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FINAL EVALUATION RF:PORT 011 THE SPO?.ANE PROJECT TO 

DEINST.ITUTIONALIZE STATUS OFFENDERS 

Abstract 

The Spokane DSO project was implemented in ~aY3 Z9763 by Youth Alterna­
tives (YA) 3 an independent non-profit organizat~~on. 1.'he key objectives of 
the project were to reduce the penetration of status offenders into the ju­
venile justice system and to reduce the Y'eaidivism rate of these youngsters. 

Youth Alterrtlatives received an average of 54 status offender refe2?ra"ls3 
./-' . ., 8 ~ t '.. t' .. .. .. t . t' per· mor..",n.3 W'v"Cn. i) percen oJ nese Jram ,-ex: . ..? enJorcemen agenc'l-es or> ne 

ju?)eniZe court. Tlle juvenile COV.:!'t3 7:.owever~ continued to received 45 status 
offendgr !,gf6!,!,~?'S~ per rr.on"/;h3 a mlJibe!' consistent with what would have been 
expected (basec. on ?:r>e-program trends) e:;en if youth Alternatives had' not 
b.een. c?,e!';;.tive. ~:~a~ after l'A be;c:r:.~ -;~:eY'e !Jere considerably more status 
cf:e,'/';.B.e2~3 whe-..: ~~~·;e-..:i.Z~s at t/:e court ay;,d at J.'.4. a:t'e both counted. 

The analysis indica~es a possibility that ~any of the YA referrals were 
the result of a "net widening" effect p-:::-aduced by an increase in law enforce­
ment referrals (<:rid were not cases diverted from the juvenile court. O'n. the 
other hand~ there is some evidence that pt:J.rt 0 f the inc2?ease in the number 
of status offenders was produced by shifts in the classification proc:edv..re 
so that referrals which~ in the past3 would ha'Je been considered deZinquents 
or neglect cases" lJere classified as stat'iJ..S offenders in order ·to make .them 
eligible for l'outh AZternatives. 

At this time" Spokane COV'fity juven'l-t-e a07.Jx't detains only a few status 
offendel?s (about lB" per month3 of whOT:i 17:ost Q.7'e not eZigible for DSO); 
files petitions on less than two status offence:!' referrals" per month; and 
since May> 1976 has institutionalized on?':; five status offenders" only one 
of whom was eligible for the .DSO project. The 2ata anaZysis shows> how­
ever3 that the nwnher of stotus offender re.·feri'a1.s· subject to these pro­
cesses had been declining jDr more t7U1Yi. P.JO yea!'3 before YA began and most 
of the indicator>s of penetration would have declined to the same low levels 
even without the federaUy-fw!ded DSO project. 

The three and six month recidivism :tutes of status offenders referred 
to youth AZterrtlatii'es were not significar.t7-y different than yovfigsters 
handl.eqZ exclusively by the court in either the pre or> post-YA -time periods. 
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From a 'federal perspect·['ve., it appea)l a's if a cOlT:lTlUl'l.ity (Spokane 

County) that UJas aZready moving toward the removal of status offenders 
from prooessing "fhrough the juvenile co.u.rt applied for and received funds 
to hetp continue that effort.) but it is likely they would have achieved 
many of the DBO objectives anyway~ rvith the implementation of House Bill 
371, in July., 1978.) they are required to remove statv..s offenders entireZy 
from the juvenile OOU1?t. 

Non-jv..dicial services are being provided to more s"/;atv.s offenc;le.rs than 
before and you·ths identified as status offenders have a considel'ably lower 
probability of being detained., having a petition filed., or beinginstitu­
tionalized than eXispp,r:J. before y~ began. frhether' it is "good" 'or ''bad'' to 
provide services by anon-judicial agency to youngsters who., in the pastj 
probably would not have been referred to the court.) is a matter of judgment or 
of research that luas outside the range of this evaluation. And.) from both 
a local and national perspective.) it is important to reco~aize that the 
coTtzrrrunity can handle. a substantial percentage of i'{;s status offenders outside 
of the juvenile court without ·incu.rring an increase in recidivism. But..). 
based on the dat~ in this report., one should not necessarily expect the 
recidivism rate of status offenders referred to a non-justice agency to be 
lower than if they hdd been referred to the cov~t. 
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SPOKANE, IvASHINGTON 
• 

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROJECT~ 

EVALUATION REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

The Spokane status offender deinstitutionalization program was imple-

mented in May, 1976, by Youth Alternatives, a private non-prqfit organiza-

tion. The project was funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention (OJJDP) and wa·s a part of the national effort to de-

institutionalize status offenders. 

Youth Alternatives (YA) operates a 24 hour crisis intervention service 

for status of:::enders (runa,vays, truants, and incorrigibles/ungovernables) 

, . 
referred by police, court personnel, school authorities, and others. YA 

has no overnight facilities for status offenders, but instead seeks to 

resolve the crisis situation and permit the youth to return home, or, if 

that is not possible, to find alternative shelter for the juveniles. In 

addition, the crisis counselors assess the service needs (if any) of the 

status offenders and link them with' appropriate non-court community resources. 

The objectives of the program were to divert status offenders from the 

juvenile court, remove status offenders from detention, and reduce thp. recid-

ivism ra·te of these youngsters. The philosophy upon which the project was 

based was that an inappropriate labeling of juvenile status offenders 

occurred as they penetrated into the juvenile justice system. "Once ••• 

contact, penetratiori, and labeling takes place," the project prop6~al ~oted, 
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"it seems to lead to a high rate of reci9"iviSm and makes it more difficult 

to break out of that cycle and to enter"the less restrictive and stigma-

tized community." 
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EVALUATION OF YOUTH AFTERNATIVES 
/ 

,J. 

The Spokane project was included in the national evaluation funded by 

the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(NIJJDP) and conducted by the University of Southern California~ The Insti-

tute of Policy Analysis was· separately funded, also from NIJJDP, for the 

purposes of (1) imp~ementing the USC evaluation in Spokane,. (2) overseeing 

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

evaluation of the project that would focus on questions of interest to the 

project that would not be included in the national evaluation. Because the 

national evaluation was designed to compare the effectiveness of different 

types of deinstitutionalization strategies, the local evaluation needed to 

concentrate on the effects of the DSO project within the Spokane juvenile 

justice system. 

The key ques"!:ions identified as the focus for the local evaluation were: 

1. Did the DSO project divert status offenders from court referral, 

detention, the filing of a petition, and/or incarceration? 

2. Did the DSO project change the probability of being detained, having 

a petition filed, and/or being incarcerated for youths identified as status 

offend~:=rs? 

3. Did the DSO project reduce the recidivism ra'te of youths identified 

as status offenders? 

Evaluation Design anq Analysis 

The type of design and analysis differs dependent upon the particular 

question that is being addressed, but the basic ·principle. is the same: In 

order to determine the impact of YA on the Spokane juvenile justide system 

one must ascertain what the system would have been like if Youth Alternatives 

i>~F.:ft:lq~fI!I't.~1fi'Pf!'~ T"!I1'''¢'''~'''',\.,~,,,,_, .. ,,,'',~'-.i,,_ .. _~_'''--''-"~~:-..," .... ____ .. _'':' __ .... __ .. _."-0. __ ~ ..... _ ...... _ ... '-____ .. ____ ,, __ __ 
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had not been implemented. And, to measui~ the effect of YA services on the . 
subsequent behavior of juvenile offenders, it is necessal~y to estimate what 

kind of behavior would have been expected if YA services had not been avail-

able to these children. The impact of YA is. found by examining the differ~ 

ences between how the syst~m would have processed status offender referrals 

(ifYA had not existed) and how it actually operated. Likewise, the effect 

of Youth Alternatives on subsequent behavior of status offenders is ~easured 

as the difference between the actual behavior and that , .. hich , .. ould have been 

expected without YA services. 

If there had been a randomly chosen control group of youths, then the 

values on the dependent variable (such as recidivism) of the control group 

could be compared with the values of the treatment group (YA) in order to 

determine the impact of the program. Since there was no random assignment, 

various types of quasi-experimental designs a..'1d analysis procedures must be 

used in an effort to separate the effects of YA from other factors that also 

could have produc'ed changes or differences in the system or in the behavior 

of the youths, In the Spokane evaluation, considerable reliance is placed 

on interrupted time series and multiple regression analysis. Each of these 

will be discussed briefly in the subsequent paragraphs. 

The interrupted time series -analysis of monthly data from January, 1974, 

through November, 1977, examines whether YA diverted status offenders from 

court referrals, detention, .the filing of petitions, and incarceration. In 

the time series analysis, the expected number of court status offender r0rer-

rals, detentions, petitions, and incarcerations after YA began is based on 

projections of the pre-program trends (if aTW) in these variables. This 

estimate is then compared , .. ith the actual number in the post-YA months. 

'w 
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In a true diversion situation, there shotild be one less referral to the court 

" for each referral to the diversion program. And, there would be one less 

status offender detained by the court for each status offender who was diverted 

from detention. Thus, if YA diverted youths from the court, one would expect 

the nlli~er at the court to'be less than what was expected, based on the pre-

progr~ projections~ 

One of the problems in interrupted time series analysis is in determin.-

ing whether changes that occurred after the program was implemented were 

prQduced by the program or whether the changes were produced by other events 

that occurred at about the same time as program start-up. In the Spokane 

evaluation, a major change that occurred at about the same time YA was imple-

mented ,vas an apparent increase in the total number of status offender refer- . 

rals (counting both the ref·;'rrals to Y"P--. and those to the court). This change 

.seriously CO~fOllilds efforts to estimate the number or proportion of status 

offender referrals who ,vere diverted to YA.. If one believes that the increase 

in status offenders was produced by YA (directly or indirectly), then the 

best estimate of the number diverted is obtained by examining the change in 

the absolute number of status offender referrals to the court, the absolute 

number of status offenders detained, and so on. If there is a decline, one 

can assume that these cases "went to" YAp If not, one assumes that the cases 

handled by YA were the result of a "net widening" effect and would not have 

been at court an~vay. On the other hand, it might be the' case that the in-

crease in status offenders was produced by something not related to YA and 

would have occurred even if YA had not been implemented. If so, then YA 

should be credited \·,ith diverti~g all the cases they handled since these 

would have been referred to the court if YA had not existed. 
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The time series analysis includes 2.~':months of pre-YA data and 19 months· 
I 

of post-YA observations. The technical approach used to develop the post-

program estimates and the tests of significance is analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA). 2 The other major approach one can use for interrupted time series 

analysis is ARIHA (Auto-Regressive Integrated Hoving Averages) . 3 The latter 

procedure doe£ not assume a deterministic trend, as ANCOVA does, but instead 

estimates the value of subsequent observations on one or more prior observa-

tions and, if needed, an estimate of "drift" or "shift" which is quite sim-

ilar to an estimate of ty.end. Because. the ARIMA approach required computer 

statistical procedures that are not generally available for the social sci-

en~es, we utilized the analysis of covariance model with successive least 

squares approxiw3tions to correct for auto-correlation. 4. This approxima-

tion is needed if the observations are not independent but instead are auto-

corr~lated acr~s's time. Hhen auto-correlation is present, the tests of 

significance generated by. the ANCOVA model \vill be inflated. If the usual 

tests are em~loyed when the observations are not independent, the researcher 

could conclude that a statistically signifi~ant change has occurred when, 

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

used in our analysis, estimates whe"ther the auto-correlation is significant. 

If the residuals from the equation contained auto-correlation, another anal-

ysis \vas conducted using a procedure in which an estimate is made of the 

auto-regressive function and this is statistically controlled in the subse-

quent analysis. (see Appendix A for additional discussion of the procedures.) 

The ANCOVA approach to interrupted time seri~s.involves the testing of 

several propositions concerning whether (and how) the program altered the 

pre-:program trends. Basically, the idea is to measure the pattern during the 

". 
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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 significance 

test shows the change to be statistically significant, then the implication 

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

occurring during the pre-program time period. If the change is similar to 

that pictured in Figure 2 and if the tests indicate statistical significance, 

then the implication is that the intervention altered the level (intercept) 

of the serieS, but did not 'change the basic upward trend. ' 

-. Multiple regression is used to analyze ~ifferences between the treat-

ment and cOr:i?arison groups in terms of the probability of recidivating, the 

probability of being detained for a status offense, the probability of hav-

ing a petition filed, and the probability of incarceration. With multiple 

regression, the investigator can control (statistically) for some of the dif-

ferences bet\"een th e treatment and comparison groups. Eve~ so, this tech-

nique may not be able to completely adjust for differences between the treat-

ment and comparison group, especially if selection into the program resulted 

in most of the "easy" cases being placed in-one group and, most of the "hard" 

cases in another. If unmeasured variables influenced the selection decisions, 

they cannot be included in the equation and, therefore, they cannot be con-

trolled statistically. Thus, for multiple regression to produce good results, 

one needs a comparison group that is relatively equivalent to the treatment 

group and, in particular, one needs to insure that judgmental criteria 



.1 FIGURE 1 

y 

" 

• 

FIGURE 2 

I 

-time 

I 

time 

Change in tre·nd 
when program 
was implemented 

Change in level 
of the series 
when the program' 
was implemented 



" 

'" .. 

.. 
~ 

..:. -... 
9 

) :; 
• , ~ r i': ' . 

(which cannot be measured) were not involved in selection of persons into 

either the comparison or the treatment group. 

A major problem in the Spokane 'evaluation is that there is no'compari-

son group from among those available that is equivalent to the YA client 

group. The data showing di.fferences between the YA clients and the other 

groups are in the next section of this report, but the difficulties in using 

each of the potential comparison groups can be summarized at this point. 

One possible procedure would be to compare the penetration and recidi-

vism rates of YA clients with those of status offenders who were referred 

to the court (during the same months as YA was operative), but who were not 

referred to YA. This comparison is biased in many ways. Tne youths remain-

ing at the court differ from the YA clients on number of prior offenses and 

on several relevant socio-economic characteristics. Some of the juveniles 

not referrec to Y.; clearly were ineligible (out-of-jurisdiction runaways, 

for example, or letter and phone dispositions in which the court did not 

have any actual contact wie1 the youth). Most important, for many of the 

youths not referred to YA there must have been reasons other than the bvo 

just named for not having been sent to YA. These could have included a 

number of judgmental factors (attitude, apparent stability of the family) 

which have not been measured and therefore cannot be controlled statistic-

ally. The reasons also could include factors that clearly would make the 

youth ineligible (such as a runaway from a group home) but \vhich 'vere not 

coded onto, the comput.erized court data and therefore cannot be controlled 

with multiple regression analysis. Thus, the status offenders remaining at 

the court (a "concurrent" comprison group) are not equivalent enough to the 

YA clients to permit a valid comparison. 
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A second choice would be to compar~ the YA youths with those at the 

court who were apparently eligible for YA (on the quantitative criteria fo~ 

eligibility that could be recovered in the computerized data) but who were 

not referred to YA. Again, this group of court status offenders almost 

certainly is not equivalent to the YA group because there must have been 
. 

reasons for the fact that they were not referred to YA and these reasons 

could introduce bias into any comparisons that are made. 

A third choice would be to compare all of the post-YA youths who 

apparently ,,,ere eligible (YA clients and those at the court who met the 

technical criteria of eligibility) wi:th all pre-YA youths who apparently 

would have been eligible for YA if the program had existed at that time. 

This would result in the post group consisting of both the YA clients and 

the other status offenders who tvere at the court but not referred to YA and 
, 

who met the e2.igibility criteria that could be recovered from the computer-

ized data. Al though thr=;re might still be some bias betwee'n the pre and post 

groups, there'are fewer judgmental selection criteria operative in this COIn-

parison and therefore this choice is better than either of the first two 

discussed. On tne other hand, this places a considerable burden of proof 

upon YA to demonstrate effectiveness, since they did not handle all of the 

post YA cases. Nevertheless, the technically elisible pre and post groups 

should be relatively equivalent. 

The fourth choice would be to compare the entire post YA group of status 

offenders with the entire pre YA group of status offenders. Again, this 

makes it more difficult for the program to demonstra'te that this strategy 

was effective since they did not handle all of the cases. 

Two additional problems confound both the use of the entire pre YA group 

". 
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II" r and the use of the "eligible" pre lA stat,us offenders as comparison groups. 

As mentioned previously, the implementation of YA corresponded to an upward 

shift in the total number of status offender referrals when referrals to 

YA and the court are both included. This fact, along with the fact that the 

pre and post YA status offenders differ in terms of several potentially 

relevant characteristics, casts doubt on the comparability of the groups. 

A second factor that also confounds the use of a pre-program compari-

son group is that the total number of delinquent referrals began a ~~ight 

decline at the time YA was implemented, suggesting that there may have been 

some s~ifting in classification (from delinquent to status offender) in 

order to insure that certain youths would be eligible for YA, services. Again, 

this finding is discussed in the subsequent section but it, too, reduces the 

degree of equivalency between the pre and post status offenders. 

Data and Heasurement 

Three sources of data were used in the analysis: 

1. Monthly aggregate data from Youth Alternatives concerning the number 

of cases handled and the sources of referral. 

2. Case-by-case offense data from the juvenile court computerized 

system (the raw data tapes for 1972 through October, 1977, were purchased -
by IPA and analyzed by IPA). 

3. Case-by-case data on YA clients collected as Dart of the local 

evaluation on behalf ,of the national evalua.tors. These data were forwarded 

by IPA to USC for computerization and were then accessed from the USC data 

file to recover the individu~l-level dat~. The USC file was relatively 

complete through August, 1977, although the total number of cases contained 
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in it at that time was less than the tot,Ji number of clients on \'lhom data 

' .. 

had been sent as of March, 1978, for the time period ending August 31, 1977. 

The cases wer~ not in the computerized file because the machine that pro-

cessed the pre-coded machine readable data forms did not process some of 

• the forms. This happened when the marks on the form were outside of the . 

bubbles; it occasionally happened because a particular item was not coded, 

~nd it happened for other reasons largely idiosyncratic to the machina . 

itself. There are no reasons, however, to suspect that the cases missing 

from the file differed from those included in such a way as to bias analysis 

based on these data. 

In order to analyze the monthly aggregated data it was necessary to 

have monthly statistics for the juvenile court (to use in conjunction with 

the monthly figures obtained from YA). These were obtained from the case-

by-case data ta?es provided by the juvenile court. 

In order to analyze the individual-level data it ,.;ras necessary to merge 

the YA information on clients/offenses (from the USC file) with the juvenile 

court information on clients/offenses. To do this we searched the records 

at the juvenile court' to locate any YA client who haa a court file number. 

This was necessary for three reasons: First, some of the YA clients Viere 

referred from the court and therefore if both the YA and the court data on 

that particular offense were used, the off~nse would be counted twice. 

Second, we n.eeded to c,ount the number of prior offenses and subsequent 

offenses for court and YA youths. A juvenile who had a referral recorded 

in the court data, should be counted as having a subsequent offense even 

though the subsequent offense result is a referral to YA rather than to the 

court. Likewise, a YA client who had a subsequent offense recorded by the 
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court (but not by YA) should be counted as having a subsequent offense, as 

should a YA client who returned to YA. 

The proceduren us'ed in merging the data ensured that every offense 

(either at YA or at the court) was counted once and none was counted twice. 

Likewise, the procedure ensured that each instant offense contained informa-

tion about prior offenses committed by the j~venile regardless of whether 

those \-Jere recorded in court or YA recoz:-ds. Again, if a prior offense re-

suIted in a contact both with YA and \dth the court, then it was only counted 

onetime. The procedure also ensured that youths with a subsequent offense 

after the instant offense would have this information recorded only once 

regardless of whether the subsequent resulted in a referral to the court or 

YA or to both (court and then referral to YA). 

The file used in the individual-level analysis is an "offense chain"\ 

file: Each offense is included as a unit of analysis, but the analysis 

unit contains information on the number, type, and dates of prior offenses; 

the number, type, and date of subsequent offenses, and the characteristics 

of the offender at the time the offense was committed. A single juvenile 

with three offenses would be ~n the file three times, for example. The 

first time slhe would be a first offender and \'lOuld have two subsequents. 

The second time slhe would have one prior and one subsequent. The third 

time slhe would have two priors and no subsequents. 

This type of file is especially useful in analyzing recidivism be-

cause it permits a comparison of one group with another in terms of the 

pro~:>ability of committing a subsequent offense' (with'in a specified time 

frame), controlling for the number of pz:-ior offenses as well as the char-

actetistics of the youth at the time the offense ,,,as committed. For the 

same reason the file is useful in comparing the pr~bability of being 
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detained or having a petition filed, usi~g ~tatistical controls for the 

number of prior offenses and characteristics of the youths. Further~ore, 

this type of fxle permits time series analysis at the individual level 

because every offense committed by a particular youth is an instant offense 

• during the month that it was committed • 

The major dependent variables in the analysis are diversion from court 

referrals, detention, petitions, institutionalization, and recidivism. 
\ 

The number of status offender referrals to the court is measured from 

the court computerized data. If the court personnel filled ,out a sta-

tistical sheet on the referral (as they are supposed to do fO)::- every refer-

ra'l involving an offense) and if the entering offense. was runa,.,ay, truant, 

incorrigible/ungovernable (e.g., dependency B), then the case was consid~red 

a status offense referral. All referrals to Youth Alternatives were con-

sidered status offense referrals to the program. 

The definition of detention used by the court is that the youth is 

booked into the juvenile det,ention center. This generally means that the 

youth will spend the night there. The measure of detention used in the anal-

ysis is from the court computerized data showing the number of days the youth 

\.,as detained. If this ,.,as zero, the youth was considered not detained. 

Petitions are filed on status offenders at the discretion of the proba-

tion officer or, the court. If a petition is filed, a 'fact-finding hearing 

is al,.,ay.5 held and this hearing is fo11O\.,ed by a disposition hearing. The 

.. measure used for petitions refers to any type of petition filed on a refer- . 

ral for a status offense . . ' 

Institutionaliza'tion is' the prerogative. of the Department of Social 

and Health Services (DSHS), not the juvenile court. The court, ho\.,ever, 
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can commit a youth to DSHS for instituti9'~alization and this is Lne measure 

used for institutionalization • 

Two measures of recidivism are used in the analysis: Re-contact with 

the court or YA (for a delinquent or status offense) within three months, 

nnd re-contact with the co~rt or YA within six months. Cases for whom the 

follow-up time was too short were eliminated from that par~icular analysis. 

The independent variable of particular interest is the difference 

between the YA procedures (especially non-penetration into the juvenile 

justice system) and procedures used by the court. In addition to differ-

ences in treatment, there are other independent variables used in the multi-

pIe regression individual-level analysis, mainly for the purpose of statis-

tically adjusting for differences attributable to variables other than the 

treatment. These include several socio-economic or demographic character-

istics of the ~lients: age, race, sex, school status (enrolled, dropped, 

expelled), parental status (living with both parents, one parent, relatives, 

foster/group home), and number of prior offenses. It should be noted that 

the individual-level regression analysis includes a type of time-series 

analysis. Since th,e month of entry into the. system is known for every 

referral, the inclu~ion of time as an independent variable provides an esti-

mate of the trend. Furthermore, inclusion of a dummy-variable to indicate 

whether the refe'rral was pre- or post-YA and an interaction term bebveen 

this and month yields an estimate of whether there was a change in trend or 

level of the pre-pro~ram data at the time YA began. (See Appendix A for 

more information on this). 
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OVERVIEN 

OF ACTIVITIES, SYSTEH lM?ACT, AND eLlEN'l' CHARACTERISTICS 

The major purposes of this section are: 

1. To examine the activity levels of Youth Alternatives ahd the 

eligibility criteria for entry into the progr?m, 

·2. To assess whether a "widening of the net" phenomenon occurred 

and, if so, why this happened; and 

3. To describe the characteristics of YA clients and other status 

offenders in the pre and post time periods. 

~rogram Operation 

During the ::'irst 19 months of operation (t<lay 1976 through November 

1977) Youth Alternatives had 1,019 status offender referrals, an average 

of sli-;fltly :Less than 54 per month (see Table 1). Of these, 35 percent 

were referred by the juvenile court intake 'unit, 53 percent were referred 

directly from the.police, and 11.5 percent were referre~ by schools or 

parents or 'vere self-referrals. During this same 19 month period, the 

juvenile court received an average of 45 status offender referrals per 

month, of which 41 percent were referred on to YA by court intake. The 

remainder at the court y,>lere considered to be ineligible for YA. 

The criteria which excluded a status offender referral from eligibility 

included: 

1. Runa\>lays from other jurisdic·tions. 

2. Wardship cases. These are status offender referrals who previously 
had committed an offense and still were under the court's jurisdic­
tion at the time of the referral on a status offense. 

... 
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STATUS OFFENDER REFERRALS TO YA & THE COUP.T: MONTHLY DATAl 

" 

I (\) Ul Ul v~ Ul 
H,c+J H ~ .-I H .-; ..-I '0 'd I 
(\) +J H (\) >t nj ....... CJ r-: nj QJ (\) 'M 'd 
'd ::l ro H .<: ro \.; H s:: '..-I '+J (\) s:: 0 0 s:: 0 H>t C H+J H 'M .,-1 Ul N 
(\) +J U (\)+J (\) <:) o H (\) nj lH C 'M 
lH lH 4-1 0 .-14-1 lH ::l lH~ ./-l H 'M ..-I 
4-1 Ul Q) 4-1 Ul <!)+J r.14-1 o 0 <!)>t (\) <:) Ul III 
O.-l.-l 0.-1 H ./-l 0 H U H 'd ..Q C H C 

nj 'M 'Ill +J 0 0 9.S (\) 0 
Ul H C Ul ~I QJ H +J Ul CJ 0 (\)./-l H ~:j ::l H OJ ::l H .-l ::l ::l U ./-l U (\) S::+J 
+' (\) :> +J QJ .g 8 +J, 'M 'M 

~ 
'M ::l ::l 

III 4-1 ::l III 4-1 III .-I ..-I +J S::+J +J <!)"n +J ell O~ +J a 0 (\) 
Ul H Ul H 'tl Ul ::l., ~ @ ~ 

@ (E) (C) '@ (e) ® (h) CD 
!:re-Program 60 0 0 60 47 0 38 . .., 7 .82 
X per month 

!:ost-Program 45 53.6 18.8 80 40 28.3 17. 2 .26 
X per month 

1976 May 35 59 .16 78 28 36 19 4 0 

June 43 49 14 78 37. 31 21 2 1 

July 44 57 17 I 84 

I 
36 39 30 1 1 

Aug 41 45 19 I 67 34 24 19 2 1 
! I 

Sept 55 46 15 

I 
86 I 48 28 35 5 0 

I Oct 64 79 23 120 60 42 24 I 1 0 

Nov 69 57 30 I 96 I 65 21 32 3 0 

I Dec 50 61 32 
1 

79 I 46 19 9 0 0 
I 

1977 Jan 66 I 72 21 I 117 I 64 40 15 0 0 

Feb 33 51 14 70 I 30 28 8 3 0 , 
I 
i 1 

March 46 57 27 I 76 

I 
41 22 14 3 0 

April 41 53 16 I 78 40 27 18 1 1 

May 42 48 16 74 I 40 24 10 2 0 , 

June 35 39 13 61 I 32 2t!1 14 1 0 
I 

July 40 36 10 66 

I 
37 22 15 0 0 

Aug 30 40 11 69 25 28 20 3 1 

Sept 31 61 26 66 I 27 28 15 1 0 

Oct 49 54 20 ! 83 40 27 12 4 0 

Nov 35 55 16 74 31 27 7 1 0 

-
1 Th,e pre-program monthly averages (see row 1) are based on 28 months of data, 
January, 1974, through April, 1976. Data in columns ~, ~, g, ~r i are from 
the computerized juvenile court records. Entries in columns b, £,-and fare 
frOm the Youth [\1 tern0 tives monthly repol"ting forms. 
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3. Letter and phone dispositions. I~etter and phone dispositions 

usually mean that the court haa no personal contact with the youth 
but instead handled the referral ,>lith a phone call or form letter 
to the parents. 

4. Return to detention institution. Youths who ran a\'lay from a 
detention institution--whether they were there on a delinquency 
referral or on a status offense referral--are considered ineli-· 
gible by Spokane authorities. 

5. Youths from child protective services. These cases include child 
abuse, negl~ct, and so on, of youth~ currently in the custody of 
CPS. 

6. Juvenile parole counselor. Youths referred to the juvenile parole 
counselor are ineligible because of prior delinquent offenses and 
because the youths are under the jurisdiction of juvenile parole. 

As noted above, most of the youths in the previous categories are ineli-

gible, but this is not always a hard and fast rule and some persons in those 

categories were referred to Youth Alternatives. In additon, a yduth who ran 

away from a group or foster home is considered ineligible for the diversion 

prog~am and is returned, by the court, to the home. Other status offenders 

who have had a pattern of prior delinquent behavior or who might be danger-

ous to the co~~unity may be considered ineligible by the court or the program 

even though they do not fit into any of the categories listed above. 

The case-by-case juvenile court data contain codes for the first six 

criteria named above, but there is no way to determine from the computerized 

data which of the youths would have fit into the other criteria that resulted 

in a decision of ineligibility (such as attitude or apparent family support). 

Youths who meet the quantitative criteria for'ineligibility on a particular 

offense (as coded in the court computerized data) constitute about 32 percent 

of the post YA status offender referrals to the court. 

This means that 68 percent (31 per month) of the court referrals were 

technically eligible for YA even though only 42 percent (19 cases per month) 
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were referred. In order to determine wh1'~~o~e of the apparently eligible 

status offenders were not referred, a researcher from the Spokane Area Youth 

Committee (YA's parent agency) examined all of the cases that were not re-

ferred during a tvlO month time period and concluded that all the youths were in 

fact ineligible. The problem was that the proper codes had not been rnarJ~ed 

on the statistical sheet or that the statistical sheet contained no category 

that would permit a code indicating 1.-1hy the youth \>las ineligible. 

"~~idening the Net" 

The phrase "widening the net" refers to.a phenomenon whereby the 

total number of clients in the system (~ncluding the diversion program as 

6 part of the "system") increases over the pre-intervention time periods. 

If the purpose of the diversion program is to keep juveniles out of the 

justice system an1 if the program itself is considered a part of that 

~ystem or at least a part of the "official" system, then widening the 

:net would appear to be a dysfunctional aspect of diversion. On the other 

hand, an argument could be made that if the demand for juvenile services 

in a community is more than the supply of those services, the introduc-

tion of a new program (diversion or otherwise) would be expected to in-

crease the number of clients in the system. ~Vhether "\'lidpning the net" 

.is a positive or negative consequence of di~ersion, howev~r, is not the 

point of the subsequent. analysis. The purpose of examining the question 

is to determine whether it happened. 

The total number of status offender referrals (referred to YA or to 

the 'court) is calculated by adding the YA referrals to the court referrals 

and then substracting those who were' referred to both on the same offense 

(Le., referred first to tl1e court and then by' the ,court to YA). As 
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shown in column d of Table 1, there \'las: an average of 80 status offen-

ders E'er month after YA began, compared \'lith 60 per month before program 

implementation. 

The data in Figure 3 portray changes in the total number of status 

offender referrals per month (either to YA or to the court, with double 

referrals counted only once). The total number of technically eligible 

status offender referrals per month is graphed in Figure 4. status of-

fender referrals increased sharply afteI YA began \'lith paIticularly high 

referral rates in OctobeI, 1976 and JanuaIY, 1977. Thereafter, the number 

of referrals dropped considerably, but even so, there was as average of 

72 per month fIom Fehruary, 1977 through NovembeI, 1977, which is still 

greater than the pre-program aveIage of 60 per month. 

According to interrupted time series analysis the implementation of .. , 

Y]\'. correspon::le::l ,dth a..'l upward shift of about 29 status offender referrals 

per month. This shift in the level of the series is statistically signi-

ficant beyond the .01 level. An upward shift in the number of eligible 

status offenders of about 27 per month also occurred at the time YA was 

implemented. (see Appendix A for the actual equatiGns.) . 

There are at least five potential explanations for these increases: 

1. The Youth Alternatives program intentionally or inadvertently 

~ccepted clients who would not have been referred to the court and who, 

without the Youth Alternatives program, would never have had any contact 

with the criminal justice system. 

2. The YA program represented an increase in the availability of 
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appropriate services for status offendeis. In response, the police 

and/or the community began referring status offenders who would have 

been referred to the system in the past but were not because there were 

insufficient or inappropriate services for them. 

3. The third possib~e explanation is that the police and/or court 

began classifying as status offenders some youths who previously would 

have been considered delir.quents or, dependency A (e.g., neglect cases) 

in order to ensure their eligibility for YA services. 

4. The fourth possible explanation is that the increase was pro-

duced by changes in the way the juvenile court counts the number of 

status offense referrals. 

5. A fifth explanation is that there was an increase in the actual 

number of status o::::enses being cornmitted which would, in turn, result 

in more status offenders being identified in the community regardless of 

whether YA existed or did not exist. This is unlikely, however, and 

should show up in a gradual trend rather than a sudden shift during the 

months after YA began. 

A limited amount of evidence is available in relation to these poten-

tial explanations. 

First, the average nlli~er of referrals to the court from sources 

other than juvenile justice agents in the pre YA time period \vas 13 per 

month. In the post YA months, the court averaged only five non-justice 

system referrals and YA averaged 6.5 non-justice referrals per month. 

'l'hus, the total n~er of non-justice referr.a1s in the post time period 

(either to YA or to ·the court) is 11. 5 compared with 13 in the pre time 
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FIGURE 3 

TO'I'AL s'rATUS OFFENDER REFERRAT,S (YA PI,US COURT REFERRALS) BY MONTH 
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period. These data are portrayed i~ Figure 5. Analysis of the monthly 

data on total number of non-justice system referrals (YA plus court) indi-

• cates that there was no statistically significant change in the generally 

downward trend or in the level of the series when YA was implemented. This 

suggests that if a "widening of the net" occurred, it was not produced by 

an increase in non-justice system referrals into the system via YA or the 

court. Thus, if the system expanded and pulled in youngsters who would 

not have been there before, this must have been the result of increased 

referrals from justice system agents, primarily law enforcement. 

Referrals from law enforcement could increase either because of an in-

crease in the number of status offenders referred to law enforcement 

agencies f:!:"on the community or because of an increase in the proportion 

of these cases that a:!:"e referred by the police to the court or to Youth .. . 
Alt.ernati-;es =a-::~er th2..'! lectured and released. 

Data from police records, hm .... ever, p:!:"ovide no support for either con-, 

tention. A sample of cases from the Spokane police department files for 

the months of April, Hay, and June, 1975 was compared with a sample ot cases 

for the months of April, !-lay, ard June, 1977. These (lata (see Table 2) show 

that a substantially smaller proportion of status offenders actually con-

tacted by the police were referred on through'the system in 1977 compared 

with 1975. In 1975, 75 percent of the cases actually contacted were re-

ferred to the court whe'reas in 1977,61 percent \vere referred either to the 

court or to Youth Alternatives. The results of the study from police data 

also show that the police received fewer status offender referrals in 1977 

than they did in 1975. The total number of status offender referrals to the 
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Table··~ 

SPOKANE: POLICE REFERRAL SOURCES AND ACTION TAKEN 

Number in Sample 

Number of days 
sampled 

Average number of 
referrals to police, 
per day 

Reason for Police 
Contacts 

Self-Referred 

Parent Refe.::-!:'.:.l 

community Agency 

La\v Enforcement 
Initiated Contact 

Juvenile Court 

Private Citizen 

Private Security 
Officer 

School Referred 

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE] 

Status 

Pre 

300 

55 

5.45 
100% 

3 

67 

8 

17 

3 

1 

100% 

Offenders 

Post 

300 

64 

4.69 
10096 

o 

82 

10 

4 

o 

4 

1 

100% 

Delinquents 

Pre 

300 

32 

9.38 
100% 

0 

3 

1 

37 

0 

30 

22 

6 

100% 

Post 

300 

34 

8.82 
100% 

.5 

1 

.5 

60 

0 

4 

28 

5 
----
100% 

. . 
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Police Action 

No Contact 

Counsel & 
Release 

Referred to 
Juvenile Court 

No Information 

27 
) :. 

# ... ' •• ~ 

(' 
Table 2 (continued) 

Status Offenders 

Pre Post 

40 54 

10 2 

45 24 

5 15 
100% 100% 

Delinquents 

Pre' Post 

o o 

22 14' 

73 83 

5 3 
100% 100% 



28 

}, ~ . . ... , ... 
;.. . 

court ~rom police should have been great~r (by almost 2 to 1) in 1975 

than in 1977. The court records for these same months in 1975 and, in 

1977, the court and YA records, show that there were about six percent. 

more referrals from the police in 1977 than in 1975. For delinquents, the 

,. police records indicate th~t the court was sent about 11 percent more re-' 

ferrals in 1977 than in 1975 for the months included in the sample, whereas 

the court data show that they received about 21 percent more delinquent 

referrals during these same months in 1977 than in 1975. (The Spokane 

juvenile court, of course, receives referrals from sources other than the 

Spokane police department from which the sample was drawn, but the city 

police account for about 60 perdent of all referrals to the court.) 

It is difficult to resolve these discrepancies between court and police 

data. One possi~ility is that the court changed its procedures for counting 

status offer.der ~ef~rrals (thereby producing more of this type in 1977). 

Or, the classification procedures could have changed so that some of the 

"delinquents 11 'Nere considered to be "status offenders." (This possibility 

is explored further below). It also is the case that police contact records 

are not considered to be very reliable and changes in police policies or 

procedures concerning the number of contacts that are "counted" ,could have 

produced the discrepancies. 

In general,' however, the police data indicate that if a "widening of 

the net 11 occurred, it was not produced by them. Court and YA data show 

that if a net-widming effect happened, it was due to increased referrals 

from law enforcement. 

Another possibl~ explanation for the ob~erved increase in status 
,\' 

. -
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offenders referrals is that it was a 
r-

"pal?er" increase rather than a 
.. 

"real" one. A change in classification rules (from delinquent or 

dependency/neglect) to status offense \\'ould produce an apparf.~nt increase i·n 

the number of status offender referrals, but it would not be a "widening 

of the net" because these youths would have been in contact \..rith the 

court anyway (as delinquent:s or as neglect cases, however, rather than as 

status offenders). 

Delinquent referrals to the court (shown in Figure 6) increased by 

about three, per month, during the pre-V, time periods and then, after YA 

was implemented, began to decline at a rate of about three per month. 

(The change in trend is marginally significant with a probability of .07.) 

The slight dowm..rard shift in delinquency cases could mean that a gradual 

change in classification from delinquent to s'tatus offender was occurring. 

If the pre-progra::. trend in deli~quent referrals had continued throughout 

the post time period, the average number of delinquent referrals, per 

month, would have been 344 compared 'oJi th the observed average of 313. 

Thus, the decline' in delinquent referrals below the expected number is 

great enough to account for the estimatec 29 per month incr~ase in status 

offender referrals . 

. Th.e number of dependency A (neglect, child abuse, etc.) referrals 

to the court had been increasing prior to Nay, 1976 (when ,YA \oJas implemented) 

and also began a slight ·downward pattern thereafter of one less case every 

three months. The change in trend is ma!ginally significant (p = .10). 

The results from the delinquency and neglect analyses indicate a 

possibility that shifts in classification ,·;ere occurring and that these con-

trib~d to the increase in the number of status offenders referred to YA and 
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the court after May, 1976. 

One more potential explanation is that the apparent upward shift 

in status referrals that occurred when YA was implemented was produced by 

changes in the procedures used at the court to "count" the number of re-

ferra1s. If court personnel undertook a general tightening up in their 

record keeping procedures so that every refer~al to them--even those that 

would not involve personal contact with the youth--was counted as an offense 

and if this took place at the time YA ~'7as implemented, then the record 

keeping change could produce an apparent increase in the number of status 

offenders. This would be a "paper" increase rather than a "real" one since 

the number of referrals would have been underestimated in the pre-YA time 

periods. U:'.:c~tunately, there is no way to test this possibility. Either 

type of "pape:::" i:1c:::ease, however, would aCCOlL."1t for the discrepancy bGb,'een 

police data =:.= ~0U:::t data concerning the nlli~er of status offense referrals. 

Characteristics of status Offenders 

A profile of status offenders in terms of age, offense, school sta-

tus, prior offenses, sex, and race is shown in Table 3. The first two 

columns indicate the proporation of all pre YA status offenders and all 

post YA status offenders in each of the categories sho\ffl. The post YA 

status offenders are subdivided into four grou~s and the characteristics 

of these are shmffl in the last four columns of Table 3. The four groups 

are: 

1. YA only status offender referrals. In this group are the youths 

referred directly to YA (by-passing the court) from police, schools, 

, . 
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TABLE 3 i~'" 
I 

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATUS OFFENDERS IN SPOKANE, WASHINGTONl 

Pre- Post- YA only double court 
-

cou)::t 
Program Program 

status 
offenders 

referrals "eligible" "ineligible" 
N- 1,689 1,305 563 169 338 235 

AGE' % % % % % % --
II or under 2 3 3 2 4 1 

12 4 4 5 4 5 3 

13 11 11 12- 8 13 9 

14 22 18 21 18 17 12 

15 29 29 25 38 ,27 32 

16 27 24 21 28 24 30 

17 10 10 11 2 9 14 

18 + 0 1 2 0 1 0 

average I 14.8 14.9 14.85 14.85 14.83 .15.2 

OFFENSE ~ 
~ 

:::-una\.-:aT
.," 

I> 76 75 50 93 89 92 :1 
If 

tru3.nc::t !t 4 I 4 

~ 
8 1 2 1 .. 

~ 
, 

incorrigible 20 21 43 7 10 6 

SCHOOL STATUS U :i 
1 . 75 .77 78 82 75 68 regular I· 

drop-out f 18 17 15 15 19 26 

expelled 7 6 6 3 .7 6 

RACE --
white 93 95 96 96 93 95 

non-white 7 5 3 4 7 5 

I .. 
[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE] 

I The pre-program time period is from January 1974 through April 1976. The 
pos~ is from April 1976 through August 1977. "YA only" means the youth 
was referred directly to YA, whereas "double referrals" are youth::; referred 
to YA from court intake. Court "eligibles" are youths 'for whom no reason for 
ineligibility could be ascertained from the court computerized data. Court 
"ineligibles" are youths for whom a reason for ineligibility had been coded 
onto the data forms. 

". 

.. 



\ : .- TABLE 3 (Con.tirF~d) 

. 
YA only Pre- Post- double court court . 

Program status referrals "eligible" "ineligible" Program 
offenders 

• 

• 
SEX % % % % I % % -- I 

II male 39 40 37 29 45 45 

female 61 60 63 71 .... 55 55 

PRIOR 
DELINQUENT 
OFFENSES 

none 82 77 8~ 75 66 79 

one 13 15 12 22 18 17 

two 4 5 3 3 9 4 

three + 1 3 1 0 7 0 

PRIOR I I 
STATUS I 

I OFFENSES I , . " . 
none Ii 78 79 , 84 77 67 85 

I 
one 15 15 12 17 21 11 

two 4 4 2 4 7 2 

three + 3 2 2 2 5 2 

, 
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2. Double referrals. This category refers to the youths who were 

referred first to the court and then to YA on the same offense • 

3. Referrals to the court: "Eligibles." Youths at the court \o,Iho 

were not referred to YA on 'the entering offense, but who met the techni-

cal criteria of eligibility that could be recovered from the computer-

ized data are included in this category. 

4. Referrals to the court: "Ineligibles." Juveniles referred to 

the court on a status offense charge who met the technical criteria of 

ineligibility are included in this category. 

In examining the pre and post status offenders, it should be noted 

that even ~all differences in percentages are statistically significant 

(at .05 or beyo~d) :because of the large number of cases in each sample. 

T~e pre and p':'.:;-:- qrot:Fs did not differ in tenas of age, sex, type of 

offense, or prior status offenses. They differed from one another in 

that slightly more of the post YA juveniles were regularly enrolled in 

school, slightly more of them were white, and more of them had one or 

more prior delinquent offenses. 

Examination of the four post Yf>. groups shO\vs that there was no dif-

ference in age among the youths in each group, but there were consider-
.' 

able differences in the entering offense, as 50 percent of the YA clients 

were classified as runm-.ray compared \-.rith approximately 90 percent for' 

all three of the other groups. YA clients were more likely to be incorri-

gible than the other groups. In addition, the YA clients (direct and 

double referrals) were more likely to be regularly enrolled in school thar.. 

' .. 

. ., 
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those at the court, more likely to be male than the other groups, had 

fe\-ler prior delinquent offenses, and, in comparison with the court "eli-

gibles," had fewer prior ptatus offenses. (Court "ineligibles" include 

out-of-jurisdiction runaways; thus, one should expect fewer prior of-

fenses on these youths to be included in the Spokane County data.) 

In Table 4 are data showing the characteristics of juveniles ,..rho 

were eligible for YA according to the te~hnical eligibility rules. In 

the pre YA period this refers to the juvenile who would have been eli-

gible for YA if YA had existed at that time. The same pattern of differ-

ences are evident. for the eligibles as for the entire pre and post groups: 

There are no differences in age, minor' differences in race, no differences 

in sex, and none in the number of prior status offenses. As with the en-

tire pre and post groups, the el~gibles differed in that the post YA 

group had a sreater proportion with one or more prior delinquent offenses. 

The data also show that fe\'1er were classified as runaways and more \'lere 

classified as incorrigibles in the post period. 

Discussion. 

The evidence presented in the first part of this section shows that 

a significant incr.ease in the number of status offender referrals occurred 

at about the time Youth Alternatives began providing services to status 

offenders. The increase was observed both for the total number of status 

offenders and for the sub-set that were technically eligible for YA 

according to the computerized court d'ata. 

Of the several explanations that ',,:ere considered, there \vas fairly 
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TABLE 4 i'~ 
f 

CHAFJ\CTERISTICS OF TECHNICALLY ELIGIBLE STATUS OFFENDERl 

Pre-Program Post-Program 
Eligibles Eligibles 

N'\i.1,394 N'\. 1,045 

AGE 

11 2.5 3.1 

12 4.2 4.7 

13 11.8 11.6 

14 22.3 19.0 

15 28.3 27.8 

16 21.2 23.2 

17 9.5 9.3 

18 + .1 1.3 

X age 14.81 14.81 

OFFE!':SE 

l;'unaway 74 69 

truancy 4 5 

inc or:!; ig ible 22 .' 26 

RACE 

white 93 95 

non-white 7 5 

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE] 

l.rhe pre-program period is from January, .1974 through April, 1'976 .• 
The post begins with May, 1976 and extends through August, 1977. 
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SEX 

male 

female 

SCHOOL STATUS 

regular 

drop-out 

expellej 

3:7' .:. -., . 

1 :' 
TABLE 4 (contirr~d} 

Pre-Program 
Eligibles 

Nr\/ 1,394 

38 

62 

75 

17.6 

7.5 

PRIOR D~LI~QUENT 
OFFE(';S:::S 

none 81 

one 13.3 

two 4.2 

three + 1.4 

PRIOR STATUS 
OFFENSES 

none 76.8 

one 15.9 

two 4.2 

three + 3.1 

Post-Program 
Eligibles 

N'V 1/ 045 

38 

62 

78 

15.8 

6.1 

77 

15 

5.2 

2.9 

77.4 

15.2 

4.2 

3.2 
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,strong evidence that t.he expansion of the system was not attributable to 

YA (or the court) taking "\'lalk-ins" or other types of non-justice-system 

referrals. It is difficult, hm'lever, to dra\'l any definitive conclusions 

as to whether the increase in status offender referrals reflected an ex-

pansion of the system by law enforcement to juvenile who otherwise would 

not have had any contact with it or whether ~he increase as a "paper" 

increase, produced by a change in classification (from delinquent and/or 

neglect to status offense) or a change in counting procedures used by 

the court. 

The characteristics of status offenders changed somewhat between the 

pre-YA and post-YA time periods in that slightly more of the post-YA youths 

were regularly enrolled in school, slightly more of them were white, and 

more of them had one or more prior delinquent offenses. The status 

offenaers receivi~g services from Youth Alternatives differed from status 

offenders who \vere handled excl usi vely by the court but were apparently 

eligible for Youth Alternatives, according to the computerized data. The 

YA youths were more likely to have been classified as incorrigible than 

the court status offenders, were more likely to be regularly enrolled in 

school, consisted of slightly more males than the court youths, had fewer. 

prior delinquent offenses and, in comparison with the court eligibles, had 

fewer prior status offenses. 

. .... 

. .. 

.. 
~ 
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DIVERSION FR0t<1 THE COURT 

It should be noted at the outset that none of the clients handled 

by Youth Alternatives was institutionalized, very few were detained at 

the juvenile detention center prior to referral to YA, and only one 

youth had a status or delinquent offense petition filed for the offense 

which resulted in referral to YA. The question, however, is whether 

these juveniles would have been subject to any of the indicators of sys-

tem penetration if the YA services had not been available. If YA diverted 

status o::£enders from the court, then one would expect to observe statisti-

cally signific5n~ co,~nward shifts in the number of status offender 

referrals to t~~ sourt, the nu~ber detained, filed on, and/or institution-

alized n.t the time YA ,vas inplemented. Dat2l; from the pre and post periods 

on referrals who were technically eligible for YA can be analyzed in a 

similar ,·:ay to determine how many of the technically eligible youths were 

diverted to YA. 

Diversion Before the Court Intake 

There is no generally agreed upon method for calculating the number 

or proportion of status 'offenders ,.,ho are diverted before a referral to 

the juvenile court. In order to determine how many have been diverted, 

one must estimate hm., many would have been handled by the court if the 

diversion program had not existed. There are three estimates that could 
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be used and each is based on a different:~~sUmPtion. 
-. 

First, it could be assumed that the pre-prograp: . trend in the number 

of status offenders wo~ld have continued throughout the post-program time 

period if the program had not existed. If so, then the best estimate 

of the number of status offenders who \-lould have been at the court is 

the change in level and/or trend in the number of referrals to the court 

after YA began. 

Second, it could be assumed'that the average number of status offen-

ders at the court during the pre-program time period is the best estimate 

of the number that would have been handled by the court if the program 

had not been implemented. If this assumption is made, then the nurnber 

and proportion diver~ed can be calculated by comparing with pre-prograln 

averages. Clea~ly, however, this assumption is not warranted if trend 

exists in the ;~e YA time period and would be expected to continue. But 
.. 

if trend did not exist in the pre YA time period, then the.average model 

would be just .as suitable or moreso than a linear projection based on the 

pre data. 

The third method of calculating the number that have been diverted 

is to aSsume that all of the status offenders \-lho were clients of the diver-

sion program would have been handled by the juvenile court if the program 

had not existed. 

These methods result in vastly different,estimates of the amount of 

diversion 'that occurred prior to court intake. 

The number of status offender referrals to the court (not including 

direct referrals to YA) is shown in Figure 7 and the' number of technically 

eligible status offender referrals to the court is shown in Figure B. In 
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(These youths were, how-

ever, diverted immediately after court intake and therefore did not spend 

much time at the court or consume many of the court's resources.) Never-

theless, the analysis indicates that no statistically significant change 

occurred in the number of slatus offender referrals to the court at the 

time YA was implemented and no statistically significant change occurred 

in the number of technically eligible youths who were referred. Setting 

aside questions of statistical significance, for the moment, it should be 

pointed out that when the implementation variable is in the equation, the 

estimate is that the number of court referrals dropped by about 8 to la, 

per month, after YA began. Thus, even if the intervention had a statistically 

significalt i~~act (and it did not), the proportieD diverted to YA would 

be estimated a~ about 15 percent of the total status offense case~ at the 

c~urt. The!:.: ::='5 been, however, a genen~lly dm'lnHard trend for both the 

full court population of status offenders and the eligibles throughout the 

pre and post time periods. This is statistically significant beyond the 

.001 level. 

Discussion. 

Based on this analysis and on the assumption that the downward trend 

is ,the best estimate of the number who would have been at the court. if YA 

had not existed, the conclusion would be that YA did not divert anyone from 

court referral inspite of the fact that they handled approximately 35 direct 

referrals (by-passing the court) each month. The estimate of number 

diverted \oJould be confined to a ,diversion after court intake of 19 status 
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offenders per month. These juvenile \vouid be considered to have been 

"diverted" from further court processing only if the court would have 

processed them within the justice system if YA had not existed. 

It should be noted that the problem of determining ~hat produced 

the apparent increase in total status offenders, discussed in the previous 

section is quite .critical in interpretating these data. The conclusion 

above, that YA did not divert anyone from court referrals, is based on 

the assumption that all the direct referrals to YA would have had not 

contact with the system if YA had not existed (or, alternatively, ·that an 

equivalent number of status offenders still at the court \o.)'ould not have 

had any contact \o.)'i th the system if YA had not existed). Hmo.)'ever, if the 

increase in to~;l status offenders (Ya and court) was a paper increase 

produced by a shif~ in classification from delinquent and/or neglect to 

st.atl...1S a change in the cOlli~ting procedures, then YA should 
.' . 

be credited with diverting all or at least a proportion of ' the cases they 

handled, since these would have been at the court any\vay (but as delinquents 

or.dependency rather than as status offenders, or as uncounted referrals). 

The evidence presented previously is sufficient to rule out the 

possibility that YA and/or the court "widened the net" by taking non 

justice system referrals. The other evi.dence concerning possible changes 

in classification would be consistent with the hypothesis that the increase 

was a "paper" increase and did not represent any actual expansion of the 

system to youths \vho would not have been referred to the court. But, the 

evidence is not strong enough to conclude that all of the increase was due 

to changes in classifications. Even thougll one could speculate that some 
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of the change might have been due to the court counting procedures, there 

is no way to test this. 

Thus, either of the following concl'.lsions could be drawn conce,rning 
.' 

the number of status offender referrals diverted by YA before court intake. 

1. The Youth Alternatives program did not divert any status offender 

referrals before the court intake proced~res but, instead, produced changes . . 

within other parts of the system or the community which resulted in a 

greater number of status offender referrals and it was primarily this "sur-

plus" which was handled by the diversion program. 

2. Youth Alternatives diverted an estimated 28 status offenders per 

month prior to court intake. The increase in total status offender re-

ferrals (YA plus court) \~'as produced by ::hanges in court classification 

or "counting" procedures and the esti::1a:ted 28 referrals diverted per month 

\.;ould h",'.;e be'2:l ha:1cled by thE: court if YA had not existed. 

Diversion After Court Intake 

One of the major purposes of the SFo~ane program (and of the national 

DSO initiative) was to reduce the penetr=.tion of status offenders into the 

juvenile court system, 

Because the Spokane project was not a part of the juvenile court and 

was intended to divert youngsters from i::, the analysis task in this sec-' 

tion is to ascertain \,'hether Youth Al ter:-.atives diverted juveniles from 

". processing by the com;t (~fter intake) or ~·;hether YA provided services to 

status offenders who ,.,.ould not have bee:: processed through the system any-.. 
way. 
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The indicators of system penetration used in the analysis are the 

number of status offender referrals to the court who were detained, the num-

her of "offender days" in detention, the number of referrals who had a 

petition filed on them, and the number of institutionalized. "Offender days" 

in detention is the total number of days in detention per month, for all 

status offender .referrals to the court. 

If YA diverted youths from penetration into the court system, then a 

statistically significant reduction in detention, petitions, and so on 

should be observed at the time YA was implemented. The magnitude of such 

a reduction is estimated by comparing the actual number of youths detained, 

for example, with the number who would have been expected to be detained 

based on projections from the pre-YA monthly level and trend in detention. 

Results of t~e analysis are presented in Table 5 for all status 

offender referra:s and for those who are technically eligible for YA. The 

first column contains the average nll-rrilier of status offender referrals in 

each category during the 28 months prior to the implementation of YA. Thus, 

there were an average of 38.7 status of.fender referrals, per month, de-

tained; an average of 124 "offender days" of detention and so on. 

The second column of Table 5 shmys the expected number of referrals 

in each category if the pre-program trend and/or level had continued without 

any change attributable to the implementation of Youth Alternatives. (It 

is this number, not the average pre-program figure, vlhich should be compared 

to the average in the post time period.) The third column contains the 

average number, per month, during the post time period. The equation from 

the time-series analysis is shown in the fourth column. Y refers to the 

., ... 
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TABLE 5. Diversion of status Offenders 

, , 

from Detention, Petitiorw, Dnd Institutionalizationl 

Pre-YA 

--1-· ---------------------------------------__ -

Detention, per month 

# of court referrals 
detained 

# of offender days 
in detention 

# of eligibles detained 

# of eligible offender days 

Petitions, per month 

# of status offender 
referrals with petitions 
filed 

# of eligibles with 
petitions 

Institutionalization, per month 

# of status offender re­
ferrals institutionalized 

# of eligibles institu­
tionalized 

38.7 

124 

33.8 

108 

7 

6.5 

.82 

. 64 

P()S.t: r-:xpoctcd Post: Actual 

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

8.0 17.'7 

73 55 

1.18 11.8 

52 42 

o 2 

6.1 1.5 

.07 .26 

o .05 

Equation 

Y=50-.82 mo. 

Comments 

No change at YA 
Implementation 

Y=144-36I-l.37 mo. Decrease in level 

Y=46-.87 mo~. 

Y=l29-3lI-l.5 mo. 

Y=9. 5-1. 9 mo. 

No change. at YA 
implementation 

Decrease in level 

"'" No change'I.'.,a.t YA 
implemen~ation 

Y=7.9-2.8I-.Ol mo. Decrease in level 

Y=1.l4-.02 mo. 

Y=.89-.02 mo • 

NO change at YA 
implementation 

NO change at YA 
implementation 

lEntries in the first column are the average number, per month, during the 28-month Pt~-YA time period 
(January, 1974 through April, J,Q76). The figures in the second column are the expected number in the post . 
time period. These estimates are based on a continuation of the pre-program trend (or the pre-program average, 
if there was no statistically significant trend) and can be interrupted as the expected number, per month, 
if YA had no effect on the system. Entries in the third column are the actual number, per month, observed 
during the 19 months of post-YA follow-up. 'rho regression equation (showing only the statistically significant 
variables) is in column four. Appendix A has more information useful in interpreting these equations,· 
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expected (predicted) number; the first in the equation is the ititer-

cept level at the hypothetical month zero; I refers to the prog.ram variable, 

and mo. is the month of referral which was numbered 1, 2, 3, and so op to the 

most recent month \'lhich was 47. 

Only those variables that were statistically significant were retained 

in the equations shown. Thus, if the variable! is in the equation. this 

indicates that there was a statistically significant change at the time YA 

was implemented. If the va].:iable month is in the equation, then the trend 

(slope) of the data was statistically significant. (The interaction term 

was tested in all equations, but was not significant in any of them shown 

in Table 5.) 

The results of the detention analysis sb"w that there \.,as no signifi-

cant change in the number of status offende'r referrals detained by the 

court after Y;;' ~,as implemented. "t'1hen all status offenders are considered, 

the pre-program trend of almost one less r~ferral detained, per month (.82), 

\.,ould have been sufficil~nt, in and of itself, to expect that only eight 

referrals \vould have been detained, on the average, in the post time period. 

Thus, the actual observation of almost 18 detained, .per m9nth, even though 

considerably lower than in the pre-program time period, is not less than 

what \.,ould have been expected based on the pre-program trend in the data. 

For technically eligible status offenders, the number detained would 

have to have dropped to zero shortly after YA began ~n order for a signi-. 
ficant change to have occurred. 

When the detention equations were estimated with the intervention vari-

able fi:ncluded, the results showed that the implement'ation of YA corresponded 
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with a non-statistically significant change of about six fewer status 

offender referrals being detained, per month, for both the total and the 

eligible groups. Thus, if one wishes to ignore the questi~n of statistical 

significance, the est,imate would be that YA diverted about six offenders 

from detention, per month, which is about 16.percent of the pre-program 

monthly average. 

The impact of YA.on number of "offender days" in detention is more 

noticeable. The results show a margi?ally significant drop in the level of 

the serie~ of an estimated 36 fewer days, per month, for all status offender 

referrals (significant at .05) and a drop of an estimated 31 days, per month, 

for ~he eligible status offenders (significant at .10). 

The analy5~s of diversion from petitions being filed is somewhat con-

founded by the relatively steep dowr.;.;ard trend that had been occurring 

pricr tc wt~n YA began. A decline tQ zero petitions filed on status of-

fenders almost i~~ediately after YA started would be needed to have a 

statistically significant effect. The pre-program trend for the eligibles, 

however, was not as steep and the implementation of YA corresponded with 

a drop of almost three petitions being filed, per month, b·elow the six that 

were expected based on the pre-program data. This \,as ·significant beyond 

the .05 level. 

The number of status offenders institutionalized was less than one 

t per month prior to when YA began and vias declinding by about one every five 

months. Thus, even though fewer status offenders are institutionalized 

af~er YA began than before, the change is attributable to a continuation 

of the pre-YA downward trend. 
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Graphs of the detention, petitions, ;:~~"- institutionalization data for 

all the court-referred status offenders are shown in Figure 9. Graphs of 

the data for the technically eligible referrals are shown in Figure 10. 

Discussion • 

. The number of status offender referrals detained, file.d on, and insti-

tutionalized in Spokane had been declining rapidly before YA began and the 

substantial differences in monthly averages for the pre and post time periods 

are generally attributable to a simple continuation of the pre-program 

pattern. The only exceptions to this are that the number of offender-days 

in detention declined Significantly \vhen YA began and the number of 

technicallY eligible youths on whom petitions were filed dropped significantly. 

For some of the indicators, the pre-program trend was so steep that YA 

could not ha":= "diverted" youths from these at all unless the number had 

reached zero almost immediately after YA was implemented. 

;l:t was noted earlier in this report that the increased number of status 

offender referrals (YA plus court) might be attributable to a change. in 

classification rules. If some of the delinquents and neglect referrals 

were being reclassified as status offenders, and if these were diverted 

to YA, then one \vould expect a reduction in detention, petitions, and 

institutionalization for the delinquent and neglect referrals, or for all 

referrals, combined. Interrupted time series analyses were conducted on 

the number of delinquents, dependency A cases,' and all referrals (status, 

delinquent/and neglect) for each of the indicators of penetration 

into the system. None of the results sho\ved .a statistically significant 
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change (even at the .15 level) attributable to the-implementation of Youth 

Alternatives. (Appendix A has the equations for these analyses.) 

The findings in this section make it difficult to sustain an argu.ment 

that Youth Alternatives was diverting status offender referrals (or other 

referrals) .,.,ho would have been detained, filed on, or institutionalized by 

the juvenile court. One could contend that the pre-program dO\·m~oJard trend 

in the indicators of penetration .... 'as so steep that it ~vould have been almost 

impossible for this type of analysis to sho .... ' that YA diverted referrals from' 

penetration into the system. On the ot~er hand, the pre-YA decline in these 

variables raises the question of whether YA was "needed" for the purpose of 

diverting status offender referrals froill system processes since it appears 

quite likely that the juvenile court \·io·.lld have been able to do this on i,ts 

own initiative. On the other hanc, one can 'only speculate about what would 

have happene:: (if anything)· to the 54 status offenders, per month, \vho 

recei '\.red services from Youth Alterna ti ves. Again, the interpretation of 

the results depends on ,,,hat prodL\ced t::e increase in status offenders. 

If this increase would have been observed even without YA, and if all these 

cases had been '-'ferred to juvenile cOl.:rt, then it is impo~sible to 

determine how many ~oJould have been detained, filed on, or insti~.utionalized . 
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PROBABILITY OF PENETRATION INTO THE SYSTEM 

FOR COHNITTING A STATUS OFFENSE 

If one assumes that all the status offenders identified in the community 

(th9se referred to YA and to the court) potentially are subject to penetra-

tion into the juvenile court system, then a relevant question is whether the 

implementation of Youth Alternatives altered the probability that a youth 

identified as a status offender would be detained, have a petition filed 

against him or her, or be institutionalized. 

The problem in ascertaining the impact 'of YA on these variables is that 

YA clients are not equivalent to any of the potential comparison groups. 

Although other status offenders were handled exclusively by the court during 

the months af~er YA began providing serv~ces, the youths at the court differ 

from YA status o::::ender referrals on several socio-economic characteristics, 

m:.:nber of priors, anc so Oii. Hare importantly, the selection criteria for 

referrals to Youth Alternatives were b::.sed in part oh judgmental decisions 

made by the pol~ce and court personnel. This introduces bias into any com-

parison between YA and court status offenders which cannot be removed sta-

tistically. The court status offenders who, according to the computerized 

data, were technically eligible for YA, should not be used as a comparison 

group because there undoubtedly were major differences' between these youths 

and those referred to YA. If not, one would expect that they would have 

been referred. 

'rhe problem of sel ection bias f however, is less serious in a comparison 

of the pre:"'program gr0t1p wi:t'h the post-~A group when the latter includes 

not just the YA clients, but also those handled at the court. As noted 

.. • 
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p~eviously, this places a considerable butde~ of proof on YA to demonstrate 

effectiveness because they did not provide services to all of the post-YA 

status offenders. Nevertheless, comparisons between the pre and post (using 

multiple regression .analysis to control for differences in socio-economic 

characteristics and prior offenses) provides the best available estimate 

of the impact of Youth Alternatives on the probability of penetration into 

the system. 

Descriptive statistics showing the proportion of youths within each 

of the subgroups for each type of penetration are in Table. 6 and results 

of the multiple regression analysis are in Tables 7 through 10. 

Substantial changes occurred between the pre and post time periods in 

the probabUity that a status offender referral (to YA or to the court) 

would be detained or have a petition filed against him or her. The proportion . 
detained (and the probabjlity of dete~tion, for an individual) dropped fron~ 

.648 to .232; the probability of havbg a petition filed dropped from about 

.14 to less than .04 and the likelihood of being institutionalized after 

referral on a status offense dropped =rom one in a hundred to four per 1,000. 

The probability of det'ention, petitio:ls, and institutionalization for the 

technically eligible status offenders also dropped substantially between the 

pre and post-time periods. 

The referrals after YA began hav-e been divided into four groups and the 

proportions of these detained, filed on, and instit:I1';;ionalized .are shown in 

the righthand portion of Table 6. None of the direct referrals to Youth 
i 

Alternatives were detained, had petitio:1s filed, or were institutionalized. 

I"orreferrals ~vho \vent first to the court and then to youth Alternatives 

(on the same offense), 17 percent were detained and less than one percent 
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had a petition filed. 
F " 

The status offendE!rs who were technically eligible 

for YA but were considered ineligible by court personnel were much more 

likely to be detained (51 percent) and to have petitions filed (12 percent). 

The substantial change in the probability of penetration into'the system 

observed in Table 6 could be the result of Youth Alternatives but there are 

two other reasonable propositions concerning the changes: (1) They could 

,have been produced by a pre-program trend that continued after YA was imple-

mented or, (2) they could have been the result of changes in the character-

istics of status offender referrals such that further processing by the 

court was not warranted in the post time period to the same.extent as in the 

pre-YA months. 

Results of the multiple regression analysis (Table~ 7 through 10) "show 

that the implementation of Youth Alternatives had a statistically signifi-

cant effect t~at reduced the pro~ability of detention and of petitions 

being filed, even when the pre-program trend and characteristics of the youths 

are statistically controlled. 

In each of the multiple regression analyses, the dependent variable is 

scored zero for non-penetration (for exalnple, not being detained) and is 

scored as "one" if penetration occurred (for example, being detained). And, 

the cases that came into the system after YA began are given a score of 

one whereas the 'pre-YA cases are scored zero. The cons'tant shown at the 

lower portion of each table represents the proportion detained when all of 

the variables in the equation are (hypothetically) zero. The value of B 

(the partial, understandardized regression coefficient) for the implementa­

tion variabl,e, repre~ents th~ shift in proportion attributable to the program 

when all the other variables have been controlled, statistically. 

-. 
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Table 6 .. 

Total N'V 

Eligible N'V 

Detention 

All Status Offenders 
(YA and Court) 

Eligibles 
(YA and Court) 

Petitions 

All Status Offenders 
(YA and Court)· 

Eligibles 
('fA and Court) 

Institutionalization 

All Status Offenders 
(YA and Court) 

Eligibles 
(YA and Court) 

. . , 

PROBABILITY 'OF DETENTION, PETITIONS, INSTITUTIONALIZATION FOR A STAT£S 
OFFENDER REFERRALS TO YOUTH AL,]'EJlNJ.'.TIVES AND THE COURT, PRE AND POST 

-~ .. ------.. ---. 
Post-YA Subgroups 

Pre-YA' Post-Yl\ YA Double Court 
1,676 1,527 only Referrals Eligibles 

563 169 338 
1,417 1,223 

N'V 
.648 .232 Detained 0 .172 .512 

.668 .181 

.138 .038 Pethions 0 .006 .118 
Filed 

.129 .024 

.014 .004 Institu- 0 0 .003 
tionalized 

.013 .001 

-, 

Court 
Ineligibles 

235 

.43 

U1 
-.J 

"1' ."1..,,,00 

~ 

.039 ,. 

.017 

1The pre-YA time ,period is from January, 1974, through April, 1976. The post time period extends through 
August, 1977. 

," 
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TABLE 7. HULTIPLE REGRESSfON '.ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 

OF DETENTION FOR TOTAL STATUS OFFENSE REFERRALS 
(YA PLUS COURT) . 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives 
(O:::pre; l=post) 

l-lonthly Trend 
Interaction Term 

Race (2=nonwhitei 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Femalei 
l~Nale) 

Faillil:z' I:lst2bili!:y 
(Higner ::: les5 st~le) 

.';.;= 

School Status 
(O=enrolled; 
l=dropped out; 
2=expelled) 

Constant: 

R2 = .20 

F = 77 

::: 

Dependent Variable: 

B Beta 

-.20 -.19 

-.01 -.29 
n.s. n.s. 

.10 • 05 

.04 .07 

-.04 -.04 

.• 02 .04 

.02 .03 

n.s. n.s. 

.32 

Detention 

E' 

32 

76 
n.s. 

6.5 . 

14 

5 

4.7 

3.3 

n.s. 

(O=n~t detained; 
l=detained) 

Probability 

<.001 

<.001 

0.5. 

<.001 

<.001 

<~OOI 

<.001 

<.001 

n.s. 

18 is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression. coefficient. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is ass0ciated with an increased probability of being detained. In 
this analysis, the post time period extends trhough August, 1977. The inter­
action term beb'leen implementation and month indicates whether a change in 
trend occurred after ·the prog.~am·.was implemented. 

-. 

' .. 
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TABLE $. MULTIPLE REGRESSlmi'ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 
OF DETENTION FOR E£IGIBLE STATUS OFFENSE REFERRALS 
(YA PLUS COURT) 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives 
(O=pre; l=post) 

Monthly Trend 
Interaction Term 

Race (2=nom.,rhite; 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Fernale; 
l=Nale) 

Fa::i.\ily Insta.:,il i ty 
(Higher = less st~le) 

School status 
(O=enrolled; 
l=dropped out; 
2=expelled) . 

Constant: 
2 

R 
F 

--
= 
= 

Dependent 

B 

-.23 

-.01 

.06 

-.04 

.02 

.66 

.26 
85 

Variable: Detention (O=not detained; 
.l=detained) 

Beta F probcilillity 

-.23 39 < .. 001 

-.31 68 <.001 

n.s. 

.03 2.2 <.05 

-.04 3.2 <.001 . 

.03 2.5 <.05 

n.s. 

n.s. 

IB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increased probability of a petition being 
filed. The post time period extends through August, 1977 • 
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TABLB 9. HULTIPLE REGRESSION iANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 
OF A PETITION BEIN9'iILED FOR TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER 
REFERRALS (YA PLU~: COURT) 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives 
(O=pre; l=post) 

Monthly Trend 
Interaction Term . 

Race (2=nonwhitei 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

S.ex (2=F2:r.alei 
l';=Nale) 

Family Instability 
(Higher == les5 stable) 

School Status 
(O=en'rolled; ; 
l==dropped out; 
2==expelled) , 

Constant: 
R2 

F 

== 

= 
= 

(O=no petition; 
Dependent Va:X:'iable: Peti tions 1 = petition filed) 

B 

-.04 

-.002 

n.s. 

. 04 

-.02 

.01 

-.02 

22 

.08 

.25 

.08 

Beta 

-.06 

-.09 

n.s. 

.12 

-.03 

.05 

-.07 

.15 

F Probability 

3.1 <.001 

6.4 <.001 

n.s. n.s . 

31 <.001 

2.2 <.05 

5 <.001 

14 <.001 

54 <.001 

IB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficient. 'rhe variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increased probability of a petition being 
filed. The post tinle period extends through August, 1977. 

.. 
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TABLE 10. 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alte~atives 
(O=pre; I=post) 

Monthly Trend 
Interaction Term 

Race (2=nomlhite; 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Fernale; 
l::::lo!ale) 

Facily Instability 
(Higher = less st."'"-le) 

School Status 
(O=enrolled; 
I=dropped out; 
2=expelled) 

Constant: 

R2 

F 

= 
= 

= 

..:. -
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HULTIPLE REG?-ESSI9N ~!NALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 
OF A PETITIO:-l 3E+NG FILED FOR ELIGIBLE STATUS 
OFFENDER REFE~~;LS (YA PLUS COURT) 

(O=no petition; 
Dependent Variable: Petition 1 = petition filed) 

B Beta F Probability 

-.07 -.11 6.8· <.001 

-.002 -.06 <.05 
on. s. 

n.s. 

.04 .04 26 <.001 

-.03 -.05 4.5 <.001 

.01 .Q5 5.3 <.001 

-.02 -.08 14 <.001 

.08 .16 53 <.001 

.27 

.09 
22 

IB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficie~t. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increas'2d probability of a petition being 
filed. 
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r 
The analysis reveals that the p~obability of being detained after YA 

was implemented shifted downward by an estimated .20 and .23 for the full 

population nnd the eligible""only group, respectively. The probability of a 

petition being filed dropped from an intercept value of .25 by .04 and .07 

for the full group and eligibl~-only group, respectively. 

. . . 
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/ .. 
IHPACT OF YOUTH ALTERNATIVES ON RECIDIVISM 

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

Alternatives program brought about a change in the recidivism rates of 

! 
youths referred for status offenses. The change in procedures for handling 

status offenders introduced by Youth Alternatives could reduce recidivism 

if contact and penetration into the system tend to encourage subsequent 

misbehavior by the youths. Thus, since status offenders \<lho received YA 

services did not have much contact with the juvenile court', it is possible 

that the recidivism rates would be lower than expected . 

. The key problem is in determining what the recidivism rate of YA clients 

would have been if those status offenders had been referred to the court and 

processed with the normal court procedures .. Status offender referrals who .. . 
stayed at the court, rather than being sent to Youth Alternatives, are not 

a suitable comparison group. Any difference in recidivism that might be 

observed between YA clients and court referrals could be attributed either 

to the way Youth Alternatives provided its services £E. to the screening and 

selection procedures used by court and law enforcement personnel. If the 

"easier" cases were referred to Youth Alternatives, then the probability of 

recidivism for YA clients would be less than the probability of recidivism 

for youths at the court even before any services were pr~yid~d by either 

agency. Alternatively t. if the harder cases were sent to YA, the likelihood 

of recidivism for the ~lA group would be higher than for the court group prior 

to the service provision. In order to make valid comparison after the' ser-

vices are provided, one must be confident that the two groups were equivalent 

". 
before services were provided. 
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Because of these problems, the ana11st~ in this section will involve "'. 

a comparison of the pre-YA status offender referrals with the entire post-

YA group (including cases handled at the court as well as thos~ at Youth 

• Alternatives). A second analysis will compare the pre-YA referral,s who met 

the technical eligibility criteria that could be recovered from the computer-

ized data with the post-YA clients who met those criteria. 

Even these comparisons are suspect because of the fact that the total 

number of status offender referrals increased after YA began and the "extra" 

referrals may not be equivalent to the pre-program group. If the additional 

referrals were produced by changes in la\'l enforcement policies, then it is 

reasonable to believe the "extras" would tend to be less serious cases and, 

perhaps, to have a lower probability of recidivating than the other youths. 

On the othe:::- hand, if the "extras" \'lere a "paper" increase produced by a 

change in classification (from delinquent to status offense), then one would 

be inclined to think ~hat the additional status offender referrals would have 

a higher probability of recidivating than the other referrals. The other 

possible explanation for the increased number of referrals was that a change 

occurred in the counting procedures used by the court so that referrals who, 

in the past, would not have been counted or entered in the statistical data, 

were counted after YA began, If this is the correct explanation for the 

".ncrease, then one would susJ?ect that the extra cases . involved less serious 

offenders (thereby accounting for the fact that they were not counted as 

'", 
true referrals in the pre time periods). 

Since we do not know \'lhy the number of status offender referrals 

increased,· \'le cannot ascertain the type of bias that exists \"hen comparing 

recidivism rates of the pre and post YA referrals. 
.. 



. -

. . ' . 

'-

..!.. -.. , 
65 

} ~ , .... ; . 

." \ , ..... ~ 
; 
~. ...1, 

The measure of recidivism used in tthe subsequent analysis is re-referral 

either to Youth Alternatives or to the juvenile court for a status or delin-

quent offense. In one of the analyses, a thr~e-month, follow-up period is 

used and the other has a six-month follow-up period. Referrals that entered 

the system and did not have a full three months of time "at risk" in which 

to recidivate were eliminated from the three~month analysis and referrals 

that did not have a six-mo'nth follo~,,-up period were eliminated from the six-

month analysis. 

The time "at risk" was equalized for every referral" regardless of 

how many actual months of follow-up dat~ were available ror a particular 

case. Thus, a juvenile who had no subsequent referrals within three months 

(but had one within four months) is considered a non-recidivator for the 

three-month analysis, but a recidivator in the six-month follow-up . 

The pr:::lL::3.bility of recont:=.ct with YA and/or the juvenile court \·dthin 

three and six months for each of the sub-groups is shown in Table 10. (The 

probability of a recontact after the "instant" offense is the percentage of 

the referrals within each group who have a recontact within the specified 

time period.) 

In the 28 months prior to YA, 22 pe,>:cent of the referrals to/ere back in 

contact \Olith the court on a status cr delinquent referral within three months 

and slightly more than 28 percent were in c:mtact for a ~ubsequent offense 

within six months. The recidivism rates in the post time period are slightly 

higher: 23.7 percent for the three-nonth follow-up and 30.8 for the six-

month . 

. The post-YA eligible group shot.m in Table 11 includes direct YA ref.er-

rals, the double referrals, and other referrals to the court met the quanti-

-:.. .... 
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TABLe 11. PROBABILITY OF .RECIDIVATINi~N'· 3 AND 6 MONTHS, BY SUEGROUPS1 . 

All Status Offender~ 

Pre (N = 1,689) 

Post (N ~ 1,147;914) 

Eligible Status OffenderEi. 

Pre (N = 1,417) 

!~st (N = 946;767) 

YA and Court 

All YA Clien~s (~ = 656;525) 

Court or.ly 9-:.a'::'.1S 
Offender Referral; (N = 491;380) 
in post period 

Post- YA Subgroups 

Three Honths 
Percent 
Recidivating 
Probability 

.221 

• .237 

.22 

.243 

.216 

.265 

Ya direct Referra·1s (N = 510; 410) .176 

Double Referrals (N = 146;115) .356 

Court "eligibles" (N = 290; 242) .303 

Court ".ineligibles" (N = 201;147) .209 

Six Honths 
Percent 
Recidivating 
Probability 

.285 

.308 

.30 

.327 

.304 

.314 

.263 

.452 

.376 

.211 

lRecidivism refers to a recontact ,~ith the juvenile court (or YA) on 
a status or delinquent referral. 

... 
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tative eligibility criteria that were infthe'computerized data. In the pre-

time period, the eligible group contains refe:t:rals who \vould have been tech-

nically eligible for YA if it had existed at the time the referrals were 

made to the court. Recidivism rates of the eligibles were marginally higher 

than for the total status offenders. The comparison of pre and post eligi-

ble referrals shows the same general pattern observed for all referrals: 

slightly greater recontact rates in the months after YA began. 

Comparisons bettoJeel! all the YA referrals (including these referred 

first to "the court and then to YA) and the status offenders t'1ho were referred 

to the court but not referred to YA can be made from the third set of entries 

in Table 10. In the three-montn follow-up, the YA clients were slightly 

less likely to recidivate but the differences were very small after six 

months. It should be noted, of course, that the court-only group includes .. . 
runa'.l.'ays from other jurisdictions. ':::hese youths t-;ould be less likely to 

have recontact with Spokane authorities than would the YA clients, even if 

the true nQ~ber of subsequent offenses ~ere the same for both groups. 

The recontact rates for direc"t referrals to YA were 10tl1er than for any 

of the other post-YA categories after three months. After six months, the 

direct referrals to YA had lower recon"tact rates than the eligible groups 

at the court. As noted before, ho~ever, it is quite possible that the YA 

clients, especially the direct referrals, may have been' less serio1.,ls offenders 

and less likely to recidivate. These factors could have influenced the 

decision by law enforcement to refer the youths directly to YA rather than 

to the court. 

Multi:"variate analysis of differences il! the three and six-month recidi-

vism rates for the entire post-YA status offender referral group and the 
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entire pre-YA group indicates that the ynplementation of Youth Alternatives 

had no .s.igrlificant impact on recidivism (see Tables 12 and 13). The only 

variables included in the mUltiple regression analysis that had any predic-

tive ability in terms of recidivism were the number of prior offenses and 

age of the youth at the tiMe of the referral. Virtually identical patterns 

ar~ found for the comparison between pre and·post-YA' referrals who were 

«(;' 'rlou1d have been) technically eligible for Youth Alternatives (see 

'l:~·l1:<Les 13 ;:'ind 14). The single exception is that the six-month recidivism 

analysis for eligible referrals indiqates a very slight, but statistically 

significant, dowmlard trend throughout the time pex·iod. 

Discussion 

The recidivism analysis \"as complicated by the absence of any suitable 
, -. 

comparison grc~? and by the fa::t that there was no ~oJay to ascertain ~vhat 

the nature of the biases might be between YA clients and the groups with 

whom they could be compared. 

The comparison that was used (between the pre-YA group and the entire 

post group, including both YA and court referrals) is less biased than 

dire.ct comparison bet~,,:en YA and the other subgroups. And this comparison 

revealed no differences in recidivism. 

If 'fA clients were equivalent to court and/or pre-program clients and 

if the recidivism rates of these youngsters were less pecause they were 

., part of a diversion program, then we would expect the recidivism rates for 

the entire post-group to be at least slightly lower than the pre-program ... 
• group. Since this was not the case. the most appropriate conclusion is 

that the lower recidivism rates of the YA clients (especially the direct 

.. ..$ .. ... 
"' .... . 
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TABLE 12. 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives 
(O=prej l=post) 

Monthly Trend 

Race {2=nomvhite; 
l=white} 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Female; 
l=Hale) 

F~ly I~st~~ity 

69 

NULTIPLE REGRESSIO~·! ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 
OF RECIDIVISr.l IN 3 NONTHS; TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER 
REFERRALS (YA PLCSj~OGRT), PRE AND POST 

:" . 

O=none in 3 
Dependent Variable: Recidivism 1=1 or more 

months 
in 3 mos.) 

B Beta F Probl # Ca.ses = 2,210 

(-.007) (.03) ( .05) n.s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

.09 .21 98 <.001 

n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

(Higher = less s~~le) n.s . :1.5 .. n.s. n.S. 

.:;ge 

School· Status 
(O=enrolled; 
l=dropped out; 
2=expelled) 

Constant: 
2 

R 
F 

= 
= 51 

-.01 

n.s. 

.32 

.04 

-.04 

n.s. 

2.9 <.01 

n.s. n.s. 

IB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables 'a~cored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increased probability of recidivating within 
3 months. The post time period in this analysis extends only through August, 
1977 so that all cases had three months follo~-up: 
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TABLE 13. l1ULTIPLE REGRESSION liJ~L'ySIS OF THE PROBABILITY 

OF RECIDIVIsr·! IN 6 HONTHS; TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER 
REE'ERRALS (YAPLUS COURT) PRE AND POST 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth ~lternatives 
(O=pre; ll=post) 

Monthly Trend 

Race (2=nom.,hite, 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Female; 
l==Hale) 

Fa~ly Instability 
(Higher == less st?ble) 

School Status 
(O=enrolled; 
l=dropped out; 
2==expelled) 

Constant: 
R2 

F 

:: 

== 

O==none in 6 mos. 
Dependent Variable: Recidivism 1=1 or more in 6 mos. 

B 

(.04) 

.09 

-.02 

50 

.52 

.05 

Beta 

(.04) 

.21 

-.06 

F Probl # Cases 2,C63 

(1.3) n.s. 

h.S. 

91 <.001 

n.s. 

n. s. 

8.4 <.001 

••••• 0' 
n.s . 

la.is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated \'lith an increased probability of Recidivism in 6 
months. The post time period extends only through Hay, 1977 $0 that all 
cases have a 6 month follm-J-up period . 

.... 

-, 

. -' 
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referrals) was attributable to the selection and screening procedures 

and that these tended to result in the "easier" cases being referred to 

Youth Alternatives. 

It should be emphasized, however, that the probability of recidivism 

for the post-YA group was not significantly greater than for the pre-YA 

group even though 44 percent of the status offender referrals were handled 

entirel}:, outside of the official juv~.r.ile court system in the post-YA months 

and an additional 24 percent were handled primarily outside of the system. 

Although a reduction in recidivism \vas a goal of the Spokane DSC project, 

one should not automatically assume that the "success" of a diversion pro-

gram depends on it being able to demonstrate a significant reduction in 

recidiviS::1. is just as reasonable to define "success" as being able to 

. , . divert Y::>:.ltns £rcm the court and incur no increase in recidivism over that 

which \,0,'0'.11-:3. ::,,:,"S beer: obse.r-ved if they had been processed through the 

juvenile justice system. 

" 
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TABLE 14. HULTIPLE REGRESSION ¥JALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY 
OF RECIDIVISN tHTHUr 3 HONTHSj ELIGIBLE STA'l'US 
OFFENDER REFERRALS, PRE AND POST 

Dependent Variable: 

Independent Variable B Beta F Probl # Cases 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives 
(O=pre; l=post) 

Monthly Trend 

Face (2=nonwhite; 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses .07 .175 59 <.001 

Sex (2=Femalei 
l=Nale) 

Famil:::' Instan:":ity 
(Higher = less s::able) 

A""" - ':)- -.01 -.04 2.7 <.01 

School Status 
(O=enrolled; .03 .04 2.5 < . ..05 
l=dropped out; 
2=expelled) 

Constant: = .31 

R 
2 = .04 

F = 23 

= 2,063 

lB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; ~ is the stan­
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coefficients means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increased probability of recidivating in 
three months. 

/ 

; 

, .. 
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TABLE 15. f.lULTIPLE REGRESSION 1l.X;":':::pIS 'OF THE PROBABILITY· OF 
RECIDIVISt-! ~VITHIN 6 Hm:::,;:S; ELIGIBLE S'I'ATUS OFF£NDE.R 
PRE AND POST 

Independent Variable 

Implementation of 
Youth Alternatives /"' 
(O=pre; l=post) 

Nonthly Trend 
Interaction Term 

Race (2=nonwhite; 
l=white) 

Prior Offenses 

Sex (2=Feroale; 
l=,Hale) 

{Higher = less st~le} 

Sch.ool Status 
(O=enrolledj 
l=dropped out; 
2=expelled) 

constant: 

R2 

F 

= 

= 
= 

Dependent Variable~ 

B 

-.003 

.08 

-.02 

32 

.51 

.03 

~eta 

-.08 

.18 

-.06 

F Probl # Cases ;::: 

6 

59 

5.7 

.' 
18 is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; ~ is the stan­

dar.dized partial regression coefficient. The variables are scored so that 
a positive sign on the regression coe==icient.s means that the independent 
variable is associated with an increased probability of recidivating in 

six months: 

-.{ 
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DISCUSSION 
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DUring the months covered by the evaluation, Youth Alternatives appeared 

to be a well-managed, highly competent Qrgan~zation with a dedicated staff. 

They handled more than 50 status offender referrals, per month, and almost 

all 6f these were referred to them from legitimate juvenile justice system 

authorities. Program personnel were on call at all hours of the day or 

night to handle crisis, find temporary shelter for the youngsters, settle 

disputes that would permit the youth to return home, and so on. The 

progr.::L.il pro".'i::'t:d follow-up services, \<Jhen needed, for three to ten days 

Eligib':'l': :::- i::;s~e.5 a!ld tr:e :?roblern 0:: ""iidening the net" ,<Jere recognized 

from the outset by Roy Lakei,a:!.k, project director I and others on the staff" 

Of particular concern ilaS the question of how a project that was entirely 

independent of the juvenile justice system could "de-institutionalize" 

status offenders or even reduce the degree of their processing through the 

court. Extensive discussions ,<Jere held i<Ji th court and law enforcement 

personnel in an effort to insure that all referrals to YA i<Jere "eligible" 

in the sense that they would have been referred to the court and/or 

processed through the court if they were not referred to YA. And, exten-

sive efforts were made to insure that YA received all the eligible cases 

from the court. 

The nine-month evaluation report from the Institute of Policy Analysis 

. ' 

. ~ . 

." 
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was released in early February, 1977. 

f' . F· 
,Its findings were quite similar 

• to those reported in the first sections of this final evaluation: (1) 

There was a clear indication that the number of total status offender 

referrals had increased and that a "net-widening" effect could be respon-

sible for the increase; (2) the computerized data indicated that YA was 

not receiving all of the cases that met the ,technical, quantitative, 

criteria for eligibility which could be recovered from the computerized 

offense data. 

In response to that information, Roy Lakewald intensified discussions 

with law enforcement and court personnel and a ne,., set of explicit (writte11) 

criteria to govern referrals was issued. The data in this final report 

shows that the sudden upsurge of status offender referrals during the first 

-It"· nine months subsidized and the referrals dropped considerably. Neverthe-

less', the nu.'llber ·oJ! .. referrals to the court and YA stayed above pre~program 

levels by about 12, per month--a 20 percent increase above the pre-program 

monthly avera'ge "ihich had been declining slightly before YA began. 

In addition, YA initiated a small study of court files to determine 

whether the youths not referred were eligible for YA. The investigator 

concluded that none of the non-referred status offenders were eligible 

for YA and that it was the failure to record data (or the inability to 

record it) on the statistical sheet that made it appear as if eligible 

cases were not being referred. 

" It has been said several times in this report that we cannot determine 

whether the increase in status offender referrals'was "real" and actually 

'. 
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represented referrals to YA or the cour.t who would not have been referred 

befo.re .It could have been a "paper" incre,ase produced by slight shifts 

• in classification or by changes in the counting procedures used at the 

court. Furthermore, if it was a "real" increase, we have no way of as-

:!' 

certaining whether it is better for these youngsters to be referred to 

YA or whether it would be better for them to stay entirely out of the 

system. Someone (parents, neighbors, teachers, law enforcement) apparently 

thought the youths would be better off it referred. 

Youth Alternatives demonstrated marked effectiveness in terms of 

providing services to a substantial number of referrals and, according to 

a cost analysis conducted by Peat, Mar-wick, and Z,litchell, Co., did so for 

a price, per case, that was below the court cost. 

This evaluation contains evidence that a community can provide services 

to a substantial ~~oportion of its status offenders outside of the traditional 

juvenile court setting without incurring any increase in recidivism. Thus, 

in terms of its operating procedures, management, and general strategy for 

dealing with status o.ffenders, Youth Alternatives should be considered an 

effective project. 

On the other hand, the evidence in this report shO\v? that it was not the 

implementation of YA which produced the marked dbHI1\vard trend in number 

of status offenders detained, and number of petitions fi"led on status 

offenders. Nor can YA take credit for the very 10H (almost zero) rate .. 
of institutionalization of status offenders in Spokane County as that was 

.. 10H any\vay and declining toward zero. All of these indicators of court 

processing had been declining a·t a fairly rapid rate for more than two years 
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before YA began. 

/ .. /. r 

.. The data in this evaluation show that the juvenile court continued to 

handle many status offender referrals (45 per month) and, in fact, there was 

no significant change in the number referred to the court at the time YA 

was implemented. 

Thus, in the final analysis, the evaluation does not show that the pro-

ject achieved its goals of 'i:: !ucing status offender contact \.;ith the C01.lrt, 

of reducing the extent of court processing of status offender referrals, 

or of reducing the recidivism rate. 

In a sense it is fair to say that YA was victimized by a system and lor 

community that did not abide by the prevailing philosophy within the 

federal DSO initiative (and the philosophy held by many in the juvenile 

-.- justice syster:-;} ;..;hien presumes that "doing nothing" is better than 

"providing servi::e5" e',-en if those se:!:"vices are provided outside of the 

justice system. It is that perspective v;hic~ identifies "widening the 

net" as a negative consequence of diversion. 

If the prevailing philosophy were that all juveniles who run away from 

home, or are frequently in conflict with their families, or are consistently 

truant from school should be provided services by a non-j~dicial agency, then 

projects such as Youth Alternatives would be evaluated in relation to their 

ability to find and attract these referrals. 'And, if the prevailing philo-

sophy held that service provision to youngsters with these types of problems 

is inherently more humane (or less expensive) outside of the court system, 

• then the projects would not be expected to do "better" in tenns of recidivism--

but only not to do any worse. 
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F 1 1 t . . h Id bre' h' d th t th b rom a oca perspec1ve, 1t s ou emp aS1ze a ere may e 

considerably more status o~fender referrals after YA began than before, 

but if the increase was "real /. it was produced by the community, by law 

enforcement agencies, and/or other factors rather than by YA or the court. 

Furthermore, it is important to know thaL the probability of being detained, 

having a petition filed, or being institution~lized because of a status 

offense referral is considerably lower now than it was before YA began. 

Third, the evidence shows that the county can provide services to status 

offenders outside of the traditional juvenile court setting without in-

cr~asing the rate of subsequent referrals, either for delinquent or status 

offenses. 

.. 
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10f the various "threats to validity" that plague all quasi-experi­
mental designs, "history" is the most troublesome for the single inter­
rupted time series design. See Donald Campbell'and Julian C. Stanley, 
Experimental and Quasi-experimental Designs for Research (Rand HcNally 
& Co., 1966), for a discus!?ion. Also see Anne Schneider, "An Introduction 
to Interrupted Time Series Designs," in Anne L. Schneider, et al., Hand­
book of Resources for Criminal Justice Evaluators (state of Washington 
Office of Financial' ManagemEmt, 1978), for a discussion of ear:;h major 
threat to validity and how troublesome it is to the different types of 
interrupted time series designs. 

2For explanations of the applicatiofl of ANCOVA to inter,rupted time 
series analysis see Gregory C. Chow, "Tests of Equality bebveen Sets of 
Coefficients in Two Linear Regressions," Econometrica, 28 (July 1969), 
591-605; Joyce Sween and Donald T. Ca~pbell, The, Interrupted_Time Series 
as Quasi-experiment (Vogelbach 80mputing Center, Northwestern University, 
1965)i and Charles W. Ostrom, Jr., Time-Series Analysis: Regression Tech­
niques (Sage Publications, 1978). 

3The ARIM..lI. models have been applied to interrupted time series (as 
distinct fro~ ord.inary tine series anal::'sis) by Gene V. Glass, Victor L. 
t .... il2. sor.1 ane _Toh" :.:. C-ottman, !::'2sign and Analysis of Time-Series Experi­
'ments (Colorado ~ssocia~ed University Press, 1975); and by Stuart J. 
Deutsch and Francis B. Alt, "The Effect of Hassachusetts' Gun Control Law 
on Gun-Related Crimes in the City of Boston," Evaluation Quarterly, ! 
(1977) 1 543-568. For general references on the ARI~m procedures see 
George E. P. Box and Gwilym 1'-1. Jenkins, Time Series }'"nalysis: Forecast­
ing and Control, revised edition (Holde:-.-Day, 1976). More readable pre­
sentations are in Charles R. Nelson, Applied Time Series Analysis (Holden­
Day, 1973); and Harren Gilchrist, Statistical Forecasting (John Vliley & 

Sons, 1976). 

4 See Ostrom in footnote 2, Ibid. 

5A good discussion of the limitaticns of multiple' 'regression when 
there has been extensive selection bias into the treatment group is in 
Donald C. Campbell and Robert F. Boruch, "Naking the Case for Randomized 
Assignment to Treatments by Considering the Alternatives: Six tvays in 
t~1ich Quasi-Experimental Evaluations in Compensatory Education Tend to 
Underestimate Effects," in C.A. Bennett and A. Lumsdaine (eds.), Central 
Issues in Social Program Evaluation (Academic Press, 1975) 
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6For discussions of the general issues involved in ,diversion programs, 
including "widening the net," see: Robert Carter and r·1alcolm W. Klt::dn (eds.}, 
Back on the Street: The Diversion of Juvenile Offenders (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1976); Donald R. Cressey and Robert A. McDermott, Diversion 
from the Juvenile Justice System (Ann Arbor: National Assessment of Juvenile 
Corrections, 1973); Dennis Berg and David Shichor, "Methodological and 
Theoretical Issues in Juvenile Diversion: Implications for Evaluation, 
Washington, DC, February 22-24, 1977; Board of Directors, National COLIDcil 
on Crime and Delinquency, "Jurisdiction over S~atus Offenses Should be Removed 
from the Juvenile Court," Crime and Delinquency, 21(2), April, 1975, pp. 97-99; 
Roger Baron, Floyd Feeney, ann Warren Thornton, "Preventing'Delinquency 
Through Diversion: The Sacramento County 601 Diversion Project," FeC-:eral 
Probation, pp. 13-18; Richard J. Lundman, "will Diversion Reduce Recidivism," 
Crime & Delinquency, October, 1976, pp. 428-437; Don C. Gibbons and Gerald 
F. Blake, "Evaluating the Impact of Juvenile Diversion Programs," Crime &0 
Delinquency, Octobe~, 1976, pp. 411-42.; Alan J. Couch, "Diverting the Status 
Offender from the Juvenile Court," Juvenile Justice, November, 1974, pp. 18-22; 
Franklyn W. Dunford, "Police Diversion: An Illusion?", ~~_minology, November, 
1977, pp. 335-5~; Joyce Berkm"itz, "Keeping 601's Out of the System," youth 
Authoritv Quarterly, Winter, 1977, pp. 27-32; tvilliam S. Davidson II, Ph.D., 
Edward Seid."('.a:-" Ph.::l., and Julian Pappaport, Ph.D., "The Diversion of Juvenile 
Offenders: Initial Success and Replication of an Alternative to the Criminal 
Justice System," Paper presented at ?rae'cican Psychological Association 
Convention, Has:'ington, DC., September, 1976; Suzanne Bugas Lincoln, Kathie 
S. Teilmann, ,'10.1.:;0:'::-1 ~·i. Klein, and Susan Labin, "Recidivism Rates of Diverted 
Juvenile Offenders," Paper presented at The National Cunference on Criminal 
Justice Evaluation, February 22-24, 1977; Richard H. Ariessohn and Gordon 
Gonion, "Reducing the Juvenile Detention Rate," Juvenile Justice, tolay, 1973, 
pp. 28-33; ~alcolm )'1. Klein and Kathie S. Teilmann, Pivotal Ingredients of 
Police Juvenile Diversion Programs, National Institute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, May, 1976 . 

-. 
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APPENDIX A 

STATISTICAL RESULTS 

FROM INTERRUPTED TI~ffi SERIES ANALYSIS 
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There are three hypothesis usually tested with the single intervention 

" time series design: 

L The intervention produces a d.a.."ige in the trend of the dependent .. 
variable (this is the first ANCOVA test, also known as Walker-Lev 1). 

2. [If the first hypothesis is no~ accepted] There is an underlying 

trend in the depende~t variable {the second ANCOVA test; also Walker-Lev 2}. -

3. [If the second h~~othesis is not acceptea] The intervention pro-

duced a change in the level of the dependent variable (the third ANCOVA 

test and Halker-Lev 3). 

The SPSS multiple regression progre~, using dummy variables, provides 

the information nee~ed to test all th~ee of the above hypotheses, provided 

that the dU .. \7u;Q va~iables ere ente~ed ir: a stepwise manner. The equation is: 

Or' 
y == a + bIOI Step 1 

y = a + bIOI + b
2

NONTH Step 2 

y ::: a + bIOI + b
3

D
2

NONTn Step 3 

\qhere Y == the dependent variable (aggregated data, by month) ; 

a == the intercept value (to be esti~ted); 

b = the regression coefficient (to be estimated) i. 

Q
1 

::: dummy variable with pre:::O, post:::l; .' 

HONTH ::: months (time) numbered frc:: 1 (January 1974) to 42 (June 1977); 

D
2

r.10NTH == interaction term (month ':.imes 01 ). 

The procedure for testing these hypotheses is as follows. 

Hypothesis One (change in slope - ~'lalker-Lev 1) 

1. Examine Step 3 of the regressi::::1 (all three variables are in the 

equation). 
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2. The coefficient for D
2

HONTH gives the post-intervention slope 
.\" ~. , .. 

adjustment. The F ratio associated withilh~s coefficient is the statis-
, , 

i 

tical test for hypothesis one. If D
2

HONTH 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 '1\'10 (trend in dependent variable = \'lalker-Lev 2) 

1. Examine step 20 of the regression. At Step 2 only HONTH and Dl 

will have been entered w'ith the equation. (DlI0NTH is regarded as error 

in Step 2.) 

2. The coefficient for HONTH gives the slope (trend) of the dependent 

variable over time. The F ratio. associated with this coefficient is the 

statistical test for hypothesis th"O (t"hether the trend is significantly 

different fro:; ze::=o) and is identical t:o ~':alker-Lev 2). 

H:t'"Pothesis Three (cnai'1ge in intercept = ~'lalker-Lev 3) 

1. Remain 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, t.he stai.:istical 

test of hypothesis three and is identical to Walker-Lev 3. 

The Durbin-Watson (m.;) test for significant autocorrelation is used 

on the 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 m'1 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 argument~ can be made that ANCOVA is not the best 

procedure for analyzing time series data of social phenomena and 

that the ARI~m models are more appropriate. 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 dO\Vllward, through time, as the 

product of random "shocks" to the system which are felt at one or a few 

subsequent time points. Because the ARIMA models contain lagged values of 

the dependent variable rather than containing a "time" variable in the 

equation, they are more appropriate for such data. The argument is somewhat 

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 court--and where it is more reasonab~e to expect deterministic 

patterns in the data. The choice in t~is evaluation to use ANCOVA rather 

than one of the ARIH.:; ::lodels "las made primarily because the statistical 

computerized routines for the latter \',are riot available. In ARIH.l\ models, 

the parameters are estimated usinq maximum liklihood rather than ordinary 

least squares. It should be emphasized, however, that if the data meet the 

assumptions of &~COVA (and multiple regression analysis), then these 

approaches yield reliable estimates of the intercept, slope (trend) I and 

the impact of the program variable. 

The assumption of ANCOVA that most often is violated when it is used 

for time series analysis is that the observations are not independent, but 
'1._ 

instead are autocorrelated. As noted in the text of the report, this inflates 

the value of F and will tend to produce a i'finding" of significant 
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differenc~s when", in fact, the differences \vere 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 routine. This enters lagged value of 

the dependent variable in the equation, weights it with ,the autoregressive 

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 program shows the autocorrelation of the data 

at lag 1, lag 2, and for hmvever 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 ~~e equation did not change, indicating that the autoregressive -. 
co:r.ponen":. c:: t:-:a t order had no e f. fect whatsoever on the results. Generally, 

a lag 1 specification was sufficient for equations that originally contained 

autocorrela tiO:l in the residuals. Nost of the equations did not contain 

statistically significant autocorrelation and did not have to be re-

estimated. 

Another problem with using ANCOVA and a time variable (months, numbered 

1, 2, 3, and so on) is that \vhen the time series becomes quite long, it 1.s 

clearly inapp'ropriate 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 o~ value that is subject to ceiling and. floor effects. 

" But, when the time series is shorter, the use of a linear trend estimate is 

not at all unreasonable because the projeotions do not extend for ridiculous-
J 

1y long periods of time. The ARIHA models generally require considerably 
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longer time series (50 or more data points are recommended for the pre-

intervention data) than do the ANCOVA models. Thus, given the relatively 

shor.t time series used in this evaluation and the attent~on given to 

meeting the assumption of independ~nce in observations, the ANCOVA tests 

can be expected to have considerable ~eliability. 

\ 

", 
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EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DURBIN-HATSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSISl 

V1\IU1\nLE INTERCEPT VJ\LUl~ 
Change in 

Level 
Change in 

'I'rend 
Overall 

'I'rend F ratio Durbin-Wat:::on 

·TOTAL NUMBER OF REFERRALS 

l. Total status offender referrals tiS +29 12 1.9 
(YA plus court) 

2. Total eligible status 
offender referra.ls (Yl\ plus 59 +27 14 1.9 
court, eligibles) 

3. Number of referrals from non-
justice system sources 16 -.09 3.4 1.6 

c.n 
-.J 

4. Number of Yl\ and court 
,~ 

I· 

referrals from law enforcement 49 +24 10 -""';;2.:.1 ' \ 

,. 
'. '. , 

S. ' Total number of all referrals 
(delinquent, status, neglect, YA) 318 -7.9 7 1.8 

6. Number of status referrals ':".' ... -
" to court 67 -.55 16 2.0 ':.~'~.' 

7. Number of delinquent referrals, 
to court* 228 -5.6 .07 2.0 

A value is entered for change in level, change in trend, or change in overall tr~nd only if it was 
statistically significant at the .10 level or beyond. The F value and Durbin-Watson are for the variable 
entered in the COlUmJl, not for the entire original equation. The time variable (month) is always included 
as a control variable in the equation even if no value fact is given in this chart. An astt"t'isk indicates 
the equation was re-estimated using an autoregressive model. 

..,' , • I 
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EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DUIillIN-WATSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSIS 

VARIl\I3LE INTERCEPT Vl\LUE 
change in Change in Overall 

F ratio Durbin-Watson 
Level Trend Trend 

TOTAL NU!-1BER OF REFERRALS 

8. Number of Dependency A 
(neglect) referrals to court 25 -.98 .07 2.0 

9. Number of referrals, any type, 
to court (delinquent, status, 
Dependency A) 318 -7.9 7 1. 76 

10. Number of eligible status 
offender referrals to court 61 -.78 41 1.8 

'co 
" " 

co 
" I;. D8'l'EN'l'ION Of? rmn:RHI\LS BY COU!{,l' -~ .,. ---._-----

.... ~~ . \ 

lI. Number of status referrals 't.~'-

detained 50 -.82 .75 .1:;-'8 

12. Number of eligible status 
referrals detained 46 -.87 90 1.6 

-:"' .. .; ... 
• 1 

...... . ~ . 
13. Number of delinquent . ..... -
referrals detained* 109 -1.1 14 1.6 

14 .. Number of all court referrals 
detained (status, delj.nquent, neglect) 176 -1.4 18 1.6 

PETITIONS FILED ON REFERRALS 

15. Number of petitions filed on 
status referrals 9 -.19 37 1.8 
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EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DURBIN-Wl\'.rSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE INTERCEPT· V7\T.UE Change in Change in 
Level Trend 

Overall 
Trend F ratio Durpin-Watson 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REFERRALS 

16. Number of petitions filed on 
eligible status referrals 

17. Number of petitions filed on 
Dependency A referrals 

18. Number of petitions filed on 
delinquent referrals 

INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

19. Number of status offenders 
. committed to DSHS for insti tution­
alization 

20. Number of eligible status 
offender· referrals committed to DSHS 
for institutionalization 

• 4 

8 -2.8 3.5 1.8 

12 .51 2.4 

(No estimates could be obtained due to severe 9utliers in t:he data 
and i.ll.ll:ocorrelation problems that could not be resolved) 

1.1 -.02 7 

.89 -.02 10 2.02 

" . .,. 
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