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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT Ol T 7% SPOZANE PROJECT TO

DEINSTITUTIONALIZE S TATUS OFFENDERS
Abstract

The Spokane DSO project was implemerted in May, 1976, by Youth Alterna-
tives (YA), an independent non-profit orzanization. The key objectives of
the project were to reduce the penetration of status offenders into the ju-
venile justice system and to reduce the recidivism rate of these youngsters.

Youth Alternatives recezved an average of 54 status offéndér referrals,

per- montn, with 85 percent 0] these from ilcw enforcement agencies or the
Juvenile court. Ine juvenile court, howsver, continuved to received 45 status
cffendzr rzferrals, per month, a nuwber consistent with what would have been
expected (based on wre-program trends) even if Youth Alternatives had not
bzern cperaitve. vz, after YA bzgon, irere wers considerably morz status
offernders whev fuvezvnilsze at the court and ot Y4 are both cownted.

The analysis indicates a possibility that rmany of the YA reféﬁrals were
the result of a "net widening' effect produc ced by en increase in law enJorce~
ment referrals anl were not cases diver b he vaenzle court. On the
other hand, there is some evidence that ; the increase in the nmumber
of status offerders was prodvced by shijfi he classification procedure
so that referrals which, in the past, would P 2 been considered deZinquents
or neglect cases, were cZass¢fied as status enders in order to make them
eligible for Youih Alternatives.

l'ﬁ <

<
w gy 6y Qe

N (V)] Q
v‘.
3

Q.H.,
2]

At this time, Spokane County juvenile couri detains only a few status
offenders (about 1€, per month, of whom rost are not eligible for DS0);
files petitions on Zess than two status offender referrals, per month; and
sinece May, 1976 has institutionalized only rfive status offenders, only one
of whom was eligible for the DSO project. Thne data analysis shows, how-
ever, that the number of status offender referrals subject to these pro-
cesses had been declining for more than wo years before YA began and most
of the indicators of penetration would have declined to the same low levels

even without the federally-funded DSO project.

The three and six month recidivism rates of status offenders referred
to Youth Alternatives were not significantly different than youngsters
handled exelusively by the court in either the pre or post-YA time periods.
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From a'federal perspective, it appearws as if a commmity (Spokane
County) that was already moving toward the removal of status offenders
from processing through the juvenile court applied for and received funds
to help continue that effort, but it is likely they would have achieved
many of the DSO objectives anyway. With the implemzntation of House Bill
371 in July, 1978, they are required to remove status offenders entirely
from the juvenile court.

Non-judicial services are being provided to more status offenders than
before and youths identified as status offenders have a considerably lower
probability of being detained, having a petition filed, or being institu-
tionalized than edisted before YA began. FWhether it is 'good" or "bad" to
providé services by o non-gudicial agency to 3 youngsters who, in the past,
probably would not have been referred to the court, is a matter of judgment or
of research that was outside the range of this evaluation. And, from both
a local and national perspective, it is important to recognize that the
commmity can handle a substantial percentage of its status offenders outside
of the guuem,le court without ineurring an increase in recitdivism. But,
based or the data in this report, one should not necessarily expect the
recidivism rate of status offenders referred to a non-justice agency to be
Llower than if they hdd been referred to the court.
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SPOKANE, WASHINGTON
DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROJECT:

EVALUATION REPORT
INTRODUCTION

The Spokane status offénder deinstitutionalization‘program was imple-
mented in May, 1976, by Youth Alternatives, a private non-profit orgéniza—
tion. The project was funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (OJJDP) and was a part of the national effort to de-
institutionalize status offenders:

Youth Alternatives (YA) operates a 24 hour crisis intervention service
for status offenders (runaways, truants, and incorrigibles/ungovernables) «
}eferred by police, court personnel, school authorities, and others. YA
has no overnight facilities for status offenders,>but instead seeks to

-Yesolve 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—coﬁrt community resources.
The objectives of the program were to divert status offenders from the
juvenile court, remove status offenders from detention, and reduce the recid-
ivism rate of these youngsters. The philosophy upon which the project was
] based was that an inéppropriate labeling of juvenile status offenders

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

contact, penetration, and labeling takes place," the project proposal noted,
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"it seems to lead to a high rate of reci?&vism 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 Aﬁéﬁ%NATIVES

The Spokane project was included in the national evaluation funded by
the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventién
(NIJIDP) and conducted by the University of Southern California. fhe Insti-
fute‘of’Policy Analysis was separately funded, also from NIJJDP, foxr tﬁe
purposes of (1) imp;ementing the USC evaluation in Spékane,. (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 éhe effectiveness of different
EXESE of deinstitutionalization ;trategiés, the local evaluation needed to
concentrate on’the effects of the DSO project within the Séékane juvenile
justice svsten.

The key cusstions identified as the focus for the local evaluation were:

1. Did the DSO project divert status offendérs from court referral,
detention, the fiiing of a petition, and/or incarceration?

2. Did the DSO project change the probability of beihg detained, having
a petition filed; and/or being incarcerated for youths identified as status
offenders?

/3. Did the DSO project reduce the recidivism rate of youths identified

as status offenders?

Evaluation Design and Analysis

The type of design and analysis differs dependent upon the particular

_question that is being addressed, but the basic ‘principle is the same: 1In

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

one must ascertain what the system would have been like if Youth Alternatives
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had not been implemented. And, to,mea59££’£he effect of YA services on the
subsequent behavior of juvenile offenders, it is necessary to estimate what
kind of behavior would ﬁave been expected if YA services had not been avail-
able to these children. The impact of YA is found by examining the differ-
ences betwéen how the system would have processed status offender referrals
{if YA had not éxisted) and how it actually operated. ILikewise, the effect
of Youth Alternativés on subsequent behavior of status offenders is measured
as the difference between the actual behavior and that which would 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 contrxol group
could be compared with the values of the treatment group (YA) in orxder to

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

various types of guasi-experimental designs and analysis procedures must be

used in an effort to separate the effects of YA from other factors that also
could have produced changes of 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 paragréphs.

The interrupted time series«aﬁalysis of monthly data from January, 1974,
through November, l977,yexamines whether YA diverted status offenders f;om
céurt referrals, detention, the filing of petitions, and incarceration. In
the time series analysis, the expected number of court'status offender refer~
rals, detentions, petitions, and incarcerations after YA began is based on
projections of the pre-program trends (if any) in these variables. This

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




In a true diversion situation, there should be one less referral to the court
for each referral to the diversiqn program. And, there would be one less
status offender detained by the court for each status offender who was divérted
from detention. Thus, if YA diverted youths from the court, one would exﬁect.
the number at the court to 'be less than what was expected, based on the pre-
Qrogram projections,

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

ing whether changes that occurred after the program was implemented were

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

that occurred at about the same time as program start-up. In thekSpokane
evaluation, a major change that occurred at about the same time YA was imple-
mented was an apparent increasz in the total number of status offender refer--

rals (countiné both the refirrrals to ¥a and those to the court). This change

.seriously confounds efforts to estimate the number or proportion of status

offender referrals who were 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

numbey of status offenders detaineq, and so on. If there is a décline, éne_
can assume thaﬁ these cases "went to" YA. If not, one assumes that the cases
handled by YA were the result of a "net widening“ effe;t and would not have
been at court anyway. 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 with dive;tipg all the cases they handled since these

would have been referred to the court if YA had not existed.



The time series analysis includes 2ﬁ”génths of pre-YA data and 19 months-:
of post-YA observations. The technical.approach used toc develop the post-
program estimates and the tests of significance is analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA).ZI%e other major approach one can use for interrupted time series
analysis is ARIMA (Auto-Regressive Integrated Moving Averages).3 The latter
procedure does not assume a deterministic trend, as ANCOVA does, but instead
estimates the value bf subsequent observati&ﬁs on one or more p?ior observa-
tions and, if needed, an estimate of "drift" or "shift" which is guite sim-
ilar to an estimate of trxend. Because the ARIMA approach required computer
statistical procedures that are not generally available for the social sci-
ences, we utilized the analysis of covariance model with successive least
squares approximations to correct for auto—correlationf4' This approxima—
tion is needed if the observations are not independent but instead are auto-
;orrelated across time. When auto-correlation is present, the tests of
significance generated by the ANCOVA model will be inflatgd. If the usual T
tests are employed when the observations are not independent, the researcher
could conclude that a statistically significant change has occurred when,
iﬁ fact, it has not. The Durpin—Watson test for auto—éorrelation, which was '
used in our analysis, estimates whether the auto-correlation is significant.

If the residuals from the equation contained auto-correlation, another anal-
ysis was conducted using a procedure in which an estimate is made of the
auto~-regressive function and this is statist?éally controlled in the subse-
quent analysis.‘ ({see Appendix A for additional éiscussion of the procedures.)

The ANCOVA approach to interrupted time series.invoives the testing of .
several proposit@ons 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 thevpattern 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 fhat had been
occurring during the pre-program time‘period. If the éhaﬁge is similar to
that pictured in Figure 2 and if the tests indicate statistical significance,
then the implication is that thé intervention altered the level (intercept)
of the series, but'did notichange the basic upward trend. |

Multiple regression is used to énalyze ﬂifferén;es between’the freat—
ment and compzrison groups in terms of the prébability of recidivating, the
robability of being dstained for a status pffense, the probability of hav-
ing a petition filed, and the probability of incarceration. With multiple
regression, the iﬁvestigator can éontrol (statistically) for some of the dif-
ferences between the treatment and comparison groups. Even so, this tech-
nique may not be able to completely adjust for differences between the treat-
ment and comparison group, especially if Lelection 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 inclgded 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 eqﬁivalent to the treatment

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

T
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(which cannot be measured) were not invo}éed 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 élieng
group. The data showing differences between the YA ciients 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 peneﬁration'and recidi-
vism rates of YA clients with those of status offenders who were referred
to the court (during the same months as YA wés operative), but who were not
referred to YA. This comparison.is biased in many ways. The youth$ remain-
ing at the court differ from the YA clients én number of prior‘offenses and
on several relevant socio-economic characteristics. Some of the juveniles
not referred to YA clearly wera ineligible (out-of-jurisdiction runaways,
for exXample, or letter and phone dispositions in which the court did not
have any actual cohtact with the youth). Most important, for many 6f the
youths not referred to YA there must have been reasons other than the two
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 th;refore‘cannot be controlled statistic-
ally. The reasons also could include factors that clea;ly would make the
youth ineligible (such.as a runaway from a group héme) but which were not
codqd onto the computerized court data and therefore cannot be controlled
with multiple regression analysis. Thus, the status offenders remaining at
the court (é "concurrent" coﬁprison group) are not equivalent enougﬁ to the

YA clients to permit a valid comparison.
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A second choice would be to compargflhé YA youths with those at the “
couit who were apparently eligible for YA (on the gquantitative criteria for
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 intrcoduce bias into any comparisons that are made.

A third choice would be to compare all of the post~YA yoﬁths who
apparently were eligible (YA clients ggg'thbse at the cou&t who met the "
technical criteria of eligibility) with all pre—YAvyouths who apparéntly
would have been eligible for YA if the program had existed at that time.
fhis would result in the post group consisting of both the YA clients and
the other status offenders who were at the court but not referred to YA and .
who tiet the eligibility criteria that could be recovered from the coﬁputer—
ized data. Although there might still be some bias between the pre and post
groups, there'are fewer judgmental selection criteria operative in this com-
pa;ison and therefore this choice is better than either of the first two
discussed. On tne other hand, this places a considerable burden of proof
hpon YA to demonstrate effectiveness, since they did not handle all of the
post YA cases. Nevertheless, the technically eligible pre and post groups
should be relétively 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 demonstrate that this strategy -
was effective since they did not h;ndle all of the cases.

Two additional problems confound both the use of the entire pre YA group
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and the use of the "eligible” pre YA statlis 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 Qf the groups.

- A second factor that aiso confounds the use of a pre-program compari-
son group is that the total number of delinguent referrals began a glight
decline at the time YA was implemented, suggesting that there may have been
some shifting in classification (from delinqﬁent to status offender) in
order to insure that certain youﬁhs would be eligible for YA services. Again,
this £inding is discussed in the subsequent section but it, too, reduces the

degree of equivalency between the pre and post status offenders.

Data and Measurement . .

Three sources'of data were used in the analysis:

1. Monthly aggregate data from Youth Alternatives concerning the numbexr
of cases handled and the sources of referral.

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

W

system (the raw data tapes for 1972 through October, 1977, were purchased

[ .
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by IPA and analyzed by IPA) .

3. Case-by-case data on YA clients collected as part of the local
evalua?ion on behalf of the national evaluators. Thesc data were forwarded
by IPA to USC for computerization and were then accessed from the USC data

file to recover the individuél—level data. The uysc 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 totﬁi number of clients on whom data
had been sent as of March, 1978, for the time pericd ending August 31, 1977.
The cases were 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,
and it happened for other reasons largely idiosyncratic to the machine
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 oObtained from YA). These were obtained from the.case—
by-case data tzpes provided by the juvenile court.

In order to analyze the individual-level data it was necessary to merge
the YA information on clients/offenses (frgm the USC file) with the juvenile
court informatioﬂ on clients/offenses. To do this we searched the recoxds
at the juvenile courg to locate any YA client who had a court f£ile number.
This was necessary for three reasons: First, some of the YA clients were
referred from the court and therefore if both the'YA ahd the court data on
that particular offense were used, the offgnse:would bewpounted twice,
Second, we needed to count 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 referrai to YA ratherxr: than to the

‘1

court. Likewise, a YA client who had a subsequent offense recorded by the

i
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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 procedures used in merging the data ensured that every offensé
(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 nrior-offenses committed by the juvenile regardless of whether
those were recorded in court or ¥A records. Again, if a prior offense re-
sulted in a contact both with YA and with the court, then it was only counted
oné¢ time. 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.analysisvis an "offense chain"i
file. Bach 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 threé times, for example. The
first time s/he would be a first offender and would have two subsequents.
The second time s/he would have one prior and one subsequent. The third
time s/he 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
probability of committiné-a subseqdéng bfféﬁ§é:fﬁithin a specified time
frame), controlling for tﬁe numbér.of prior §ffénses as well as the char-
actetristics of the youth at the time the offense was committed. For the

same reason the file is useful in comparing the prbbability of being

B



detained or having a petition filed, usiﬁa statistical controls for the

number of prior offenses and characteristics of the youths. Furthermore,

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

because every offense committed py a particular youth is an instant offénse
during the month that it was committed.

| The major dependent variables in the analysis are diversion from court
referrals, detentios, petitions, institutionalization, and recidiv%sm,

The number of status offender referrals to the court is measu;ed from
the court computerized data. If the court personnel filled -out a sta-
tistical sheet on the referral (as they are suppgsed to do for every refer-
ral involving an offense) and if the entering offense was runaway, truant,

incorrigible/ungovernable (e.g., dependency B), then the case was considered

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

The definition of detention used by the court is that the youth is
booked into the juvenile detention 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
was detained. If this was 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.always held and this hearing is followed by a disposition hearing. The
measure used for petitions refers to any type of petitioh filed on a refexr-.
ral for a status offense.

Instihutionali;ation is the prerogative of the Department of Social

and Health Services (DSHS), not the juvenile court. The court, however,
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can commit a youth to DSHS for institutidﬁ;lization and this is the measure
used for institutionalization.

Two measures of recidivism are used in the(analysis: Re-contact with
the court oxr YA (for a delinquent or status'offense) within three ﬁonths,
and re-contact with the court or YA within six months. Cases for whom the
follow~up time was too short were eliminated from that particular analysis.

The independené 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 independént variables used in the multi—.
ple regression individual—level.analysis, mainly for the purpose of statis-~
tically adjusting for differences attributable to variahles other than the
treatment. These include several socio-economic or demographic character-
;stics of the clients: age, race, s=x, school status (enrolled, droppea,
expelled), parental status (living with both parents, one parent, relatives,
foster/group home), and number of prior offenses. It should be noted that
the indiviaual~leve1 regression analysis includes a type of time-series
analysis. Since thp month of entry into the system is known for every
referral, the inclugion of time as an independent variable provides an esti-
mate of the trend. Furthermore, inélusion of a dummy-variable to indicate
whether the referral was pre- or post-YA and an interaé£ion term between
this and month yields an estimate of whether there was a change in trend or
level of the pre-program data at the time YA began. (See Appendix A for

more information on this).
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OF ACTIVITIES, SYSTEM IMPACT, AND CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS

The major purposes of this section are:

1. To examine the activity levels of Youth Alternatives and the
eligibility criteria for entry into the program;

‘2. To assess whether a "widening of the net" phenomenon occﬁrred
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.
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During ths first 19 months of operation (May 1976 through November
1977) Youtﬁ Alternatives had 1,019 status oéﬁender referrals, an average
of slightly 1&55 than 54 per month (see Table 1). Of the;e, 35 percent
were refefred by the juvenile court intake wunit, 53 percent were referred

directly from the police, and 11.5 percent were referred by schools or

parents or were 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 wvere referred on to YA by court intake. The

remainder at the court were considered to be ineligible for YA.
The criteria which excluded a status offender referral from eligibility

included:

1. Runaways from other jurisdictions.

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.

Yy
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- : TABLE 1 /7
. STATUS OFFENDER REFERRALS TO YA & THE COURT: MONTHLY DATAL
gEwo | uea | oA R A S o '
‘ ‘gYE |87 | 82 s | 5 3 & B T A
5 00 o O Mo o MO 3] o Rl n N
Q 43 O o P (0] o] O M a ] Ui £ oo
U ) Www 0 ~ W “w Yo Cod M o~
“ on o 4 0 O i 0 0 o > [ Q un o
. 0 i 0. MO £ 0 %0 B ] 2 < Mg
‘ N e 0 o QN P o o 0 o P N 5.9 & .3
> B Y 3 4 - 3 = ] 0 o gD 20
P o > & o ,80 4 - S ,g - ja R ]
MY o d 3] ] — — . i a0
H O o] Q ~ 4 o] o [
n Y R s |2 ] o} = o
@ ® © Q@ ® ® | @ ® @
Pre-Program 60 0 0 60 47 o |38.7 7 .82
X per month
Post-Program 45 53.6 | 18.8| 80 40 28.3{17.17 2 .26
X per month i
1976 May 35 50 |.16 78 28 36 |19 4 0
June 43 49 14 78 37. 31 |21 2 1
July . 44 57 17 84 36 39 | 30 1 1
Aug 41 45 19 67 34 | 24 |19 2 1
) Sept 55 46 15 86 48 28 | 35 5 0
. Oct 64 79 23 1120 | 60 42 24 1 0
. Nov 69 57 30 96 65 21 | 32 3 0
Dec 50 61 32 79 46 19 9 0 0
1977 Jan 66 72 21 | 117 64 40 |15 o 0
Feb 33 51 14 70 30 28 8 3 0
March 46 57 27 76 41 22 14 3 0
April 41 53 16 78 40 27 |18 1 1
May 42 48 16 | 74 40 24 |10 2 0
June 35 39 13 | 6l 32 24 |14 1 0
July 40 36 10 66 37 22 |15 0 0
Aug 30 40 11 69 25 28 | 20 3 1
. | Sept 31 61 26 66 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

lThe pre-program monthly averages (see row 1) are based on 28 months of data,

January, 1974, through April, 1976. Data in columns a, e, g, h, i are from
the computerized juvenile court records. Entries in columns p_, ¢, and f are
from the Youth Alternatives monthly reporting forms.
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3. Letter and phone dispositions. ,Lietter and phone dispositions
usually mean that the court had no personal contact with the youth
but instead handled the referral with a phone call or form letter
to the parents.

4. Return to detention institution. Youths who ran away 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, neglect, and so on, of youths currently in the custody of
CPs. T ‘

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

As noted above, most of the youths in the previous categories are ineli-
éible, but fhis is not always a hard and fast rule and some persons in those
categories were referred to Yopth Alternatives. In.additon, a youth who rxan
away from a group or foster home is considered ineligible for the diversion
program and is returned, by the court, to the home. Other status offenders
who have had a éattern of prior delinquént behavior or who might be dangexr-
ous to the community may be considered ineligible by the court or the program
even though they do not f£it into any of the categories listed above.

The case-~by-case juvenile court data contain codes for the first six
criteria naméd above, but there is no way to determine from thevcomputerized
data which of the youths would have fit into the other criteria that resulted

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

Youths who meet the guantitative criteria for-ineligibility on a particular
offense {(as coded in the court computerized égtai constitute about 32 percent
of the post YA status offender’referrals to the»cpu?t; |

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 whg}soge of the apparently eligible
status offegders were not referred, a researcher from the Spokane Area Youth
C&mmittee {(vA's barent agenc§) examined all of the cases that were not re-
ferred during a two moth time period and concluded that all the youths.were in
fact ineligible. The problem was that the proper codes had not beer marked

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

that would permit a code indicating why the youth was‘ineligible.

"Widening the Net"

The phrase "widening the net" refers to a phenomenon whereby the
total number of clients in the gystem {including the diversion program as
pdrt of the "system") increases over the pre-intervention time periods.
If the purposz of the diversion program is to keep juveniles out of the

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

i

system or at least vart of the "official” system, then widening the

il

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 moré than the supply of those services, the :'Lntroducb~
tion of a new program (diversion or otherwise) would be expected to in-
crease the number of clients in the system. Whether "widening the net"
is a positivé or negative consequence of diversion, however, 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 referralé to the court referials
and then substracting those who were:referred to both on the same offense

(i.e., referred first to the court and then by the court to YA). As

B



" shown in qolumn 4 of Table 1, there was’ an average of 80 status offen-
. ders per month after YA began, compared with 60 per month before program
implementation.

The data in Figure 3'portray changes in the total nuﬁber of status
offender referrals per month (eitﬁer to YA or to the court, with double
referrals counted only once). The total nuﬁber of technically eligible
status offender referrals per month is graphed in Fiéure 4, Status of-
fender referrals increased sharply after YA began with particularly high
referral fates in October, 1976 and 3anuary, 1977. Theréafter, the number
of referrals dropped considerably, but even so, thére was as average of
72'per month from February, 1977 through November, 1977, which is still
greater than the pre-program average of 60 per month,

According to interrupted time series analysis the implementation of
YA correspondad with ah upward shift of abo;t 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 ofleligible
status offenders of gbout 27 per month also occurred at the time YA was
implemented. (see Appendix A for the actual equations.)

There are at least five potential explanatioqs fo; these increases:

1. The Youth Alternatives program intentionally or inadvertently
" accepted 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

P
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appropriate services for status offenders. In response, the police
and/or the community began referring statﬁs 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 possible explanation is that the.policeband/of court
began classifying as status offenders some youths who previously would
have been considered delirquents ox, derendency A {e.g., neglect caées)
in order to ensure their eligibility for YA services.

4. The fourth possible explanation is that the increéée was pro-
duced by changes in the way the juvenile court counts the numbér of |
status offense referrals.

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

number of status offenses being committed which would, in turn, result

i

in more status offenders being identified in the community regardless of
whether YA existed or did not exist. This is unlikely, howevér, and
should show up iﬂ a gradual t?end rather than a sudden shift during the
months after YA began.

A limited amount of e&idence is availéble in relation to.these poten-
tial explanations.

First, the average number of referrals to the court from sources
ogher than juvenile justice agents in the pre YA time-;eriod was 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.

Thus, the total number of non-justice referrals in the post time period

{either to YA or to -the court) is 11.5 éompared with 13 in the pre time




' FIGURLE 3
TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER REFERRATS (YA PLUS COURT REFERRALS) BY MONTH
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FPIGURE 4
PECHNICALLY BLIGIBLE STATUS OFFENDER IWFERRALS (YA AND COURT) PER MONTH
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period. These data are portrayed in Figure 5. BAnalysis 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 ;mplemented. This
suggests that if a "widening of the net" occugred, it was not produced by
an increase in non~justice system referrals into the sysfem via YA or the
court. Thus, 1if 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‘enforcément,

Referrals from law enforcement could incfeaée either because of an in-
creaée in the number of status offenders referred to law enforcement
agencies from the community or‘bécause of an increase in the proportion
of these cases that are referred by the ?oliée to the court or to Youth
Alternatives ?ather than lectured and released.

Data from police recofds, however, provide no support for either con-.
tention. A sample of cases from the Spokane police department files for
the months of Rpril, May, and June, 1975 was compared with a sample ot cases
for the months of April, May, ad June, 1977. These data (see Table 2) show
that a substantially smaller proportion of status offenders actually con-
tacted by the police were referred on thréugh'the system in 1977 compared
with 1975. In 1975, 75 percent of the cases actually contacted were re-
ferred to the court wﬁeieas in 1977,61 percent were 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 sﬁatus offender referrals to the
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SPOKANE: POLICE REFERRAL SOURCES AND ACTION TAKEN
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Table-2

v

Status Offenders Delinquents
Pre Post Pre Post
Number in Sample 1300 300 300 300
Mumber of days
sampled 55 64 32 34
Average number of
referrals to police, )
pexr day 5.45 4.69 9.38 8.82
100% 100% 100% 100%
Reason for Police
Contacts
Self-Refexred 3 0 0 .5 .
Parent Rererxzl 67 82 3 1
Community Agency 8 10 1 .5
Law Enforcement
Initiated Contact 17 4 37 60
Juvenile Court 3 0 0 0
Private Citizen 1 4 30 4
Private Security
Officer - 1 22 28
- School Referred —- - 6 S
1002 100% 100% 100%

3

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE]
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Table 2 (continued)

Status Offenders Delinqueﬁgé
Pre A Post Pre Post
Police Action
No Contact 40 54 ‘ 0 0
Counsel & v .
Release 10 2 22 4
Referred to .
Juvenile Court 45 24 73 83
No Information 5 ' 15 5 3
100% 100% J00% 100

ot D1
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court from police should have been greateéf(gy almostlz 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 delinqueﬁts, the
police records indicate that the court was sent about 11 percent more re-
ferrals in 1977 than in 1975 for the mon£hs included in the sample, whereas
the court data show that they received about 21 percent more delinguent
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 samble was drawn, but the city
police account for about éO perdént of all referrals to the court.)

t is difficult to resolve these‘discrepancies between court and police
data. One pecssibility is that the court changed its procedures for counting
status offender reifsrrals (thereby producing more of this typé in 1977).

Or, the classification Qroéedures could hava changed so that some of the
"delinquents"” were 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 thaﬁ'if a "widening of
the net" occﬁrred, it was not produced by them. Court and YA data show
that if a net*widrnipgeffect happened, it was due to increased referrals
from law enforcement.

Another possible explanétion for the observed increase in status
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, offenders referrals is that' it was a "paper" increase rather than a

"real" one. A change in classification rules (from‘delinquent or
dependency/neglect) to status offense would produce an apparent increase in
the number of status offender referrals, but it would n§t be'a “wiaening-
of the net" because these youths would have been in contact with the

court anyway (as delinquents 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;YA time periods and'then, after YA
Qas 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 downward shift in delinquency cases could mean that a gradual
change in classification from delinguent to status offender was occurring.
If ths pre-program trend in delianguent raferrais had continued throughout
the post time period, the average number of @elinquenf referrals, per
month, would have been 344 compared with the observed average of 313.
Thus, the declinelin delinquent referrals below the expected number is
great enough to account for the estimated 29 per month increase in status
offender referrals.

The number of dependency A (neglact, child abuse, etc.) referrals
to the court had béen increasing pridr to May, 1976 (when YA was implemenﬁed)
and also began a slight -downward pattern thereafter of one less case every
three months. The change in trend is marginally significant (p = .10).

The results from the delinguency and>neglect analyses indicate a
possibility that shifts in classificapion were occurring and that these con-

tribued 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 occurrea when YA was implemented was produced by
changes in the procedures used at the court to "count" the number of re-
ferrals. If court personnel undertook a general tightening up in their
record keeping procedures so that every referral 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 was 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. Unfocrtunately, there is no way to test this possibility. Either
tyvpe cf 'paper" incrzase, however, would account for the discrepancy between

police data zni couxt data concerning the number 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 y
post YA status offenders in each of the categories shown. The post YA
status offenders are subdivided into four groups and the qharacteristics

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

are:

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

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

S S e T R
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TABLE 3 oy

-

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATUS OFFENDERS IN SPOKANE, WASHINGTON

1

YA only

non-white

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE]

Pre- Post-~ status double court court
Program | Program R referrals | "eligible" | "ineligible"

N~ || 1,689 | 1,305 | OFfEgRders| 169 338 235
éﬁg % % % % %
11 or under 2 1

© 12 4 4 -5 4 3
13 11 11 11 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 14.8 14.9 14.85 14.85 14.83 .15.2
OFFENSE
runaway ﬁ 76 75 5C 93 89 92
Eruancy g 4 4 8 1 2 1
incorrigible 20 21 43 10 6
SCHOOL STATUS
regular " 75 77 78 82 75 68
drop-out i8 - 17 15 15 19 26
expelled 7 6 6 3 .7 6
RACE '
white 93 95 96 96 93 95
7 5 3 4 7 5

1The pre-program time period is from January 1974 through April 1976. The
“YaA only" means the youth

was referred directly to YA, whereas "double referrals" are youths referred
Court "eligibles" are youths for whom no reason for

post ‘is from April 1976 through August 1977.

to YA from court intake.
. ineligibility could be ascertained from the court computerized data.

Court

"ineligibles" are youths for whom a reason for ineligibility hqd been coded
onto the data forms. ' ' '

T
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TABLE 3 (con.tiz;hed)

. Pre-— 'Eost-—, Y:fzziz double | court court
Program { Program of‘éenders referrals | "eligible" | "ineligible"

SEX % % % % % %
male 39 40 37 29 45 45
female 61 60 63 S 71 .55 55
PRIOR
DELINQUENT
OFFENSES
none 82 77 84 75 66 - 79
one 13 15 12 22 18 17
two 5 3 3
three + 1 3 1 0
PRICR
STATUS
OFFENSES
none 78 7S 84 - 77 67 85
one 15 15 12 17 21 13
two 4 4 2 4 2
three - 3 2 2 2 2




parents, or as self-referrals.

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 who

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.cgiteria of
ineligibility are included in this category.

In examining the pre and post status offenders, it should be noted
that even zmall differences in percentages are statistically significant

{at .05 or bsvond) bzcause of the large number of cases in each sample.

i

he pre and po3tT grouvrs did not diffar in terms of age, sex, type of
offense, or prior status ocffenses. 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 delinguent offenses.

Examination of the four post YA groups shows that there was no dif-
. ference in age among the youths in each group, but therg were consider-
able differenceg in the entering offense, as 50 percent of the YA clients
were classified as runaway compared with approximately 90 percent for’
all three of the other groups. YA clients were more likely to be incorri-
gible than.the othér 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

fewer prior delinquent offenses, and, in comparison with the court "eli-

gibles," had fewer prior status offenses. (Court "ineligibles" include
out~-of~jurisdiction runaways; thus, one should expect fewer érior of -
fenses on these youths to be included in the Spokane County data.)

In Table 4 are data showing the charactegistics of juveniles who
were eligible for YA according to the terhnical 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 evideni: for the eligibles as for the entire pre and post groups:
There are no differegces in age, minor differences in réce, no differences
in sex, and none in the nurber of prior status offenses. As with the en-
tire pre and post groups, the eligibles différed in that the pdst YA

grous had a gra2ater proportion with one or more prior delinquent offenses.

[y

The data also show that fewer were classified as runaways and more were

classified as incorrigibles in the post period.

Discussion.

The evidence presented in the first part of this section shows that
a significant increase in the number of status offendexr 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 coﬁputerized court data.

Of tke several explanations that were considered, there was fairly
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Pre-Program >Post—Program.

Eligibles Eligibles

Nv. 1,394 Nv 1,045
AGE
11 2.5 3.1
12 . 4.2 4.7
13 1.8 11.6
14 22.3 19.0
15 28.3 27.8
1e 21.2 23.2
17 9.5 9.3
18 + 1l 1.3
X age 14.81 14.81
OFFENSE
runaway 74 69
truancy 4 5
incorrigible 22 .26
RACE
white 93 95

7 5

non-white

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE]

lThe pre—program period is from January, 11974 through April, 1976.

" The post beglns w1th May, 1976 and extends through August, 1977.
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TABLE 4 (contiqﬁéd)

Pre-Program

. Post-Program

Eligibles Eligibles
NV 1,394 NV 1,045

SEX
male 38 38
female 62 62
SCHOOL STATUS
regular 75 78
drop-out 17.6 15.8
expalled 7.5 6.1
PRICR DELINQUENT
OFFEN3ZE
none 81 77
one 13.3 15
two 4.2 5.2
three + 1.4 2.9
PRIOR STATUS
OFFEMNSES
none 76.8 77.4
one 15,9 15.2
two 4.2 4.2

3.1 3.2

three +
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strong evidence that the expansion of’thé’system was not attributable to

Ya (o; the court) taking "walk-ins" or other types of non-justice-system
referrals. It is difficult, however, to draw 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 the increase as a "paper"

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

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

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
wére regularly enrcllaed in school, slightly more of them were white, and
more of them had cne or more prior delinquent offenses. The status
offenders recsiving services from Youth Alternatives differed from status
offenders who were handled exclusively by the court but were apparently
eligible for Youth Alternatives, according to the computerized data. The
YA'youths were moré 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.




DIVERSION FROM 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 deténtion center prior tovreferral tg YA,Aand 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 ﬁenetration if the YA services had not been available. If YA divérted
status offenders from the court, ﬁhen one would expect to observe statisti-
cally significant downward shifts in the number of status offender
referrals to thz couxrt, the number detainad, £iled on, ahd/or institution-

alized at the time YA was implem

(G}

nted.  Data from the pre and post periods
on referrals who were technically eligible for YA can be analyzed in a

similar way 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 who are diverted before a referral to
the ‘juvenile court. In order to determine how many have been diverted,
one must estimate how 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:é;sﬁmption.

First, it could be assumed that the pre-prcgram . trend in the number
of status offenders would have continued  throughout the post-program time
périod if the program had not existed. If so, then the best estimaﬁe
of the number of status offenders who would have been at the court is
the change in level énd/or trend in the number éf referrals to the court
after YA began. ‘

Second, it could be assumed that the average number of stétus 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 number

and proportion diverted can be calculated by comparing with pre-program

averages. Clearly, however, this assumption is not warranted if trend i

exists in ths pres YA time périod 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 methed of calculating the nﬁmber that have been diverted

is to assume that all of the status offenders who 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_éstimates cf the amount of
diversion that occurred prior to court intakéf

The number of status offender referrals to the eourt (not including .
direct referrals to YA) is shown iﬁ Figure 7 and the number of technically

eligible status offender referrals to the Court is shown in Figure 8. In
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both graphs the double referrals are included. {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 resou?ces.)- Never-
theless, the analysis indicates that no statistically significant change
occurred in the number of status offender referralé to the court at the

time YA was implemented and no statistically significant change occurred
in the number of technicaily eliéible youths who wefe 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

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

significan
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b2 estimated a:t about 15 percent of the total status offense cases at the

gourt. Thexe hzz bsen, however, a gensrallv downward trend for both the

4]

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 estiﬁate_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 menth.  The estimate of number

estimate is that the number of court referrals dropped by about 8 to 10, .
diverted would be confined to a diversion after court intake of 19 status
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‘offenders per month. These juvenile would be considered to have been
"diverted" from further court processing only if ﬁhe court would have s
processed them within the justice system if YA had not existed.
If should be noted that the problem of determining what produced
the apparent increase in total status offenders discussed in the previous
section is quite critical in ihterpretating 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 would not have

had any contact with the system if YA had not existed). However, if the
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in totzl status offenders (Ya and court) was a paper increase

- produced by a shift in classification from delinquent and/or neglect to -

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

handled, since these would have been at the court anyway (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@ence cdncérning 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 who would not have been referred to the court. But; the

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

to changes in classifications. Even though 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 conclusions could be drawn coﬁcerning

the number of 5tatus offender referrals diverted by YA‘before court intake.
1. The Youth Alternatives program did not divert any status offende;
referxrals before the‘court'intake procedures 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 sstimated 28 status offenders per

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

ferrals (YA plus ccurt) was produced by changes in court classification
or "counting" procedures and the estimatsd 28 referrals diverted per month

would have be=n handled by thes court if YA had not existed.

Diversion After Court Intake

One of the major purposes of the Srokane program (and of the national
DSO initiative) was to reduce the penetrztion 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 iz, the analysis task in this sec-

-

tion is to ascertain whether Youth Alternatives diverted juveniles from

processing by the court f(after intake) or whether YA provided services to

status offenders who would not have been drocessed through the system any-

way.
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The indicators of system penetfatioﬁ/used in the analysis are the
number of status offender referrals to the court who were detained, the num-
ber of "offender days" in detention, the number of referrals who had a .
petition £iled 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 exéected to be detained

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

Results cf the analysis are presznted in Table 5 for all status -

in

offender referrz’s and for those who are technically eligible for YA. The
first column contains the average number 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 offender feferrals,.per month, de—l

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

The second column of Table 5 shows 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 figufe, which 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 "



TABLE 5.
from Detention,

Diversion o
Petitions,

f Status Offendexrs
and Institutionalization

1

Equation

Pre-YA DPost: Expected  Post: Actual Comments
o —
Detention, pex month
# of court referrals A
detained 38.7 8.0 17.7 =50~.82 mo. No change at YA
Implementation
# of offender days
in detention 124 73 55 ¥=144-361-1.37 mo. Decrease in level
# of eligibles detained 33.8 1.18 1l1.8 ¥=46~.87 mo... No change at YA
implementation
# of eligible offender days 108 52 42 =129~31I~1.5 mo.
Petitiéns, per month Decreasg in level
# of status offender Lo
referrals with petitions _ : . ’
filed 7 0 2 ¥=9,5-1.9 mo. No changé:at YA
implementation
# of eligibles with - :
petitions 6.5 6.1 1.5 ¥=7.9-2.8I~,01 mo. Decrease in level
Institutionalizaﬁion, per month -
. ’ -+
# of status offender re- ’ PR S
ferrals institutionalized .82 .07 .26 ¥=1,14-.02 mo. No change at YA
‘ ’ implementation
# of eligibles institu- .
tionalized .64 0 .05 - ¥=,89~,02 mo. No change at YA

implementation -

lEntries in the first c¢olumn are the average number, per month, during the 28-month pre~YA time period -

(January, 1974 through April, 1976).

time period.

The figures in the second column are the expected number in the post )
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 car be interrupted as the expected number, per month,

if YA had no effect on the system,

during the 19 months of post-YA follow—up.

variables)

1s in column four.

Entries in the third column are the actual number, per month, observed

The regression equation (showing only the statlstically 51gn1f1cant

Appendix A has more information useful in interpreting these equations,-

Ly
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expected (predicted) number; the first figure in the equation is the inter-
cept level at the hypothetical month zero; I refers to fhe program variable,
and mo. is the month of referral which was numbered 1, 2, 3, and so on ?o the

nast recent month vhich was 47.

Only those variables that were statistiéally significant were retained
in the equations shown. Thus, if the variabie I is in the equation, this
indicates’that there was a statistically significarit change at the time YA
was implemented. If the variable month is in the equatioﬁ, then the trend
(slope) of the data was statisticall§ significant. (Thé interaction term
was tested in all equations, but was not significant in ahy of them shown
in Table 5.)

The results of the detention analysis shww that there was no signifi—'
cant change in ths number of status offender referrals detained by the
court after Ya was implemented. When all stétus offenders are considered,
the pre-program trend of almost one less referral detained, per month (.82),
would have been sufficient, in and of itself, to expect that only eight
refer;als would have.been detained, on the average, in the post time period.
Thus, the actual observation of almost 18 detained, :per month, even though
considerably lower than in the pre-program time period, is not less than
what would 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 in ordexr for a signi-
ficant change to have occurred. .

When the detention equations were estimated with the intervention vari- -

able fincluded, the results showed that the implementation of YA correspcnded
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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 ;o iénore the question of statistical
significance, the estimate 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
noticeaﬁle. The results show a margipally significant drqp in the.ievel of
the series of an estimated 36 fewer days, per month, for all status offender
refgrrals (significant at .05) and a drop of an estimated 31 days, per month,
for the eligible status offenders (éignificant at .iO).

The analyvsis of diversion from petitions being filed is somewhat con-
founded by the rglatively steep downward trénd that had been océurring
pricr tc whaen YA bsgan. A decline to zero petitions filed on status of-
fenders almost immediately after YA started would be needed to have a
statistically ;ignificant 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 moﬁth, below the six that
were expected based on the pre—program data. This was 'significant beyond
the .05 level.

The number of status offenders institutionalized wa; less than one
per month prior to wheﬁ YA began and was deciinding by about one every five
months. Thus, even though fewer status offenders are institutionalized

after 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, éetitions,fghd:institutionalization data for
all the court—referredistatus offenders are shown in Figure 9. Graphs of
the data for the technically eligible referrals are shown in Figure 10.
Disc.;ussion.

- The number of status offender referrals detained, filed on, and insti-
tutionalized in Spokane had been declining rapidly before YA began and the
substantial differences in monthly averages for the pre and pos£ time periods
are generally attributable to a simple continuation of the pre-program
pattern. The only exceptions to this are tﬂat the number of éffender—days
in detention declined significantly when YA began and the number of
technically eligible youths con whom petitions were filed dfopped significantly.

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

have "diverted" vouths from these at all unless the number had

il

rr

could no
’reached zero almost immediately after YA was implemented.

It 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 would expect a reduétion in detention, petitions, and
institutionalization for the delinquent and neglect réferrals, or for all
reéerrals, combined. Intexrrupted time series analysés were conducted o?
the number of delinquents, deéendency A cases, and all referrals (status,

delinquent,and neglect) for each of the indicators of penetration \

into the system. None of the results showed a statistically significant
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change (evep at the .15 level) attributgéZe %o thé~implementati0n of Youth
Alternatives. (Appendix A has the equations for these aﬂalyses.)

The findings ih this section make it difficult to sustain an‘argument
that Youth Alternatives was diverting status offender referials (ox othér
referralss who would have been detained, filed on, oOr institutionalized by
the juvenile court. One could contend that tﬁe pre-program downward trend

in the indicators of penetration was so steep that it would have been almost

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

penetration into the system. On the other hand, the pre-YA decline in these
vayilables raises the guestion of whether YA was "needed" for thé purpose of
diverting status offender referrals from system.processes since it appears
quite likely that the juvenile court woﬁld have been able to do ﬁhis on its
own initiative. ©On the other hand, ons can'only speculate about what would
have happen=2 (if anything) to the 54 status'offenders, per month, who
received services from Youth Alternativas. Again, the interpretation of

the results depends on what produced ths increase in statué offenders.

If this increase Qould have been observad even without YA, and if all these
casés had been »-ferred to juvenile court, then it is iméogsible to

determine how many would have been detzined, filed on, or insti%utionalized.
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PRCBABILITY OF PENETRATION INTO THE SYSTE

FOR COMMITTING A STATUS OFFENSE ‘ »

If one assumes that all the status offenders identified in the community
(those 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 probabiliry that a youth
identified as a status offender would be detaieed, 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.
Althougnh other status offenders were handled exclusively by the court during
the months after YA began providing services, the youths at the court differ
from YA status offender referrals on sevaral socio—-economic characteristics,

number of priors, and so on. More importantly, the selection criteria for

referrals to Youth Alternatives were hzsad in part on judgmental decisions
made by the police and court personnel. This introduces bias into any com-
parieon 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 wereAmajor differences between these youths
ana those referred to YA. If not, one wouid expect that they would have
been referred.

The problem of eelection bias, however, is less serious in a comparison .
of the’prehprogram group with the post-Ya group when the latter includes

. .

not just the YA clients, but also those handled at the court. As noted
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previously, this places a considerable buﬁﬁen of proof on YA to demonstrate

effectiveness because they did not proviae sexvices to all of the post-YA
status offenders. Nevertheless, comparisons between the pre and post (using
multiple regression énalysis to control for differences in socio-economic
characteristics and prior offenses) provides the best available estimate
of the impact of Youth Alternatives on the probabilit& of penetration into
the system.

‘ Descriptive statistic$ showing the proportfpn of youths within each
of the subgroups for each type of penetration are in Table & and results
of the multiple régression analysis are in Tables 7 through 10.

Substantial changes occurred between the pre and post time periods in
the probability 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 probability of detzntion, for an individual) dropped frow
.648 to ,232; the probability of having a petition filed dropped from about
'.14 to less than .04 and the likelihcod of Being institutionalized after
referral on a status offense dropped Zrom one %n a hundred to four per 1,000.
The probability of detention, petitions, and institutionalization for the
techﬁically eligible status offenders aliso dropped sugstanfially between the
pre and post~time periods.

The referrals after YA began have been divided into four groups and the
pioportions of these detained, filed on, and institvtionalized are shown in
the xighthand portion of Table 6. None of the direct referrals to Youth
Alternatives were detained, had petitions filed, gr were institutionalized.

For referrals who went first to the court and then to Youth‘Alternafives

{on the same offense), 17 percent were detained and less than one percent



had a petition filed. The status cffendégs.ﬁho 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:"(l) They could

-have been produced gy a pre-program trend that cpntinued 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 thg same ‘extent as in the
pre~YA months,

Results of the multiple regression analysis (Tables 7 through 10) ‘show
that thé implementation of Youth Alternatives had a statistically signifi-
gant effect that resduced the probability of detention and of petitions
being filed, even when the pre-program trend and characteristics of the youths
are statisticallf'controlled.

In each of the multiple regression analyses, the dependent variable is
scored zero for non-penetration (for exaimple, not being detained) and is
scored as "one" if penetration occurred (for example, being detained). And,
the cases that came into the systeﬁ after YA began are given a score of
one whereas the 'pre-YA cases are scored zero. The conéfant 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, understandafdized regression coefficient) for the implementa-
tion,variagle, represents tha shift in proportion attributable to the program

when all the other variables have been controlled, statistically.



Table 6. PROBABILITY OF DETENTION, PETITIONS, INSTITUTIONALIZATION FOR A STATYS
CFFENDER REFERRALS TO YOUTH ALTERNATIVES AND THE COURT, PRE AND POST

Post~YA Subgroups :
; Pre-YA' Post-YA ‘ YA . Double Court Court
Total NV 1,676 ‘ 1,527 , only Referrals Eligibles Ineligibles
, 563 169 - 338 235
Eligible NV 1,417 1,223
Detention
All Status Offenders Ny
(YA and Court) , .648 . 232 Detained 0 172 512 .43
Eligibles ‘ :
(YA and Court) - 668 -184 ”
~3
Petitions
ALL Status Offenders 34 ,038 Petitions O .  .006 - 118 . L0387
{Ya and Court) v Piled . 1 .
Eligibles
L] » 2
(Ya and Court) 129, : 024
Institutionalization
All Status Offenders ) A ' . . :
(YA and Court) .014 . 004 Institu~ 0 0 ,003 IR L,017
tionalized
Eligibles ;
.0 , 00X
; (YA and Court) 13

.lThe pre-YA time period is from January, 1974, through April, 1976. The post time period extends through
August, 1977. . , : T



TABLE 7 .

T .
MULTIPLE REGRESSYON ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY
OF DETENTION FOR TOTAL STATUS OFFENSE REFERRALS
(YA PLUS COURT)

(0=n5t.detained;

De dent Variable: D 1td
penden ari etention 1=detained)
Independent Variable B '~ Beta E Probability
Implementation of ‘ .
Youth Alternatives -.20 -.19 32 <.001
(O=pre; l=post)
Monthly Trend ~-.01 -.29 - 76 <.001
Interaction Term n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Race (2=nonwhite; .10 .05 6.5° - <.001
l=white)
‘Prior Offenses .04 .07' 14 <.OOl
Sex (2=Female; -.04 -.04 5 <.001
1=Male)
Family Instebilizy .02 .04 4.7 <.001
(Higher = less stabhle)
nze .02 .03 3.3 <.001
chool Status n.s n.s. n.s. n.s.
{O=enrolled;
l=droppad cukt;
2=expelled)
Constant: =‘ .32
R2 = .20
F o= 77

1B 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 being detained. 1In
this analysis, the post time period extends trhough August, 1977. The .inter-
~action term between implementation and month indicates whether a change in
trend occurred after ‘the program'.was implemented.




TABLE 8.

59

MULTIPLE REGR~SSIOY'ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY
OF DETENTION FOR ELIGIBLE STATUS OFFENSE REFERRALS
(YA PLUS COURT)

(O=not detained;

Dependent Variable: i ,
penden aria Detention _1=deta§ned),
Independent Variable B Beta F Probability
Implementation of : o )
Youth Alternatives -23 -23 39 <.001
{O=pre; l=post) /
Monthly Trend ~.01 -.31 68 <.004
Interaction Term - - -
- n.s.
Race (2=nonwhite; .06 .03 2.2 <.05
l=white)

Prior Offenses
Sex (2=Female; ~.04 Z.04 3.2 <.001

1l=Male) ,
Faml}y Irstabili?y. .02 .03 2.5 <.05
{Higher = lesz stzhlsz)
Age - - - n.s.
School Status - - - n.s.
(O=enrolled;
l=dropp=ad out;
- 2=expelled)’

Constant: = .66
r% = .26
F = 85

.

lB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan- '

dardized partial regression coefficient.
a positive sign on the regression coef

The variables are scored so that
ficients means that the independent

variable is associated with an increasad probability of a petition being

filed.

The post time period extends through August, 1977.



TABLE 9.
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION JANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY
OF A PETITION BEING FILED FOR TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER
REFERRALS (YA PLUS- COURT)

(O=no petition;
Dependent Variable: Petitions 1 = petition filed)

Independent Variable B Beta F . Probability
Implementation of
Youth Alternatives -.04 ~.06' 3.1 <.001
(O=pre; l=post) . -
Monthly Trend -.002 ~-.09 6.4 <.001
Interaction Term ° - - - -
Race (2=nonwhite;

l=white) n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Prior Offenses .04 .12 31 <.001
Sex (ZzFamale; -.02 -.03 2.2 <.05

1=Male)
Family Instability .01 .05 5 <.001
(Higher = less stz-le)
Age -.02 -.07 14 <.001
School Status . .
(0O=enrolled; -08 -15 o4 <-001
l=dropped out;

=expelled)’
Constant: = .25
R? - .08
F = 22

1

B 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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TABLE 10. MULTIPLE REGRE SSIQN ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY

&
OF A PETITIOXN 3= VG FILED FOR ELIGIBLE STATUS
OFFENDER REFERRALS (YA PLUS COURT)
) _ (O=no petition;
" Dependent Variable: Petition 1 = petition filed)
Independent Variable B Beta F Probability
. Implementation of - : . )
Youth Alternatives ~.07 =11 6.8 <.001
{(O=pre; l=post) : , . -
Monthly Trend ~.002 -.06 2.3 <.05
Interaction Term - - -
. : . n.s.
Race (2=nonwhite; - - - . n.s.
l=white) ‘
Prior Offenses .04 .04 26 <.001
' Sex (2=Female; -.03 -.05 4.5 <.001
1=Male)
Fzmily Instability .01 .05 5.3 <.001
N {(ligher = less stzzle)
Aze -.02 -.08 14 <.001
) School Status .08 .16 53 <.001
(O=enrolled; ' ’
l=dropped out;
2=expelled) -
_ Constant: = .27
R = .09
F = 22
1B is the unstandardlzed, partial regression cozfficient; gggg_ls the stan-
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables are scored so that
a positive sign on the regression coeifficients means that the independent
€ variable is assoc1ated with an increased probability of a petition being

filed.
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The analysis reveals that the probability of being detained after YA
was implemented shifted downward by an estimated .20 and .23 for the full
population and 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 eligibie—only group, respectively.
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IMPACT OF YOUTH ALTERNATI\}ES ON RECIDIVISM

The major question to be discussed in this section is whether the Youth
Alternatives program brought about a chénge in the recidivism rates of
youths referred for status offenses. The changé 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 who 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 bzen if those status offenders had been referred to the court and
processed with the normal court procedures. . Status offender referrals who
stayad at the court, rather than bzing sent to Youth Alternatives, are not

a suitable comparison group. Any diifer

o

nce in recidivism that might be
observed between YA clients and court referrals could be attributed either
to the way Youth Alternatives provided its services or to the screening and
selection procedures ﬁsed by court and law enforcement personnel. If the
Yeasier” cases were referred to Youth Alternatives, then the probability of
récidivism for YA clients would be less than the pfobability of recidivism
for youths at the court even before any services were provided by either
aéency. Alternatively, if the harder cases were sent to YA, the likelihood
of recidivism for the YA 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 analysia in this section will involv

a comparison of the pre-YA status offender referrals with the entire post-
YA group (including cases handled at the court as well as those at Youth
Alternatives). A second analysis will compare the pre-YA referrals 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 facf that the total
number of status offender referrals increased afﬁér YA began and the “extra"
referrals may not be equivalent to the pre-program group. If the additional
referrals were produced by changes in law enforcement policies, thén it is.
reasonable to believe the "extras" would tend to be less serious cases and,

perhaps, tohave a lower probability of recidivating than the other youths.

o}

On the other hand, if the Yextras" were a "paper" increase produced by a

change in classification {from delingusnt to status offense), then one would
‘be inclined to think that the additional status offender reéerrals would have
a higher probability of recidivating than the other referrals. The othér
possible explanation for the increased number of referrals was that a change
cccurred in the counting procedures used by the court so that referrals who,
‘in the paét, would not have been counted or entered in the statistical data,
- were counted after YA began. If this is tﬁe correct explanation for the
“ncrease, then one would suspect 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 no£ know why the number of status offender referrals

increased;>we cannot ascertain the type of bias that exists when comparing.

recidivism rates of the pre and post YA referrals.




The measure of recidivism used in ﬁﬁé Subsequent analysis is re-referral
either to fouth Alternatives oxr to the‘juvenile court for a Status or delin-
quent offense. 1In oné of the analyses, a three-month, follow-up pe;iod is
used and the other has a six-month follow-up period. Referrals that en£e;ed
the system and did not have a full three months of time "at risk" in which
to recidivate were eliminated from tﬁe three-month analysis and referrals
that did not have a six-month follow-up period were eliminated from the six-
month analysis.

The time "at risk” was equalized for every refer;al,- regardless of
how many actual months of follow-up data were available for 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 gi#—month follow-up.

The probability of recontzcot with YA and/or the juvenile court within

3

three and six months for each of the sub-groups is shown in Table 10. (The
pgobability of a recontact after the "insgant" 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 percent of the referrals were back in
contact with the éourt on a status cr delinquent referfal within three months
and élightly more than 28 percent were in contact for a subsequent offensé
Qithin six months. Thg recidivism rates in the post time period are slightly
higher: 23.7 percent for the three-month follow-up and  30.8 for the gix-
month.

The post-YA eligible group shown in Table 1l‘includes direct YA refexr-

rals, the double referrals, and other referrals to the court met the quanti-
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TABLE 11. PROBABILITY OF RECIDIVATING IN 3 AND 6 MONTHS, BY SUBGROUPS! |

Three Months Six Months
Perxcent Percent
Recidivating Recidivating
Probability Probability
%11 status Offenders
Pre (N = 1,689) .221 .285
Post (N = 1,147;914) .237 ' ~.308
Eligible Status Offenders
Pre (N = 1,417) .22 ‘ .30
Tost (N = 946;767) .243 <327
¥a and Court
All YA Clienzs (3 = 656;525) .216 .304

Court only s=za:us
Offennder Referral; (N = 491;389) . 265 .314
in post period

Post~ YA Subgroups

Ya direct Referrals (N = 510;410) .176 .263
Double Referréls (N = 146;115) .356 A .452
Court "eligibles" (N = 290;242? .303 .376
Court "ineligibles" (N = 201;147) .209 .211

lRecidivism refers to a recontact with the juvenile court (or YA) on
a status or delinquent referral.



67 .
yoe :

4

t;iive eligibility criteria that were inf%ﬂé;computerized data. In the pre-
time period, the eligible group contain; refezrals who would 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 éffenders. The comparison of pre and post eligi-
ble Yeferrals shows the same general pattern observed for all referrals:

- slightly greater récontact rates in the months after YA began.

Comparisons between all the YA referrals (including these referred
first to the court and then to YA) and the status offenders who were referred
to the court but not referred to YA can be made from thé third set of entries
in Table 10. In the three-month 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 courﬁ—only group includes
runaways from other jurisdictions. Thase youths would be less likely to
have recontact with Spokane authoritiss than would the YA clients, even if
the true number of subsequent offensss were the same for both groups.

The recontact rates for direct referrals to YA were lower than for any
cf the other post-YA categories after three months. After six months, the
direct referrals to YA had lower recontact rates than the eligib}e groups
at the court. As noted before, ho&ever, it is quite possible that the YA
clients, especially the direct referrals, may have beeh less serious offenders
ané less likely to recidivate. These factors coﬁld have influenced the
decision by law enforcement to refer the youths directly to YA rather than
to the court.

Multi-variate analysis of differences ip the’three and six-month recidi-~

vism rates for the entire post-YA status offender referral group and the
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eéntire pre-YA group indicates that_the %mplementation of Youth Alternatives
had no significant impact on recidivisﬁ'(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 numbér of prior offenses and
age of the youth at the time of the referral. Virtually identical patterns
are found for the comparison between pre ahd~post—YA’referrals who were
f{:# would have been) technically eligible for Youth Alternatives (see
T@blés 13 and 14). The single exception is that the six-month recidivism

analysis for eligible referrals indicates a very slight, but statistically

significant, downward trend throughout the time pexiod.

Discussion
The recidivism analysis was complicated by the absence of any suitable
comparison grcup and by the fact that there was no way to ascertain what

the nature of the bizsas wmight be betwesn 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 beth YA and court referrals) is less biased than
direct comparison betﬁgen YA and the other subgroups. Ané this comparison
revealed no differences in recidivism.

If YA clients were equivalent to court and/or pre-program clients and
if the recidivism rates of these youngsters were less because 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*progfam

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. MULTIPLE REGRESSTON ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY

OF RECIDIVISM IN 3 MONTHS; TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER
REFERRALS (YA PLUS/TOURT), PRE AND POST

" O=none in 3 months
Dependent Variable: Recidivism 1=l or more in 3 mos.)

Independent Variable B Beta F Probl # Cases = 2,210
Implementation of (-.007) (.03) (.05) ‘n.s.

Youth Alternatives

(O=pre; l=post) ' : . -
Mohthly Trend n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

Race (2=nonwhite;

l=white) n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Prior Offenses .09 .21 98 <.001
Sex (2=Female; n.s. n.s. n.S. n.s.
1=Male)
Family Instability
(Highexr = less stadlz2) n.s n.s n.s. n.s.
Age -0l ~.04 2.9 <.0l1
School Status
(O=enrolled; | " n.s. n.s n.s. n.s.
l=droppesd out;
2=expelled)
Constant: = .32
2
R = .04
F = 51

lB is the unstandardized, partial regression coefficient; Beta is the stan-~
dardized partial regression coefficient. The variables are sc?red 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 follow-up:
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TABLE 13. MULTIPLE REGRESSION HﬁALQSIS OF THE éROBABILITY
OF RECIDIVISM IN 6 MONTHS; TOTAL STATUS OFFENDER

REFERRALS (YA PLUS COURT) PRE AND POST

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variable B Beta F

O=none in 6 mos.
Recidivism 1I=1 or more in 6 mos.

Probl # Cases 2,063

Implementation of .
Youth Alternatives {.04) {.04) (1.3)

n.s.
{O=pre; l=post) -
Monthly Trend - - ' - n.s.
]
Race (Z=nonwhitej;
l=white) = - - n.s.
Prior Offenses .09 .21 91 <.001
Sex (2=Female;
=Male) - - - n.s.
Family Instebility
(Higher = less stable) - - - n.s.
Ags -.02 -.06 8.4 <.001
School Status
(O=enrolled; ) - - s n.s.
" 1=dropped out; o
=axpelled)
Constant: = .52
R2 = .05
F = 50

1

B_is the unstaﬁdardized, 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 Recidivism in 6
months. The post time period extends only through May, 1977 so that all

cases have a © month follow-up period.



referrals) was attributable to the selection and screening procedures
and that these tended to result in the "easiexr" cases being referred to

Xouth Alternatives.

. .
.

It should be emphasizea, however, that the probability of recidiyism
fqr the post-YA group was not significantly qreater tgan for the pre-Ya
group even though 44 percent of the status offender referrals were handled
entirely outside of the official juvgpile court system in the post~YA months
and an additional 24 percent were handled primarily outside of the system.

Although a reduction in recidivismﬁwas a goal of the Séokane NSO prbject,
one should not automatically assume that the "success" of a diversion pro-
graﬁ depends on it being able to demonstrate a significant reduction in
recidivism. It is just as reasonable to define “success” as being able to
divert vouths ffcm the court and incur no iﬁgrease in recidivism over that
which would Zzvs besn observed if they had bsen processed through the

juvenile justice system.
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TABLE 14. MULTIPLE REGRESSION AMALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY
OF RECIDIVISM WITHIN 3 MONTHS; ELIGIBLE STATUS
OFFENDER REFERRALS, PRE AND POST

Dependent Variable:

Independent Variable B - Beta F Probl # Cases = 2,063

v ‘ Implementation of
Youth Alternatives - - - -
(O=pre; l=post)
Monthly Trend
Race (2=nonwhite; ; .
1=white) = - - -

Prioxr Offenses .07 -175 59 » <.001

Sex'(2=Female;
i=Male)

FPamilv Instzhilitv
(Higher = lezs s:tahle) - _ -
Age -.01 ~.04 2.7 <.01

School Status

(O=enrolled; .03
l=dropped out;

2=expelled)

[}
>
3]
w
A
b
wn

Constant: = .31
Rz = .04
F = 23

lB_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 recidivating in

three months:
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Vg , TABLE 15. MULTIPLE REGRESSION AﬁnliéIS-OP THE PROBABILITY: QF
~ RECIDIVISM WITHIN 6 MONTHS; ELIGIBLE STATUS OFFENDER
: : PRE  AND POST

Dependent Variable:

. Independent Variable B Beta " F Probl # Cases =

Implementation of ‘ .
Youth Alternatives /' - : - -
(O=pre; l=post)

Monthly Trend -.003 -.08 6
Interaction Term ‘! - - -

Race (2=nonwhite;
l=white) : - - -

Prior Offenses : .08 .18 59

Sex (2=Female;

1=Male) - - -
) L]
Family Instesiltity
. {Higher = less stable) - - =
Age -.02 -.06 5.7
. School Status

{O=enrolled; - - -
=droppad out; ‘
2=expelled)

Constant: = .51
R2 = .03
F = 32

sion coefficient: Beta is the stan-

1B is the unstandardized, partial regres
a: ient The variables are scored so that
2

-
dardized partial regression coefficie
a positive sign on the regression coe
variable is associated with an increa

icients means that the independent
4 probability of recidivating in

six months.
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DISCUSSION

During the montﬁs covered by the evaluation, Youth Alternatives appeared
to be a well-managed, highly competent organization with a dedicated staff.
They handled more tﬁan 50 stétUS offender referrals, per month, and almost
all of these were referred to them from legitimate juvenile justice system ‘
auﬁhorities. 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
progrém proviZad follow~up services, when needed, for three to ten days
after a referxrsal.

. izstes and tha problem of "widening the net” were récognized
from the outset by Roy Lakewalk, project director, and otﬁers on the staff.
Of particula£ concern was 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 were held with court and law enforcement
personnel in an effort to insure that all referrals to YA were "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 gll_the’eliqible 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. Its findings were quite similar
to those reported in the first sections of this final evaluvation: (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
hot receiving a;l of tﬁe cases that met the technical, quantitative,
criteria for eligibility which could be recovered from the computerized
of fense data.

In response to that information, Roy Lakewald intensified discussions
with law'enforcement and court personnel and a new set of.explicit (written)
criteria to govern referrals was issued. The aata in this final report
éhows that the sudden upsurgs of status offender referrals during the first
nine months subsidized aﬁd the referrals dropped considerably. Neverthe-
lass, the numbsr of 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 average which had been deélining slightly before YA began.

~In addition, YA initiated a small study of cqurt 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 aﬁd 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'couré who would not have been referred
before. It could have been a "paper" increase produced‘by slight shifts
in classification or by changes in the csunting—procedures uised at the
court. Furthermore, if it was a "real" increase, we have no way of as-.
certaining whether it is better for these yogngsters to be referred to

YA or whether it would be better for them té 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 m;rked effectiveness iﬁ terms of
providing services to a substantial number of referrals and, according to
a c&st analysis conducted by Peat, Marwick, and Mitchell, Co., did so for

a price, per cas=, that was below the court cost.

This evalvation contains evidence that a‘gommunity can provide services
to a substantial —roportion of its status offenders outsidé of the traditional
juvenile court setting without incurring any increase in recidivism. Thus,
in terms of its Qperéting procedures, management, and general strategy for
dealing with status offenders, Youth Alternatives should be considered an
effective projéct.

On the other hand, the evidence in this report shows that it was not the

implementation of YA which produced the marked downward trend in number — —

' of status offenders detained, and number of petitions filed on status

offenders. Nor can YA take credit for the Qery low (almost zero) rate
of institutionalization of status offenders in Spokane County as that was

low anyway and declining toward zero. All of these indicators of court .

processing had been declining at a fairly rapid rate for more than two years



before YA began.
fhe data in this evaluation show that the juvenile coﬁrt 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 »~ lucing status offender contact with the court,
of reducing the extent of court processing of status offender referrals,
or of redqcing the recidivism rate.

In a sense it is fair to say that YA was victimized by a system and /for
community that aid not abide by the prevailing philosophy within the
federal DSC initiative (and the philosophy held by many in the Jjuvenile
justice system} which presumes that "doing nothing” is better than
“nroviding ss2rvices" even if thoss sexvices ar; prsvided outside of the
justice system.. It is that perspective which 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 fregquently in conflict with their families, or are consistently
truant from schéol should be provided services by a non;jpdicial agency, then
projects such as Youth Alternatives would be evaluated in relation to tﬁeir
ability to find and attract these referrals. ’And,’if the prevgiling philo-
sophy held that sexvice 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 "bette;" in terms of recidivism--

but only not to dc any worse.



From a local perspective, it should‘é; emphasized that there may be
considerably more status offender referrals after YA bégan 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 tﬁe court.
Furthermore, it is important to know thai the probability‘of being detained,
having a petition filed, or being institutionalized 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-
creasing the rate of subsequent referrals, either for deliqquent or status

offenses.

.
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1 . . . .
Of the various "threats to validity" that plague all guasi-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 McNally

& Co., 1966), for a discussion. Also see Anne Schneider, "An Introduction
to Interrupted Time Series Designs," in Anne L. Schneider, et al., Hand-
bock of Resources for Criminal Justice Evaluators (State of~ﬁégﬁington
Office of Financial-Management, 1978), for a discussion of eazh major
threat to validity and how troublesome it is to the different types of
interrupted time series designs.

2For explanations of the application of ANCOVA to interrupted time
series analysis see Gregory C. Chow, "Tasts of Equality between Sets of
Coefficients in Two Linear Regressions," Econometrica, 28 (July 1969),
591-605; Joyce Sween and Donald T. Campbell, The Interrupted Time Series
as Quasi-experiment {(Vogelbach Computing Center, Northwestern University,
1965); and Charles W. Ostrom, Jr., Time-Series Analy51s~ Regression Tech-~
niques (Sage Publications, 1978).

3
The ARIMA rodels have been ap

plied to interrupted time series (as
distinct from ordinary time saries znalvsis) by Gene V. Glass, Victor L.
Willson, and John M., Gottman, D2sign and Analysis of Time-Series Experi-

‘ments (Colorado associated Universityv Press, 1975); and by Stuart J.

Deutsch and Francis B. Alt, "The Effect of Massachusetts' Gun Control Law
on Gun-Related Crimes in the City of Boston," Evaluation Quarterly, 1
(1977), 543-568. For general references on the ARIMA procedures see
George E. P. Box and Gwilym M. Jenkins, Time Series Analysic: Forecast—
ing and Control, revised edition (Holden-Day, 1976). More readable pre-
sentations are in Charles R. Nelson, Apolied Time Series Analysis (Holden-
Day, 1973); and Warren Gilchrist, Statistical Forecasting (John Wiley &
Sons, 1970).

4See Ostrom in footnote 2, Ibid.

SA 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, "Making the Case for Randomized
Assignment to Treatments by Considering the Alternatives: Six Ways in
Which 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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®ror discussions of the general issues involved in-diversion programs,
including "widening the net," see: Robert Carter and Malcolm W. Klein (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 Council

on Crime and Delinguency, "Jurisdiction over Status Offenses Should be Removed
from the Juvenile Court," Crime and Delinquency, 21(2), April, 1975, pp. 97-99;
Roger Baron, Floyd Feeney, and Warren Thornton, "Preventing- Delingquency
Through Diversion: The Sacramento County 601 Diversion Project," Federal
Probation, pp. 13~18; Richard J. Lundman, "Will Diversion Reduce Rgzidivism,"
Crime & Delinquency, October, 1876, pp. 428-437; Don C. Gibbons and Gerald

F. Blake, "Evaluating the Impact of Juvenile Diversion Programs," Crime &
Delinquency, Octobey, 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?", ggi@igology, November,
1977, pp. 335-53; Joyce Berkowitz, "Keeping 60l1's Out of the System," Youth
Authority Quarterly, Winter, 1977, pp. 27-32; William S. Davidson II, Ph.D.,
Edward Seidman, Ph.D., and Julian Rappaport, Ph.D., "The Diversion of Juvenile
Offenders: Initial Success and Replication of an Alternative to the Criminal
r prasented a% American Psychological Association
Ceonvention, Wasaington, DC., Septembeyr, 1976; Suzanne Bugas Lincoln, Kathie

S. Teilmann, Maizolm W. Xlein, and Susan Labin, "Recidivism Rates of Diverted
Juvenile Offenders," Paper presented at The National Conference on Criminal
Justice Evaluation, February 22-24, 1977; Richard M. Ariessohn and Gordon
Gonion, "Reducing the Juvenile Detention Rate,” Juvenile Justice, May, 1973,
pp. 28-33; Malcolm W. Xlein 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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There are three hypothesis‘usuglly rested wi?h the single intervention
time séries‘design:

1. The intervention produces a chznge in the trend of the depenéenﬁ
variable (this is the first ANCOVA test, also known as Walker-Lev 1).

2. [If the first hypothesis is no* accépted} There is an underlying
trend in the depenaent variable (the second ANCOVA-test; also Walker-Lev 2}. ~

3. [If the second hypothesis is not accepted] The intexvention pro-
duced a change in the level of the depsndent variable (the third ANCOVA
test and Walker-Lev 3). |

The SPSS multiple regressiog progran, using dummy variables, provides
.the information needed to test all thres of the above hypotheses, proviaed

that the dummy variables are entered in z stepwise manner. The equation is:

Y =a +.lel Step 1
. Y =a + lel + bZMONTH Step 2
Y ='a + lel + b3D2MONT:~: Step 3
where Y =‘the dependent variable (aggregzted data, b§ month) ;
a = the intercept value (to be estimated);
b = the regression coefficient (to be estimated);
Dl = dummy variable with pre=0, post=l; L

MONTH = months (time) numbered frcxz 1 (January 1974) to 42 (June 1977);

DZMONTH = interaction term {(month times Dl)’

Lyl

* The procedure for testing these hycotheses is as follows.

* Hypothesis One (change in slope -~ Walker-Lev 1)
1. Examine Step 3 of the regressizn (all three variables are in the

equation) .
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adjustment. The F ratio associated withf%his coefficient is the statis=

2. The coefficient for D_MONTH gives the post-intervention slope
Yo |

tical test for hypothesis one. If D2MONTH is significant, then the coef-
ficient for MONTH gives the pre-intervention slope.

3. If DZMONTH is not significant, then hypotheses two and three are

tested.

Hypothesis'Two {(trend in dependent variable = Walker-Lev 2}

1. Examine Step 20 of the regression. At Step 2 only MONTH and Dl
will have been entered with the equation. (DzﬁONTH is regarded as er;or
in Step 2.) |

2. The coefficien£ for MONTH gives the slope (trend) of the dependent
variable over time. The F ratio.associated with this coefficient is the

statistical test for hypothesis two (whether the trend is significantly

different from zerp) and is identiczl to Walker-Lev 2).

Hypothesis Three (change in intercept = Walker-Lev 3)

1. "Remain on Step 2 of the regression.

2. The coefficient for D, gives the post-intervention intercept ad-

1
Justment. The F ratio associated with this coefficient is. the statistical

test of hypothesis three and is identical to Walker-Lev 3.

The Durbin-Watson (DW) test for significant autocorrelation is used
on the residuals from the equation. If the test indicates that there is a
significant autocorrelation problem, the equaﬁion.is re—-estimated using an
QLS approximation procedure. If the DW is above ;.50, there is generally
no autocorrelation problem, but if . it is below this the equaéion may be in

error and is re-estimated.




Rather éonvincing arguments can be m;de that ANCOVA is not the best
procedure for analyzing time saeries data of social pﬁenomena and
that the ARIMA models are more appropriate. This is particulérly true for
data, such as crime rates, that are not "controlled" in any deterministic
way, but instead tend to move upward or downward, 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
tha 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 aré controlled {or more nearly
controlled) by policy decisions--such as the number of offenders detained
at the éourt-—and where it is more reasonable to expéct deterministic
patterns in the data. The choice in this evaluation to use ANCOVA rather
than one of the ARIMX models was mads primarily because the statistical
computerized routines for the latter wears ﬁot available. In ARIMA models,
the parameters are estimated using maximum liklihood rather than ordinary
least sqﬁares. It sﬁould be emphasized, however, that if the data meet the
assumptions of ANCOVA (and multiple regression analysis),.then these

approaches yield reliable estimates of the intercépt, slope (trend), 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

instead are autocorrelated. As noted in the text of the report, this inflates

the value of F and will tend to produce a "finding" of significant
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differences when, in fact, the differgnces were not significant.

This problem can be,overcome by testing the ?esiduals from the eqﬁation
for autocorrelation. If the autocorrelation is significant, the auto-
regression coefficient in the error term is calcqlated and thé équation is
re—estimated’using SAS statistical routine. This enters lagged value of
the dependent va;iable 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 autocorrelétion of the data
at lag 1, lag 2, and for however many 1ag§ were specified. This informa-
tion is used to estimate the éppropriate order of the autoregressive com-

ponent. In practice, we continued specifying one additional lag ‘until the

-

results of the ezuation did not change, indicating that the autoregressive

component o that order had no effect whatsoever on the results. Generally,
a lag 1 specification was sufficient for eguations that originally contained

autocorrelaticﬁ in the residuals. Most 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,when‘the time series becomes quite long, it is
clearly inappropriate to project a linear trend foriﬁany types of social
phenomena. This is especially true if the variable is a percentage or
some other kind of 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 projections do not extend for ridiculous-

ly long periodé of time. . The ARIMA models generally require considerably

J



lonéer time series (50 or more data ;3ints are recommended for the pre-
intervention déta) than do the ANCOVA models. Thus, given the relatively
short time series used in this evaluation and the attention given to |
meeting the assumption of independsnce in observations, the ANCOVA tests

can be expected to have considerable reliability.

N
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EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DURBIN-WATSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSIS

1

VARIABLE INTERCEPT VALUE

Change in Change in Overall

F ratio Durbin-Watson

Ayee’ }
3 A

Level Trend Trend

TOTAL NUMBER OF REFERRALS
1. Total status offender referrals 65 +29 - - 12 1.9

(YA plus court)
2. Total eligible status
offender referrals (YA plus 59 +27 - - 14 1.9
court, eligibles)
BL Numbger of referrals from non-
justice system sources . 16 - - -.09 3.4 1.6
4. Number of YA and court o . )
referrals from law enforcement 49 . +24 - - 10 TTN2.1 !
5.. Total number of all referrals T
(delinqguent, status, neglect, YA) 318 - ~7.9 - 7 1.8
6. Number of status referrals -~
to court . 67 - - -,55 16 2.0 Al
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 trend only if it was

statistically significant at the .10 level or beyond.

entered in the column, not for the entire original equation.

as a control variable in the equation even if no value fact is given in this chart

the equation was re-estimated using an autoregressive model.

The F value and Durbin-Watson are for the variabie
The time variable {month) is always included
An asterisk indicates.
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EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DURBIN-WATSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSIS
VARIABLE ~ INTERCEPT VALUE Change in Change in Overall ., ... purbin-watsom
Lovel Trend Trend .
TOTAL NUMBER OF REIFERRALS
8; Number of Dependency A
(neglect) referrals to court 25 - -.98 - .07 2.0
9. Number of réferrals, any type,
to court (delinquent, status, |
Dependency A) 318 - -7.9 - 7 1.76
10. Number of eligible status B
offendexr referrals to court 61 -.78 41 1.8
. s
DETENTION OF REFPLRRALS BY COUR?Y ,»'[ ®
11. Number of status referrals . . \%kf \
detained ' ' .50 - - -.82 75 1.8
12. Number of eligible status
referrals detained . 46 -.87 920 1.6 .
i
13. Number of delinquent e
referrals detained* ’ : 109 - - ~1,1 14 1.6
14.° Number of all court referrals ‘
detained (status, delinquent, neglect) 176 - - ~1l.4 18 1.6
PETITIONS FILED ON REFERRALS
15. Number of petitions filed on .
status referrals 9 - - -.19 37 1.8



EQUATIONS, SIGNIFICANCE TESTS, AND DURBIN-WATSON STATISTICS FROM INTERRUPTED TIME SERIES ANALYSIS

VARIABLE INTERCEPT VAT.UE Change in Change in Overall

Level Trend Trend I ratio Durbin-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 institution-
alization

20. Number of eligible status
offender referrals committed to DSHS
for institutionalization

12 - - .51 2.4

(No estimates could be obtainéd due to severe outliers in the data
and autocorrelation problems that»could not be resolved)

TN
1.1 - - -,02 7 221
.89 - : - “,02 10 ' 2.02









