenders. Third, the experimental 

group was primarily responsible for the reduction in p+oportion of status 

bffenders detained, although both the control group and the ineligibles 

gradually converged toward a mu.ch lower dete'1tion rate than what had ex­

isted in the pre-program period. Fourth, ev~n though there were differen­

ces in client characteristics between the experimental and control groups, 

there i~ strong evidence that the difference in detention is attributable 

to the probation officer strategy WId/or personal characteristics of the 

counselor rath~r than to differences in client characteristics. We have 

no way of determining whether differences were due to the strategy used 

or to the younger age· and lesser experience of the DSO counselors and the 

fact that one of the DSO counselors was a man (whereas both of the control 

counselors were women). It seems plausible, however, that the philosophy 

of DSO, the crisis intervention counseling, and the longer hours of avail­

ability, combined with (perhaps) a philosophy held by the DSO counselors 

concerning how status offenders should be handled, produced the change. 

The-fact that the other prob<'.tion officers gradualiy converged to\-lard 

the experimental group in terms of detention rates for status offenders 

would argue strongly for the notion that failure to detain youths is not 
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a function of age, experience, or sex of the probation ?fficer. 

Fifth, the pre-program pattern in which status offenders had a much 

higher probability of being detained than did delinquents was changed so 

that the likelihood of detention was about equal. 

In general, it is appropriate to say that the decrease in dete~tion 

rates for status offenders was partially due to a pre-program change in 

court policy--probably sparked by the decision to apply for DSO funds-­

and to the treatment' strategy used in the experimental group, which made 

it less necessary to detain status offenders. 

IMPACT OF THE DSO PROJECT ON THE FILING OF PETITIONS 

AGAINST STA'l'US OFFENDERS 

Another indication of whether nso reduced the penetration of status 

offenders into the juvenile justice system can be fo~~d by examining changes 

in the proportion of status offenders on whom petitions were filed. When 

a petition is filed in Clark County, a fact~finding hearing and disposi­

tion hearing follow. Except for cases dismissed, the youths usually are 

placed on formal probation. It was expected that DSC would reduce the need 

to file petitions if the crisis counseling and/or family crisis counseling 

were effective in reconciling intra~family conflicts, thereby permitting 

the youths to return home without official court action.· It also is pos­

sible, however, that the DSO initiative directly or indirectly altered 

the court policy and philosophy concerning the need to file petitions on 

status offenders and that this policy change affected all status offenders., 

In other words, changes in th~ proportion of youths on whom petitions are 

filed, if they exist, could be attributed either to the strategy of the 

PSO project per se or to a general change in the court policy. 
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Changes in Petitions 

The proportion of status offenders on whom petitions were filed from 

January 1974 through July 1976 declined at a rate of about .77 percent per 

month and the decline accellerated after the startup of DSO to about a 3.1 

percent drop per month (see Figure 8 and Appendix B). The accentuation 

of the downward trend that began in July 1976 (DSO startup) is statisti­

cally significant beyond the .05 level. 

Furthermore, there are statistically significant downward trends in 

the proportion of status offenders on whom petitions were filed within 

both the experimental and control groups during the post-DSO time period 

(Figure 9 and Appendix B). This suggests that the idea of handling status 

offenders informally, rather t: ;,~n wi th p~ti tions and hearings, gradually 

was applied to a larger percentage of the eligible youths regardless of 

which group they were in. 

Comparing the ExperLT.ental and Control Groups 

As noted previously, a decline in petitions filed on status offenders 

could occur because of a change in court policy affecting all status offen­

ders or because of the particular strategy of handling status offenders 

used by the experimental (but not the control) group ·counselors. The ex­

perimental strategy could make it less necessary to fil~ petitions if 

(a) petitions tend to be filed because the youth and parents are not able 

or willing to resolve their conflicts and (b) the crisis and family counsel­

ing were effective in resolving these conflicts. 

'Comparisons of the experimental, control, and ineligible groups 

(Table 10) shows that the former filed petitions on seven percent of the 

status offenders compared with 14 percent in the control group and 41 per­

cent in the ineligible group. Within the various characteristics of the 
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TABLE 10 

PROPORTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS ON W-dOHPETITIONS WERE FILED 

FOR EXPERIHENTAL, CONTROL, & INELIGIBLE GROUPS 

BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE YOUTHSI 

PERCENT WITH PETITIONS FILED NUMBER OF C1}SES 

CHARACTERISTICS 

TOTAL 

SEX 

Nale 

Female 

LIVING SITUATION 

Both parents 

Two parents, 
one step 

One parent 

Other2 

TYPE OF OFFENSS 

Curfew 

RW1away 

Incorrigible 

Tr.uant 

Other~ 

PRIOR OFFENSES 

No prior delinq 
offense in last 
12 months 

No prior status 
offense in last 
12 months 

One delinquency 
in last 12 mos 

One st,atus of­
fense in last 
12 'months 

Exper 

7% 

8% 

7% 

3% 

7% 

8% 

26% 

o 
9% 

8% 

2% 

o 

7% 

7% 

18% 

12% 

Control 

14% 

3% 

12% 

10% 

8% 

7% 

29% 

o 

2% 

26% 

o 
o 

9% 

8% 

11% 

10% 

Inelig 

41%. 

36.3% 

45% 

32% 

40% 

38% 

61% 

20% 

50% 

46% 

6% 

36% 

43% 

43% 

52% 

'35% . 

Exper 

360 

156 

204 

141 

76 

121 

19 

11 

'171 

130 

44 

6 

296 

257 

40 

67 

1 
.'the: analysis is based on the court computerized data. 

Control 

.127 

30 

97 

49 

26 

·42 

7 

9 

51 

53 

14 

o 

106 

86 

9 

19 

Inelig 

425 

204 

221 

142 

76 

97 

90 

56 

217 

89 

35 

28 

266 

248 

48 

'" 51 

2 nOther" includes group homes, foster homes, relatives,. and institutions. 
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youths, however, the differences in petition$ filed by experimental and 

control group cOUnselo~s are not particularly marked except for incorri­

gibles. ?nly 8 percent pf ~e youths entering the court as incorrigibles 

in the experimental group had petitions filed compared with 26 percent in 

the control group. Th~s result lends some credence to the notion that the 

tre~tment strategy of crisis counseling and family therapy used by the ex­

perimental group had little impact on petitions being filed for status 

offenders except (possibly) for youths entering as incorrigibles. 

Another appropriate (although imperfect) way to isolate the indepen­

dent effects of the experimental and control treatments on eligible status 

offenders is to examine the impact of each group controlling for pre-pro­

gram trend and other factors that could produce differences. The multiple 

regression analysis is. shown in Table 11 and the following conclusions 

are in order: 

1. Both the experimental and control groups were less likely to 

have a petition filed than were the pre-program groups. 

2. The experimental group does not differ significantly from·the 

control group iri terms of proportion of petitions filed on status offenders. 

3. Regardless of the group the youth is in, the chance of a petition 

being filed is greater if the family situation is less stable, if the youth 

was detained, if the youth had one or more prior status offenses, or if 

"the youth is younger. The sex of the youth is not a relevant factor in 

filing a petition. 

Tp further examine whether the experimental group differed from the 

controls, a multiple regression was performed only on these two groups 

(eliminating pre-program youths and the post-DSO ineligibles). As shown 

in Table 12, the treatment variable does not have a statistically signi­

ficant effect on petitions being filed wh'en the other variables are 
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TABLE 11 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PROBABILITY OF FILING PETITIONS 

ON STATUS OFFENDERS, PRE AND POST
I 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PETITIONS (O=NO; l=YES) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Zero Order 

Correlation B Beta F Value Probability 

Experimental Group 

Control Group 

Pre-Program Trend 

Change in Trend at 
DSO Startup 

Unstable Family 

Not Regularly 
Enrolled in School 

Detained 

Prior Status 
Offender 

Older 

Total Priors 

[not in equation:] 

Sex 

2 
R =.12 

Ji'=35.30 

N=2,540 

-.17 

-.08 

-.05 

-.06 

.22 

.14 

.14 

.14 

-.01 

.14 

-.01 

-.27 -".20 71 <.001 

-.29 -.13 42 <.001 

.01 .02 .799 n.s. 

. -.005 -.19 1.18 n.s. 

.01 .18 99 <.001 

.11 .13 55 <.001 

.07 .07 16 <.001 

.03 .10 8.6 <.001 

-.01 " -.03 2.5 <.01 

-.01 -.05 1.96 <.01 

-.01 -.01 .59 <.01 

1 The zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with det;ention when no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial (e.g., all other variables in the equation are con­
trolled) regression coefficient and beta is the standardized partial re­
gress:i.on coefficient. The analysis was conducted on the juvenile court 
c9mputerized data base. 
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TABLE 12 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF PROBABILITY PETITION WILL BE FILED 

FOR EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL GROUP STATUS OFFENDERS
l 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PETITIONS (O=NO; l=YES) 

Zero Order 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE Correlation B Bet'). F Value Probability 

Treatment 

(exper=l; 
c;ontrol=O) 

Number Prior 
Status Offenses 

Number Prior 
Delinquent Offenses 

Living Situation 

Sex 

Age 

N;.454 

(female=l; 
male=O) 

-.05 -.02 

.08 .02 

.05 .03 

.05 .000 

-.01 -.003 

-.02 -.003 

-.04 .57 n.s. 

, 
.08 2.1 <.11"' 

.05 .82 n.s. 

.04 .51 n.s. 

-.007 .015 n.s. 

-.02 .13 n.s. 

1 The zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with detention when no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial regr~ssion coefficient and beta is the standardized 
partial regression coefficient. The analysis was conducted on the juvenile 
court computerized data base. 
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Comparison of status Offenders and Delinquents 

Prior to the beginning of DSO, status offenders were slightly more 

likely to have had a petition filed against them (30 percent versus 27 

percent), but this pattern was reversed after the program began in that 

23 percent of the status offenders and 29 percent of the delinquents had 

petitions filed. Other data from which comparisons can be made (by charac­

teristics of the youths) are contained in Table 13. 

Discussion 

The major conclusions from this section are: 

1. The statistically significant change in proportion of status 

o'ffenders on whom petitions were filed that occurred \vhen DSO was imple­

mented probably was the result of a general ,change in court policy prompted 

by the DSO philosophy rather than the result of the specific treatment 

strategy (crisis cOlli!seling/ffu~ily the~apy) used by the experimental group 

probation officers. 

2. The experimental and control groups did not differ much, if at all, 

'in proportion of petitions filed when client characteristics were controlled. 

The single exception of interest is that the experimental group counselors 

filed ~etitions on a much smaller proportion of the incorrigibles . 

IMPACT OF DSO ON RECIDIVISM RATES OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

The major question to be discussed in this section is whether the DSO 

intervention brought about a change in the recidivism rates of status offen­

ders. The project could result in reduced 'recidivism if it is the case, as 

labelling theorists belieye, that youths' who 'experienc'e le'ss penetration 



TABLE 13 

PROPORTION OP STATUS OFFENDERS & DET .. INQUENTS ON WHOM PETITIONS FILED 

PRE & POST BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE JUVENILES 

STATUS OFFENDERS DELINQUENTS N U M B E R o F CAS E S 

% with Petitionr~ % with PGtitions _. __ .-- Status Offenders Delinquents 
CHARACTERISTICS Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

TOTALS 30% 23% 27'1; 29% 2,328 912 5,259 2,tiOO 

SEX 

Male 32% 22% 29% 32% 975 390 4,353 2,048 

Female 29% 24% 18% 19% 1,353 522 906 552 

LIVING SITUATION 

Both natural parents 22% 16% 18% 18% 941 332 2,969 1,399 
U1 

Both parents, one step 30% 21% 36% 35% 327 178 500 267 II.l 

One parent '30% 19% 34% 35% 589 260 1,053 594 

Other 2 48% 53% 60% 71% 345 116 354 196 

TYPE OF OFPENSE 

Curfew 22% 14% 176 76 

Runaway 32% 28 96 1,093 439 

Incorrigible 36% 2~% 824 272 

Truant 21% 3% 120 93 

Other 17% 29% 115 34 

Personal Delinquency 3 36% 48% 197 132 

Property Delinquency 3 29% 29% 2,732 1,242 

Non-victim Delinquency 3 15% 15% 1,680 906 

Other Delinquency 43% 58% 650 322 

CONTINTlED ON NEXT PAGE 

I 
. , ' .. • 1 
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CHARACTERISTICS 

PRIOR OFFENSES 

, 

No prior de1inqu~nc¥ in 
past 12 months . 

No prior status offenses 
in past 12 months 

One prior delinquency in 
past 12 months 

One prior status offense 
in past 12 months 

STATUS 

\ with 
Pre 

30% 

80% 

29% 

'30% 

. . . . 
TABLE 13 (continued) 

OFFENDERS DELINQUENTS 

Petitions % with Petitions 
Post Pre Post 

24% 21% 21% 

21% 24% 25% 

34% 31% 34% 

19% 35% 51% 

data provided to IPA by 

NUMBER 0 

Status Offenders 
Pre Post 

1,715 668 

1,383 591 

295 97 

385 137 

the Clark County -The' anC).lysis was conducted from raw (computerized) 
The pre-program time period is .January 1974 through 
through June 1977. 

June 1976. The post-program time period 

2"O~her" includes relativ~s, group homes, foster homes, and institutions. 

• • •• 

F CAS E S 

Delinquents 
Pre Post 

3,405 1,494 

4,454 2,138 

759 321 

301 147 

juvenile court. 
is from July 1976 

3personal delinquency includes murder, rape, robbery, assault, and ~ublic indecencies. Property offenses are 
forgery, theft, stolen property, malicious mischief, larceny, shoplifting, and vandalism. Non-victim offenses 
are possession/use of drugs or alcohol, disorderly conduct, prostitution, and disturbing the peace. Other 
d~linquency includes other misdemeanors and delinquent probation violations. 

VI 
w 
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into the juvenile justice system are less likely to re~idivate. Thu~, 

since the DSO intervention reduced the proportion of youths detained and 

reduced the proportion of status offenders on whom petitions were filed, 

it is possible that it also reduced recidivism. The project could, of 

course, have an -effect on recidivism independent of its impact on deten-­

tion and petitions because of the different counseling and therapy strate­

gies that were used. 

As has been done in the previous sections, the analysis will proceed 

by first examining the impact of the DSO intervention on all status offen­

ders (experimental, cbntrol! and ineligible) in order to test the effective­

ness of the project on the entire system. Ip. addition, since the pos't-DSO 

status offenders are relatively .comparable to t~e pre-DSO youths who com­

mitted similar offenses, this provides some assurance that observed dif­

ferences are not due to changes in the characteristics of the youths. 

Follm<1ing these analyses, a comparison will be made between the experimen­

tal DSO and control youths in order to ascertain whether the experimental 

strategy in handling status offenders was more effective, in terms of re­

cidivism, tha.n the control strategy, for youths eligible for the program. 

Measurement of Recidivism 

Recidiv,ism has been measured in terms of recontact with the juvenile 

COUl::t for either a status or delinquent offense. There are several prob­

lems in measurement of recidivism, some of which will be discussed below 

along with the procedure used in this report to deal with them . 

1. The purpose of the DSO project \"as not simply to reduce the num­

ber of subsequent court contacts, but also to reduce the frequency of 

c;ommission of offenses. And, since youths often commit s'tatus or delin­

quent offenses without being caught or referred to the court, the recon­

tact measure is an underestimate of the actual number of offenses committed. 
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We have no reason to believe, however, that the proport~on of youths re­

ferred to the court differed between the experimental and control groups 

or differed from the pre to post time periods. Thus, even though the re­

contact measure contains considerable error, the nature of the error is 

the same for the pre and post time periods and for the experimental t con­

trol, and ineligible groups within the post time period. Thus, the major 

effect of this type of error is that the tests of significance will tend 

to underestimate the'tru~ nifferences between pre and post, as well as 

the true differences between experimental and control groups. 

2. The number of youths referr~d to the court for a subsequent offense 

depends on the number of months the youths were "at risk" after the instant 

offer.se. The pre-program youths bad far more months in which to commit a 

subsequent offense than the post-·program group. In addition, since the 

probation officers who handled the control group discontinued their work 

with eligible status offenders in. February 1978, the control group has more 

montns Ira-:=: risk" than does the e~perimental group. The best solution to 

this problem is to select a specific follow-Up time (such as three or six 

months from the end of the month in which the instant offense \vas committed). 

Any instant offenses for which there were not enough months at risk to meet 

the followup time (three months or six months) are removed from the ana­

lysis. This procedure was used here' and most of the analysis was based 

on a three-month followup period. Because data collection ended after the 

first 12 months of the project, there is a severe reduction of cases in 

the post period when six or more months of followup data are included. 

3. Another problem is what to do with offenses that were committed 

"after the followup time period. One solution is to place the youth who 

committed the instant offense into the "non-recidivism" category if s/he 

committed a subsequent offense but i1: was after the fixed risk period of 
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three (or six) months. The problem with this approach is that it places 

youths who we know are going to recidivate into the non-recidivist category 

and this category already contains many youths who eventually will reci­

divate. This is particularly true of the pre-program group, in comparison 

with the post, since the former had longer times at risk. This approach 

w,ill yield a conservative estimate (underestimate) of the effect of the 

project unless the full impact of the project occurs during the fixed 

'!at risk" time an'd the project youths do not differ from the others in 

terms of the proportion recidivating after the fixed risk time. Neverthe­

less, in the subsequent analysis those persons recidivating after the 

fixed risk time are counted as non-recidivators. 

~~nge from Pre to Post 

One method of assessing the impact of the DSO intervention on the 

recidivism rates of post-DSO status offenders is to examine the propor­

tion of status o:f::e:1ders (pre and post) ,.;ho had a subsequent delinquent 

or status offense within the same month as the instant offense, within' 

two months of the instant offense, within three months of the instant 

of~ense, and so on. The results of this analysis are sho,ffi in Table 14. 

Data in the first row include all of the pre ann post cases (since 

all of them had at least a followup period that extended to the end of the 

same month in which the instant offense occurred). within that month, 9 

percent of the pre-program status offenders had a subsequent offense com­

pared with 6.3 percent of the post-program status offenders. This dif­

ference is significant beyond the .01 level (Z test for significance in 

proportions). The third column of Table 14 shows the difference between 

pre and post and the last two columns show the number of cases upon which 

the analysis is based. 

Examination of the first two columns of Tcible 14 sho~l's that the 
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TABLE 14 

, PROPORTION 'OF STATUS OFFENDERS RECIDIVATING 

WITHIN SPECI'FIED FOLLOWUP PERIODS, PRE & PO~Tl' 

Number 'of % with subsequent 
Months offense within Di~ference Number of 

"At Risk" risk period Z Value Pre/Post Cases 3 

Pre post 2 : Pre Post 

0 MONTH 9%' 6.3% 2.53 2.7% 2,330 914 
(same month) 

1 MONTH 18.9% 16.6% 1.49 2.3% 2,330 860 

2 MONTHS 26.8% 21.9% 2.75 4.9% 2,330 807 

3 MONTHS 33.1% 25.2% 4.02 7.9% 2,330 729 

4 MONTHS 37.2% 29.9% 3.44 7.3% 2,330 651 

5 MONTHS 40.1% 32.6% 3.22 7.5% 2,330 542 

6 MONT"rIS 43.7% 35.0% 3.46 8.7% 2,330 465 

7 MONTHS 45.7% 37.9% 2.94 7.8% 2,330 416 

8 MONTHS 47.6% 39.8% 2.72 7.8% 2,330 349 

1Recidivism is measured as a subsequent court contact for a delinquent or 
status offense after the instant stat,us offense. Those who had no subse­
quent offense ,vithin the risk period shmm on the left are included as 
"non-recidivators" when calculating the percentage. The percentages are 
cumulative across the risk periods. Thus, 18.9 percent of pre-program 
status offenders had a subsequent offenSe during the same month or within 
one month of the end of the month in which the instant offense occurred; 
26.8 percent had a subsequent offense in the same month or by the end of 
the first month or by the end of the second month. 

2 ' The post time ~eriod includes all status offenders, not just those who 
were elig,ible for the DSO project. 

3 • h . . d d th '" t . k" The number of cases ~n t e post, tl.me perl.o rops as mon sa, rl.S 
increase uecause all youths entering the court too late to have the full 
follow-up period (1 month, 2 months, ... 8 months) were excluded when calcu­
lating the recidivism rate for that particular follot-I-up period. Thus,' 
fpr ea.ch of the months at risk, all youths included in that anaJysis had 
at least that many months of follow-up data. 
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proportion.recidivating increases as expected as the t~me "at risk" in­

creases. It should be noted that the percentage recidivating indicates 

those who had a subsequent offense at any time during the risk period, 

not just those recidivating within a particu1~r month. Thus, the data for 

three months means that 33 percent of the pre-program status offenders had 

a subsequent offense within a fo11owup period that extended for three months 

after the beginning of the month in which the instant offense occurred. It 

does not mean that 33 percent recidivated during the third month after the 

instant offense. 

The difference between pre and post recidivism rates (column four of 

Table 14) increases from 2.7 percent in the same month to about 8 percent 

within three months and stabilizes. at about 8 percent difference between 

pre and post as the risk period increases to eight months. 

Although the differences observed would indicate that DSO had the 

effect of reducing recidivism, there are several other potential explana­

tions of why recidivism was lower in the post time period. One possibility 

is that there was a downward trend in recidivism rates during the pre­

program time period which simply continued after DSO began. Another alter­

native explanation is that the characteristics of status offenders were 

changing, over time or at the time that DSO began, and the difference in 

recidivism is attributable to the fact that the status offenders during 

the post time period did not have the same characteristics as status offen­

deis during the pre-program phase. 

The multiple regression analysis of pre and post data indicates that 

neither of these explanations accounts for the change in recidivism during 

the post time period. In Table 15 are the results of a multiple regression 

analysis using all pre and post 'cases that had at least three months of "at 

risk" time. The results show that the project intervention had a statistically 
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TABLE 15 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF DSO I~WACT ON 3-MONTH RECIDIVISM 

OF STATUS OFFENDERS, PRE AND POSTI 

No. of cases=2,285 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: RECIDIVISM WITHIN 3 MONTHS OF 

Zero Order INSTANT OFFENSE2 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 3 Correlation B Beta F Value Probability 

DSO Startup -.14 -.08 -.08 6.3 <.001 

Monthly Trend -.14 -.004 -.10 _10.4 <.001 

Number of Prior .22 .07 .20 90 <.001 Status Offenses 

Number of Prior .16 .07 .14 42 <.001 Delinquent Offenses 

Age (older) -.08 -.03 -.11 28.5 <.001 

Sex (female) -.007 -.007 .00 .10 n.s. 

R
2
=.10 

-F=30.7 

IThe zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with reci~ivism when no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial regression coefficient and beta is the standardized 
partial regression coefficient. The analysis waS-COnducted on the juvenile 
court computerized data base. 

2Cases which did not have at least a three month risk period were ey.cluded. 
Otherwise, all status offenders in the post period, not just the DSO project 
youths, \o;rere i ncl uded. 

3DSO start-up is a dummy variable with pre-project cases having·a score of 
zero and post-DSO status offenders a score of one. The interaction term (DSO 
times month) was not significant. Other characteristics of status offenders 
(family stability, school status) were not significant and were omitted from 
the equation. 
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signi.£icant effect in reducing recidivism, controlling ,for age, sex, number 

of status,offense priors, number of delinquent priors, and the family stiua-

tion of the youth. The change attributable to DSO was a shift in the level 

of recidivism rather than a shift in the trend. The trend, for the entire 

time period, was statistically significant but of very .minor magnitude. 

Recidivism, on the average, declined by less than one-half of one percent 

per month. The average recidivism rate for the three-month followup, how-

ever, dropped by about seven percent when DSO began, even with the other 
, .. 

variables held constant. 

It has been shm'ln previously in thi~ report that the pr<?portion of 

youths detained declined as a result of the DSO project and the proportion 

of status offenders on whom peti·tions were filed also dropped. A multiple 

regression analysis of the effect of petitions and detention on recidivism 

is shown in Table 16. The results indicate that youths who are detained 

are more inclL~ed to recidivate than those who are not, even when prior 

offenses have been controlle'd along with age, sex, and so on. In contrast, 

youths on whom petitions are filed tend to recidivate at a lower rate than 

others, when priors and socio-economic characteristics have been controlled. 

(Somewhat different results are obtained in the post only analys'is, however.) 

More important, as shown at the bottom of Table 16, the DSO intervention 

had a statistically significant impact on recidiyism independent of its 

effect on detention and petitions. 
, 

The ~esults of the multiple regression analysis are substantiated by 

an examination of recidivism (pre and post) for youths with different char-

acteristics (Table 17). Regardless of whether a thre~ or six month "at 

risk" time'is used, the results show that recidivism rates within selected 

characteristics of the status offenders are uniformly lower during the 

post-program time period. 
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TABLE 16 

EFFECT OF DETENTION & PETITIONS ON 3-MONTH RECIDIVISH 

OF STATUS OFFENDERS, PRE & POST1 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Petitions 

Detention 

Number Prior 
Status Offenses 

Number Prior 
Delinquent Offenses 

. 2 
DSO Intervention 

2 
Trend 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: RECIDIVISH \VITHIN 

Z.:::!ro Order INSTANT OFFENSE 

Correlation B Beta F Value 

-.02 -.05 -.05 5.6 

.07 .06 .06 8.8 

.22 .07 .20 87 

.16 .07 .12 33 

-.08 -.03 -.10 26 

-.14 -.07 -.07 4.7 

-.14 -.004 '-.10 11 

N=2,285 

2-HONTHS OF 

Probability 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

lThe zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with recidivism \oJhen no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial regression coefficient and beta is the standardized 
partial regression coefficient. The analysis was conducted on the juvenile 
court computerized data base. 

2 The effect of DSO is estimated with all the other variables in the equation. 
The effect of petitions and detention (upper part of table) are estimated 
without the intervention variables being in the equation. Cases without at 
least a three-month risk period were excluded. 
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TABLE 17 

THREE AND SIX HONTH RECIDIVISM RATES 

OF STATUS OFFENDERS, PRE AND POST
1 

. . 
Three Honth Six Nonth NUHBER OF CASES 
Recidivism Recidivism 

CHARACTERIS'J,'IC Rates Rates Three Months Sif{ Honths 

PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST . PRE POST 

SEX 

. Male 31 26.2 42 37 976 305 976 200 

Female 32.1 24.6 42 33 1,354 422 1,354 263 

LIVING SITUATION 

both natural 30.5 22.2 42 
parents 

38 941 266 941 162 

two parents, 36.7 
one step 

21.9 46 32 327 137 327 79 

one parent 31.0 29 41 25" 591 209 591 134 

'other 
2 

35.9 31 46 35 345 96 345 71 

AGE 

12-13 32.5 19 45 26 379 108 379 66 

14-15 36.7 30 46 41 1,147 380 1,147 242 . 

16-17 24 22 35 29 738 219 738 146 

OFFENSE 

Curfew 24.1 20 33 23 177 66 177 52 

Runa\'lay 32.5 24 40 35 1,093 329 1,093 205 
• 

Incorrigible 33 33 45 39 785 213 785 157 

Truant 33 15 47 24 120 67 120 17 

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE] 
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TABLE 17 (continued) 

Three Honth six Nonth NUMBER OF CASES Recidivism Recidivism 
CHARACTERISTIC Rates Rates Three Months Six Honths 

PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST 

NUMBER OF PRIOR 
STATUS OR DELINQUENT 
OFFENSES 

none 23 17 30 24 1,103 368 1,103 223 

one 37 23 47 36 521 157 521 92 

two 36 37 55 41 300 71 300 44 

three 47 42 60 54 406 139 406 106 

PETITIONS 

no petition filed 31 26 43 37 1,627 554 1,627 333 

petition filec 33 23 40 30 703 175 703 132 

DETAINED 

not detained 28 24 38 35 664 358 664. 201 

detained 33 27 44 35 1,666 371 1,666 264 
I. 

1The analysis is based on Clark County computerized data, July 1976 through 
June 1977. 

2110ther" includes relatives, group homes, foster homes, ·or. institutions. 
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~~parison of Experimental and Control 

Even though the previous analysis indicates that DSO had a signifi­

cant impact on recidivism, it is important to ascertain whether the post­

DSO change \olas due primarily to the experimental gro~l? or whether some (or 

all) of it could be attributed to the control and ineligible groups. 

Table 18 contains data showing the proportion of youths within the 

eh"Perimental and control groups who recidivated \-lithin the same month as 

the instant offense,' within one month of the instant offense; two months, 

and so on. The experimental group has lower recidivism rates for each of 

the different amounts of time "at risk." The differences become substan­

tial enough after three months of followup (nine percent) to approach sta­

tistical significance at the .05· level and clearly are significant at or 

beyc.md that level t>1hen the risk period is four through eight months. 

The differences observed in Table 18 could, of course, be due to dif­

ferent characteristics of the youths in the two groups because, as has 

been not~d several ti~es, the random assignment of youths to experimental 

and control groups was not perfectly adhered to and some differences exist 

between the two groups. 

The data in Table 19 show the r~~ divism rates of experimental, con­

trol, and ineligible youths '>1ithin each of severa.L selected characteris­

tics of the youths. 

The recidivism rate within the experimental group for both the three­

month and six-month followup periods is generally lower than that for the 

control group regardless of the age of the youth, the living situation, 

the type of offense, and the number of prior offenses (status or delinquent). 

For males within the experimental gruup the recidivism rate is slightly 

higher after three months at ris'k (25 percent compared to 21 percent within 

the control group), but is lower than the control group after six months 
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TABLE 18 

COHPARISON OF EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL GROUP RECIDIVISH RATES 

FOR DIFFERENT LENGTHS OF FOLLOWUP Tn-IE1 

Percent Recidi- Numbel;' of Cases 
NUMBER NONTHS vating (re-con-

" 
Difference Included 

OF FOLLOl'TUP tact \'1/ coure) Between In Ana1lsis 
Exper Contr Z Value Prob E & C Exper Contr -. 

0 6.4% 10.2% 1.43 (ns) 3.8 362 127 

1 15.5% 14.2% .34 (ns) 1.3 330 127 

2 18.5% 21.3% .67 (ns) 2.8 297 127 

3 20.1% 29.3% 1.82 (ns) 9.2 263 123 

4 24.4% 37.9% 2.58 ( • OJ..) 13.5 217 116 

. 5 26.3% 40.6% 2.44 ( • 0,5) 14.3 156 96 

6 29.4% 48.0% I 2.66 ( .01) 18.6 126 75 

7 33.0% 56.0% 2.9 (.01) 23.0 112 59 

8 38.1% 57.0% 2.11 (.05 ) 18.9 84 49 

1 'd" .' d ub t t f - l' .t.. Recl. J.Vl.sm .l.S measure as a:; sequent cour con act or a de l.nquent.. or 
status offense after the instant status offense. Those who had no subsequent 
of:E:enses \dthin the risk period shown on the left are included as "non-reci­
divators" when calculating the percentage. The percentages are comulative 
across the :r:isk period. 

. . 
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TABLE 19 

COHPARISON OF EXPERIMENTAL, CONTROL, & INELIGIBLE RECIDIVISM RATES FOR THREE & SIX MONTHS OF TIME AT RISK1 

CHARACTER- THREE MONTHS AT RISK SIX MONTHS AT'RISK NUMBER OF CASES 
T HREE MONTHS S I X MONirHS 

ISTICS Exper Contr Ine1g E,~per Contr Ine1g Exper Contr Ine1g Exper Cont}:' Inelg 

AGE --
12-13 19 31 15 18 50 24 43 13 52 17 8 41 

14-15 26 32 32 4.0 52 38 140 72 68 68 46 128 . " 

16-17 14 24 27 16 40 33 72 34 113 37 20 89 

LIVING 
SITUATION 

both parents 20 29 21 40 45 33 10~ 48 109 52 31 79 

two parents, 
13 19 30 17 47 33 48 26 63 18 15 46 one step 

one ,parent 36 33 31 25 48 37 91 40 78 48 23 63 

othe'r 2 ·23 43 32 (17) (50) 36 13 7 76 6 4 61 
. 

OFFENSE 

curfew . (38) (22) 16 (20) (50) 22 8 9 49 5 2 45 
" 

runaway 16 28 28 23 46 36 113 50 166 44 35 126 

incorrigible 29 36 36 32 51 40 91 50 72 60 37 60 

truant 11 is 25 (33) (0) (14) 38 13 16 9' 1 7 

SEX -
male 25 21 28 34 50 36 112 29 164 .50 14 136 

female 17 32 27 26 48 31 149 94 179 74 61 128 
I 

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE] 

. ' " ... 
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TABLE 19 (Gontinued) 

I 

CHARACTER- THREE MONTHS AT RISK SIX MONTHS 1\.'J/ RISI< ' NUMBER OF CASES 
T H R E E MONTHS S I X MONTHS ISTICS Exper Cantr Ine1g Exper Cantr 1nolg Exper Contr Inelg Exper Contr Ine1g 

PRIOR 
OFFENSES 

none 19 24 13 26 42 17 151 70 147 69 41 113 

one 22 40 19 39 64 24 73 25 53 36 14 42 

two 32 '24 48 25 40 50 25 17 29 12 10 22 

three+ 21 46 45 22 60 56 14 11 114 9 10 87 

# STATUS 
OFFENSE 
PRiORS 

none 20 22 15 30 43 22 186 85 200 83 47 155 

one, 21 50 41 26 64 38 53 18 51 31 11 42 

two 27 30 58 33 39 67 15 10 , 24 6 8 18 

three+ 33 50 43 33 67 55 9 10 68 6 9 49 

# DELINQ. 
OFFENSE 
PRIORS 

none 20 31 22 28 47 24 213 102 210 103 64 160 ' 

one or more 24 19 36 35 55 49 50 21 133 23 11 104 

1 ' 
The analysis is based on Clark County computerized data, July 1976 through June 1977. Whether a youth was in 

the experimental, control, or ineligible group was determined from the data IPA collected for the USC national 
evaluation and this designation was added to the ra',,, court data file. 

, 2"Other" includes relatives, grQUp homes, foster homes, or institutions. 
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&t. ri~k. (Tests of statistical significance have not been calculated for 

tbis table because it.s flurpose is to examine whether the pa,tterns of dif­

ferences--9 percen,t lower for three months and almost 19 percent lower for 

six months--is maintained within various categories of youths.) In general, 

the evidence in Table 19 shows that the observed differences in Table 18 

are not attributable t6 differences between the types of status offenders 

handled by the two groups .. 

This conclusion is further substant;iated w:i.th the multiple regression 

analysis reported in Table 20. The treatment variable, even with all 

priors and socio-economic characteristics controlled, produces about a 

10 percent reduction in the recidivism rate for a three-month "at risk" 

period and this is statistically significant (F=4.07) beyond the .01 level. 

The effect of petitions and detention on recidivism, controlling for 

priors and socio-economic characteristics, ~s shown in Table 21, but the 

results (based only on a comparison of experimental and control group 

youths) differ from those found when the entire pre-post data were exarn-, 

ined. For the former, it appears as i:::: the filing of a petition increases 

the probabil: .. ty of recidivism, whereas detention is not significantly re­

lated to recidivism. For the entire pre-post data, detention had a s.igni­

ficant relationship to higher recidivism, but petitions were related to 

lower recidivism. It should be noted that being in the experimental group 

(Table 21) maintains a significant relatio~ship with lower recidivism even 

when detention and pet~tions are controlled. 

A final question is whether some change in the community or at the 

court produced a change in the recidivism rates of all youths--status offen­

ders and delinquents--and, therefore, the apparent effect of DSO has been 

confused with this outside'influence on the system. An analysis of recidi­

vism rates of delinquents ,Shows 18 percent of youths whose instant offense 
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TABLE 20 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF TREATMENT EFFE,CTS ON RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR THREE MONTHS AT RISK TI~ffi, EXPERr~ffiNTAL VERSUS CONTROLI 

N=345 

Zero Order 
Correlation B Beta F Value Probability 

Treatment 
-.11 -.10 -.11 4.07 <.001 

(exper imental) 

Prior status 
.10 .05 .09 3.2 <.01 

offenses 

Prior delin- -.02 -.02, -.03 .:21 
quent offenses 

'n.s. 

Parents .08 .003 .07 1. 78 <.10 

Age -.05 -.01 -.05 .81 n.s. 

Sex -.02 -.03 
(female) 

-.04 .61 n.s. 

Constan't .46 
2 R ::::.11 

IThe zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with recidivism when no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial regression coefficient and beta is the standardized 
partial regression coefficient. The analysis was conducted on the juvenile 
court computerized data base. 
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TABLE 21 

MULT1PLE REGRESSION OF PETiTIONS & D~TENTION WITH RECIDIVISM RATES 

FOR THREE 110NTHS RISK TIr1E, EXPERH-IENTAL & CONTROL GROUPS
I 

Detention 

Petitions 

Prior Status 
Offenses 

Living 
Situation 

Age 

Prior 
Delinquent 
Offenses 

Sex 
(female) 

constant 

2 
Treatment 
(control=l; 
experimental=O) 

Zero Order 
Correlation 

.04 

.10 

.11 

.08 

-.05 

-.02 

-.02 

-.11 

B 

.04 

.17 

.05 

.003 

-.01 

-.03 

-.02 

• 35 

-.10 

N=345 

Beta F Value Probability 

.04 .48 D.S. 

.10 3.2 <.01 

.09 2.69 <.05 

.07 1.68 D.S. 

-.05 .70 D.S. 

-.03 .27 n.s. 

-.02 .174 n.s. 

2 . 
R =.03 

-.10 3.35 

1 The zero order correlation shows the relationship of each variable on the 
left with recidivism when no other variables are controlled. B is the un­
standardized partial regression coefficient and beta is the standardized 
partial regression coefficient. The analysis was conducted on the juvenile 
court computerized data base. 

2 . 
The effect of the treatment is estimated with the other variables in the 

equation. In the upper part of the table, the effects are estimated without 
the treatment variable being controlled. 
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was a delinquency had a subsequent delinquent or status offense within 

three months during the pre-program time period compared with 19 percent 

of the post-DSO delinquents. When six months of follmmp are used, the 

results are quite similar: During the pre-program time period, delinquent 

offenses were followed by a subsequent status or delinquent offense in 22 

percent of the cases compared with 24 percent recidivism for the post-DSO 

youths. Thus, the recidivism rates for delinquents did not change at all, 

or increased slightly, providing evidence that the observed decrease for 

status offenders was not produced by some outside factor influencing all 

youths in the community. 

·Discussion 

The major conclusions from this section are: 

1. The DSO intervention in July 1976 produced a statistically signi­

ficant decrease in recidivism of status offenders. 

2. The reduction in recidivism was due primarily to the experimental 

DSO youths who, when compared with the control group, had a significantly 

lower recidivism ~ate. 

3. For a three-month follmvup period the pre-program recidivism rate 

of status offenders was 33 percent compared with 25 percent for the post-DSO 

status offenders (experimental, control, and ineligibles). A difference of 

about seven percent between pre and post recidivism rates was maintained 

e~en when a variety of possibly confounding variables were controlled (prior 

offenses, age, living situation, and sex). For a six-month followup period 

the differences between pre and post were 44 percent (pre) and 35 percent 

(post) • 

4. The experimental group recidivism rate for a three-month fol16wup 

period was 20 percent compared with 29 percent for the control group. When 
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other possibly confounding variables were controlled th~ difference between 

the groups was about 10 percent. For a six-month followup the difference 

between experimental and control groups was much larger (29 percent compared 

with 48 percent). 

5. The effect of detention and/or filing petitions on status pffender 
J 

recidivism is difficult to assess and disentangle from the effect of prior 

offenses. When the pre and post time periods are examined together, it 

appears as if recidivism increases if the youth is detained but declines if 

a petition is filed. For the experimental and control groups in the post 

time period, a different pattern was observed: Recidivism increased if a 

petition was filed but detentions had no effect. In either case, the effect 

was rather trivial {in the general area of 2 or 3 percent differences}. 

The effec~ of DSO on recidivism was maintained-even when both petitions 

and detention were statistically controlled in the regression equations. 
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FOOTNOTES 

IFor discussions and research on the labelling theory of secondary 
deviance, see: Edwin M. Lemert, Social Pathology (HcGraH-Hill, 1951); 
Edwin M. Lemert, Human Deviance, Social Problems, and Social Control (Prentice­
Hall, 1972); Suzanne S. Ageton and Delbert S. Elliott, "The Effects of Legal 
Processing on Delinquent Orientation," Social Problems (October, 1974}, pp. 
87-100; Gene Fisher and Maynard Erickson, "On Assessing t..~e Effects of Official 
Reactions to Juvenile Delinquency," Journal of Research in Crime and Delin­
quency (July, 1973), pp. 117-194; 

~he groups differed in size when they should have been equal, during 
the first six months, and the experimental group had too many boys. Our best 
assessment is that the problem was caused not by "fudging" on assignments, 
but by the Hay the intake and assignment procedures Horked. Each morning, 
a consultant to the project determined from a random numbers table whether 
it was an experimental or control group day and notified court personnel. 
Control group counsellors, however, were ~ot on duty after 5 p.m. nor on 
weekends. And, even when they .,.;e::::e on duty, their schedules often were 
filled with appointnents and they could not see a youth immediately after 
intake. The p::::oble:n was created when c:he intake officer did not "perform 
intake" (e. g., fiE. out the forms) unless the youth \..;'as to be detained or a 
probation officer was available for an il~ terview/counselling session. Thus, 
on control group days, the youths who c~~e into the court but were not de­
tained would be told to return the next day because the control group coun­
sellors were not on duty or were busy with appointments. On experimental 
group days, however, the probation office::::s were on duty and took referrals 
immediately after intake. Thus, the experimental group received all of the 
cases they should have gotten plus an estimated 50 percent of those who 
actually entered on control days but were told to return the next day because 
no one was available to see them. These youths \..;'ere supposed to be in the 
control group but, in fact, had a second chance to get into the experimental 
group. This accounts for why the experinental group had more referrals. It 
explains why the experimental group had too many boys if boys are more likely 
to come in after 5 p.m. or on \',eekends than are girls. That is a plausible 
explanation. Even though the random assignment procedure did not work as 
well as it should have', we have no reason to believe that judgemental deci­
sions of the type that the "easy" or "hard" cases were being placed into one 
group or the other were being made. 

3Lee Cronbach and Li ta Furby, "Hmol t':e Should Neasure ' Change' --or Should 
We?", Psychological Bulletin, VoL 74, No.1, pp. 68-80. 
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4For a good discussion of the ARIMA approach see: Gene V. Glass, 
Victor L. Willson, and John M. Gottman, Design and Analysis of Time-Series 
Experiments (Colorado Associ.ated University Press, 1975); Stuart J. Deutsch 
and Francis B. Alt, "The Effect of Massachusetts' Gun Control Law On Gun­
related crimes in the City of Boston," Evaiuat:.ion Quarterly, .!.., (1977), pp. 

h 543-568; George E.P. Box and Gwilym M. Jenkins·, Time Series Analysis: . 
Forecasting and Control, revised edition (Holden-Day, 1976); Charles R. 
Nelson, Applied Time Series Analysis (Holden-Day, 1973); and Warren 
Gilchrist, Statistical Forecasting (John Wiley & Sons, 1976). 
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APPENDIX A 

A DECISION POINT ANALYSIS 

OF THE VANCOUVER JUVENILE COURT 

A juvenile court is a complex organization containing numerous decision 

points, many of which are not represented in a typical organizational chart. 

In order to evaluate' a program that exists within a juvenile court, it is 

extremely helpful to have a thorough understanding of how the court system 

works and how the program is integrated into that systam. 

In order to obtain information about the juvenile court that would 

assist in evaluating and understanding the DSO program, we developed a 

"flow chart" analysis system that focuses on decision poin'ts within the 

organisation. 

For the purposes of this analysis, a decision point is defined as any 

point i~ a process whe~e one or more members of the organization (e.g., 

the court) is able to exercise options concerning the future of an organi­

zational client (e.g., the status offender). In the diagram on subsequent 

pages, an event or set of options is identified ,.,ith a box, ,.,hereas a 

decision is identified by a circle. All decision points are numbered and 

the accompanying narrative for each 'explains who makes the decision, ,.,hat 

the options are, and what criteria are used for choosing among the options. 

, \ 

, .. 
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THE CLARK COUNTY JUVENILE COURT 

FLOI'c' CHART 

YOUTH C01-l'IITS I-------::~ UNDETECTED 
OFFENSE 

To to 

DETECTED BY 
SOCIAL SERVICE 

AGENCY 

appropriate --:;;-:---1 

Unit P.O. 

R.EFERRED TO 
JUV:ENILE COURT 

INTAKE 
SCREENING 

N<1f DEl'AlNED -
RETURN 

NEXT DAY 

E)"TENDED HITAKE­
CLOSED 

IJ 
I CLOSED/ 

DEL!NQUENCY UNIT . 

DETECTED BY 
PARENTS OR 

OTHERS 

REFERR<\L 
BACK TO 

REFERRING 
AGENC'f 

DEPENDENCY UNIT • 



w •. 

I 
A 

NO DETENTro~ 
HEARIi\G 

Go to Probation 
Supervision 

(Belol ") 

3 

DE?lJT{ P.D.­
DELn:QUB\CY 

JUDICL.\LLY 
APP?OVED 
INFC?~\~4.L 

PROBATICN 

XD DE1B'TION 
HEARING 

i DSPlJTi P.D.­
: DEPEXD8:Cf 

JUDICIALLY 
APPROVED 
IXFDR.\l~ 

SUPERVISro;{ 

Go to Probation 
~-:;;:.- Supervis ion 

(Belol") 
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DECLINE OF 
"JURISDIC1 ION 

PETITIOX 
FILED 

fACT FI>lDING 
HEARING 

DIsmSSED­
NO CASE 

:-:OT 
ADJUDICATED 
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ADJUDICATED 

DISPOSITIONAL 
HEARING 

PROBATION 
OFFICER 
REVIEl'j 

! TER.\lIN.'\TIO~ b­
OF I'/ARDSHIP 

YOUTH 1'lARD 
OF tOURT 

DEPT OF SCCL.\L 
AND HEALTH 

SUPERVISro:-1 

TERNINATIo.'1 
OF WARDSHIP 

REREFER~~L TO EXISTING 
'---------.;:=---1 TREAT1-IENT OR REFERRAL 

TO NEW TREAnlENT 

.' 



Decision 
point 

DESCRIPTION OF DECISION POINTS 

IN THE CLARK COUNTY COURT FLON CHART 

Description 

Youth has been detected corrunitting an offense: 

~1ho: The police, school authorities, social service agencies, parent 
or other citizens may detect the youth committing an offense. 

What: Each observer makes an individual decision to either report ' 
i:he youth to the Juvenile Court or to lecture and release the 
youth without making a court referral. The police, school author­
ities, and social agencies have the option to notify the court by 
written report (paper referral) and thereby eliminating the need 
to deliver the youth to Juvenile Court. 

Criteria: Individual choices, criteria unknmm. 

Youth has been brought to the court: 

Who: The intake officer initially screens the case~ All of the proba­
tion· staff do intake work; hmvever, some officers do intake 
exclusively. 

l'r'hat.: The int.ake officer has one of three options: Detaining the 
yout.h, not detaining the youth,' or appointment "lith a probation 
o:::ficer the ne:;...-t day. 

Cri teria: The nature of the offens:2 ( the imi'nediate availability of a 
probation officer( and the availability of parents or guardians 
to take the youth hOQe. 

The disposition' of the case: 

\fuo: The intake offi~er makes choices among alternative methods of 
processing the case. 

l'lhat: The intake officer has the option to close or complete services. 
available at the court during intake. For those youths who 
require additional court services, the case is assigned to one 
of the alternative dispositions: letter adjustment, referral to 
a social service agency, or assignment to ·the appropriate proba­
tion unit' (dependency or delinquency). 

Criteria: Circumstances or the case, the youth's offense history, 
and the availability of parents or guardians \Olilling to take 
the youth home. 

The youth is assigned to the dependency or delinquency probation unit: 

\'lho: The unit probation officers assigned to the case by the deputy 
probation officer lIandle the case during the rest of the court 
proceedings. 
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Decision 
,Point 

7 

Description 

What: The unit probation officer makes the, decision concerning the need 
for a detention hearing. 

Criteria: Request by the offender or the offender's parents or guardian • 

The detention hearing: 

Who: Present at the detention hearing are the offender; the assigned 
probation officer, the parents or guardian, and one of the four 
superior court judges providing the judicial services for the 
Juvenile Court. 

What: The decision is made on the need to detain the youth. 

Criteria: Unknown. 

Further treatment of the case: 

Who: The assigned probation officer. 

What: The unit probation officer has three options to,dispose of the 
case: t"10 types of informal procedures or the formal procedure 
of filing a petition. The informal procedures include informal 
adjustlTlent and informal probation/supervision. Informal adjust­
oent refers to an agreement made bet\.;een the youth and the proba­
tion officer concerning the youth's activities. Informal probation/ 
su?e~vision refers to an agreenent made with the youth, the proba­
tio~ officer, and the parents/guardian concerning the youth's 
activities. 

Criteri~: The nature of the offe~se, the youth's home situation T and 
the youth's offense history. 

Informal adjustment or informal probation/supervision: 

WhO: The assigned probation ?fficer. 

\'lliat: The PO reviews the youth' s progress and decides whe ther to 
release the youth from the court services or to continue treatment. 

Criteria: Satisfactory completion of the agreements made during the 
informal adjustment procedures. 

The filing of petitions: 

Who: The deputy probation officer of either the dependency or delinquency 
unit. 

l'lliat: The deputy officer reviews the unit probation officer's decision 
to file a petition. The deputy officer has the option to obtain 
judicially approved informal probation for the youth. 

Criteria: The nature of the case •. 
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Decision 
point 
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Description 

Court review of the petition: 

Those present at the court review of the petition usually include 
the offender, the parents'guardian, the probation officer, the .' 
district attorney and the offender's attorney_ 

What: The decision is made to either dismiss the case, decline juris­
diction, or resume with the court procedures leading to adjudication. 

criteria: Unknmm. 

Fact-finding hearing: 

Who: Those present at the fact finding hearing usually include the 
offender, the'parents'guardian, the probation officer, the district 
attorney, and offender's attorney and the presiding Supe~ior Court 
judge. . . . " 

~rnat: The juvenile court determines \-Ihether or not there is sufficient. 
evidence to sustain the allegations in the petition. 

Criteria: The facts of the case. 

Diagnost.5.::: evaluation: 

W:10: ~he presiding judge at ~n2 fa:::t-finding hearing. 

Wnat: ~~e ~ec~sion is made c~~cerning the need for a diagnostic ~valuation 
of ~~e youth's situatio~. The investigation is completed before 
the dispositional hearing. 

Criteria: Unknown. 

The youth becomes a ''lard of the court at the dispositional. heari.ng: 

Who: Those present at the dispositional hearing usually include th~ 
offender, the parents'guardian, the district attorney, the offen­
der's attorney, and the presiding Superior Court judge. 

What: The judge determines an appropriate treatment for the youth. The 
available treatments are normal probation, intensive probation, 
referral to the Department of Social and Health Services, placement 
in a group or foster home, or comrnitment t~ the state institution. 

Criteria: The nature of the case and the outcome of the diagnostic 
evaluation, if conducted. 

Normal and intensive probation: 

Who: The unit probation officer assigned to the case to supervise the 
youth during the probation period. 

"1hat: A decisitpn is made whether a probation officer's review of the 
case or it court·revieH of the case is needed before termination of 
probation. 

." 
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Decision 
Point 

\ 
Description 

criteria: Successful completion of the terms of probation as specified 
at the dispositional hearing. 

Prohation officer review of the case: "-

Who: . The unit probation officer assigned to the case. 

'~at: The decision 1S made to terwinate or continue the youth's probation 
period. 

Criteria: Successful completion of the te~s of probation as specified 
at the dispositional hearing. 

Court review of the case: 

"ilio: The presiding juvenile judge of the Superi.or Court. 

~1hat: The decision is made ,·,het..'-ter to terminate or continue probation, 
group or foster home placement, or state institutionaL commitment. 

'Criteria: Successful completion of the treatment (probation, group or 
foster home placement, or institutional commitment>. 
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SYSTEM RATE CHARTS 

One of the evaluation data collection requirements for the national 

evaluators is the compilation of system rate information from each site. 

In order to compile this information for Clark County it was necessarJr to 

obtain the case-by-case computerized data from the court and resolve dif­

ferences in coding from one year to the next. The flow charts are based 

on data collected by the court and ~nalyzed by the Institu~e of Policy 

Analysis. The court neither keeps nor compiles system rate information 

of this type and, therefore, we cannot check these results against theirs 

to resolve differences in interpretation g1.~J'en to the various dispositional 

codes. 

In Vancouver the source of referral information on the left side of 

the charts is the juvenile court -records, not law enforcement officials, 

schools, and so on. The figures do not shmv any contacts with police (for 

eY~uple) in w~ich the youth was released without referral to juvenile court. 

These data are not kept by the eight la\'l enforcement agencies that provide 

cases to the Vancouver court and therefore cannot be collected. 

The dispositions have been grouped into eight categories for the sys­

tem rate presentation. The definitions of these are as follows:· 

(a) Dismissed. If a case is dismissed for any reason, it is coded 

into this category. Included are dismissals of prior probation, dismissal 

for lack of evidence, charges -that are dropped by the complainant, dismis­

sal of wardships, and so on. 

(b) Informal Adjustment. In this category are all cases adjusted at 

court intake which involve no referrals to any agency and no court followup 

of any type. 

(c) Informal Adjustment with Follmvup. These are cases wl • .J.ch involve 

.r 
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a referral and/or informal probation by a probation officer. The officer 

conducts some type of minimum level followup of the youth, but there is no 
• 

supervised probationary status. 

(d) Regular Probation. In Vancouver the proba.tion officers distinguish 

between regular probation and intensive probation and their coding of each 

case as either "regular" or "intensive" \'las used in this ·analysis. ~ost of 

the group horne. and foster home referrals are in this category. 

(e) Special Problems. Intensive probation in "ancouver includes re-

ferrals to group homes or foster homes if accompanied by frequent super-

vision and all DSHS commitments. DSHS'referrals for foster home placement 

are coded as intensive probation . 

. (f) Danger of Institutionalization. Included in this category are 

delinguen·i.: offenders who, while on parole, are referred to the court for a 

status offense (usually runaway) and are returned to the parole officer. 

Although not all of these youths will be institutionalized, it is reasonable 

to believe they are "in danger" of being institutionalized. Also in this 

category are those cases in which the youth is committed to DSHS but the 

commitment is suspended for a period of time during which the youth's beha-

vi or is closely monitored. 

(g) Refe.rrals to Adult Court. All referrals to adult court are coded 

in this category. 

(h) Instituionalization. Actual commitments to DSHS !or the purpose 

of commitment to the juvenile institution or the ordering of detention time 

for the youth are coded here. 

The numbers in the flow charts do not always add up properly. For 

example, one may find that there were 100'cases in a particular category 

which branches into four or five subsequent categories, but the sum of the 

latter is less than 100. Cases which have no disposition coded or for which 
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the disposition is not relevant (such as release to ot1}er jurisdictions) 

are noted as "NA" (not ascertained). 

In the disposition columns, the flow charts show the cases involving 

no hearing (no pe~ition being filed) branch into disposition categories 

(a), (b), and (c), whereas cases with hearings branch into categories Cd) 

through (h). 

In Vancouver the disposition codes are divided into those which in­

volved a petition (a hearing) and those which did not. For example, the 

code sheet has two different codes for "foster horne;" one of these is with 

the "no hearing" codes and the other is with the "hearing" cqdes. The 

court can code more than one disposition onto the statistical sheet. We 

used the most serious disposition in the flow chart. 

Juveniles who were placed in foster homes or group homes are coded 

in the final rows of the flow chart. with the exception of y'ouths who 

were sent to institutions, all those not show7.1 in the "place" columns 

were either in their cw"n home or with a relative. 

It should be noted that the Vanco~ver computerized data includes 

appearances for regularly scheduled review hearings that could be confused 

with offenses unless the code for review hearing is examined. The flow 

chart data shown here do not include appearances for review hearings. 
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APPENDIX B 

STATISTICAL RESULTS 

FROH INTERRUPTED TIHE SERIES ANALYSIS 

KEY TO VARIABLE CODE NAMES 

STATOFF :::: number of status offender referrals 

RSTATOFf :::: proportion of status offender referrals 

DELINQ = number of delinquent referrals 

RDELINQ = p~oportion of delinquent referrals 

SODET :::: number of stctus offenders detai~ed per month 

RSOD~T :::: proFcrtion of status offenders detained per month 

DELDET :::: number of delinquents detained 

RDELDET = proportion of delinquents detained 

RCONDET = proportion of control group detained 

RINDET :::: proportion of ineligible group detained 

RXDET :::: proportion of experimental group detained 

SOPET = number of petitions filed on status offenders 

RSO~ET = proportion of total status offe~ders on whom petitions were filed 

RXPET = proportion c£ experimental group youths on whom petitions filed 

RCONPET = proportion of control group youths on Whom pe~itions were filed 

RINPET = proportion of ineligible group youths on whom petitions filed 
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INTRODUCTION 

Trtere are three hypothesis usually tested with the single intervention 

time series design: 

1. The inter.vention produces a change in the trend of r~e dependent 

variable (this is the first ANCOVA test, also known as Walker-Lev 1). 

2. [If the first hypothesis is not accepted] There is an underlying 

trend in the dependent variable (the second ANCOVA test; also Walker-Lev 2). 

3. [Ii the second hypothesis is not accepted} The intervention pro­

duced a change in the level of the dependent variable (the third ANCOVA 

test and Walker-Lev 3). 

The SPSS multiple regression program, using dummy variables, provides 

the information needed to test all three of the above hypotheses., provided' 

that the d~y va~iables are e~tered in a stepwise manner. The equation is: 

y = a + 

Y ;: .1- + 

Y = a + 

blDl 

blDl + 

b1ti1 + 

b
2

MONTH 

b
3

D
2

MONTH 

Step 1 

Step 2 

Step 3 

whet'e Y = the dependent vnriable (aggregated data, by month) ; 

a = the intercept value (to be estimated); 

b = the regression coefficient (to be estimated); 

DI = dummy variablE? l,<1i th pre=O, post=li 

MONTH = months (time) numbered from 1- (January 1974) to 42 (June 1977); 

D2l-10NTH = interaction term (month times D1). 

The procedure for testing these hypotheses is as follows. 

Hypothesis One (change in slope - Walker-LevI) 

1. Examine Step 3 of the regression (all three variables are in the 

equation). 

.. 

• 
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2. The coefficient for D2MONTH gives the post-intervention slope 

adjustment. The F ratio associated with this coefficient is the statis­

tical test for hypothesis one. If D2HONTH is significant, then the coef­

ficient for HONTH gives the pre-intervention slope. 

3. If D2MONTH is not significant, then hypotheses two and three are 

tested. 

Hypothesis Two (tren~ in dependent variable = ~'1alker-Lev 2) , 

1. Examine Step 2. of the regression. At Step 2 only MONTH and Dl 

will have been entered with the equation. (D
2

MONTH is regarded as error 

in Step 2.) 

2. The coefficient for MONTH gives the slope (trend) of the dependent 

variable over time. The F ratio, associated with this coefficient is the 

statistical test for hypothesis two (whether the trend is significantly 

different ~~c~ ze~o) and is identical to Walker-Lev 2). 

Hypothesis Three (char:;e in intercept = Halker-Lev 3) 

1. Rem~in on Step 2 of the regression. 

2. The coefficient for Dl gives the post-intervention intercept ad­

justment. The F ratio associated with this coefficient is the statistical 

test of hypothesis three and is identical to Walker-Lev 3. 

The Durbin-Watson (DW) test for significant autocorrelation is used 

on ~he residuals from the equation. If the test indicates that there is a 

significant autocorrelation problem, the equation is re-estimated using an 

OLS approximation procedure. If the DW is above 1.50, there is generally 

no autocorrelation problem, but if it is below this the equation may be in 

error and is re-estimated. 
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Rather convincing arguments can be made that ANCOVA is not the best 

procedure for analyzing time series data of social phenomena and 

that the ARIMA models are more appropriat~. This is particularly true for 

data, such as crime rates, that are not "controlled" in any deterministic 

way, but instead tend to move upward or dmvnward, through time, as the 

pl;"oduct of random' l'shocks" to the system ,.;hich are felt at one or a fe,'1 

subsequent time points. Because the AR]]-1A models contain lagged values of 

the dependent val:iable rather than containing a "time" variable in the 

equation, they are more appropriate for such data_ The argUl.-uent is some\vhat 

less convincing for social science data that are controlled (or more nearly 

controlled) by policy decisions--such as the number of offenders detained 

at the cou:!:'t--and ,,-here it is more reasonable to ezpect deterministic 

patterns :in t:":.:: d5.ta. The choice in this evaluation to use ANCOVA rather 

than one of the ARIK; models -,.;as made prim=.rily because the statistical 

computerized 'routines for the latter were not available. In ARIHA models, 

the parameters are estimated using maximum liklihood rather than ordinary 

least squares. It should be emphasized, however, that if the data meet tIle 

assumptions of ANCOVA (and multiple regression analysis)g then these 

approaches yield reliable estimates of the intercept, slope (trend), and 

the impact of the program variable. 

The assumption of ANCOVA that most often is violated ·\vh<=.n it is used 

for time series analysis is that the observations are not independent, but 

instead are autocorrelated. As noted in the text of the report, this inflates 

the value of F and will tend to produce a "finding tl of significant 

' .. 

• 
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• differences \ .. hen, in fact, the differences \"ere not significant • 

This problem can be overcome by testing the residuals from the equation 

for autocorrelation. If the autocorrelation is significant, the auto-
. . 

regression coefficient in the error term is calculated and the equation is 

re-estimated using SAS statistical rou'tine. This enters lagged value of 

the dependent variable in the equation, \"eights it with the autoregresEiive 

coefficient (or order 1, 2, or whatever was specified) and re-estimates the 

equation. The autoregressive component can be specified as order 1, 2, or 

whatever is needed. The SAS pr.ogram sho\vs the autocorrelation of the data 

at lag 1, lag 2, and for however many lags were specified. This informa-

tion is used to estimate the appropriate order of the autoregressive com-

ponent. In practice, we continued specifying one additional lag until the 

, results of the eq'.1ation did not c1":='!1ge, indicating that the autoregressive 

component .:;;f that order had no ef::ec"t. whatsoever on the results. Generally, 

• a lag 1 specification was sufficient for equations that originally contained 

autocorrelation in the residuals. ~:ost of the equations did not contain 

.statistically significant autocorrelation and did not have to be re-

estimated. 

Another problem \-lith using ~;COVA and a time variable (months, numbered 

1, 2, 3, and so on) is that when the time series becomes quite long, it is 

clearly inappropriate to project a linear trend for many types of social 

phenomena. This is especially true if the variable is a percentage or 

• some other kind of value that is s~ject to ceiling and floor effects. 

But, when the time series is shorter, the 'use of'a linear trend estimate is 
• 

not at all unreasonable becausa the projections do not extend for ridiculous-

ly long periods of time. The ARHr.:.. :7lodels generally require considerably 
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longer time series (50 or more data points are recommerlded for the pre­

intervention data) than do the ANCOVA models. Thus, given the relatively 

short time series used in this evaluation and the attention giv~n to 

meeting the assumption of independence in observations, the ANCOVA tests 

can be expected'to have considexable reliability. 

• 

.. 

• 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Referrals to the Juvenile Court 

The number of total referrals to the court is defined as the sum of 

status offender referrals and delinquent referrals (excluding Dependency A 

referrals). In the post-program period the status offenders are composed 

of three groups--the experimental group, the control group, and the ine1i-

gib1e group. 

The number of status offenders referred to the court each month ex-

hibited no obvious or statistically significant trend between January 1974 

and June 1977. The DSO intervention did not alter the level or trend of 

the pre-pJcogram data. 

STATOFF = 79.67 + 74.69 D1 .14 MONTH - 2.011 D
2

HONTH 

F = (2.989) (.211) (2.780) 

R
2
=.08844 d,,"=1. 91 N=42 

The proportion of status offender referrals declined throughout the 

entire period of observation with no effect (F for D
1

, D2HONTH<.10) on 

this trend attributable to the DSO program. 

RSTATOFF = .35 ~ .0024 MONTH 2 
R =.37108 

(23.60l) 

X =.2953 

This equation translates into a .24% decline per month in the percent of 

total court referrals who are status offenders. 

Deli~quent referral trends from January 1974 through June 1977 show 

clear increases in both the number and the proportion of delinquents re-

ferred to the court. 
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DELINQ = 144.82'+ 1.78 MONTH 

p= (17.704) dw::::l.54985 

X =.7047 

The number of delinquent referrals increased by almost two youths per month. 

'l'he DSO program had no observa.b1e effect on this trend (F for 0
1

, D
2

MONTH<.275). 

The proportion of delinquents to the total non-dependency referrals in-

creased by approximately .25% per month. 

RDELINQ = .65 + .00239 MONTH 

(23.601) dw=1.54985 

X =.7047 

Detention Trends for All status Offenders 

SODET = 50.26 + 91.05 0
1 

+ .338 MONTH - 3.21 D2HONTH 

F = (8.560) 

R
2=.53688 

(2.528) (13.603) 

dw=1. 75 

The number of status offenders detained appears to have risen in the 

period bntween January 1974 and the summer months of 1975 and then fallen 

from the summer of 1975 to the end of the program, \vith an accelleration 

of this decline occurring at the beginning of the program. Given this 

pattern of detention trends, the linear regression is fooled by the para-

• bolic form of the data and was therefore re-estimated below using a multiple 

intercept; one for July 1975 (D
3 

and D llONTH) and another for the startup 

of the DSO program (ql and D2MONTH). 
• 

SODET ,= 40.33 + 100.57Dr + 17.57D
3 

+ 1.60HONTH - 4.46D
2

HONTH - 1.69D
4

MONTH .. 

F = (13.228) '(0.853) 

2 
R =.65447 

(15.445) (27.513) (3.965) 

dw=2.24 
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Given the borderline significance of D
4

MONTH, the multiple intercept 

interpretation to the detention pattern must be used with considerable 

caution ·if used alone. However, data below verify the validity of this 

concept. 

The proportion of total status offenders detained shows the same 

parabolic trend described, but it beco~es even more pronounced. The single 

intercept regression produces the follO'.-litlg eq'uation which is obviously 

fooled by the slope of the distribution. 

RSODET = .64 + .74 Dl + .0053 ~,~ONTH 

F = (8.454) (9.413) 

R2=.71584 

.03 D
2

MONTH 

(17.768) 

dw=1.20 

By using this form, we are unable to separate the effects of whatever 

even~ occurred in the summer of 1975 and the ,startup of the DSO program. 

Therefore, the equa~ion was re-estimatec as above using multiple dummies. 

RSODET = .52 + .85Dl + .40D
3 

+ .019!WN<r:H - .044D2MONTH - .026D
4

MONTH 

F = (22.425) (10.517) (54.297) (63.406) (23.670) 

2 R =.86568 dw=2.l7 

It appears that both the July 1975 dummy and the DSO program account 

for significant reductions in the proportion of status offenders detained 

over time. Essentially, the July 1975 clli,my is simply embodying the para-

bolic shape of this detention trend with the peak of the paraboia being 

the summer of 1975. The summary contains an analysis of this period . 

Detention Trends for Status Offender Groups 

In spite of the small number of time points, there appears to be a 

significant trend of declining proportions of youths detained in the con-

trol and ineligible groups.' 
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RCONDET = 2.91 - .066 MONTH 
2 . 

R =.72566 

(15.840) dw=1.69 

RINDET = 1.11 - .014 MONTH .2 R =.24008 

(3.159·) dw=l. 4660 

The rates of decline for the control and ineligible groups were appro-

xirnately 1.4% and 6:6% respectively. The coefficient for MONTH on RINDET 

is significant at approximately the .07 level (one tailed) • 

Although there was a divergence in the proportion of youths detained 

between the ineligibles and the control group (50% vs 100% respectively 

for the biO groups), both the control and ineligible groups had approxi-

mately a 50% detention rate at the last observation point for each group 

in Ma~ch 1977 and Jlli~e 1977 respectively. 

The expe~imental g~oup had considerable variance in the proportion 

of experimental ';~oup youths ,.,ho were detained. Consequently, no trend 

emerged during the program period. 

RXDET = .664 - .0096 MONTH 2 R =.09113 

(L03) dw=1.64 

The mean proportion detained in the experimental group ,.,as .312 com-

pared ,'lith .646 for the cont:r:ol group and .600 for the ineligibles. 

Petitions Filed on All status Offenders 

The number of petitions filed on status offenders declined throughout 

the period from January 1974 through June 1977. 

SOPET = 51.64 + 81.54 D1 - .67 MONTH - 2.47 D2r.10NTH 

(9.362) 

2 R =.59204 

(11. 590) (9.542) 

dw=2.07 

.. 

• 

• 
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The introduction of the DSO program produced a further increase in 

the already significant decline in the number of petitions filed, accel-

lerating the pre-program decline of .67 petitions per month to about three 

petitions per month. 

The trends described above are replicated for the proportion of total 

status offenders on whom petitions were filed. 

RSO~ET = .65 + .83 Dl - .0077 MONTH 

(6.543) 

R
2=.60221 

(11. 098) 

.024 D
2

MONTH 

(6.993) 

dw=:L85 

As above, the rate of decline in the number of petitions filed is 

just about tripled by the introduction of the DSO program. 

Petitions Filed on Status Offenders ~roups 

The p~op~~~io~ of experimental group youths on whom petitions were 

filed decl':r-.e.::' i~ tn.e 12 months afte~ DSO began. 

RXPET = 1. 32 - .031 MOHTH 

(7.083) dw=:2.39 

his translates into a 3% decline per month in the number of experimen-

tal group youths on whom petitions were filed. 

The control group data also shows a downward trend in the proportion 

of status offenders on whom petitions were filed. 

RCONPET = 1.94 - .046 MONTH 
2 R =.38049 

(3.685) dw=2.19 

This rate of decline in petitions for control group status offenders 

is about 4.5% per month. 
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The equation for ineligible status offenders shows a decline in the 

proportion on whom petitions were filed. 

1 

RINPET = 1.11 - .01789 MONTH R
2
=.2834 

.. 

(3.955) X =.458 

.. 

.. 

I. 






