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PREFACE 

Whi.le Henry Paquin and Frederick Foster-Clark are the principal 
authors of this report, each project staff had,an impor~ant role in 
the development and performance of the evaluatlpn. Edwln,Ac:vedo . 
was the architect and prfmary contributor to Chapter V (Flndlngs: 
the Programs), and Robert Gallati performed many of the analyse~ 
related to Chapter VIr (Findings: Youngster Status Upon Co~pletlon 
of Residential Program Stays and Upon Return to the Commumty). 
Finally,.Janet Rothacker contributed to the analyses of Chapter IV 
(Findings: Characteristics of Youngsters at Intake), a~d Car~n 

'Nordstrom lay much of the groundwork for the analyses lnvolvlng the 
Residential Program Survey and Youth Ser'j;ce Team Survey, 

As is so frequently the case with research in the action setting, 
many program staff were of critical importance to the Study. !o 
these many staff, who know who th~y are, go our thanks for assl~tance 
fn the design of our data collection, assi~tance in the,collectlon .of 
those data, and encouragement in the face of what occ~slonally s:emed 
to be an insurmountable task. It is our hope,that ~hlS rep?rt w1ll 
pro.vi de them with eva 1 uati on data of the qua 11 ty Whl ch they deserve. 

This study was made possible by a grant !rom\the Ne~ ~ork State 
Division of Criminal Justice Services. The V1ews and oplnlons ~ 
expressed in this report are those of the authors, and dO,n?t,neces
sarily reptesent those of the Division for Youth or·the Dlvlslon of 
Criminal Justice Services. 
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~,HRODUCTION 

During the year 1978, approximately 2,500 youngsters ~'1ere ne\'/1y admitted 
or readmitted to sarne kind of program operated by the NeltJ York State Division 
for Youth. The youngsters varied tremendously. At one extreme were volunteers 
who had cOImlitted no offenses, had no court contacts, and no official place
ment terms; at the other were repeat serious offenders with long track records 
through the courts who received the longest terms permitted by law. The 
programs used to serv'i ce these youngsters were equally va)~ied, runn; ng the 
gamut from non-residential counsel ing programs in the conmunity, to rural, 
high security institutions. 

This report is a product of a two and one-half year study aimed at 
determining the effectiveness of the services delivered to youngsters in 
the Division for Youth. Given the reality of many different kinds of programs 
servicing many different kinds of youngsters, the study was organized around 
a four-part question: \'Jhat works, how well, for what kinds· of youngsters, 
under what circumstances. Based on the implicit and explicit policies of the / 
agency, it was hypothesized that the gross objectives for all youngsters were v 
to: 1) reduce recidivism, 2) improve education, 3) enhance employability, 
and 4) improve self-esteem. The study addressed the extent to which these 
objectives were met for various groups of youngsters. In order to facilitate 
the understanding of the setting, design and findings of this research, a few 
words on the role of this kind of evaluation are in order. 

:'.,; 
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A. The Study in Perspective 

Evaluation research is in general concerned with the accurate meas~re-
ment of the extent to which something intended is in fact observed.l In its 
purest and most useful application, evaluation is theory-based, i.e., geared 
to the testing of hypotheses regarding the'relationships bet~~een and among 
certai n phenomena. Ideally, program eval uators are key acto:rs in th'C develop- -
ment of the programs which will be evaluated, and thus-serve the function of 
arguing for clarity in the specification of target ~upulations, techniques, 
objectives and goals, and the methods to. be utilized in assessing the effective
ness and efficiency of the activity undertaken. The importance of this role 
cannot be overstated. The absence of evaluator participation in the program 
development process carries serious consequences for the eventual assessment of 
implementation, treatment and theory .Isuccess or failure. As Figure I.1 shows, 
an evaluation model has four essential components: 1) the implementation of 
the specific procedures or service to be reviewed, 2) the operation of these 
procedures, 3) the attainment of ,specific objectives, and 4) the attainment 
of longer-range goals. The greater the clarity and detail surrounding the 
content of the program model, the more likely the evaluation will yield policy
and theo~y-relevant findings. 

Theory-Based Evaluation 

Eval uation 1 iterature is replete with arguments for theory-test; ng 
through evaluation research.2 The case, in brief, for this kind of evaluation 
is grounded in the higher yield of theory-testing over what might be called 
non-theory-based program testing. Evaluation models which are geared-up to 
assess the vi abil ity of certai n hypotheses making up more comprehensi ve theori es 
produce more comprehensive, comprehendable and replicable ~indings. In the 
broad field of htnllan engineering, the evaluation of programs which are theory
based yields more policy-relevant analysis than those which are non-theory
based. For example, if a delinquency intervention program is grounded in 
certain assumptions regarding delinquency causation and the modification of 
certain behavior patterns, and if the implementation and operationalization 
of such a theory of intervention has been effectively carried out, then the 
evaluation of the programs should yield findings relevant to both agency-level 
policy and delinquency intervention theory. Under these circumstances, the 
dollars spent on evaluation yield maximum benefits. 

Non-Theory-Based Evaluation 

The superiority of theory-based evaluation notwithstanding, evaluation 
far more frequently occurs in settings which do not permit sophisticated theory
testing, and which require evaluators to adapt their research designs accordingly. 
In most instances in which theory-based evaluation is difficult or impossible, 
one or more planning shortcomings have occurred: 

? I 

1. the program or procedure to be evaluated is so poorly 
conceptualized that no particular theory is discernable; 

2. some theory is discernable, but poorly implemented and 
operationalized in practice, so that the evaluation cannot 
really test it; 
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FIGURE 1.1 
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3. theory is clear and implementation effected, but poor 
untimely, or inappropriate data prevents its testing.' 

, .' Once the evaluator has rul ed out a fully theory-based eval uation, 
It beco~es necessary to develop another kind of research design, one which 
deal s \'/1th the absence of one or more of the conditions associated with 
superior evaluations. Under these circumstances, the assumptions underlying 
the program or procedures to be examined, the short-term and long-range 
objectives of the program, and the target population for change must be 
!erretted-out by the evaluator, often long after the program has been 
lmplemented. In fact, these critical pieces of information must often be 
ga~h~red in the absence of both any original documentation and any of the 
orlglnal planners. The present study took place under some of these conditions. 

, A1~hough the D'i~ision for Y~uth was the setting for a great deal 
~f organlzatlonal and POllCY changes 1n the years immediately preceeding the 
study, ~hese chang~s w~re generally not accompanied by documentation outlining 
assumpt10ns and obJect1ves. Consequently, it was incumbent upon Project Staff 
to dete~ine what the original intentions of these efforts were, largely through 
the reVlew of related documents and discussions with selected agency officials. 
Since,s?m~ of the o~iginal a:chitects ?f these programs were no longer with 
the Dlvls10n, and Slnce cons1derable d1sagreement was found regarding what 
had been the content an~ objectives of specific kinds of programs, a detailed 
schema of program plannlng could not be reconstructed. 

Development of thi s Study 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has frequently supported research 
in the area of delinquency intervention program effectiveness throuah its 
Intensive Evaluation grants. The present study was funded in part through 
such a grant~ awarded to the Division for Youth by New York State1s Division 
of Criminal Justice Services. The Division for Youth was a logical selection 
for such funding, since the Intensive Evaluation progl"am was original1y designed 
to support evaluations of intervention programs which represented alternatives 
t? ~r~ditional faciliti~s. SUbstantial Federal support had been given the 
D1V1Slon for the establ1shment of decentralized alternative intervention 
programs -- alternatives to the large rural institutions of old -- and since 
late 1975, the Division had placed a major emphasis on not just the decreased 
use of thes~ institutions, but the diversification of program types offered 
both communlty-based and non-community-based. Finally, dur'jng the same period 
a radi ~ally ne~ system f~l", t~e inta~e. and pl ~cement of youngsters ~/as developed, 
one willch permltted the lnltlal decls'Jon-maklng concerning these youngsters to 
occur as close to their home communities as possible. The setting in which the 
study occurred is discussed in detail in Chapter II. 

B. Juvenile Delinquency; Causation and Intervention 

, ,Research in the area of juvenile del inquency generally addresses two 
dlstlnct areas: causation and intervention. While theories of causation and 
interventi?n are fundamentally di!ferent, one having to do with why youngsters 
b~come dellnquent and the ,other ~'Ilth m~thods of correcting such behavior, they 
are,neyertheless related ln some very lmportant ways, and quite difficult to 
entlrely separate from one another. The contributions of causation and inter
vention theories to the design of this Study and the se'lection of focal areas 
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for data collection and analysis will be obvious to those familiar with past 
delinquency research; nevertheless, a few words are in order. 

Delinquency Causation 

Speculation regarding the reasons why some youngsters become offenders 
(through status offense behavior or criminal offenses) and why ot~e~s don1t has 
always been at the heart of discussions am~n~ and betwe~n theoretl~lans and 
practitioners in the field. Although speclflc,explanatlon~ of dellnquency 
vary w-idely in the amount of importance they glve to certaln factors as 
causes of delinquent behavior, it has been convincingly argued that most, 
theories can be grouped according to their adherence to one of t~ree baslc 
assumptions regarding underlying causes. These haye beensu~arlfed by 
Travis Hirschi as Strain, Control and Cultural DeVlance theorles. 

Strain theory has at its core the assumption that delinquents a~e 
youngsters who deviate from conven~ional b~havior because of the,frustratl0n 
which they experience when attemptlng to l1ve and behave conventlon~lly. 
Theoreticians in this group contend that delinquency results from ~l~conte~t 
with the social order, a discontent which grows out of a sense of rallure ,ln 
the pursuit of comnonly held aspirations such as stature and wealth. Ob'nously, 
this school of thought focuses on 10wer class delinquency almost,e~clusively, 
identifying the "strain" of upward mobility as the central factor 1n the cause 
of deviant behavior. Theorists in this school argue, for example, that,lower 
class individuals perceive a special frustration due to the lack of meanlngful 
employment opportunities, and could be kept from deviant behavior through 
training programs aimed at making them mote employable. 

Control theorists argue that individuals have different levels of 
commitment to the conventional social order, and are "controlled" accordingly. 
Unl i ke Strain theory, which contends that peopl e are innately "moral", control 
theory assumes that attachn~nt to principles of morality varies, and acco~nts 
for attitudes toward and participation in deviant behavior. Delinquency lS 
thus perceived not as a consequence of frustration with the pu:suit of unive~
sally held aspirations, but rather because of th~ absence of tles to the soclal 
order and to these aspirations. 

Theories of Cultural Deviance are perhaps the most familiar group 
of explanations for delinquency, arguing simply that behavior whic~ is conven
tional for one group of individuals is not for another, and that d1fferent 
subcultures view one another as "insiders" or "outsiders". Theo:etici~ns 
within this group contend that deviant acts represent that behavlor WhlCh, 
while in keeping with the standal"'ds of a smaller, ?r less powerful culture, 
is in violation of those of the larger or more domlnant culture. 

Hirschi's grouping of various delinquency c~usation theo~i~s into 
these broader theories allows for a better understandlng of the cr1tlcal 
differences and similarities among these theories and assists in the inter
pretation of implications for delinquency intervention. 

Deli~guency Intervention 

Theories of delinquency causation attempt to explain the reasons 
why certain youngsters b~come del ~nqu~nt; theor~es of del inquency -jntervention 
attempt to explain what 1S effectlve 1n correctlng the delinquency so as to 



I: 

'" 

-6-

reduce or eliminate its recurrence. Obviously, intervention strategies, if 
at all conceptualized, must be based at least in part on some notions of. 
delinquency causation, since the targets of the correctional effort are either 
the elements which are thought to be causes or correlates of the causes of 
delinquency. For instance, intervention programs which concentrate much 
effort on neutralizing strong subcultural ties (gang identification, ethnic 
group insulation, etc.) are at least implicitly endorsing cultural deviance 
as one cause of delinquency. A control theory-based intervention strategy 
might, on the other hand, seek to maintain and develop social attachments of 
almost any kind, on the assumption that it is the lack of such bonds which 
predisposes or causes youngsters to turn to delinquency. 

From a theoretical perspective, it is clear that what the intervening 
agent selects as a strategy for correcting certain behavior ought to be related 
to what the agent believes are the real causes of the problem behavior. In 
the realm of delinquency programming, a number of factors confound the selection 
and development of intervention programs considerably. First, since the admin
istration of juvenile justice programs occurs primarily within the public sector, 
it is subject to the pressures brought to bear on government officials through 
public opinion/political representation; since public opinion is knmvn to vary 
considerably over time, programs operated by local, state and federal agencies 
ar~ often modified accordingly. Secondly, since there is hardly dramatic consen
sus about either the real causes of delinquency or the most effective correctional 
methods for dealing with it, controversy surrounds the operationalization of 
almost any kind of program, typified by praise or criticism from proponents of 
different theories of causation and/or intervention. Finally, legitimate program 
evaluation in the field of delinquency is still rare, and evaluation efforts often 
fail to capitalize on the insights of previous work. As a result, the develop
ment of intervention programs frequently takes place without adequate guidance 
from program evaluation, sometimes creating a cycle of program changes which are 
based on much less than rigorous evaluation findings. 

C. Areas of Data Collection in this Study 

This Study is best characterized as a comprehensive evaluation of 
d~linquency rehabilitation programs which, because of the setting in which it 
occurred, could not be geared to the testing of specific theories of delinquency 
intervention. Although it was the aim of the Study to assess the effectiveness 
of Division programs in dealing with the youngsters which they serviced, clearly 
defined intake and placement policies, intervention strategies, and program 
objectives were not available, requiring a broad exploration of these areas as 
part of the Study itself. Given the absence of well-defined intervention policies 
and ~bjectives both a~ the program and the executive level, it was incumbent 
upon the evaluators to define objectives and mea$ure youngster characteris-
tics and program content as comprehensively as ~ossible, since no specific 
theory of intervention was to be tested. 

As will be discussed in the research design section, the objectives 
of the agency's programs are hypothesized to be the reduction or elimination! 
of recidivism, improvement in education, enhancement of employability, and 
improvement in self-esteem among its servic~d youngstel's. Youngster-oriented 
data collection at intake, in program and at outgo was thus oriented to the 
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measurement of these objectives. With regard to the programs themselves, the 
social climates of treatment-relevant entities (individual units within 
larger programs) were focussed upon, on the assumption that they were the 
environment which was the locus of treatment, or the actual treatment received 
by the youngsters in program. In addition, the relative stability (young
ster movement, length of stay) and community-basedness of the programs were 
measured, in order to determine the relative impacts of those dimensions of 
treatment. 

D. Outline of the Findings 

The findings of this study are organized around tv/O critical units of 
measure: the youngsters who came to the Division, and the programs which were 
used to service them. Each unit is treated independently first, in order to 
give the reader an understanding of "inputs" and "through-puts ll • The effects 
of programs on youngsters, controlling for types of programs and the different 
intake characteristics of youngsters, represent the next sections, and the 
heart of the analyses. 

As will be discussed in the Research Design, youngster intake types, 
program types, and youngster outcome types were developed in the Study and 
are utilized throughout the report. These groupings are important for several 
reasons; not the least of which is that they make the interpretation of the 
findings more relevant to program developers and policy-makers. In addition, 
the collapSing of large amounts of complex data into more parsimonious, 
theoretically-underpinned subsets allows for stronger analyses guid'~d by 
important themes. 



) 

( 

( 

CHAPTER I 

FOOTNOTES 

-8-

IFor a discussion of these elements of evaluation research, ~ee F:G. Caro, . 
"Evaluation Research: An Overview," in F.G. Caro, Ed., Read1ngs 1n Evaluat10n 
Research (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1977). 

2See , e.g., L.T. Wilkins, Evaluation of Penal Mea~ures (New York: Random 
House, 1969), pp. 28-33; and G. Nettler, Explain1ng Cr1me (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1974). 

3T. Hirschi, Causes of Delinguency (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1971). 
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II 

SETTING OF THE STUDY 

In 1960 the New York State Legislature created within the Executive 
Department the DivisionforYouth,chargcd with the responsibility of develop
ing and operating programs for the prevention of del inquency and rehabil itation 
of delinquent youngsters. 1 As it is currently configured, the Division is 
the agency in New York State which is responsible for the servicing of young
sters sent to it by the Courts because of status offenses (behaviors which are 

. governed for mi riors only) or deli nquent offenses beha vi ors whi ch, if commi tted 
by adults, would constitute criminal offenses). In addition, the Division has, 
in the past, serviced some youngsters who had not been through t2e courts at 
all, and presently continues to service court-placed volunteers. With regard 
to non-direct ser~ices, the Division encourages the development of local youth 
delinquency treatment and prevention .programs through financial and technical 
assistance. Much of this assistance is rendered to locally-based Youth Bureaus, 
who are supported by the Division in their development"of comprehensive Youth 
Service' plans. 

In recent years, the Division has had in its direct care, at anyone 
time, approximately 5~000 youngsters: 2,000 in residential programs and 
3,000 in non-residential counseling, either in place of residential treatment 
or after it, upon the youngsterl s return to h'is/her home community. Residential 
programs vary dramatically in physical and staffing characteristics, covering 
a spectrum from large rural secure fadl iti~s to urban homes and foster home 
placements in the community. 

, 



( 

( 

( 

( 

-10-

f th ' ~tudy is discussed ' 'th Division a<; a setting or· 1S.... t 
In thlS sectl0n, a

e
dm1'nl'strative and legislative changes, 2) its curren in terms of: 1) recent 

configuration, and 3) the general mandate of the agency. 

A. Recent Changes 

d' the agency's c~eation in 1960. A number of changes have occurre Slnce , rs wh;ch had been under 
First, ~n ~97~, th; training ~ho~1~fa~~C~~~c~:~v~~~~ewere transferred t~ the 
the jUrlSd1ct10n 0, the De~ar e~:) , 't 0 ulation of youngsters 1n 
Division, thereby substantlally ln~rea~lngc~a~g~ ~ccurred in 1975, amounting 
non-community-based care. ~ seCOlll maJor ra hic reaions each with its 
to the creation of four sem1-autonomo~s geo~ ~nderlylng t~is decentralization 
own administrative structure. Th~ P~~10S~Pl~calized' delinquency programming __ 
was essentially that.of the s~perlon y 0 ntion ro rams are more humane, 
the convictio:1 that ~nte~vent~on an~ p~~~eto anlco~ducted in communities. 
relevant and cost-efTect~ve w ~n or1en th s to deliver services as close to 
The Division's central 1ntentlon.waS u to enhance prevention progra~s , 
the youngsters' own ho~es as _posslble, both t and effective. Regionallzatl0n 
and to make reinteg~a~lOn e~Tortsf mOlrlefr~c~~~~s from intake through aftercare, resulted in tile admln1stratl0n 0 a, . u , 
by regional rather than central adm1n1strators. 

. 'd bl impact on the Division by re-Several other chang~s had conSl .e~a e rtain oroups of youngsters. 
defining policies,regardlng ~he servlclng o~i~~ Act w~ich was passed by 
The Juvenile Justlce ~nddDe~~~qUe~~~q~~~~e~ew York State legislation to 
Congress in 1974 comb1nef Wtl ~ su ffenders and volunteers in secure facil-
prohibit the placement 0 S a us 0 d the other end of the 
ities and tra~ning.schools. ~ew YO~~e~~:~sa~~r:~~~ le~islation in 1976 
offender co~tlnuum ~- the ser10US ~ , be laced for at least a . 
and 1978 which requlre~ that cer~al~T~~!e~de~~d ev~n required the processlng 
portion of their term l~ secure aC1 1 1e , ts 3 As a result. there was a 
and sentencing of certaln youngsters a~ adu~oth the increase in the total 
need for additional securehbedspace~ ~~~~~ments were required, as well as 
number of YOdunglste:hsO fOfrS~ayomf~~C~~ny of these serious offenders. 4 the increase engt ~ , _ 

., h t gsters in this Study began in r~ay Since the ~rack1ng of co or yo~n~ 'chan es occurrina prior to 
1978, ~nly those 1~9i~1~~!v~ ~~~ea~~~~~~~~~~~~~cs of9the population of ~o~n~-
that tlme could afTec ~ 1n t risk for re-entry into the Dlv1s10n 
sters followed. Cohort youngsters were a

ers 
re-entered the Division as 

under new 1 aws, however,., and some y~ungst tember 1978 to October 1979. 5 "juvenile offenders" dUrlng the perlod,f~~m,~e~rograms \<lhose status within the 
. In addition, some younwsters w~r~ S~rYl~~e ~tUdY ~eriod. In short, although 

Agency',s "leve~ system Cha~~et ~~~~~ the current configuration of programs 
most of ~h~ ~aJor chan9~s w.lcl t a the selection of a Study sample of youngsters, 
in the D1v1s1on oc~urr~~ prlo~ ~ , , t~ tive modifications occurred afte~-
some important leglSla~lve an, ~ m1n1S .a 'nto the Study. These changes ln 
ward, and were app~oprlately 10~orporat:dr!minders of the special nature of the Division's polley and p~actlces wer 
research in the action sett1ng. 

B. Current Configuration of Programs 

. , , , th function of intake and placement Currently, the Dlv1slon Ct~rr1ehs ~nhe usee of local Youth Service Teams decision-making in the field rlroug ... " .. , 11 
(YSTs). Youngsters entering Division services of any klnd are 1n1t1a y 

[.
'.':"."". >! 
... '# 
. f 
, ·f 

ld 
i, 
I t 

I ~ 
'r I' t" J 

I i 
l,j; 

I" I., It 
II 
11 

11 II 
1/ 
r' 

! ..... t· 

~ 
f 

I 

-11-

screened by YST staff, and remain in contact with these community-based teams 
for the duration of their stay with the DiVision, regardless of their mode 
of entry (type of adjudication and placement) or kind of initial placement (residential or non-residential). 

Residential programs are administered regionally and are divided among 
eight levels of security and service, of which seven are residential types. 
These levels are SUbsumed under three larger groups of programs: Secure, 
Non-Comrnunity-Based and Community-Based. Chart II.ldisplays the seven major 
residential program types operated by the DiVision along with official 
descriptions of these facilities as provided in the Agency·s 1980-81 Annual 
Plan. Program levels are arrayed in Chart 11.2, along with a listing of 
individual facilities grouped at each level and their budgeted capacities. 
According to Division policy, the needs of incoming youngsters are assessed 
by the local Youth Service Team, which then recommends the most appropriate 
placement for an individual youngster while taking into account the limita
tions on placement selection relating to age, sex, adjudication, and home community. 6 

The population of youngsters by level and type of program at the begin
ning and end of 1978 is displayed in Table 11.1. The total number of first 
admiSSions, re-admissions from aftercare and new admissions with prior service 
are distributed across program level in Table 11.2. It is important to note 
that one-third of the Division's admissions for the year were previously
serviced youngsters -- clients who were already on or had been in residential 
or non-residential service. It was because of this characteristic of Division 
admissions that the Study cohort was deSigned to include, in addition to "first 
timers", youngsters who were readmissions from aftercare and those who had 
prior service with the Division. In.so dOing, the youngster needs which the 
agency is called upon to service at anyone time were more accurately represented. 

Given the broad range of programs available in the DiVision, it is 
Possible to modify the services delivered to individual youngsters by moving 
these youngsters to different programs. For example, youngsters may be 
moved to more structured programs because of behavior problems, or moved 
from non-community-based facilities to community-based programs as they 
approach the point of returning to their homes. Many youngsters experience 
stays at very different kinds of programs all within one placement term with 
the Division. Because of the need to distinguish among services received and 
impacts on youngsters, the tracking of youngsters through Division programs 
was a major objective of this Study. The model developed ;s presented in Chapter VI . 

C. Objectives and Goal~ of the Division 

The theory underlying DiVision operations, as well as resulting objectives 
and goals, as understood by the authors, is displayed in Chart II.3. At 
least two broad dimenSions of Division assumptions regarding programs relate to 
components of more formalized delinquency intervention theories, and provide 
much of the groundwork for this evaluation. First, and most importantly, 
the Division endorses the use of a multiplicity of resources geared to 
servicing various kinds of youngsters, an assumption founded in differential 
treatment theory. Second, the Division supports the handling of youngsters in 
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CHART 11.1 

HISTORICAL PROGRAM CATEGORIES OF MAJOR RESIDENTIAL 
PROGRAMS OPERATED BY THE NEH YORK STATE DIVISION FOR YOUTH 

(Source: Division for Youth 1980-81 Annual Plan Draft) 

Secure Centers 

The Goshen and Brookwood Centers are rural secure special treatment facilities, 
providing placements for 75 and 60 juvenile delinquents,~espectively, between 
13 and 17 years old. The Tryon School also operates a secure program f~r 30 
girls. These programs serve juvenile offenders and designated felons (youth 
who have been adjudicated or convicted for certain very serious felonies), boys 
who are transferred from the training schools after a due process hearing and 
classified cases (other youth whose offense involved a violence). 

TraininQ SchoQls 

These include 120 and 80-bed rural training schools with structured programs 
providing close and careful supervision for adjudicated juvenile delinquents 
who require removal from their con~unity. The two schools -- the Industry 
School in the town of Industry and Tryon in Johnstown -- are reserved for 
delinquent boys between the ages of 13 and 17 years old. 

Speciai Residential Centers 

Special Residential Centers are larger rural facilities offering an individu
alized, shorter term, therapeutically intensive program for youth who cannot 
be maintained in their home community. South Kortright has 50 beds and serves 
boys aged 15 to 17, South Lansing will have 45 beds for delinquent girls aged 
14 to 18 years. The Auburn Center serves in residence 20 girls aged 15 to 18. 
Two new centers are the Individualized Learning Center with space for 20 boys 
and girls, and the Occupational Education Center, with a budgeted capacity of 
35 bpys. 

Camps 

Camps are 40 to 50-bed rural units which provide troubled youth with an active, 
therapeutic experience away from difficult familial and community-based programs. 
The six camps serve boys aged 13 to 17 and vary in their size, the intensity of 
their staffing, and the degree to which their program provides a highly struc
tured day for all residents, enabling them to provide for difficult delinquents 
in the two 40-bed camps as well as other youth in the four larger camps. 

illill. 
START (Short-Term Adolescent Residential Treatment) Centers are for the most 
part" 20-bed facilities providing a fairly intensive therapeutic environment for 
youth who cannot function in the more open setting of an urban home. Although 
seme youth attend local schools, most are served through an on-grounds program. 
The seven START Centers serve boys or girls mostly between the ages of 15 and 
17, and two more intensively staffed units serve exclusively juvenile delinquents. 
Four of the Centers are non-community-based ZO-bed units, and the other three, 
containing 15, 25, and 20 beds respectively, are more open programs utilizing 
co~uni~y resources. 

'(outh Development Centers 

Youth Development Centers (YDCs) are 24 to 50 bed, community-based groupings of 
small facilities in which youth can work out problems in their own community 
under close supervision and within a structured program in which youth progress 
from very limited access to the community to a more open residential setting. 
Located in the major metropolitan areas, YOCs are usually decentralized among 
several nearby buildings which together provide bedrooms, lounges, offices, 
couns~ling and classrooms. They serve either girls or boys, generally between 
the ages of 13 or 17, although again there are exceptions. 

Urban Homes 

Urban Homes are seven-bed, two and three-story homes on residential streets, 
offering residents an opportunity to gain adaptive skills while functioning in 
their own community. Some of the 57 units across the State are organized in 
groups of three in order to better utilize supervisory staff and to provide a 
wider variety of shared services. Homes serve males or females aged 14 to 17 
along with younger and older children as appropriate. 

-12-
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TYPE OF YOUTH AN{~ LEVE~ Of ~E~URITY AND SERVICE OF DIVISION FO YOUTH FACILITIES 
ource. Dlvls10n for Youth 1980-81 Annual Plan 

Level of Facility, Type of 
Youngster, and Total 
Operational Caoacitv 

Secure Programs 

I. Adju~i~ated juvenile delinquents 
requ1rlng a secure facility. 

Non-Community-8ased Programs 

II. Adju~i~ated juvenile delinquents 
requlr1ng removal from the com
munity to a facility with 
limited secure capability. 

III. Youth with special educational 
or mental health needs and who 
are ci~~med to require a limited 
security program. 

Fully Operational 

IV. Youth deemed to require removal 
from the community but who do 
not require a program with 
secure capability. 

Community Programs 

V. Youth who can remain in the 
c~~unity but with potentially 
llmlted access and continuous 
staff support. 

VI. Youth deemed able to reside in 
the community in a residential 
progr~m with staff direction: 

VII. Youth deer.1ed to requi"re removal 
from their "own homes" but who 
~an function in the community 
1n an alternative home situa
tion. 

VIII. Youth on aftercare and those 
who can remain in their own 
home and cOII"Jnunity with sup
portive services. 

Facilities or ?roaram Caoacities 
Facility or Program Sudgeted Caoacity 

Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 
Tryon 

Industry 
Tryon 
Highland Occupational Educ3tion 

.Center 
Brentwood START 
Middletown START 
South Lansing 
Camp Brace 
Camp MacCormick 
Bushwick 
Pyrami d House 
Overbrook 

Individualized Learning Center 
Rochester Enriched Residential 

Center 

Camps: 
Annsville 
Cass 
Nueva Vista 
Grea t Va 11 ey 

Special Residential Centers: 
Kortright 
Auburn 

STARTS: 
Adirondack START 
Willowbrook START 

Youth Development Centars; 
BrookiYn 
New York City 
Bronx 
Syracuse 
Buffalo 
Brooklyn 

All Group Homes 

Urban START Centers: 
Buffalo START 
New York City START #2 
New York City START #7 

Foster Homes 
Independent Living 

Youth Service Teams 
Day Services/Aftercare 

75 males 
60 males 
18 males 
30 females 

120 males 
80 males 
35 males 

20 males 
20 males 
45 females 
40 males 
40 ;nales 
30 males 
SO males 
50 males 

20 coed 

10 males 

60 males 
50 males 
60 males 
60 mal.as 

50 males 
20 females 

20 males 
20 fern.: 1 es 

47 males 
50 males 
50 males 
27 coed 
50 coed 
24 females 

231 males 
168 females 

26 males 
20 males 
16 males 

390 cCted 
50 coed 

----------~---------------,----~--~--------------~ 
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CHART I r. 3 

THEORY, OPERATIONS, OBJECTIVES AND GOALS 

Intervention Theory 

A. 

B. 

De 1 i nquency programn:i ng i ~ more humane, ,r7l evant, ~n? cos t- , '" 
effecti Ve when 0 ri ented to and conductea 1 ~ cornnun: tl es '. S 1 nc_ 
one kpy goal of the Division is that of re1ntegrat10~ of,youngsters 
into their communities, programs should b7 operated 1n tnese 
cornnunities or near them, as much as posslble. 

Since different kinds of youngsters have d~f~e~ent ~I!eds and , 
requi re di fferent ki nds of ~erv~ ~es, the ~l V1:S 1 on snl.)u~ d ,Provl de 
a vari etv of servi ce~and dl s trl oute youngsters to va r1 OL!~ 
prograws' according to cur~en~ nee~s. I~ addition, there 1S a, 
need to provide some contlnulty ~, serVlces t~ young~ters, ana 
to integrate Division services wlth those ava1lable ln the 
community. Growth and development in youngsters ~hould be, 
mcnitored to assure continued delivery of approprlate serVlces, 

II. Operationalization 

A. 

B. 

C. 

Regionaiization of processing and services. Develop~nt of 
Districts within Regions. Development of more r;0",~un1~y-b~sed 
programs. Use of least restrictive placement. Reouctlon 1n use 
of 1arge institutions. 

Development of varying kinds of p~graws in co~unit~. ",Youth 
Deve 1 opment Centers, Urban Homes, roster Ca re, 1 ndep"nd_~t 
Living, !:Jay Care Services, and others, dev;sf!d to rr.eet dlfferent 
needs. 

Primarily through Youth Service Team system, d~stri~ution of 
youngsters to most approoriate services, trac~lng OT Y?lJng~ters 
through programs and aftercare all within Reg10ns or DHtr1cts. 

III. Objectives and G~als 

A. Obj ecti ves : 

1. Reducti on in reci di v; sm and other' prob 1 em beha vi or 
2. Improvement in education 
3,. Enhancement of empioyability 
4. Improvement in self-esteem, self-image, conventional identification 

B. Long-ierm Goals 

1. Protection of the publ i,e 
2. Rehabilitation pf youngsters 
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community-based settings when POSSible, reflecting its endorsement of treatment in the community. 
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The schema presented in Chart II.3 along with the description of 
DiVision programs in Charts II.1 and II.2, are far too general to permit the 
t(~sting of specific hypotheses of delinquency intervention. The DiVision 
pr'ograms which this Study set out to evaluate were not grounded in any 
clearly articulated theories of intervent-ion, and the grouping of programs 
according to levels of "security and service" provided little in the way of 
rationale for the matching of youngster needs with program resources. Only 
th(~ most general assumptions r-egarding security and extent of removal from 
th~! community (in terms of interaction, not geography) appear to be measured 
by the Division's program levels. With the exception of policies concerning 
the placement of the different sexes, age groups and adjudication types, very 
little in the way of placement decision-making formulae were found; as a 
result, the Study was geared primarily to the answering of fundamental 
questions concerning program effectiveness and only passingly to the 
testing of theories of rehabilitation. 

'~ I 



-16-

TABLE 11.1 
CLIENT POPULATION CHANGES BY LEVEL OF PLACEMENT - 1978 

( 

SECURE PROGRMIS 

Level I 

NON-CO/·1MUIIITY -BASED PROGRArIS 
! 

Levels rr/III - Limited Secure 
Training Schools 
Camps 
ather Residenti-a 1 

Level IV - Rural Non-Secure Limited Access 
~m~ . 
Other Residential 

CO~IMUNIiY -BAStD PROGRAHS 

Level V - Community-Based Limited Accessa 
Level VI - Open Programs b 
Level VIr - Foster Care/Independent Living 

Cooperative Voluntary/Alternative Placement 

TOTAL 

aVOCs 
bUr ban Homes and Urban STARTs 

POPULATION 
AS OF 1/1/78 

, IN 

07 (138) 

14 (282) 
09 (177) 
03 (65) 
02 (40) 

19 (379) 
12 (233) . 
07 (146) 

08 (150) 
19 . (.356) 
24 (.473) 

08 (164) 

100 (1962) 

I CASES 
ADMITIED 
~ .'II .. 

04 (95) 

15 (342) 
07 (152) 
04 . (84) 
05 (106) 

21 (476) 
12 (286) 
08 (190) 

09 (214) 
23 ~541) 
21 496) 

07 (152) 

100 (2316) 

Source: New York State Division for Youth. Annual Statistical Suoolement: 1978 

TABLE II.2 

CASES I POPULATION 
RELEASED AS OF 12/31/73 

I ., II ,. II ., 

03 (77) 08 (156) 

10 (245) 20 (379) 
06 (134) 10 (195) 
03 !70) 04 (79) 
02 41) 06 (105) 

22 (517) 18 (338) 
12 (290) . 12 (229) 
10 (227). 06 (109) 

09 (207) 09 (167) 
24 (570) 18 (337) 
26 (517) 19 (352) 

(17 (154) 09 (152) 

100 (2387) 100 (1891 ) 

LEVEL OF PLACEMENT BY ADMISSION TYPE - 1978. 

C SECURE PROGRAMS 

Level I 

c 

. ( 

NON-CO~~·lUN ITY -BAScO PROGRMIS 

Levels II/III - Limited Secure 
Training Schools 
Camps 
Other Residential 

Level IV - Rural Non-Secure Limited Access 
Camps . 
O~her Residential 

COHI·IUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS 

Level V - Community-Based Limited Accessa 
Level VI - Open Programsb 
Level VII - Foster Care/Independent Living 

Cooperative Voluntary/Alternative Placement 

TOTAL 

dyDCs 

bUrban Homes and Urban STARTs 

. FIRST 
ADI1ISSIONS 

ROW % COL. t 

80 05 

75 39 

70 15 
60 06 
(30 04 
77 05 

79 24 
77 14 
82 10 

63 49 

76 . 10 
77. 26 
41 13 

70 07 

68 100 

RE-ADmSSIONS 
FROM AFTERCARE 

II IM·J % l,;Ul... :;; II) 

(78) 07 01 (7) 

(615) 14 20 (113) 

(239) 16 10 (55) 
(95) 18 05 (28) 
(58) 17 02 (14) 
(76) 13 02 ( 13) 

(37€) 12 10 (58) 
(219) 14 07 (39) 
(157) 10 03 (19 ) 

(779) 34 73 (418) 

(161) 20 08 (43) 
(411 ) 20 18 (lOS) 
(207) 54 47 (270) 

(107) 24 06 (36) 

(15i9) 25 100 (574) 

I 
Source: New York State Division for Youth. AnnuaJ Statistical Suoplement: 1978 

j / 

I PRIOR SERVICE/ 
NE!~ PLACEMENT TOTAL 

R \oJ ~ CUL.'t, N) !(UW :; t;UL. '~ !iI) 

12 08 (12) 100 04 (97) 

11 57 (91 ) 100 3S (819) 

14 30 (48) 100 15 (342) 
22 22 (35) 100 07 (158) 
04 02 (3) 1100 04 (85) 
10 06 (10) 100 04 (99) 

09 27 (43) 1100 21 (477) 
10 17 127) 100 12 (285) 
08 10 16) 100 08 (192) 

04 . 73 (48) 100 54 (1245) 

04 06 (9) 100 09 (213) 
03 09 (lS) 100 23 (531 ) 
05 15 (24) 100 22 (Sal) 

06 06 (9) 100 07 (152) , 

07 100 (160) 100 100 (2313) 

.o. I 
I 
I 

o 

o 

( , 

o 

o 
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CHAPTER II 

FOOTNOTES 
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IFor a review of the Division's development, see Youth Service News, 16 
(Summer, 1965):19. 

2Even youngsters who are not adjudicated (i.e., volunteers) must now be 
referred through Family Court in order to receive Division service. In 
the past, some youngsters with no court contact whatsoever were occasionally 
serviced in various DFY programs. 

3Chapter 481 New York State Laws of 1978; amended by Chapter 411 Laws of 
1979. New York State Family Court Act ~753-a (McKinney, 1979). 

4It was assumed that even if the total number of youngsters entering the 
Division remained stable, their increased length of stay in residential 
programs before aftercare/parole woul,d cause a bedspace shortage. 

5Althou9h no youngsters entered the cohort as Juvenile Offenders, since the 
legi'slation authorizing the processing of youngsters in this fashion had 
not yet been enacted, some youngsters It/ere at ri sk to become JOs duri ng 
the Study period (i.e., were in the proper age range) and some in fact did, 
by being convicted of new offenses. 

6It is the policy of the Division to service youngsters in programs located in 
or near each youngster1s home community whenever possible. 
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III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

A. Research Questions 

The overall objective of this Study was to assess the effectiveness of 
rehabilitation programs operated by the Division for Youth. All Division P/ 
program types were included in the Study in order to make the evaluation as 
comprehensive and representative as possible. Specific hypotheses and more 
detailed questions were subsumed under one four-part research question: 
What works, how well, for what kinds of youngsters, under what circumstances? 
A review of Division planning and policy documents led to the specification 
of four broad objectives as representing the goals of all Division service 
to youngsters: 1) a reduction of recidivism, 2) improvement in education, 
3) enhancement of employability and 4) an improvement in youngster self
esteem., The Division pursues these objectives through the matching of 
youngsters with appropriate service (what might be called an endorsement 
of differential treatment) and the use of a multiplicHy of service~ 
(multiple kinds rather than one-dimensional ser'J"lce) as part of the reinte
gration of youngsters back into the community. Finally, the Division utilizes 
an intake, placement and aftercare schema which permits the handling of 
youngsters near the home community through a network of community-based 
Youth Service Teams, and the return of youngsters to the home community through 
the services of the same team and, ideally, the same caseworker. This contin
uity of service design is intended to assure that individual youngsters with 
specific needs not be lost in the cracks of a large, impersonal system. 

/ 
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The underlying theory, operations and goals of the Division, as pieced 
together by the authors and verified as accurate by Division executives, were 
summarized in Chart II.3. I As discussed, evaluators could find no more detailed 
hypotheses regarding the DivisionIs mission and the effectiveness of different 
intervention strategies; program planning and implementation had occurred, as 
is so often the case, without the development of an evaluation design,C)r the 
specification of the conditions of success or failure. It was thus left to the 
Study staff to determine what kind of evaluation would be most rigorous and 
relevant. 

Given the need to assure both descriptive and analytical power in the 
design, large populations of both youngste~s served and programs servicing 
them were selected for various levels of data collection. Programs were ~ 
grouped into two categories: 1) target programs, representing all community
b~sed.facilities in the four metropolitan areas of New York City, the Capital 
Dlstrlct, Buffalo, and Syracuse, as well as a sample of non-community-based 
programs representing the different types administered by the Division, and 
2) non-target programs, representing all remaining programs administered by y/ 
the Division. In order to guarantee repre,sentativeness, the sample of young
sters selected represented all new and re-admissions to .the Division during 
a four-month period. For' purposes of data collection, target programs were 
measured with a number of instruments at different points in time in order to 
determine the nature of their rehabilitative content. Youngsters who were 
serviced at target programs were singled out for special data collection in 
some instances, in order to create a group of programs and youngsters for whom 
very extensive analyses were possible due to the availability of additional 
data. 

The tracking design utilized in the Study thus permitted the tracking of 
all cohort youngsters through all programs which serviced them during the 
Study period. These movement data were supplemented with more comprehensive 
information for the target programs, and by additional youngster-specific 
data for certain groups within the cohort. Consequently, varying levels of 
analysis are conducted in the examination of youngsters and programs, depending 
on the data which can be brought to bear in answering different research 
questions. 

B. Cohort Tracking Model 

This Study utilized a quasi-experimental, multiple-treatment, selective ./ 
pre/post testing, cohort tracking design. Each of these design characteristics 
has some bearing on the pO~/er of the analyses and the areas which could, in 
fact, be evaluated. A cohort tracking model was utilized because it offered 
the most power in the assessment of program effectiveness. Rather than 
select a stratified random sample from a yearly base, the entire 
population of ~ or readmissions to any kind of Division service (N=1081) ~ 
was selected for a four-month period (May through August, 1978). Since the 
population was distributed among different security levels, program types, 
and duration of service, running the gamut from youngsters with minimal contact 
with the Division and no residential placement, to those who received intensive 
residential service, a quasi-experimental design was available. In addition, 
since some youngsters with very similar intake characteristics received different 
kinds of service, a multiple-treatment model was also available. This aspect of 
the design allowed for two fundamental kinds of comparisons: the impact of 
different services on similar youngsters, and similar service on different kinds 
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of youngsters. In addition, the comparison of multiple as opposed to single 
service for similar groups of youngsters was possible. 

The pre/post aspect of the design vias complicated by the use of several 
similar but not identical measures at various points in the intake through 
release from service time-span. Some measures, for some youngsters, were 
taken in a standard pre/post fashion (for example, self-concept data); for 
other youngsters, intake, service and outcome data were not available in a 
controlled pre/post fashion using the same instruments, thus requiring the 
development of different strategies for the assessment of program impact on 
youngsters. 

The res~arch questions addressed by the Study required a focus on two 
units: the youngsters who were serviced by the Division, and the programs which 
the Division utilized in servicing them. In order to adequately answer what 
works for which youngsters, both programs and youngsters were examined very ~ 
closely and grouped according to critical characteristics. In addition, the 
movement of youngsters through programs was carefully quantified so as to 
make a refined assessment of effectiveness possible. Finally, the status of 
youngsters upon program completion and after admission to aftercare was 
reviewed through surveys administered to the staff at residential programs 
and aftercare workers in the community, and an official arrest check was 
conducted for youngsters who had been sufficiently at risk. 

C. Data Focal Points and Reguirements 

As indicated, the cohort consists of all new admissions and readmissions 
to Division programs for the four-month period May 1st to August 31st, 1978. 
Since the forms of entry and re-entry into the Division were rather complex, 
they were sorted into nine kinds of admissions or readmissions as described 
in Chart 111.1. The majority of cohort youngsters were First Admission entry 
types; this type accounted for 52% of the entire cohort. Various other kinds 
of entry and re-entry types are isolated in Chart 111.1 in order to permit a 
detailed examination of these youngsters and the analyses of the relationship 
between their methods of entry OY' re-entry into the Division and other charac
teristics. 

The cohort is representative of Division youngsters and their typical 
forms of entry or re-entry into the Agency; it is exclusive of transfers 
among residential programs, and simple transfers to aftercare, since this 
kind of movement represents a continuation of an on-going service rather than 
the initiation of a new service team. Figure 111.1 represents a simplified 
flow chart of youngster entry, re-entry and transfer among Division programs; 
Figure 111.2 is a flow chart of kinds of youngster absence from residential 
service. 
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CHART II I.1 

ENTRY AND RE-ENTRY TYPES AND YOUNGSTER CHARACTERISTICS 

Entry Type 

A First Admissions 

B Readmissions from Aftercare: 
No extension or new term 

C Readmissions from Aftercarp.: 
\·Jith extension or new term 

D' NeW Admissions: Prior term 

E Returnees from AWOL Status: 
No extension or new term 

F Returnees from AWOL Status: 
\~i th extens i on or new term 

G New Admissions to 
Counseling or Assessment: 
No prior DFY service 

H New Admissions to 
Counseling or Assessm~nt 
with prior service 

New Admissions: Court 
Placement to Voluntary 
Agencies 

Younoster Entry Characteristics 

New admissions to residential programs or 
readmissions from aftercare/counseling to 
residential programs. for youngsters with 
no current or prior DFY residential service. 

Readmissions from aftercare/counseling to 
residential programs, for youngsters who 
have had residential service all within 
the same placement term (no new placement 
or extension). 

Readmissions from aftercare/counseling or 
new admissions to residential programs. 
for youngsters 'ilho have had residential 
service, who now receive extension of 
placements or new placement terms. The 
extension or new placement must occur 
within three months of either release from 
last prior residential service or discharge 
or placement, Whichever occurs later, for 
inclusion ill this entry type. 

New admissions to residential programs 
three months or lonoer after one or more 
previous terms of service (defined by 
placement term or involvement in residential 
program) were terminated and during which 
term(s} at least one residential program was 
experienced for at least one month. 

Returnees to residential programs from 
unauthorized absences (overstays or runaways) 
or more than 30 days with no extension or 
new term of placement. 

Returnees to residential programs from un
authorized absences (overstays or runaways) 
of mor~ than 30 days with extensions of 
placement or new placement terms. 

New admissions to counseling for youngsters 
with no prior or current OFY residential 
service. 

. New admissions to counseling for youngsters 
with prior DFY residential service greater 
than 30 days. 

Direct admissions to voluntary agencies. 
Accordi ng to the requi rements of Ne\~ York 
State1s Family Court Act, youngsters 
adjudicated and placed in private agencies 
must first be "placed" with the bivision for 
Youth (or the Department of Social Services). 
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Figure II!.l 

DFY YOUNGSTER ENTRY AND RE-ENTRY TO RESIDENTIAL SERVICE FLOW CHART 
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D. Data Collection Instruments 

Data Were gathered on two critical units in the Study: youngsters and / 
the programs used to service them. Eight sources (instruments) were utilized 
to collect data on various groups of cohort youngsters: 

1 ) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
E, ) 
0) 
7) 
8) 

Intake Assessment 
Notice of Movement Form 
Education Unit Testing Data 
Self-Concept Inventory 
Behavior Survey 
Residential Program Survey 
Youth Service Team Survey 
Summary Criminal History 

Three instruments were utilized in the measurement of program characteristics: ~ 
1) Rudol ph ~Ioos' Communi ty-Ori en ted Programs Envi ronment Scal e (COPES) 

and Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) for community
based and non-communitY-based programs, respectively 

2) Community Linkages and Interaction Profile (CLIP) 

3) Program Description Form 

All youngster- and program-specific instruments are displayed in Appendix A . 

Figures 111.3 and 111.4 categorize the data collection points and instru
ments utilized in the measurement of youngsters and programs. Table III.l 
shows the target population and data captured with each instrument. The Study's 
tracking design required the measurement of certain characteristics at intake 
and subsequent paints for a population of youngsters representative of Division 
youngsters on the whole. 

The tracking of cohort youngsters began with the youngster's first service 
(residential or non-residential) upon entry or re-entry into the Division during 
May 1 - August 31, 1978, and continuing through October 5, 1979. Since the 
median length of stay for Division youngsters in residential programs on the 
whole has been approximately 8 to 11 months during recent years, it was expected 
that by that time" t~e majori ty of cohort youngsters woul d have compl eted the; r' 
periods of reside~tial service and have entered counseling (aftercare) in their 
home communities. 

Various sources of information regarding cohort youngster contacts with 
official juvenile or criminal justice agencies were surveyed. First, all move
ment within the Division for Youth during residential stay as well as subsequent 
to it were monitored; second, appropriate cohort youngsters were checked for 
fingerprintable arrests through the Identification and Data Systems of the 
Division of Criminal Justice Services, and information regarding indictments, 
convictions, and sentences were drawn from here also. 
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FIGURE ! I I. 3 
DATA' CQLLECTION POINTS AND INSTRUMENTS: YOUNGSTERS 
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Form Behavior Survey Inventory Residential Program Team Survey 

-'Education Testing Survey Summary Movement Data 
Criminal 

I Iii <;tory 

FIGURE II I. 2 
DATA COLLECTION POINTS AND INSTRUMENTS: PROGRAMS 
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The educational progress of the cohort youngsters was monitored through 
the Division's Education Unit, which provided screening and skills progress 
for cohort youngsters as well as the same data, for baseline comparison pur
poses, for non-cohort youngsters. The Youth Service Teams and other outreach 
personnel, in addition to the Division's Employment Unit, were contacted for 
data regarding the employment patterns of cohort youngsters. 

A final area of data collection and analysis which was part of the tracking 
design was that of the youngster's self-concept: Cohort youngsters fall into 
one of several groups with regard to the number of times they were surveyed with 
the Self-Concept Inventory (SCI), depending on their length of stay in individual 
programs and the intensity of data gathering in those programs. For some young
sters, SCI data were available at intake, at six months, and at release into the 
community (entry into aftercare/counseling); for others, at only one or two of 
these points. As a result, different analyses are controlled by the size and 
representativeness of each pool of SCI data, and are geared to answering diff
erent research questions. 

1. Data Coll ecti on: Youngsters 

a. Intake Assessment Form 

The Intake Assessment Form is a document used at intake by Youth 
Service Team workers to record significant information about youngsters 
referred to the Division. The Intake Assessment Form consists of the Intake 
Face Sheet, which summarizes personal and demographic information and legal 
information pertaining to any current court contact, and the Intake Assessment 
Data Supplements \oJhich cover such areas as legal and placement histories, 
health history, family and school background, and behavioral characteristics. 
These supplements are recent additions to the Division's data base on young
sters having been implemented in the Spring of 1978. All of the information 
from the Intake Face Sheet and most of the quantifiable data from the supple
ments are coded and computerized upon receipt by the Juvenile Contact System. 

The Intake Assessment Form (hereinafter IA) is completed by a 
youngster's YST worker during the approximately two weeks between his/her 
referral to the Division and placement in a program. Information is typically 
gleaned from interviews with the youngster and family, available records such 
as the probation report and school transcripts, and discussions with the 
referral source and prior service providers. The information gathered on the 
IA is designed to enhance the'initial placement process as well as the develop
ment of a basic service plan at the YST level; it is then forwarded to prograffi 
personnel and assists in the selection of specific programs within facilities. 

b. Notice of Youth Movement Form 

The Notice of Youth Movement Form (NYM) is a document used by Youth 
Service Team workers and facility staff whenever a youngster is admitted to, 
absent from, returning to or released from any residential, af~ercare or day 
serv'ice unit while under the responsibility of the Division for Youth. This 
information is reported to the Statistics and Survey 0nit on the occasion of 
any such movement, and this was the key source of movement pattern information 
for the Study. 
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c. Education Testing Data 

Several kinds of education testing data were made available through 
the Division's Education Unit. These data were gathered by Division teachers 
and education coordinators, utilizing the following instruments: Wide Range 
Achievement Test (WRAT), Woodcock Word Identification Subtest, Amidon Develop
mental Reading Tests, Random House testing system, and the Keymath Diagnostic 
Arithmetic test. The WRAT was used for initial screening in both reading and 
mathematics at Camps, Secure Centers, Training Schools, South Kor~r~ght.and 
South Lansing. All other facilities used the Woodcock Word Identlflcatl0n . 
Subtest for reading screening. After initial screening, the more comprehenslve 
Amidon and/or Random House tests were administered periodically to youngsters 
qualifying for Title I remedial program services. 

d. Behavior Survey 

Given the importance of distinguishing among youngs~ers accord~ng 
to their levels of past delinquent behavior, Study staff Itlere lnterested ln 
estimating the amount and types of delinquent offenses committed by.youngsters 
admitted to the Division and to this end employed a self-report dellnquency 
measure.! The development of the Behavior Survey, a self-report delinquency 
questionnaire administered to cohort youngsters, enabled Study staff to deter
mine the nature and extent of delinquencies comm'itted by certain cohort members 
within a specified time period prior to their admission to the Division for 
Youth. 

The Behavior Survey (see Appendix A) consists of twenty-nine items 
which comprise five scales: Status/Victim~ess Offense, Pers~n Offense~ Property 
Offense, Drug Offense, and a scale measurlng overall Intenslty o~ Del1nqu~nt 
Involvement. "Status/Victimless" offenses are those offenses WhlCh are e~ther 
not crimes if committed by adults (e.g., drinking, breaking curfew) or crlmes 
for which there is no injury to parties consenting to be involved in the crime 
(e.g., prostitution). "Property" offenses are those ~ff~nses in whi~h pro.perty 
is stolen, trespassed upon, and/or damaged, but the vlctlm of the crlme (1.e., 
the owner of the property) is not personally injured or confronted (e.g., 
burglary, vandalism). "Person" offenses are crimes in which the victim~ cou:,d 
actually or potentially be personally injured (e.g., robbery, arson). Drug 
offenses are those offenses which involve either possession or sale of controlled 
substances. 

e. The Self-Concept Inventory 

One of the four rehabilitation goals addressed in this Study is that 
of improvement in self-concept, a theoretical const~uct that has come ~o play 
an increasingly important role in numerous explanatlons.of h~man be~avl0r. 
Theori'sts in personality development, adolescence, and Juvemle dellnquency 
frequently employ the concept to explain the causes or ~ffects of other relevant 
variables and it is thus quite logical for a human serVlces agency such as the 
Division to focus on client self-concept as well. For t~e purposes of the. 
present Study, measures of a youngster's self-concept.prl~r to, and fo~lowlng 
residential stay were to be reviewed; first to determlne lf any apprecla~le 
improvement occurred, and second, to estimate the program correlates of lmproved 
self-concept scores. 
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The Self-Concept Inventory (SCI) is an instrument comprised of 
three components chosen for their ability to individually tap important, 
specific dimensions of the self-concept: 1) the Coopersmith Self~Esteem 
Inventory (Form C); 2) the Walther Work Relevant Attitudes_ Inventory; and 
3) the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offender Project's Social Adjustment 
Scale. Much previous research in the area of the self-concept has suffered 
from either over-simplification of the construct (imputing more "power" to 
the variable than justified) or a narrowness of focus so as to make compari
sons with other work difficult if not impossibleJ Related to the over
simpiification problem is the problem of definition: what is meant by the 
term self-concept. It can be used in reference to generalized attitudes 
toward the self or more specific evaluations about "competence" in a certain 
area. 3 The over-riding concerns in the selection of appropriate self-concept 
instruments for the present Study were that they be: 1) comprehensive (that 
they tap not only general evaluative attitudes toward the self, but toward 
such other relevant factors as family, employment, and legal experiences); 
2) methodologically sound (that they be clear in focus and definition, and 
that they be valid and reliable); and 3) applicable to the Division's 
population (that they be brief and simply worded). 

f. Summary of Youngster's Progress: Residential Program Surv~ 

Two instruments were developed to measure certain post-program 
outcomes in a fashion that summarized the progress and status of individual 
youngsters. The first of these, the Residential Program Survey (RPS), was 
targetted for a 11 cohort youngsters who were servi ced for ni nety days or 
more in any Division residential facility. A form was thus sent to the 
Director of each residential program which serviced a cohort youngster for 
at least ninety days, requesting that the information be gathered through 
contact with the education and counseling staff who had supervised that 
youngster while in program. Given this sampling design, many youngsters 
had more than one RPS completed for them, since they had been serviced in 
more than one residential program. 

Two dimensions are measured in the RPS: 1) the degree to Itlhich 
a youngster improved in certain problem areas while in program, and 2) the 
degree to which certain factors contributed to the progress. Eighteen 
problem areas are listed in the former, making liP the subscales measuring 
maturity, behavior, school, orientation to family, and orientation to work. 
Eleven factors make up the latter, making up scales measuring group-centered 
activities, work skills, youngster-centered activities, and child-family 
development. 

g. SUmmal"y of Youngster's Progress: Youth Service Team Survey 

The Youth Service Team Survey (YSTS) was targetted for all cohort 
youngsters who were admitted to aftercare or discharged, or who received 
only non-residential counseling during their contact with the Division. 
This instrument, completed by Youth Service Team staff who supervised cohort 
youngsters, addressed the areas of current residential status, school and 
employment, status offenses known and criminal justice p.rocessing, and 
attitudes toward self, f~mily, school, employment, delinquency, and peers. 
These data were gathered through a pre-arranged phone survey conducted by 
Study staff, in v/hich YST respondents were asked to report on cohort young
sters who had been or were currently on their caseloads. 
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h. Summary Criminal History 

To further address the issues of recidivism and criminal jus
tice processing, criminal record searches were obtained from the Division of 
Criminal Justice Services for a'il Study youngsters who had experienced some 
residential programming and who were age sixteen (the age of legal responsi
bility in New YOl'k State) on or before December 31, 1978 (selected in order 
to pennit sufficient time "at riskll). The number (up to three) and specific 
nature of the arrest(s) were recorded for all youngsters submitted for 
record checks. Only those arrests occurring after the youngster had entered 
the Division and before September 30, 1979, the cut-off date for the survey, 
were recorded. The official at-risk period for each youngster thus extended 
from date of entry into the Division or the sixteenth birthday, whichever 
occurred more recently. Since these checks were conducted without benefit 
of fingerprint verification, arrest data were accepted only when other 
identifiers (age, sex, ethnicity, home address) were in agreement. 

2. Data Collection: Programs 

As displayed in Figure 111.4, data was gathered on certain DFY 
programs at two points in time in an effort to more accurately describe the 
treatments received by Study youngsters. Brief descirptions of these in
struments are given below and more detail accounts of the measurement 
strategy and the dimensions tapped are given in Chapter V. 

a. Social Climate Inventories 

Rudolf Moos' Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale 
(COPES) and Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) were utilized 
to measure intervention-relevant components of social climate on targetted 
community-based and non-community-based programs respectively. Data captured 
through the use of these instruments at two separate times (Spring 1978 and 
Spring 1979) were the underpinnings for the program typology developed in 
the Study. Survey responses by residents and staff in targetted programs 
were used to measure various dimensions in the areas of Relationships, 
Personal Development (Treatment), and System Maintenance and Change. Further 
information regarding social climate analysis and its use in the Study can 
be found in Characteristics of Residential Programs Operated by the Division 
for Youth, Second Interim Report of the Community Program Evaluation Unit, 
July 1978 and C. Nordstrom, Social Climate Scales and Their Use in Program 
Evaluation, February 1978,. 

b. Community Linkages and Interaction Profile 

In order to assess the "community-basedness" of Division programs, 
the Community Linkages and Interaction Profile (CLIP) was developed by CPEU 
and applied to all focal area community-based programs and select non-community
based programs. The CLIP is designed to measure four areas of community program 
relationship: 1) the program's utilization of the local community's resources, 
2) the interaction of program residents and staff with the community, 3) the 
community's interaction with the program, and 4) the community·s utilization 
of program resources. 



I~ -. ._ 

r 
r 
I r 

-. 

" 
" , 

7 I 

TABLE II 1.1 
" , 

DESCRIPTION OF DATA AVAILABLE FOR COHO~T YOUNGSTERS BY YOUNGSTER CHARACTERISTICS 

I 
en 
N 

I 

Sex 
-Male 

Female 
TOTlll 

Age at Coho'rt Entry 
-11 and younger 
_ 12 - 13 

14 - 15 
16 - 17 
18 and older 

TOTAL 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 
Puerto Ri can 
Asian 
America!) Indian 
Other IIlspanic 

TOT III 

Adjudication at Cohort Entry 
Volunteers 
PINS . 
JOs 
Youthful Offenders 
Restrlclfve JOs 
Other 

TOTAL 

En~ry lxP~ 
FIrst Admissions 
Readmissions from IIftercare: 

No Extension or Ilew Term 
Readmissions from Aftercare: 
With Extension or New Term 

New IIdmlssfons: Prior Tenll 
Ret.urnee from IIWOL Sta tus: 

No Extension or New Term 
Returnee from IIWOL Status: 
Hlth Extension or New Term 

New Counseling Admission (No New Term) 
New Counseling Admission (flew Tenn) 
Court-Placed In Voluntary Agency 

10TAL ' 

Entr~i.l!9: Level 
"level 1 {Securer
Level? (limited Secure) 
Level 3 (Special Needs) 
I.evel ., (Non-Secu,'e) 
level 5 (YOCs) 
level 6 (flomes & Urban STARTS) 
level 7 (Foster' Care & Independent Living 

I Voluntary & Alterrmtive Res Idential 
i Counseling & IIssessment 
, Court-Placed fn Voluntal'y Agency 
I TOTAL 

• 

COIIORT 
IDIJIl. 

RE~~ ~~I~~~ III ItITJlKE 
PLIiCHlF.NTS JlSSESSHENT 

ONI Y AVAil Alii F 
Initial'" Jlttempted Actual Reading & 

YOUTII 
SERVICE 

RES ID[NTlJlL lEIII,' 
PRnr.RAi SIIIlVFY SlInVFY 

Entl'.v Non-Entry Jlctua I 

SllrulJlI!V 
or 

CRlmNAL 
Illsmrrr 

1nilia 1 Six Months San.!l!le., Samnle Readin!l Nath Math 
% " (N) ~!![ "%--Ci![ % illL -r-JiIL 'l-=-J].1 --r n!I ~...% JNL % (tl) Xo\lU 

ProQranr Program Sam" 1 e 
::r=tRr: % -@:: % 'M X mr 

74 (803) 7B (627) 791400) aq (213) 90 (121) 
26 (278) 22 (IOO) 21 105) 16 (41) 10 (I3) 

100 (1031) .100 (807) 100 505) 100 (254) 100 (134) 

00 (212) 81 (1391 B6 (161) 82 (193) B6 (149) 
20 (54) 19 (33 14 (27) 17 (4A1 14 (25) 

100 (266) 100 (172) 100 (lOB) 100 (234) 100 (174) 

B2 (381) 71l (126) 74 (382) BO (315) j 
10 (86) 22 (35) 26 (135) 20 (77) : i 

100 (4fi7) 100 (161) 100 (517) 100 (392) 1 
03 (33) 

OB (911 
52 (566 
33 (358 
03 (33) 

100 (1001) 

41 1438) 
46 497) 
11 119) 
01 (3) 
01 (11) 
01 (10) 

100 (1078) 

25 1263) 
17 173) 
49 512) 
04 144) 
02 241 
03 31 

100 (1047 

50 (540) 

12 (129) 

03 (36) 
02 (26) 

I 07 (73) 

01 (3) 
21 (230) 

g~ (~~l 
100 (10111) 

03 . (34) 
12 (125) 

<'01 (3) 
20 (216) 
06 (60l 
17 (11l9 
13 (137 
04 (43) 
22 (236) 
04 (38) 

100 (1001) 

01 (31 -011 (61 
56 451 
3ll !272 
02 (20) 

100 (B07) 

44 (357l 
43 (350 

M (OlgI) 
01 B 
01 6 

100 (807 

13 1100
) 20 ISO) 

57 450) 
05 !41) 
02 18) 
03 21) 

100 (788) 

01 (1) 
11 (55) 
61 (306) 
28 (140) 
01 (3) 

100 (505) 

40 (240) 
42 (213) 
10 (49) 
00 (0) 

01 (2 
01 (Il 

100 (505 

09 (42) 
21 (104) 
59 (289! 
07 (33 
01 (7 
03 (14) 

100 (4B9) 

67 (540) 03 (HB) 

16 (129) 01 (6) 

. 04 (36) 
03 (26) 

02 (11) 
02 (11) 

09 (73) 01 (4) 

01 (3) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 

100 (007) 

01 (2) 
09 (47) 
01 (3) 
01 (3) 

100 (505) 

09 (23 01 (11 

67 (170 
24 (60) 
00 (0) 

100 (254) 

46 (116) 
43 (110) 
10 (26) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
01 (2) 

100 (254) 

07 (16) 
19 (47} 
63 (156 
06 (l4 
03 (8) 
03 (7) 

100 (240) 

B5 (215) 

05 (12) 

03 
02 (71 (4 

05 (13) 

01 (3) 
00 (0) 

~~ ~gl 
100 (25~) 

01 (1) 
13 (111) 
66 (Og) 
19 (26) 
00 (0) 

100 (134) 

42 156) 
49 66) 
OB 11) 

00 !O) 
00 0) 
01 1) 

100 (134) 

03 (4) 
15 (20) 
74 (97) 
03 (4) 
03 (4) 
02 (3) 

100 (132) 

07 (117) 

02 

02 
02 

05 

(3) 

(3) 
(3) 

(7) 

01 (1) 
00 (0) 

gg m 
100 (134) 

. 01 (1) 
00 (20) 
65 (174) 
26 (69) 
01 (2) 

100 (266) 

35 (92) 
49 (131) 
15 (41) 
00 {OJ 
00 0) 
01 2) 

100 (266) 

OB (20! IB (46 
64 (164 
04 (10 
05 (13 
02 (5) 

100 (25B) 

83 (221) 

06 (15) 

05 (14) 
02 (4) 

05 (12) 

00, (0) 
00 (0) 

~~ 1~1 
100 (266) 

01 (I) 
08 (14) 
64 (110) 
26 (45) 
01 (2) 

100 (172) 

31 i54) 
54 93) 
14 24) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
01 (I) 

100 (172) 

~: m! 
'59 (98) 
06 (10) 
07 (I2) 
02 (3) 

100 (166) 

B4 (144) 

06 (10) 

06 (IO) 
02 (3) 

03 (5) 

00 (0) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 

100 (172) 

01 (1) 
II (20) 
63 (119) 
26 (48) 
00 (0) 

100 (lOB) 

42 (70) 

n 1m 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 

100 (1BO) 

07 (I21 13 (24 
66 (I21 
OB (IS 
05 (101 
01 (2 

100 (104) 

94 (177) 

01 (2) 

01 
00 

01 

m 
(2) 

00 (0) 
02 (4) 
00 (0) 
01 (1) 

100 (IBIl) 

01 (1) 
09 (22) 
65 (153) 
25 (5B) 
00 (0) 

100 (234) 

40 (94)' 
47 (109) 
12 (29) 

00 {O) 

01 1 01 II 
100 (234 

07 (17) 
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c. Program Description Form 

The third instrument utilized in the collection of information 
about Division programs was the Program Descri~tion Form (~DF). The PDF was 
designed to assist in the measurement of certa1n demograph1c and proces~ 
program characteristics such as typical youngster age, sex, race, staff1ng 
characteristics, and various youngster movement (length of stay) d~ta for 
specific programs. Most of ~hes~ d~t~ were gathered from agency f1les 
supplemented by interviews w1th 1nd1v1dual program managers. 

E. Data Captured 

1. The Youngsters 

In addition to the basic demographic, legal, admission, and absence 
information that form the core of the Juvenile Con~act System ~JC~), the 
study utilized seven sources of data. Certain baS1C charac~erlst1cs for 
individual subsamples, representing those youngsters tor Wh1ch.data were 
available for each data source, are arrayed in Table 111.1. Slnce the. 
general cohort was not surveyed as a whole with any of the data collectlon 
instruments, it is inappropriate to base the percentage of youngsters for 
which data were captured on the total cohort. Therefore, Tab!e 111).1 
permits comparison of the characteristics of each subsamp!e ~lth: 1 the 
characteristics of the total cohort, and 2) the character1st1cs o~ ~oung
sters who were placed in residential programs at cohort entry (In1t1al 
Residential Placements). The particular limitations of eac~ data source 
are reflected in the table and are briefly discussed below. 

Eight hundred seven of the 1081 Study yo~ngsters were initially 
placed by the Division in residential programs dur1ng the cohort entry 
period May 1, 1978 through August 31, 1978 .. Comp~red to the total cohort, 
youngsters who were placed initially into resldent1a! programs s~owed a 
slightly greater proportion of males and were less ll~ely to be 1n the 
youngest age category (11 and under). The greatest d1ff~renc~ b~b/e~n the 
Initial Residential Placements and the total cohort was

o 
1n adJUd1c~t)10n 

status: the percentage of Volunteers was much lower (13%.versus 25~ du~ 
to the high concentration of non-adjudicated youngster~ 1n non-res1d~n~lal 
programs, while the percentages of JD~ ~nd PIN~ wer~ hlgher among Inltlal 
Residential Placements. Since the In1~la! Res1dent~al Placement group was 
defined to exclude only Counseling adm1ss10ns and d1rect.court pla~emen~s to 
voluntary agencies (Placement for Replacement cases), th1S popu!a~10n d1ffered 
on all counts from the total cohort on Entry Type and Entry ~ac1l1ty.Le~el. 
Sixty-seven percent of Initial Residential Placements were F1rst Jl.dm1ss~ons 
(to residential program) compared with only 50% of the total cohort. Slnce 
all of the data samples presented in Table 111.1 (exce~t ~hat for the Yo~th 
Service Team Survey), assume a residential placement, 1t 1S more app~o~r~aie 
to compare the characteristics of those samples to youngsters whose 1n1tla 
placements were to residential programs than to the total cohort. 

The Intake Assessment (IA) form was instituted.by the.Division one 
month prior to the beginning of the Study's cohort track1ng.per10~. Youth 
Service Teams (YSTs) were instructe~ to use the ;ns~ru~~nt 1n.t~e1r assessment 
of youngsters who were First Admiss10ns and New Adm1ss10ns-~rlo. Terms. 
As expected, Table 111.1 shows that most of the IA data ava11able were for 
these entry types, although only about three-fourths of th~se.youngsters we~~ 
assessed using the form. Additionally, 21% of the New ~dm1ss10ns to Counse 1ng 
were assessed; some of them in anticipation of residentlal placement. The 
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IA sample closely resembled the larger group of Initial Residential Placements 
regarding sex, ethnicity, and most adjudication categories. However, the IA 
sample included a smaller percentage of Volunteers and was slightly younger. 

The Self-Concept Inventory (SCI) was administered by program staff 
to new a~missions and readmissions to DFY facility programs. The degree of 
cooperatl0n received varied among Division facilities throughout the State. 
As part of the Study design, SCI administrators were requested to retest 
youngsters who had been tested at program intake six months after the first 
administration, even for cases in which the first administration had occurred 
in a different program. Readministration just prior to release from program 
was also requested for certain youngsters, but data were obtained for too 
few youngsters to permit analysis. 

Initial SCls (at program intake) were available for 254 Study 
youngsters, representing slightly less than one-third of all Initial Residen
tial Placements. Compared with this larger sample, youngsters in the Initial 
SCI sample were more likely to be male and less likely to be 16 or older. 
As was true for most of the other intake data samples, Volunteers were under
represented in the Initial SCI sample. Six month follow-up SCIs were obtained 
for 1~4 you~gsters, 53% of the initial sample. The six month follow-up sample 
w~s b,~se~ 1n the same areas a~ ~as the Initial SCI sample (not suprisingly 
Slnce lt 1S a subset of the Inlt1al SCI sample). Additionally, the follow-
up SCI sample contained a much larger proportion of JOs than did either the 
Initial SCI sample or the sample fo Initial Residential Placements. 

Because of the confidential nature of the Behavior Survey (SS), 
it was administered by Study staff to youngsters, one or two at a time, at 
their residential placements. Although Study staff advised youngsters that 
they did not have to complete the questionnaire, only three youngsters (of 
175) ~ecided against completing it. Study staff attempted to adminlster the 
Beh~v10r Survey to all cohort youngsters who were in residential programs 
durlng late August and September 1978 within the target sites -- Buffalo, 
Syracuse, New York City, and the Captial District -- as well as to 50% of 
the youngsters in selected non-community-based facilities. 6 Although com
pleted questionnaires were available for only 65% of the attempted sample due 
to temporary absences from program including home visits, AWOLs, etc., and 
various scheduling difficulties, the lIactLlal ll sample closely resembled the 
lIat~e'!lptedll one (which is presented in Table III.l for comparative purposes). 
Add1t10nally, the BS sample (N=172) resembles Initial Residential Placements 
regarding sex, age, and most adjudication categories. However, 54% of the BS 
sample were Blacks, contrasted with 43% of the Initial Residential Placements, 
and only 31% were White, compared with 44%. Those in the BS sample were jess 
likely to be Volunteers and more likely to be Restrictive JOs. 

Education data were obtained from the Agency's Education Unit. 
Youngsters entering Division residential programs are screened in math and 
reading to determine eligibility for educational programming based on Tit1e 
I of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Difficulties were 
encountered in obtaining appropriate data because of differences in the screen
ing tests use~; where possible, screening tests were made equivalent by 
score condersl~ns based upon regression equations. 7 In addition, because 
there was no T1tle I programming in community-based facn ities during the 
Summer of 1978, youngsters were often not tested until months after entering 
the cohort. To control for this possible contamination and to assure that 
screening scores accurately represented program intake measures, screening 
data not obtained within two months before or after cohort entry were rejected. 
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Because of greater test incompatibility, only 188 Reading tests 
could be used, whereas 234 Math screenings were available. Both samples had 
a smaller proportion 16 years old and older than did the Initial Residential 
Placements group and had fewer Volunteers and PINS, but were over-representa
tive of the other adjudication groups. Females were under-represented in 
the Reading sample but not in the Math sample. 

The Residential Program Survey (RPS) data can be divided into 
ratings of improvement in initial program placements (Entry RPS) and ratings 
for subsequent placements. 8 Entry RPSs were obtained on 467 youngsters, 
and one or more non-entry RP) were obtained on 161 youngsters. Fifty-eight 
percent of all Initial Reside~tial Placement youngsters were evaluated in 
their entry programs using this instrument. When compared with Initial 
Residential Placements the Entry RPS sample had slightly greater proportions 
of males and 14-15 year olds, the latter at the expense of 16-17 year olds. 
Volunteers again were under-represented, while Restrictive JDs were over
represented. No variations with respect to ethnicity were noted. 

The status of youngsters who were on Aftercare of in Counseling on 
August 24, 1979 or who had been discharged by that date was evaluated by the 
Youth Service Team Survey (YSTS). Five hundred seventy-two youngsters were 
selected for follow-up and data were obtained on 517. For the most part, 
the missing data represented cases of minimal intervention where there was 
little or no contact between the Division staff (YST worker) and the youngsters. 
In a small number of cases the YST worker of record no longer worked for the 
Agency. 

Since the YSTS sample included Counseling admissions who did not 
receive residential services during the tracking period, the appropriate 
comparisons of sample characteristics are made with the total cohort. Older 
youngsters were more likely to be included in the YSTS sample as were White 
youngsters and Youthful Offenders. The YSTS sample was void of Restrictive 
JDs due to their longer program stays, but had similar proportions of JDs, 
PINS, Volunteers and a similar sex distribution when compared with the total 
cohort. 

The Summary of Criminal History (SCH) record search was conducted 
for all 392 youngsters age 16 on or befor December 31, 1978 (hence, adults in 
New York State) who had some stay in a Division residential program prior to 
September 30, 1979. Given this sampling restriction, the age distribution 
of this sample was skewed toward older' youngsters and, consequently, there 
was a higher proportion of Youthful Offenders in this sample compared to 
Initial Residential Placements. Otherwise no differences were found between 
the SCH sample and the larger comparison population ~egarding background 
characteristics. 

Table 111.1 also shows the distribution of youngsters in various 
samples by Entry Type and Entry Facility Level. Since the various sampling 
strategies were often defined along the dimensions of type of entry or 
admission and program of entry, differences between the samples and the 
larger comparative populations (i.e., Initial Residential Placements or 
Cohort Total) were expected. Regarding Entry Type, all .. intake data samples 
had an over-representation of First Admissions resulting in lower representa
tion of Readmissions and AWOL Returnees. Readmissions-No Extension or New 
Term and AWOL Returnees were also under-represented in the Entry RPS sample, 
presumably because many of these youngsters had shorter stays (less than 90 
days) in the entry programs. The YSTS sample had a larger percentage of 
Readmissions-No Extension or New Term since a greater proportion of this 
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LEVEL or FACILITY/ 
UtIlT" 

Level I 
Secure 

Level II 
L fmi ted Secure 

Level III 
Specia I Needs 

Level IV 
Non-Secure 

Level V 
Youth Developlllent 
Centers "" 

Level VI 
lIomes & Urban 
STARTS 

Youth lIostel s 

----_._-- ----

TABLE III.2 

DESCRIPTION OF DATA AVAILABLE FOR DIVISION FOR YOUTH RESIDENTIAL 
PROGRAr'1 UNITS BY PROGRAM LEVEl * & DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 

FIR S T ADM I N 1ST RAT I 0 N* SECOIID ADM I II 1ST RAT ION 
DATA COLLECTION " 
HlSTRUMENT .. Facil Hies Units ra1iUlle.s Units 

Total Sampled Total SRlllpled lota Salllp led Tm l sil7i,1ed 
__ U!l-(Nl % (10 (N) % (Nl (II) % % 

CIES (~) P) 75 
m! DB 92 

• P! 
(3) 75 P2) (11) 92 

PDF (4) 3) 75 92 P) 75 12) (11) 92 
CLIP -- -- -- -- -- -- , ~) 0) 00 (12) (0) 00 

CIES 

m 
(21 -- (20) 

fg! 
-- m P) -- (22! (16) --

COPES (0 -- (1) -- I) -- (I (1) --
CIES & COPES (2) 29 (2I) f~) 29 t) (6) 67 

123! 
(17) 74 

PDF (2) 29 (21) 29 
;! l6) 6? 23 (17! 74 

CliP -- -- -- -- -- -- 3) 33 23) (6 26 

CIES (2) 
19l 

00 ( 2) (0) 00 (2) (0) 00 

m tm 
00 

PDF (2) 00 (2) (0) 00 f2) 
19! 

00 00 
CLIP -- -- -- -- -- -- 2) 00 00 

CIES 
(8! 

(I) 13 (22) l~l --
W m 

29 (21) (101 .-
COPES (2 pI 00 (2~ -- 100 (2) (2 --
CIES & COPES gg 10 m ~1l 08 !~} 44 in! mi 52 
PDF 1) 10 1) 08 !~l 4~ 5? 
CLIP -- -- -- -- -- -- 9) 33 (7 30 

COPES (5) (5) 100 (12) (12) 100 t t) 100 (13) ~11) 85 
POF (5) (5) 100 ( 12) (11) 92 6) 6) 100 P3) 121 92 
CLIP -- -- -- -- -- -- 6) 6) 100 13) (13 100 

COPES ml 1m 41 1m FI) 37 

{m r3
" 

41 rn {23) ~O 

PDF 41 24) 42 12~ 38 57) 22) 39 
CLIP -- -- -- -- .- -- 13) 41 57) 23) 40 

- . 
COPES m Hl 100 Hl m 100 m H~ 

100 

W m 
100 

POF 100 100 ]00 100 
CLIP -- -- -- -- -- (1) (1 100 100 

*The first administration for programs in the target areas, Buffalo, Syracuse. Nel'l York City nn,l the Albany/Capital Dlstrict area was completed in 
February and March 1978. Additional programs I~ere compll'ted fn Hay 1978. Toc second a(kuinistration tms completed for all programs in Februill"Y 
and "arch 1979. 

**The "Level of Facfllty/Unit" used in this table is the agency's level system effective at the time of the second administration. 

*"Social Climate data was collected with the COIlJ1lunity Orfented Programs Environmeht Scale (COPES) for programs fn the target areas. Tlrl! Correctional 
Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) was used In ttnon-cOOlllunlty-bast!d" programs. (The COPES was used at three residential units which according 
to the level system are non-cofRllunlty-based.) The Program Description Fonn (PDF) was used 11ith all programs. The Community linkages and Interaction 
Profile (CLIP) was used only on the second administration. 
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entry type was released to Aftercare before the ~amplew~s drawn: ~he SCH 
had a similar bias, along with a smaller proport1on of F1rst Admlss10ns than 
expected, because of the age restriction on this sample. 

Across most of the data samp1es with the exception of the YST~ . 
sample Level VII (Foster Care and Independent Living), Alternative Res1dent1a1, 
Non-Re~idential, and Voluntary Agency programs we~e not \'fe1~ repre~ented ~ecause 
of the sampling strategies employed. Other sampl1n~ var1at1ons e~lsted w1th 
respect to Entry Program Level. Among the~e were h1gh c~ncentrat1ons of Level 
IV and VI youngsters in the SCI samples, h1gh conc~ntrat1ons of Level I, IV, 
and V youngsters in the BS sample, high concentrat1ons ?f Level IV youngsters 
in the Educatic,1al Screening samples, and lower proport1ons of Level· I .. 
(Secure) youngsters in both the Intake Assessment a~d YSTS samples. Add1t1on
ally, Level VIr youngsters were ?ver-r~pres~nted in the YSTS sample. 

In summary, the data samples used in ~his Study were fairly \;,ell 
representative of the larger population from WhlCh they v.jere drawn .. ~lost 
of the noted differences were related to differe~ces in th~ ~Opu1~t10~ of. ~ 
youngsters targetted for particular data co11ect1on. Ethn1C1~y d1str1but1on~ 
fluctuated significantl J in two sa~ples -- Black and Puerto R1can youngsters 
were over-represented in the Behavior Survey sample ~nd unde~-represented 
in the YSTS sample .. Many of the samples included Sllghtly h1gher.conc~ntra
tions of males than would have been expected but the impact of th1S S11ght 
bias is reduced by the fact that the baseline distributions were three
fourths male. U1der youngsters were over-represented in the YS~S and SCH . 
samples and under-represented with the lA, SCI, RPS, and Educa~lonal Screen1ng 
instruments. These age distinctions were largely due to sam~llng strategy. 
The only consistent variation among the adjudication categor1es was the lower -
proportion of Volunteers in all samples except the YSTS and SCH samples. 

The Programs 

Program characteristics were measured at two points in time--before 
and after cohort youngsters had entered the Division. The Study~s program 
description activities required the collection of data on commun~ty-based 
programs in the four target areas--Buffalo, Syracuse, New York C1ty and the 
Capital District as 'Nell as on selected non-community-base~ programs. The 
first administration of program instruments was comp~eted 1n February and early 
March of 1978 for the community-based programs, and ln May for the selected 
non-community-based programs. 

The second admi~istration of program instrument~ was completed 
during February and early March of 1979, with b~th commun1ty-based and non
community-based programs sa~pled at the s~~~ time.~ Mo~t prog:am da~a ~ollected 
focus on the program unit; l.e., on spec1T1c res~dent1al un1~s w1thln 
larger facilities. This focus permits a more preclse assessment of program 
impact through the isolation of treatment components. 

Three kinds of instruments were used to collect three ki~ds.of data: 
1) social climate dimensions; 2) demograph~c and.process .character1st~csi and 
3) dimensions of community-basedness. Soc1a1 c11mate was measured u~lng the 
Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale (COPES) and·the Correctlona1 
Institutions Environment Scale (CIES). These ~cales,.deve10ped ~y Rudolph Moos, 
were intended to measure dimensions of the soc1a1 enVlronment wh~c~ ar~ 
intervention-relevant, and therefore critical parts of the rehabllltatlon 
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process. Study staff revised a number of items in both the COPES and CIES 
which were difficult for youngsters to understand; for instance, double 
negatives were eliminated from the questionnaires whenever possible~O The 
COPES form was used in programs which were judged to be community-based, while 
the CIES form was used in those programs judged to be non-community-based, since 
a number of COPES items were inapplicable to institutional settings. II 

The COPES and CIES were administered to youngsters who were in 
residence on the day scheduled for the survey of that program. The survey was 
administered by reading the questionnaire items to small groups of youngsters. 
Youngsters were advised about the nature of the Study, that their participation 
was voluntary and that responses were confidential. Staff were also surveyed, 
in order to germit the analyses of staff and youngster agreement on program 
environment. 12 

The Program Description Form (PDF) was compiled on the basis of a 
census of youngsters and staff in a program unit at the time the COPES or CIES 
was administered. In addition, data were obtained on admissions and releases 
to provide process information, and the Juvenile'Contact System was consulted 
to provide the data which were then verified with program directors. In cases 
where this procedure yielded information that was untypica1 of the program, 
the PDF was adjusted to adequately describe the program's characteristics 
immediately preceding the administration of the social climate instruments. 

The Community Linkages and Interaction Profile (CLIP) was developed 
for the second administration of program instruments. It operationalized the 
concept of "community-based" along four dimensions. USing a total of 24 five
point scales, Study staff rated program units on the basis of interviews with 
program staff. Due to limited staff resources, CLIPs could be compieted on 
only 6 non-community-based programs. For these programs the CLIP scores for 
the facility as a whole were assigned to the individual units because the 
residential units did not have unique relationships to the community. 

Table 111.2 presents the sampling coverage for the program instru
ments by program level for both the first and second administrations. (In 
the second administration, one Level II program and two Level IV programs were 
surveyed using the COPES because at the bme of administration Study staff 
considered these programs to be community-based.) Table 111.2 shows that for 
Level I - Secure at both the first and second administrations the Study 
sampled 75% of the facilities and 92% of the residential units with the CIES 
and PDF. The CLIP was not used for these facilities. For Level II - Limited 
Secure - 29% of facilities and units were sampled on the first administration. 
On the second administration the sample for the CIES/COP~S and PDF increased 
to 67% of facilities and 74% of residential units. The CLIP was completed for 
three facilities at this level. The two Level IE-Special Needs-facilities were not 
sampled by the Study. For Level IV - Rural Non-Secure - the sampling increased 
from 10% to 44% of the facilities and from 4% to 52% of facility units between 
the first and second administrations, and CLIP datawere available for three 
facilities. 

For community-based programs, only facilities in the four target 
areas were sampled, representing about 50% of all Division community-based 
programs. While the target areas represent the larger urban areas of the 
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State, almost all of the Oivisionls community-basedp'rograms are-in urban, 
areas. All operating Youth Development Center units (Level V) were sampled 
at both the first and second administrations; among Homes and Urban STARTs 
(Level VI) about 40?& were sampled at both times. The only Youth Hostel 
operated by the Division was also sampled at both administrations. In summary, 
the second administration of program sur~eys sampled 58% of the 131 residential 
units operated by the Division. 

F. Data Analysis 

Ali captured data fall into one of three categories: youngster intake 
characteristics, program intervention/environment characteri~tics" and 
youngster outcome characteri~tits. Given the design of the evaluation, 
a number ofc'ritical independent and dependent variables are immediately. 
apoarent; specifically, various types of youngsters (intake characteristics) 
an~ types of programs (interventions) were treated as critical independent 
variables It/hile outcomes in the areas of self-esteem, education, employment 
and recidivism were treated as dependent variables. In addition, the move
ment of youngsters among different kinds of programs for differing lengths 
of stay was treated as a characteristic of intervention, and thus as an 
important independent variable. 

Although the design of this Study permits many kinds of analyses 
focussing on various youngster, program and outcome data, certain questions 
could not be addressed because of the limitations inherent in the design. 
Specifically, since no pure control group (youngsters not coming to the 
Division for Youth, and receiving no service) was used in the Study, issues 
relating to the relative merits of intervention as opposed to non-interven
tion could not be addressed. In addition, since no specific treatment 
hypotheses were available as targets for the evaluation, sophisticate~ theory
testing could not occur. Finally, because of the absence of standardlzed 
ore/post testing for all youngsters with every instrument in every program, 
different research questions are addressed \'/ith varyi ng pool s of data. 
As is so typically the case with evaluation research in the action setting, 
these limitations were recognized early on by Study staff, and alternate 
methods of addressing certain analytical problems '.'[ere developed. Throughout 
the following Chapters, youngster and program C04nts are parenthetically 
included in all tabular presentations in order to provide the reader with 
some sense of baselines for each analysis. In addition, the strength of 
various findings is discussed when in question because of limitations in 
the Study design. 

In Chapters IV and V, the youngsters and programs in the Study are 
described separately, in order to establish baselines for the analyses 
conducted in subsequent sections. Throughout these Chapters, and in 
Chapter VI, bivariate analyses are supplemented where appropriate by con
trolling (holding constant, for purposes of comparison) the effects of other 
variables. Certain demographic information such as sex and ethnicity, and 
leaal variables such as type of adjudication and offense, are frequently 
held constant in order to highlight the relationship between two othe~ 
variables for a specific group of young~ters. Finally, Chapter VII, ln 
examining the interactions among types of youngsters, prog'rams and outcomes, 
utilizes certain multivariate analysis techniques including factor analysis 
and multiple regression analysis. 

I 
! " 

I 
, I 

I () 

o 

o 

/ 

-37-
CHAPTER I II 

FOOTNOTES 

IThe Behavior Survey was based on the work of Travis Hirschi in his Richmond 
Study. SeeT. Hirschi, Causes of Delinquency (Berkeley: U' , 

2 

California Press, 1971). nlversltyof 

Hep~urn has written,.~An individual IS self-conception or self-concept has 
amb~guously ~een deflned as the organtzation of roles (Kinch, 1967), self
attl~ud~s .(vldebeck, 1967), personal attributes (Coates and Pellegrin; 1957), 
aryd or_o~Jects (Garretson, 1967) by the actor into a coherent stable view of 
hlmse:T. In John R. Hep,burn, liThe Impact of Police Intervention upon 
Juvemle Delinqueryts," Criminology, Vol 15, No.2, August 1977, p. 236. 
Also, S. Coopersmlth, The Antecedents of Self-Esteem, (San Francisco: 
W.H. ~rleeman and Comparyy), 1967~ pp. 3,25; R. Hilie, The Self-Concept: 
A RevleN of Methodo~og1cal Conslderations and Measuring Instruments, p. 127; 
Ja~e~ D. Orthcutt, Self-Concept and Insulation Against Delinquency' Some 
Cntlcal Notes," The SOCiological Quarterly, Vol. 11,1970, p. 388.' 

3 
Two.of the more obscure definitions come from Helper and Murphy' HelDer 
deflnes the ~elf-concept as " ... the referent of the pronoun I .. ~the self
~on~e~t CO~Sl~ts o~ whatever symbolic responses are associated with the 
~nd1V~du~l.s ldentlty symbols," while Murphy refers to the construct as 
the lndlvldual as known to the individual." ~1. Helper, IILearning Theory 

and the Self-Concept," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, Vol. 51, 
Septemb~r 1955, P: 184; G. Murphy, Personality (New York: Harper), 1941 
quo~ed ln R. G. Slmm,ons, F. Rosenberg and M. Rosenberg, "Disturbance in the 
~~155i~age at Adolescence," American Sociological Review, Vol. 38, 1973, 

4va~ia~ion~ in cohort totals for each variable are due to missing data. 
AdJudlca~10n ~t cohort entry was reviewed for accuracy by comparing a 
number.oT varlables con~e~ning legal status at admissions. Entry Facility, 
Level lS based ~n the Dlvlsion ls Level system, as discussed in Chapter II. 

5Distributions.of sample,characteristics were tested with a Chi Square 
Goodness of Flt test uSlng the relevant comparison population to determine 
expected frequencies. 

6 h . T e non-community-based facilities in which the Behavior Survey was adminis-
tered were the following: Brook~ood and Goshen Secure Centers; Tryon Traininq 
School; Camps MacCormick, Annsvl11e, Great Valley and Cass; South Kortright -
and South Lansing Special Centers. 

7~ased upon,equivalenc~ work done by Bruce Frederick of the Education Unit, 
the follow~n~ coryversl0ns were used: (1) for reading screening, Woodcock 
W~rd Iden~lflcatl0n Subtest scores (Form A) were convert~p to WRAT (Wide 
Ran~e Achleveme~t T~st - Level 2) equivalent scores using the following 
der1~ed regr:ssl0n Tormu~a..: W~AT=I4.621 + .34845*IO-5*O~vJIS + WWIS3) where 
~WIS-Wood~ock Wo~d Id~ntltlcatl0n Subtest raw score; 2) for math screening, 
~eymath Dlagnostlc.Arlthmetic scores (grade equivalent) were converted to 
WRAT_(Level 2) equ~~alents using the following derived regression formula: 
WRAT-6.36559 + 1.7 ~M where KM=Keymath grade equivalent scar-e. 
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Chapter III Footnotes 
(continued) 

9 th ible effects of history, community-based In order to control for e poss 11 ed within the same six-week 
non~community-based programs .w:re a . survey 
period during the second admlnlstratl0n. 
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and 

lOOouble negatives in question.naire ~tems were inc~u~ed i~ ~~~d~~~~lb~e~~!on 
to reduce the statistical effect or lr~spo~~e se s -- ) re ardless 

~~s~~~~~~;nt~o~~~~~~ i~t~d~a~~!~~1~;1~~~e~~1~~p~~~~'~i~~ ~~~e~oung~ters to 
insure the validity of responses. 
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IV 

FINDINGS: CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUNGSTERS AT INTAKE 

As indicated in Chapter I, it is hypothesized that the four key 
objectives of Division programs are to: 1) improve education, 2) enhance 
employability, 3) improve self-esteem, and 4) reduce recidivism among 
youngsters referred to the IAgency. In order to determine the impact of 
Division services on youngsters along these dimensions, various lloutgoll 
measures (i.e., in icators of youngster progress or lack of it) were 
determined and are presented in Chapters VII and VIII. In this chapter, 
characteristics of youngsters pertaining to these four dimensions upon 
entry to the Division for Youth are presented, in order that relevant 
relationships between these dimensions and youngster demogl~aphic character
istics at entry into the Division may be appreciated. 

In Chapter III, the instruments and data sources utilized throughout 
the Study are described; some of these instruments provided data concerning 
youngsters upon their entry to Division programs, some provide data describing 
the programs, themselves, and the remainder provide information concerning 
youngster progress upon termination of program services. As this chapter 
deais solely with youngster characteristics at entry to Divis'ion services, 
the data reported here were drawn from the following instruments: the Intake 
Assessment Form, the Self-Concept Inventory, the Behavior Survey, and Educa
tion Screening Data. As noted in Chapter III, the size of the groups sampled 
with each of these four instruments varied; ·Intake Assessment Form data were 
available for 505 of the 807 youngsters initially placed in residential 
programs, Self-Concept Inventory (initial) data, for 254'youngsters, Behavior 
Survey data for 172 youngsters, and Educational Screening data for 188 young
sters in Reading and 234 youngsters in Math (see Table 111.1). Although 



TABLE IV.1 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY SEX 

SEX 

( YOUNGSTER CHARACTERISTICS Male Female TOTAL 
% (N) " (N) % (N) ., 

~: 
Under 12 
12-13 
14-15, 
16-17 

( Over 17 
TOTAL 

03 (25) 03 (8) 03 (33) 
09 (69) 08 (22) 08 (91) 
53 (429) 49 (137) 52 (566) 
32 (260) 35 ,(98) 33 (358) 
03 (20) 05 (13 ) 03 (33) 

100 (803) 100 (278) 100 (1081) 

Ethnicit,,: 
\~hite 
Black 
Puerto Ri can 
Asian 

( American Indian 
Other Hispanic 

TOTAL 

40 (31B) 43 (120) 40 (43B) 
45 (362) 49 (135) 46 (497) 
13 (105) 05 (14) 11 (119) 

<01 (1 ) 01 (2) <01 (3) 
01 (7) 01 (4) 01 (11 ) 
01 (7) 01 (3) <01 ( 10) 

100 (BOO) 100 (27B) 100 (1078) 

Adjudication: 
Volunteer 
PINS 
JOs 
'lOs 

( Restrictive JDs 
Other 

TOTAL 

1B (142) 45 (121) 25 (263) 
10 (BO) 35 (93) 17 (173) 
60 (46B) 16 (44) 49 (512) 
05 (41 ) 01 (3) 04 (44) 
03 (24) 00 (0) 02 (24) 
03 (23) 03 (6) 03 (31) 

100 (778) 100 (269) 100 (1047) 

Entrz hoe: 
Flrst Acmlssions 
Readmissions from Aftercare: 

53 (426) 41 (114) 50 (540) 

No Extension or New Term 
( Readmissions from Aftercare: 

11 (90) 14 (39) 11 (129) 

With Extension or New Term 
New Admissions: Prior Term 
Returnees from AliOL Status 
New Admissions to Counseling or 

04 (32) 01 (4) 03 ~36) 
03 (20) 02 (6) 02 26) 
07 (59) 06 (17) 07 (76) 

Assessment 
New Admissions: Court Placement 

16 (141) 34 (95) 21 (236) 

to Voluntary Agencies 
( TOTAL 

04 (35) 01 (3) 03 (3B) 
100 (B03) 100 (27B) 100 (10B1) 

. ( 
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these five samples varied in size, there were only small differences between 
the distributions of youngsters in all five samples and the 807 youngsters 
initially placed in residential programs regarding the categories of sex, age, 
ethnicity, and adjudication. While relationships between education, employ
ment, self-esteem and behavior and demographic characteristics may in some 
cases be inconclusive due to an insufficient number of youngsters in specific 
analyses, relationships which were meaningful for one subsample might well be 
applicable to the 807 youngsters initially placed in residential programs 
since there are no major dissimilarities between the groups. 

Data contributing to the interpretation of each of the four dimensions 
were obtained from one or more of the aforementioned instruments. In order to 
fully understand the relationships existing bet'.'/een these dimensions and demo
graphic characteristics, this chapter is divided into the following sections: 
A - Distributions of, and relationships among, demographic variables 'for all 
males and females in the Study cohort, as well as for subsamples; B - Dis
tributions of, and relationships among, demographic characteristics and the 
areas of: (1) Education, (2) Employment, (3) Self-Esteem/Self-Concept, and 
(4) Behavior; C - Sunrnary: key relationships and implications for later 
analyses. 

A. Distributions of, and Relatfonships Among Demographic Variables 

The Study cohort closely parallels the population of youngsters serviced 
by the Division in recent years. Table IV.l shows that approximately three 
of every four youngsters were male, more than half were age 14 or 15, and the 
two largest ethnic groups were Black (46%) and IAhite (4o;~); Puerto Ricans 
made up 11% of the Study sample. Compared to the distribution of sex and 
ethnicity in the general 10-19 year old population ;n New York State, the 
Division population over-represents males, Blacks and Puerto Ricans, and 
under-represents Whites and females.1 In terms of adjudication, most youngsters 
who entered the Division during the four months making up the cohort entry 
period were JDs (49%), Volunteers (25%), or Persons in Need of Supervision 
(PINS) (lno. Regarding the mode of entry, the majority of the youngsters 
were first admissions to residential programs with no prior service in the 
Division (50%) or new admissions to non-residential couns~ling, again with 
no prior contact (21%). ' 

In terms of the kind (level of restrictiveness) of programs to which 
the youngsters were admitted at entry, 22% were admitted to non-residential 
Counseling and Assessment, 20% to Level IV Non-Community-Based, non-secure 
fac~lit;es, and 17% to Level IV Group Homes and Urban STARTs. Most of the 
remainder went to foster Care (13%) and Level II Non-Community-Based Limited 
Secure facilities (12%). Entry placements are more fully outlined in Chapter VI . 

The relationships among demographic and admission characteristics are 
displayed for males and females separately in Table IV.2 and IV.3. A number 
of significant patterns among these data ~re worthy of mention. Although 
age distributions for the sexes were comparable, adjudication was not. Males 
were much more likely than females to have entered the Division as Juvenile 
Delinquents, Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents or Youthful Offenders (68% to 
17%), while females were more likely to enter as Volunteers or PINS 180% to 
28%). In fact, all Restrictive JD youngsters were male, as were 41 of the44 YOs. 
Males and females thus differed dramatically in terms of the circumstances 
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surrounding their entry into the Division, insofar as those circumstances 
are measured by adjudication. 

Regarding type of entry, males were more likely than females to be first 
admissions to residential programs (53% to 41%), and while only 18% of the 
males were new admissions to counseling or assessment, 34% of the females 
entered the Division in this fashion. Certain relationships between age and 
adjudication and entry type were found; for both sexes, Volunteers were over
represented among both the youngest and oldest age groups. Moreover, 
youngsters who entered the Division as new admissions to counseling or 
assessment were more likely than other entry types to be in the youngest age 
group. Ethnicity and adjudication were related such that for males, Blacks 
and Puerto Ricans were more likely than Whites to have been adjudicated as 
JDs while Whites were much more likely to enter the Division as PINS or YOs. 
Seventy-five percent of the Restrictive JDs were Black. In terms of entry 
type, for females, Whites were more likely than Blacks to have been first 
admissions to residential service. 

A number of additional relationships among demographic variables deserve 
mention. In terms of age, although there were no differences between Black 
and White males, for females, 50% of the Blacks and only 31% of the Whites 
were sixteen or older. Regarding entry type, certain patterns held for both 
sexes; while youngsters who were readmissions tended to be sixteen and older, 
a disproportionate number of new admissions to counseling were among the 
youngest age group. Finally, in terms of ethnicity, 64% of the females who 
were first admissions to residential programs were White, and 33% Black; 
however, 68% of the females who were new admissions to counseling were Black 
and only 18% White. For males, youngsters who were readmissions with no new 
term were more likely to be White; those who were readmissions with new terms 
were more likely to be Black. Blacks and Puerto Ricans are over-represented 
among the direct private agency placements, which were 63% Black, 23% Puerto 
Rican and only 9% White. 

Table IV.4 displays youngster characteristics by District and Re~ion 
(geographic designations used by the Division) for males and females. While 
some of the differences among Regions were expected (distributions of ethnic 
groups, for example) some merit special notice. Specifically, Region I 
t including the cities of Buffalo and Rochester) had a much higher proportion 
of Volunteers, and Region IV (New York City and Long Island) had a much lower 
proportion of PINS and YOs than did other Regions. In addition, 21 of 24 
Restrictive JD youngsters (86%) in the Study cohort were from Region IV. 
Table IV.4 also shows that Region I, especially District 2 (Rochester) had 
a much higher proportion of youngsters who were new admissions to counseling 
and assessment than did other areas. 

Relationships Bet\'/een Study Subsamples and Total Cohort 

Since many of the analyses conducted in this Study are based on 
subsample of the total cohort, the representativeness of these subsamples 
must be addressed. As discussed in Chapter III (Data Captured) and arrayed 
in Table 111.1, the subsamples are quite' comparable to the overall group, 'in 
terms of demographic characteristics, and even more simjlar to the initial 
residential placement population; this group is the critical baseline against 
which the subsamples should be compared, since data collection at intake was 
priMarily focussed on those likely to receive Division residential services. 
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Under 12 
12-13 
14-15 
16-17 
Over 17 

TOUt 

Ethnicity: 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
Asian 
American Indian 
Other Hispanic 

TOTlll 

Adjudication: 
Volunteer 
PillS 
JOs 
VOs 
Restrictive JOs 
Other 

TOTAL 

Entry Ty~ 
FIrst Admissions 
Readmissions fl'om Aftercare: 

No Extension or New Term 
Readmissions froln Aftercare,: 
With Extension or New Term 

New Admissions: Prior Term 
Returnees f,'om AWOL Sta tus 
I/ew Admissions to Counseling or 
Assessment 

New Admissiofls: Court Placement 
to Voluntary AgencIes 

TOTAL 

----------------

TABLE IV.2 a 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY AGE 
AND ETHNICITY FOR MALE YOUNGSTERS 

tl II. l E S 

ElIlNICITV 

~~er Over Piierto I\meri can 
1_~1",,2-r.;rt--712::...--,-,13'm-'J--,;.1-,-4 --,-I r,5 rrl-.:lr6-_I~-r.7 .-M!---:...-:-'17'='r-+-::r'T,-,!o.",ta;nI..-li_Wl;!h!.!.f .!:1tef.::rt-7Bl~a~cIc~+-...;;R~i c~a;.n n-+- As i an I nd ian 

% (N) % (H) % (N) % 1/ ,; N 'J: H % IN % N Z Ii T' (N) % N 

04 (12 

,Ill 
03 (25) 

15 (21 

~ II 
03 (25 

01 

00 

00 
00 
00 

(2) 

(0) 

iiI 
15 (21) 

~ (~~~ 

06 (19 
10 (36 
11 (12 

~~ i~ 
09 (6B 

11 (15 
08 (6 
10 (45 
00 (0 

g~ ~~ 
09 (67 

11 (45) 

(1) 01 

03 
05 
03 m 
12 (17) 

g~ (~~~ 

53 (169! 55 (199 
51 (53 
00 (0 

71 (5J 29 (2 
54 (428 

23 (32 
71 (57 
64 (29B 
00 (0 
79 (19 
57 (13 
54 (419) 

59 (253) 

29 (26) 

69 ~22) 
65 13) 
61 36) 

37 (52) 

77 (27) 
53 (429) 

-, 

36 1"3 29 105 
33 (35 
00 (0 
29 12 
57 4 
32 (259 

42 (60 
21 (17 
26 (121 
90 (37 
21 (5 
35 {6 
32 (2~8 

2!1 (122) 

60 (54) 

25 (01 
20 (4 
36 (21) 

I~ 
(
(-

02 (5 
04 (13 

gg ~g 
00 (0 
03 (20 

10 (14 
00 0 
00 0 
10 4 
00 0 
04 1 
02 (19 

100 i31S 
100 362 
100 105 
100 {I 
100 7 
100 7 
100 (800 

100 (142 
100 (60 
100 (468 
100 (41 
100 (24 
100 (23 
100 (778 

Ol 

10 

03 
10 
00 

(4) 100 (426) 

(9) 100 (90) 

m 199 m~ 
(0) 100 (59) 

33 (117) 03 (4) 100 (141) 

II (4) -00 (0) 100 (35) 
32 (260) 03 (20) 100 (803) 

" 

i 

46 (121 26 (19 
40 (169 
44 (113 
25 (5 
39 (318) 

41 (53 
69 (55 
32 (149 
71 (29 
13 (3 
57 (13) 
40 (307) 

41 (175) 

51 (46) 

~~ g~ 
25 (l5! 

44 (61) 

09 (3) 
40 (318) 

36 (9 
53 (36 
47 (199 
41 (lOS 
65 (13 
45 (362 

41 (58! 23 (18 
52 (241 
27 {Il 
75 (18~ 
35 (8 
46 (354 

44 (186) 

37 (33) 

63 (20) 

~~ gg~ 
43 (59) 

63 (22) 
45 (362) 

:~ (g! 
:~ m 
10 (2) 
13 (105) 

16 (22 
04 (3 
15 (69 
02 il 13 J 

'09 2 
13 (100 

14 (58) 

10 (9) 

g~ 10~ 
20 (1~1 
,2 (17) 

23 (a) 
13 (105) 

04 
00 
00 
00 
00 
d 

01 
110 
00 
00 
00 
00 
<I 

00 

00 

Oil 
00 
00 

01 

00 
ot 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

( 1 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

m 

00 
00 
01 
01 
00 
01 

00 
04 
01 
00 
00 
00 
01 

01 

01 

09 
00 
02 

00 

00 
01 

{g! 
(2 
(0) 
(7) 

(2) 

(1) 

(3) 

m 
(0) 

I~~ 

Other 
IilsjJanic Total 

% N % rll 

01 
01 
01 
00 
00 
00 
01 

01 

01 

00 
00 
02 

00 

06 
01 

I 
1 
5 
o 
o 
o 

(7 

199 1m 
100 (428) 
,100 (259) 
100 (20) 
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Undel" 12 
12-13 
14-15 
16-17 
Over 17 

TOTlll 

[thn lc I t.Y : 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
IIslan 
American Indian 
Other IIlspanlc 

TOTAL 

Adjudication: 
voluflll!cr 
PillS 
JDs 
VOs 
Other 

TOTAl 

EFfrYt~:-- rs -Aomrsslons 
Readmissions from Aftcrcare: 

No Extension or New Term 
Readmissions from Aftercare: 
With Ex tens I on or New Term 

Ilew Admissions: Prior Tel'tII 
Returnees from AWOL Status 
New Admissions to Counseling or 
Assessment 

Ilew Admissions: Court Placement 
to Voluntary Agencies 

TOTAL 

" 
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12 12-13 
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l= 
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03 m 00 (9 
02 08 (11 
07 

Iii 
07 (1 
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00 00 (0 
03 08 (22 
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07 9 

00 07 6 
02 09 4 
00 0) 00 0 
00 g~ 13 1 
03 07 (20 
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03 (1) 00 (0) 

00 
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50 

m 00 00 
00 06 

07 (7) 12 (11 ) 

00 ~O) 00 CO) 
03 6) 08 (22) 

TABLE IV.2 b 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY AGE AND 
ETHNICITY FOR FEMALE YOUNGSTERS 

F E If A l E S 
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Over 

14-15 16-17 17 Total White Black 
% N :t N % N % In % IN % (tl) 
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- (-~ -
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I~ 
-

l=! 
- - 52 (71 40 55 

- - - -) - -) 35 (34 60 59 
- - l= - l = 1 

-
=1 

23 (3 62 (8 
- - - - 43 (120 49 (135 
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00 
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00 
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Age at Cohort Entry: 

Under 12 
12 - 13 
14 - 15 
16 - 17 
Over 17 
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Table IV.S arrays age, ethnicity and adjudication by sex ror'the " 
five subsamp1es and the group of youngsters who were Initial Residential 
Placements. While the Intake Assessment subsamp1e parallels that of the 
Initial Residential Placement group very closely. the other subsamples have 
sO.me variation. The Self-Concept Inventory youngsters were somewhat older 
than the Initial Residential Placement youngsters, and included a smaller 
proportion of female Volunteers. For ma1es, the Behavior Survey sample, 
compared in the same fashion, over-represented Blacks and Restrictive JDs. 
while for ferr.ales, the l4-1S year old age category and Blacks v-Jere over
represented. The Reading scores subsamp1e under-represents male PINS and 
Vol unteers. and fol' fema 1 es, :over-represents l4-15 year 01 ds, and ~Ihi tes. Finally the 
Math scores subsamp1e under-represents male PINS, and over-represents 
females in the 14-15 age group. 

While none of these sampling'diffe~ences are of the magnitude to 
cause concern regarding the central analyses conducted for section B of 
this chapter, sampling peculiarities which were suspected of playing a role 
in relationships (or the absence of relationships) between and among certain 
variables, were explored and are discussed where appropriate. 

In the following section, findings regarding intervention-relevant 
youngster characteristics are presented within the categories of education, 
employment/employability, self-esteem/self-concept, and behavior. These 
data are presented for the purpose of establishing the needs of youngsters 
entering the Division, and the relationships among these needs. Given the 
varying subsamples from which different variables are drawnr, the total 
number of youngsters assessed also varies across these different variables. 
Unless otherwise specified, the findings presented are assumed to be 
representative of Division youngsters as a whole. 

B. Distributions of, and Relationships Among. Demoaraphic Characteristics 
and the Four ImDrovement Areas 

As discussed in Chapter I, four primary objectives of the Division for 
Youth were hypothesized: 1) improve.education, 2) enhance employability, 
3) improve self-esteem, and 4) reduce recidivism among youngsters referred 
to the 8gency. In this subsection, the pre-intervention status of youngsters 
at entry to Division services is discussed, focussing on these four areas. 
Appropriate variables were selected from the Intake Assessment Form, the 
Self-Concept Inventory, the Behavior Survey, ard the Education Screening 
data; the focus within each section is on identifying (demographically) 
those youngsters most in need of improvement within that area. 

1. Education 

Seven variables were used as indicators of a youngster's educational 
status upon entrY,to the Division for Youth: the youngster's school status, 
self-ratings and ratings according to the school regarding the youngster's 
behavior and academic performance in school, reading score, and math score. 
On the school status item, drawn from the Intake Assessment Form, a yo~ngster's 
Intake Assessment worker rated the youngster,as attendtng school full-time, 
attending school part-time, attending school irregularly, having dropped out 
of school, or having been suspended from school. On the academic ratings, 
both youngster and school rated the youngster's academic performance and 
behavior in school as "poor", "fair", or "good". Reading and math achievement 
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scores were based on the results of screening tests administered to the young
sters shortly after entry to the Div;sio~ for Youth; for the purposes of gre
sentation, these scores were categorized as "low", "moderate", or "high".3 

Table IV.6 displays the seven education indicator scores by sex. 
A higher percentage of females than males were attending school full time, 
rated their own academic performance and behavior in school as "good,1I and 
scored "high" on reading and math achievement. Additionally, a smaller 
percentage of females than males rated their own behavior in school as "poor,1I 
Thus, males were more in need of improvement in education than were females 
as indicated by youngsters' scores on the seven indicators. 

Among males alone (Table IV.7), a higher percentage of younger (12-
13 yeal~ old) boys rated themselves "poorll on academic performance and behavior 
in school, had their behavior rated "poorll by school officials, and scored 
1I1 0w il on their reading achievement scores. Older (16-17 year old) males were 
less likely than others to have their behavior rated "poor" by school officials. 

Among ethnic groups, a smaller percentage of White males than others 
were attending school irregularly (Table IV.7), and more White males than 
others scored IIhigh ll on reading and math achiev~ment scores. Blacks were less 
likely than others to rate their behavior in school as IIgood,1I and a greater 
percentage of Blacks scoY'ed "low" on their math achievement score. Although 
more Puerto Ricans than others rated their own behavior in school as "good," 
a higher percentage of Puerto Ricans scored IIpoorll on their reading achieve
ment scores. 

Regarding adjudication, male Volunteers were more likely than others to 
be attending school full time, to have school officials rat~ their academic 
performance as IIgood," to rate themselves as IIgood ll on behavior in school, 
and to have had their schools rate their behavior as IIgood. 1I More PINS than 
males in other adjudicatory groups scored IIhighll on their reading 
achievement scores, and Juvenile Delinquents more often scored 1I1 0w il on their 
reading and math achievement scores; Juvenile Delinquents scored lower on 
reading even when age was controlled (JDs were younger than other adjudicatory 
groups). Although a greater percentage of Volunteers scored 1I1 0w il in reading, 
this percentage is not a reliable one on which to base conclusions, as the 
reading sample contained only six Volunteers. A greater percentage of Youthful 
Offenders were attending school part time, and Youthful Offenders were more 
likely than others to score "high ll on their reading achievement scores. 
Although a greater percentage of Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents than others 
rated themselves IIpoorll on academic performance, the small number (6) of 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents with academic ratings renders this figure 
inconclusive. 

In summary, males most in need of improvement in education, as 
indicated by their scores on these seven indicators, were younger boys, 
minorities, and Juvenile Delinquents. 

Among females, no comparisons can be made regarding math and reading 
achievement, due to the small numbers of girls within these samples (Table 
IV.S). Regarding age, a greater percentage of 14-15 year.-olds than 16-17 
year-olds were attending school irregularly, but older girls were more likely 
to have dropped out (there were too few 12-13 year-olds to permit comparison). 
O1de)" girls were more likely to rate themselves, and to be rated by their 
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TABLE IV.9 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY SEX 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS: 
Not Employed, Not Seeking ~~ork 
Not Employed, Looking for Work 
Employed, Part Time/Irregular 
Employed, Full Time 

Total 

WALTHER ~~ORK-RELEVANT ATTITUDES 
INVENTORY (TOTAL) SCORE: 

Poor 
Fai r 
Good 

Total 

. 
MALE 

% (N) 

76 (287) 
12 (47) 
09 (35) 
02 (9 ) 

100 (378) 

37 (79) 
35 (73) 
28 (59) 

100 (211 ) 

FEMALE 

% (N) 

78 (78) 
17 (17) 
04 (4) 
01 (1 ) 

100 (100) 

38 (15 ) 
38 (15 ) 
25 (10) 

100 (40) 
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TOTAL 

% (N) 

76 (365) 
13 (64) 
08 (39) 
02 (l0) 

100 (478) 

38 (94) 
35 (88) 
28 (69) 

100 (251 ) 

./ 

.0 

o 

o 

o 
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school officials, as IIgood" on academic performance and behavior in scliool. 
In terms of ethnicity., more Black females than Whites rated their' academic 
performance 'tgood" (there were too few Puerto Ri can fema 1 es to permi t com-' 
parison). . , 

. Compared to other females, a higher percentage of Volunteers rated 
their behavior in school as ;igood ll (this relationship held when,. controlling 
for age) and a smaller percentage had their schools rate their' behavior as . 
"poor ." Although female Youthful Offenders were more' likely than other 
adjudication groups to have dropped out, the s~all number: .(3) of 'YOs in the 
sample makes any comparison tenuous. . , 

. In summary', the only group' of girls .id·entifiable as ·being. more in 
need. of improvement in educati on, as suggested by thei r scores on these seven 
indicators, were 14-.15 year.-o1ds. Differences among ethnic and adjudi'catory 
gr~ups were not substantial. 

In summary, youngsters more in need of improvement in education 
wet"~ 12-13 year-old males and 14-15 year-old females; the identification of 
this age group among males is based on their poorer showings on both academic 
ra t'j ngs (performance and beha vi or) and achi evement (readi ng scores), whi 1 e 
the identification of this age group among females is based primarily on 
academic ratings alone. When ethnicity is considered, 'Black and Pu~rto Rican 
m~ 1 es were more in need of improvement than ~~hite~, primari ly in· the areas of 
achievement (Blacks scoring low.er on math and Puerto Ricans scoring lower on 
reading); ethnicity was not a factor with.females. While adjudicatory groups 
did not differentiate among females on need for improvement, male Juvenile 
Delinquents were more in need of improvement than others, based on their 
poorer reading and math achievement scores. . 

2. Employment/EmRloyabi1ity 

Two indicators were used in the measurement of employability of 
youngsters: the youngster's Employment Status (from the Intake Assessment 
Form), and the \~alther Work-Relevant Attitudes Inventory (Total) score. On 
the first·items, Intake Assessment workers were required to choose one of 
four descriptions to characterize the youngster's employment status at ~ntake~ 
1) not employed, not looking for work, 2) not employed, looking for work, 
3) employed, part-time/irregular, or 4) employed, full-time. The second 
measure of employability, the youngster's total score. on the Walther Work
Rele.vant Attitudes r.nventory (\~RA'I), is' reported for purposes of comparison 
as "l ow , ". "moderate, II or "high. If 4. . 

There were no di fferences avera 11 between ma 1 es and fema 1 es on 
either the Employment Status item or the WRAI total score (Table IV.9). 
Among males alone, a greater percentage of younger boys than others were 
neither employed nor l'ooking for work (Table IV.10). More older boys than 
others were employed full time or looking for work, and scored "high ll on the 
WRAI (were more employable). Among ethnic groups, a greater percentage of 
Whites than other males were employed part-time or full-time. ~lore Blacks than 
others were neither employed nor looking for work, while a higher percentag~ 
of Puerto Ricans were looking for work. .. 

Comparing adjudicatory groups for males, more Volunteers than others were 
looking for work,' a disproportionately high number of Juveni·le Del inquents 
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were neither employed nor looking for work, and more 'Youthful Offenders than 
others were employed full-time (caution is advised in interpreting this last 
finding, due to the small number of males employed full-time). Although all 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents were neither employed nor looking for work, 
and a greater percentage of these youngsters scored "poorl! on the WRAI (were 
less employable) there were too few (7) boys in this adjudicatory category 
to permit comparisons. In summary, males most in need of improvement in the 
area of employment/employability as indicated by their employment status and 
WRAI scores. were younger boys. Blacks, and Juvenile Del inquents. 

Among females, there were too few 12-13 year-olds in either the 
Intake Assessment or Self-Concept Inventory samples to permit comparisons; 
consequently. only distinctions beb/een 14-15 and 16-17 year-olds may be made. 
A greater percentage of 14-15 year-old females were neith~r employed nor 
looking·for work (Table IV.ll). Regarding ethnicity, II/hile there \vere no 
differences between Black and White females on the employment status item, 
White females scored higher on the WRAI than did Blacks (there were too few 
Puerto Rican females to permit comparison). In terms of adjudication, female 
Volunteers were more likely than others to be looking for work. 

Youngsters most in need of improvement in employment/employability, 
then. were 12-13 year-olds among males and 14-15 year-olds among females, 
based on their employment status ratings for both sexes and their \~RAI scores, 
for males. The finding that, for both males and females, the younger age 
groups were more in need of improvement in employment status is an expected 
one. This indicator is obviously an age-related one; that is, older youngsters 
would be more likely than younger ones to be employed because of legal con
straints which inhibit youngsters under the age of sixteen from obtaining 
formal employment. Blacks and Juvenile Delinquents among males were more in 
need of improvement in employment/employability, based solely on their 
employment status; there were no distinctions among ethnic or adjudicatory 
groups for females. 

3. Self-Esteem/Self-Concept 

Four measures were used to determine youngsters' self-esteem at 
Intake: The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (Total) score, the Deinstitu
tionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) Agency Label score, the DSO Justice 
Label score and the DSO Conforming Self-Concept score (see Chapter III for 
descriptions of these four indicators). Briefly. the Coopersmith Self-Esteem 
Inventory measures the extent to which youngsters possess positive self-~steem, 
the DSO Agency Label score refl ects the degree to whi ch young.sters identify 
with a "sick" label, the DSO Justice Label measures to I,vhat extent youngsters 
identify with a "bad ll label (on both the Agency and Justice Label scores, a 
high score indicates little identification with the label), and the DSO 
Conforming Self-Concept score reflects the degree to which youngsters 
identify themselves as individuals who adhere to society's norms. For com
parison pUY'poses, scores on all four scales were categorized into "low", 
"moderatelJ, and "high".5 

There I'lere no overa 11 differences between ma 1 es"and fema 1 es on any 
of the self-esteem indicators (Table IV.12). Among males alone, age was 
related to the self-esteem indicators such that older boys scored in a more 
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positive fashion (higher self-esteem and conforming self-concept, and lower 
identification with the "bad" and II s ick ll labels) than did younger boys. This 
relationship was most pronounced on the Justice Label scale (Table IV.13). 
Among ethnic groups, Whites had more self-esteem problems than did other males 
(Coopersmith SEI) and were also more likely to be non-conforming (DSO Con
forming Self-Concept). Along with having fewer problems with self-esteem 
and conforming self-concept, Black males less frequently identified as IIbad" 
and as IIsickll than did Whites Or Puerto Ricans. Additionally, Puerto Rican 
males more often identified with the "sickll label than others. 

There was only one distinction among adjudicatory groups for males: 
Volunteers had fewer problems than others with self-esteem (Coopersmith SET); 
however, there wel'e only eleven Volunteers in this sample, suggesting the 
need for caution in interpreting this finding. 

In summary, males most in need of improvement in self-esteem, as 
indicated by their scores on these four scales, were younger boys and Whites. 
Puerto Ricans were more likely to be in need of improvement in self-labeling 
as "sickll. There were no distinctions which would permit the identification 
of any adjudicatory group(s) as being more in need of improvement than others. 

Among females, there were no differences among age groups regaridng 
self-esteem (Table IV.14) or extent of identification as "bad". In terms of 
self-labeling as "sick ll

, White females were more likely than Blacks to identify 
in this fashion, and to have a non-conforming self-concept (there were too 
few Puerto Rican f€!males to permit comparison). 

Among adjudicatory groups, female PINS were more likely than 
Juvenile Delinquents to label themselves as non-conforming and, although there 
were too few females to permit conclusive statements concerning these scales, 
there was also a tendency for Juvenile Delinquents to have higher self-esteem 
(Coopersmith SEI) than PINS. Females most in need of improvement in self
esteem as indicated by their scores on these indicators, were White girls 
and PINS. There were no age groups identifiable as being more in need of 
improvement than others. 

In summary, youngsters most in need of improvement in self-esteem/ 
self-concept, were 12-13 year-old boys; there were no such identifiable age 
groups among females. The identification of this group of boys is based on 
their poorer showings on the Agency Label scale (indicating a greater tendency 
to view themselves as IIsickll), the Justice Label scale (indicating a greater 
tendency to view themselves as "bad ll

), the Conforming Self-Concept scale 
(indicating a lesser tendency to view themselves as conforming to society's 
norms), and the Coopersmith scale (indicating lower general self-esteem). 
Whites were more in need of improvement in self-esteem/self-concept than other 
ethnic groups among both males and females; this was indicated by lower scores 
on the Conforming Self-Concept scale for both sexes, lm'Jer scores on the 
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (indicating a more negative self-esteem) for 
males and lower scores on the Agency (lisick") Label sca"le for females; Puerto 
Rican males were more likely to be in need of improvement regarding self-

·-labeling as "sick". There were no consistent distinctions among adjudicatory 
gro~ps for either males or females, altho~gh female PINS tended to be less 
conforming and to have lower general self-esteem than JDs,. 

4. Behavior/Recidivism 

Eight measures were used to reflect a youngster's need for improvement 
in the area of behavior/recidivism: the youngster's number of past out-of-home 
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TI't(JlE IV.14 

SElF-ESTHr, SCORES OY AGE, ETIINICITY, I'tND ADJUDICATION FOR FEMI'tLE YOUNGSTERS 
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NUMBER OF PAST PLACEI~ENTS: 
Low 
I·loderate 
High 

Total 

VERBAL AGGRESSION: 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

Total 

PHYSICAL AGGRESSION: 
LON 
Moderate 
High 

Total 

STATUS OFFENSE SCORE: 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

Total 

PROPERTY OFFENSE SCORE: 
Low 
110derate 
High 

Total 

PERSON OFFENSE SCORE: 
Low 
t~oderate 
High 

Total 

DRUG OFFENSE SCORE: 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

Total 

TABLE IV.IS 

BEHAVIOR SCORES BY SEX 

~!ALE I FEI1ALE 

" TNT " (N \ '" .. 

59 (234) 66 (69) 
32 (l27~ 25 ~26) 10 (39 10 10) 

100 (400) 100 (105) 

19 (74) 06 (6) 
46 (175) 42 (43) 
35 (135) 52 (53) 

100 (384) 
\ 

100 (102) 
f 

15 (57) 11 (11 ) 
40 (153) 38 (39) 
45 (173) 52 (53) 

100 (383) 100 (103) 

32 (44) 27 (9) 
33 (45) 39 (13) 
35 (47) 33 (11 ) 

100 (136) 100 (33) 

28 (38) 52 ( 17) 
32 (44) 27 (9) 
41 (56) 21 (7) 

100 (138) 100 (33) 

25 (34) 47 (15) 
37 (52) 28 (9) 
38 (53) 25 (8) 

100 (139) 100 (32) 

37 (51) 49 (16) 
34 (46) 18 (6) 
29 (~O) 33 (11 ) 

100 (137) 100 (33) 

r NTENS ITY OF DELI NQUENT INVOLVEMENT SCORE: 
Low 
r~oderate 
High 

Total 

I 

32 ~42) 
41 54) 
28 (37) 

100 (133) 

56 (HI) 
19 (6) 
25 (8) 

100 (32) 

-63-

I TOTAL 

" (NT ,. 

60 (303) 
30 (153) 
10 (49) 

100 (505) 

1i (80) 
45 (218) 
39 (188) 

100 (486) 

14 (68) 
40 (192) 
47 (226) 

100 (486) 

31 (53) 
34 (58) 
34 (58) 

100 (169) 

32 (55) 
31 (53) 
37 (63) 

100 (171) 

29 (49) 
36 (61 ) 
36 (61) 

100 (17i) 

39 (67) 
31 (52) 
30 (51 ) 

100 (170) 

36 (60) 
36 (60) 
27 (45) 

100 (165) 
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TABU IV.16 

BHIAVIOR SCORES BY AGE, ETHNICI.TV AND ADJUDICATION FOR t4ALE YOUNGSTERS 
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TABLE IV.17 
BEHAVIOR SCORES BY AGE, ETHNICITY, AND ADJUDICATION FOR FEMALE YOUNGSTERS 

NUltBER OF PAST PlAcnlENTS: 
lO~1 
Moderate 
lIigh 

Total 

VER8Al AGGRESSION: 
low 
110derate 
III gil 

Total 

PIlYSICIIL AGGRESSION: 
low 
Moderate 
Hlgh 

Total 

STATUS OFFENSE SCORE: 
low 
Moderate 
IUgh 

Total 

PROPERTY OFFENSE SCORE: 
low 
Moderate 
lIigh 

Total 

PERSON OFFENSE SCORE: 
low 
~loderate 
Il1gh 

Total 

DRUG OFFEIISE SCORE: 
low 
1,1oderate 
Il1gh 

Total 

INTElISITY OF DELINQUENT INVOl VEMErIT SCORE: 
low 
Moderate 
IIlgh 

Total 

... , 

AGE 

12-13 14-15 16-17 
% (N) % N % N 

63 (5~ 70 (47) 59 (17) 
25 19 ( 13) 35 (10) 
13 gl 10 (7l 07 i21 

100 (8 100 (67 100 (29 

00 (0) 09 (6) 00 (D) 
00 (01 34 F2) 69 (20) 

lao 56 36) 31 (9) 
100 I~) 100 (64) 100 (29) 

01) 
!O) 

09 (6) 17 (51 
25 ~l 32 

l2I) 
52 (15 

75 59 38~ 31 (9) 
100 8) 100 65 100 (29) 

~O (01 Z2 m 50 (4) 
00 (O 39 38 (3) 
00 (0) 39 (91 13 W 00 (0) 100 (23 100 

00 r 44 ( 10) 63 f5) 00 0) 30 (7) 25 2) 
00 0) 26 (6) 13 fI) 00 0) 100 (23) 100 Il) 

00 t' 36 i8) 
63 ( 5) 

00 OJ 32 7) 25 (2) 
00 0) 32 7) 13 (1) 
00 . (0) 100 (22) 100 (8) 

00 
19l 

44 (10! 75 
!g! 00 22 (5 00 

00 0) 35 (8) 25 gj 00 (0) 1'J1l (23) 100 

00 {OJ 46 
(l0! 

75 r) 00 t 23 H 13 I) 
00 o 32 13 ~l 00 .Ol,lOO (22) 100 

o 
. -.~ 

Total White 
% rIT -r (N) 

66 (69) 66 (41) 
25 (26) 26 (16) 
10 (10) 08 (5) 

100 (105) 100 (62) 

06 (6) , 07 (4) 
42 142J 42 

m~ 52 53 52 
100 (101 100 

11 ! ll) 15 
( 9! 37 38) 41 m 52 (53) 44 

100 (102) 100 (61 

29 { 9l 29 W 39 p2 36 
32 10) 36 (51 100 (31) 100 (14 

52 (17) 50 PI 27 (9) 21 P 21 (7) 29 
100 (33) 100 (1:1 

43 (13) 57 (8) 
30 (9) 21 P) 27 (8) 21 3) 

100 (30) 100 (14) 

52 (l61 29 m 16 (5 29 
32 ( 10) 43 Iii) 

I'J!I (31) 101) (H) 
I 

53 (16) 50 (7! 20 (6) 21 F 27 (Il) 29 
100 (30) 100 (l:l 

,I 

F E M A l E S 

--
ETIlNICIH ADJUDICATION 

Puerto 
Black Rican Total Vol. PHIS JD 
% N % N % N % II % (Nt ::x N 

63 (26) 100 (2) '66 (69) 77 (17') 60 (32) 52 (111 
24 (10) 00 (0) 25 (26) 18 (41 28 (l!;) 33 P 
12 (5) 00 (Ol 10 (10) 05 (1 11 (6) 14 ( 3) 

100 (41) 100 (2 100 (lOS) 100 (22) 100 (53) 100 (21) 

05 (2) 00 (0) 06 (6) 00 (0) 06 (3) 05 
(1J 43 

~m 
50 

~B 42 f 431 81 WI 37 (191 24 (5 
53 50 52 53 19 (4 57 F9 71 (Is 
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05 (2) 00 (~J 11 (lll 14 (31 08 ( 4) 05 (1) 
32 

~w 
100 37 (38 62 (13 36 (19) 25 (5) 

63 00 h) 52 (53 24 (5) 57 (30) 70 (14) 
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31 (5) 00 

m 
27 (91 00 fO) 31 

(5! 
38 

(3! 38 f6) 67 39 (13 60 
!~! 

25 ' (4 63 (5 
31 33 33 

ml 
40 44 (7 00 fg 100 ( 1~! 100 100 100 5) 00 (16) 100 

56 !9) 33 m 52 (17) 80 
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44 m 50 14) 31 5) 33 27 (9) 00 38 25 2) 
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20 (3) 67 (2) 25 (Il) 20 (t) 27 (4) 25 (2) 

100 ( 15) 100 (3) 100 (32) 100 (5) 00 (15) 100 (Il) 

63 ( 101 67 m 49 (l6! 60 m 50 m 38 ·m 13 (2 00 18 (6 20 25 13 
25 (4) :n (1) 33 PI) 20 (I) 25 (4l 50 (4) 

pm ( IF) 1')0 (.1) 100 ~3) lO') ( !» lOa (16 100 (Il) 

67 (10) 33 

W 
56 (Ill) 80 

(4! 
53 (8) 50 (4) 

20 (3) 00 19 !6) 00 (0 27 (4) 13 (I~ 
13 (2~ 67 (~! 25 20 (1 20 (3! 38 (3 

100 ( 15 100 100 (3~l tOO (5 100 (15 100 (8) 

==l 
YO Total 

% N % Nf 

100 (31 64 163 ) 00 (0 26 26) 
00 ,m 10 PO) 

100 100 99) , 

00 (0) 04 (4) 
67 (2) 45 143) 33 (I) 51 49) 

100 (3) 100 (96) 

00 (0) 08 (8) 
67 F) 40 (39) 
33 J) 52 150) 100 (3) 100 97) 

00 fO) 25 (8) 
50 

d! 
41 (13) 

50 ,34 PI) 
100 100 32) 

00 fO) 48 (15) 
50 1) 29 (9) 
50 P) 23 (7) 

100 2) 100 (31) 

50 (1 ) 47 (14) 
00 (0) 27 (8) 
50 (1) 27 (8) 

100 (2) 100 (30) 

00 !&l 45 (l4l 00 19 (6 
100 (2~ 35 (11) 
11)1) (? !flO (ll) 

, 

00 (Ol 53 (16) 
50 (1 20 (6) 
50 HI 27 (8) 
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placements, the deg'rees 01<: verba1 and ,physcial ,aggres.sion exhibited by the 
youngster, the youngster's self-reported involvement in status, pr.operty, 
person, and drug offenses, and the youngster l s overall; n'lO 1 vement ina 11 
types of offenses. The first three variables were obtained from the Intake 
Assessment Form; the 1 atter fi 'Ie wer~ obtained from the Behavi or Survey. For 
comparison purposeS' all eight measures were grouped into catego,r.ies of low, 
moderate, or high. 

7 I 

Females had more proQlems than males with Verbal Aggression, while 
male\s had more problems with Property Offenses (Table IV.15). The Intensity 
of Delinquent Involvement scale scores ~how that males' had much higher past 
delinquen~y involvement' than did fem~les. 

Among 'ma 1 es a lone, younger boys had more prob 1 ems than others wi tho 
Physical Aggression~ and with Person Offenses (Table IV.16), Among ethnic 
groups, '..Jhites more frequently had problems with Verbal Aggression, Property 
Offenses, Drug Offe:nse$, and o·veral·l Intensity of Delinquent Involvement than 
did others. . 

There were no differences among male adjudicatory groups on any of 
the Behavior Survey scales or on the Verbal Aggression scale. Juvenile 
Delinquents, however, were more likely than other groups to have problems 
with Physical Aggression (although a greater percentage of Restrictive 
Juvenile Delinquents scored in the "high" Physical Aggression category, there 
'Here too· few Restrictive Juvenile Delinq.uents on which to base conclusions). 

In summary, neither age nor adjudication differentiated sufficiently 
among males to identify those most in need of improvement in behavior/ 
recidivism. Whites, however, were more in need of improvement in behavior 
than other ethnic groups, as indicated by their higher scores on Verbal 
Aggression and three of the five Behavior Survey scales. 

Among females, 14-15 year-olds had more problems with Physical Aggres
sion than did 16-17 year-olds (Table IV.l?). In terms of e.thntcity, White females 
had more problems with Drug Offenses. There were no major distinctions among 
female adjudicatory groups on any of the behavior indicators, although a 
greater percentage of female Juvenile Delinquents had problems with Verbal 
Aggression. In summary, there were no age, ethn;c, nor adjudicatory groups 
among females who were identifiable as being more in need of improvement 
than others. . 

The only group of youngsters 'identifiable as being more in need of 
improvement in· the area of behavior/recidivism than others were White ma'les, 
based on their higher scores on Verbal Aggre$sion, the Property Offense 
scale, the Drug Offense scale, and the Intensity of Delinquent Involvement 
scale. There were no distinctions in this area among male or female age and 
adj udi ca tory groups, or among fema 1 e ethni c groups. . 

C. Summary 
,. 

Among males, the age group identified as being most in need of improvement 
in education, employment/employa!::lility and self-esteem/self-concept was 12-13 
year-olds; among females, 14-15 year-olds needed more improvement than 16-17 
year-olds in education and empioyment/employabillty. Minority groups among 
males were more in need of improvement in education and employment/employability, 
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while Whi~e male~ ~e~e more in need of improvement in self-esteem/self-concept 
~nd behav1or~rec1d1v1sm; among females, White girls were more in need of 

\ 1mprovemen~ 1n se~f-esteem/self-concept. Hhen adjudication is considered, 
male J~ven1le Del1nquents stand out as those most in need of improvement in 
educat1o~ a~d employment/employability; there were no consistent differences 
among adJudlcatory groups for females within any of the improvement areas. 

Youngsters w~thin different sex,.age, ethnic, and adjudicatory groups 
demonst~~t~d varY1ng degrees of need.1n the.f~ur areas of education, employment/ 
empl~yab1l~ty, self-esteem and behav1or/rec1d1v1sm upon their entry to Division 
serv1ces; 1t wou~d.be exp~cted that, Similarly, youngsters within different 
grou~s would exh1b1t va~Ylng degrees of improvement upon release from Division 
ser~lces. The purpo~e.1~ demonstrating the varying needs of youngsters upon 
t~e1r entry ~o the Dlv1slon for Youth is to enhance the analysis of intervention 
w1th these d:fferent groups,. Ideally, more sophisticated problem-identification 
proce~ures (1.e:, c?mprehenslve educational, employment, self-esteem, and 
behav10r screenlng 1ns~rum~nts) adminis~ered on a routine, on-going basis would 
serve to enha~ce th~ 11kel1hood of plac1ng youngsters in programs from which 
t~ey may obta1n maX1mum benefit. Fo~ the purposes of this Study, the descrip
t10n of youngs~er ne~d: serves as ~ foundation from which to examine the impact 
or ~r?grams w~Jch eX1s~ed at the tlme these youngsters were experiencing 
,01v1s10n serVlces. 
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CHAPTER IV, 

FOOTNOTES 

lTne 10·,19 year-old age group in New York State is 51~ male and 49~ female, 
according to the NYS Economit Development Soard Official 1978 Population 
Projections. According to the 1979-80 NYS Annual Statistical Yearbook, 
in. 1970, 23% of the New York City population was non·white, .as 'Has 5% of 
the remainder. of the, Sta~e, amounting to a State·wide non·white population 
of 13%. . . 

, . : 
-Tne Rehabilitative Services Regions of the Division for' Youth are as follows: 

Reg.lon !: ·!..Jestern Part of the State, including the ma,jor coullties of 
. Erie (Suffalo) and Monroe (Rochester). '. 

Reaion t!: Mid-State to Canadian border, incl~ding the Counties of Onondaga 
(Syracuse), Broome, (3inghamton), and Oneida (Utica). 

Region rII: Eastern part of State, excluding New York City and Long island, 
including the three Capital District Counties (cities of Albany, 
Schenectady and Troy) and Westchester Coun~y (Yonker~). 

Reoion rv: New York Cfty (five counties) and Long [sland (counties of Nassau 
and Suifo 1 k) . 

, 
~The Division uses the Woodcock Reading Master Tests (Wor~ rdentification 
Subtest), the Keymath Diagnostic Arithmetic iest, and the ~Iide Range 
Achit:a'lement Test (',~RAT) to obtain education screening scores ror youngsters. 
Generally, youngsters placed in community-based programs are adminis:tered 
the Hoodcock exam for reading and the Keymath exam for math, while youngsters 
placed in non-community-based facilities receive the !,~RAT. for both math and 
reading. In order to make these scores comparable, Study staff conyert~d all 

"achi evement scores to I,o/RAT scores, and then converted the It/RAT scores to grade
equivalent scores. The Study categories for reading are "low" (graciie l.S to 
grade 4.0), "moderate" (grade 4.1 to grade 7.4), and "high" (grade 7.6 to grade 
10.6); for math, the categories are "low" (gra.c!e 1.1 to grade 3.3), II moderate" 
(grade 3.6 to grade 5.0) and IIhigh" ,(grade 5.3 to grade 1 1 .3). rt should be 
emphasized that· these categories are not based on any assumptions con:erning 
whether a particular grade equi'/a1ent is "low,II."moderate," or "high," as. the 
interoretation of a youngster's grade-equivalent score is dependent on factors 
other than the score, i tse if i a grade-equi va 1 ant of 8.5, for examp 1 e, may be 
"high." for a l2-year-old but "lowl! fer a 17-year-01d. The categories used in 
the Study are based on the distribution .of the total reading and total math 
'scores, such that the categories reflect, as closely a.s possible, 25;~ .(row)·
SO~ (moderate) - 25% (high) distributions. 

4Study staff based the categories of "lowl! (WRA! raw scores 24 to 40), "moderate" 
(41 to 47), and "high" (48 to 61) on the actual distribu'tion of scores (the 
possible range of scores was16to64), dividing the overall scores into, as 
closely as possible, d 25% - 50% - 25% distribution. 
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5The categories for these scales are based on the actual distributions of 
s~or~s for Study,youngsters, not on assumptions concerning the.absolute 
mQgnltudes of the scales. For each scale, the scores were categor~zed to 
r~fle~t, ~s closely as possible, a 25% (low) - 50% (moderate) - 25% (high) 
dlstrlbutlon. On th: Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (total) scale, the 
actual raw scores WhlCh were grouped lnto categories, from a total possible 
range of25to 100, were: 10w(25to 64), moderate (65 to 76) high (77 to 100) 
Actual raw.scores which constituted the DSO Agency Label caiegories, from a . 
t?tal posslble range of 8 to 32 were: low (8 to 19) , moderate (20 to 27) 
hlgh (28 to 32). O~ the DS~ Justice Label scale, with a total possible ;ange 
of 7 to 28, categorles conslsted of the following actual raw scores' low (7 to 
18), mod:rate (19 to.24), high (25 to 28). Actual raw scores which'were 
gr~uped ln~o categorles on the DSO Conforming Self-Concept scale, from a 
t?l.al posslble range of 7 to 28 were: low (7 to 18) moderate (19 to 23) 
hlgh (24 to 28). " 

6Scores on ~he eight measures 'were g~O~ped as follows: 

a) Number of past placements 
Low = a 
Moderate = 1 or 2 
High = 3 or more 

b) Verbal Aggression and Physical Aggression 
low = "somewhat passive" or "ex trem.ely passive" 
m<;>derate = "responsiveness appropriate for age" 
hlgh = "somewhat aggressive" or "ex tremely aggressive" 

c) Status offense score (-From a total possible score of 100j 
low = 0 throuah 37 
moderate = 41~through 52 
high = 56 through 

d) property offense score (from a total possible score of lOa) 
low = 0 through 19 . 
moderate = 22 through 41 
high = 42 through 

e) Person offense score (from a total possible score of 100) 
low = a through 5 
moderate = 6 through 14 
high = 15 through . 

f) Drug offense score (from a total possible s'core of 100) 
low = 0 through 7 . 
moderate = 11 through 38 
high = 40 through 10~ 

g) Intensity of delinquent' inv'olvement score (from a total possible score 
of 100) 

low = 0 through 18 
·mod~rate = 19 through 33 
high = 34 thruugh 100 

The "1 ow ," "moderate," an,d "high" categories of the Behavior Survey scales 
represent, as closely as pOSSible, lower, middle, and upper thirds of 
youngster scores. Although a 25% - 50% - 25% distribution would have been 
preferable, the relatively smaller number of youngsters in the Behavior 
Survey sample r~ndered this preference impractical (i.e., youngsters in the 
extreme categor1es would have been too small in number to permit ana~ysis). 
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Four separate instruments were utilized in the gathering of " ,tram 
specific data: the Program Description Form (PDF), the Community-til .~nted 
Programs Environment Scale (COPES)~ the Correctional Institutions Environ~ 
ment Scale (CIES), and the Community Linkages and Interaction Profile (CLIP). 
These inst~uments are displayed in Appendix A. The PDF and the social 
climate instruments (COPES and CIES ) were utilized during two separate 
periods, one year apart, while the CLIP was utilized once, after the second 
administration of the other instruments. This section is organized around 
the following areas: A. Program Characteristics (PDF); B. Community-Based
ness Findings (CLIP); C. Social Climate Findings and a Typology of Programs 
(COPES andCIES); D. Social Climate Change; and E. Relationship Among 
Program Characteristics. 

Prior to the discussion of the findings, it is important to note that 
program data were collected for the individual residential units of Division 
facilities because it was believed that facility units vary in their treatment 
environments. The findings in this Section, with a few exceptions, concern 
program units, not facilities. Each instrument was intended to provide 
different kinds of data upon which a comprehehsive typology of programs could 
be developed. The PDF was used to prov:ide program demographic characteristics, 
while the CLIP was administered in order to measure program/community relations. 
More specific treatment-relevant information was gathered with the social 
climate inventories, CIES and COPES. 
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The -data deemed most usefu 1 for ana 1 ys i,s of program impact were the soc i a 1 
cl imaie data and as a result,' these data are the focus of the program typology 
presented here. Social climate data, which are program unit-specific, are 
1 inked with .youngs-ter stays in particular programs in Cha'pter 'III of this 
report. ' 

ihe program description and conmunity-basedness infonnation are arrayed 
according to the Division's' program-level system, and an outline of the level 
system was. provided in Chart 11.2 (Chapter II). When social climate data 
were also presented according to the level system, strong differences among 
programs ,within levels and program types as well as. among units of indi~idual 
programs were found. As a result, social climate findings are occasionally 
arrayed differently in ,order to focus on critical differences among programs 
which are masked by the grouping of programs according to level. When 
references are made to the Division's program types, these ar'especifically 
referring to the Division sub-classification of programs as: Secure Centers, 
T.raining· Schools, Camps, Special Residential Centers, Y'outh Development 
Centers (YDCs), Urban Homes or START programs. 

. A. Program Characteri sti cs: Program Oescri ption Form (PDF) 

Program description information was collected on each residential program 
. unit for which social climate data were also collected. ine data captured for 

individual facility l.Jnits are presented in iable V.l. There were no Level TIl 
residential programs with program description information in this analysiS and 
Level VIII programs, by definition, are non-residential. Since the youth Hostel 
program could not be considered an Urban Home, it is not arrayed separately in 
the table~, but ;s factored into community-based program totals. 

PDF data were collected on those residents and staff members present 
at the time of the second administration of the social climate instruments. 
For community-based programs, the survey results were presented to program 
admini~trators in order to verify their accuracy as typical characteristics 
of the program.. For non-community-based facil ities the greater number of 
staff and residents invol~ed made the PDF data more stable, so the distri
butions reported for these facilities represent'the actual distributions at 
the time of data collection, and not estimates. 

ihe data are aggregated for units within program level so that the 
percentages reflect typical distributions for units within L.evels I, II t IV, 
V, and vr. For example, iable V.2 shows that in the typical Level VI unit, 43% 
of the total' youngster population were Whit~. Sex distributions were an 
exception; since no residential unit housed both males and females, these 
percentages were arrayed to refl ect the percentage of uni ts wi thi n a program 
1 eve 1 'r'lhi ch servi ced ma 1 e or female res i dents exc 1 us i ve ly. 

Although program description data were collected at two periods '(Spring 
197e and Spring 1979) ~ur1ng the Study, the data most relevant to outcome 
analysis were collected during the second administration of th'E! PDF (Spring 
1979). Data collected during the first administration sh~wed the typical 
distribution of program characteristics over a period which preceded the 
cohort tracking period, while second administration data applied to much 
of that period. In addition, several refinements were made to the instrument 
for the second administration 'r'lhich hinder the comparabil ity of the two data 
sets. As a resuH, unless othertJise specified, all PDF tables contain data -
captured during thE Spring 1979 administration. 
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TABLE V.I 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION DATA CAPTURED FOR FACILITY UNITS* 

FACILITY PROGRAM LEVEL CLIP"" 

Goshen I 5 5 
Brookwood I 4 4 
Tryon - Fema 1 es I 2 2 
Tryon - Ma 1 es II 4 4 

, Incustry II 6 6 
Pyramtd House II 1 1 -South Lans i ng II 2 2 2"''' Camp ;i3 II ? 

Brentwood START 
... 3 3*"-

II 1 1 
Camp #2 IV 5 

1 
5 -Camp #6 IV 5 5 5** 

Auburn - SRC IV 1 1 
Willowbrook START IV 

1 
1 1 1 

YDC 1 If 1 
YDC 2 

1 1 
V 1 1 1 

YOC 3 V 2 2 
YDC 4 2 

V 3 2 
YDC 5 

3 
V 3 3 

YDC 6 V 
3 

Home 1 
2 2 2 

Home 2 
VI 2 2 2 

Home 3 
VI 1 1 1 
VI 1 i 

'ic::!e 5 Vi 
1 

Home 6 
3 3 3 

VI 
Home 8 VI 

1 1 

Home 9 VI 
3 3 3 

Home 14 VI 
3 3 3 

Home 22 VI 
2 2 2 

Home 23 
2 2 2 

VI 2 2 
START 2 

2 
VI 1 1 

START <1 
1 

START 7 
VI 1 1 1 
VI 1 1 1 

Youth Hostel VII 1 1 1 

To~ai = 32 75 75 49 
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'TABLE V.2 

( AVERAGE PROGRAM UNIT CHARACTERISTICS BY' 'PROGRAM GROUP AND LEVEL ON MARCH 31, 19791 
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Generally, program characteristics such as reside.nt age, ethnicity, grade 
level, etc., remained consistent over time. One difference was found regarding 
adjudication/legal status of youngsters in non-community··based facilities. The 
data show a decrease in the percentage of JDs in these programs at the second 
administration, although the decrease is accounted for by the increased percent
age of Restrictive JDs and Juvenile Offenders. In short, there was an increased 
use of one placement type (restrictive placements) and the introduction of 
an additional placement option (Juvenile Offenders), resulting in a smaller per
centage of II simple" JDs in non-community-based facilities. 

Community-Based vs. Non-Community-Based Characteristics 

Comparisons of community-based programs with non-community-based 
programs were limited due to the'lack of information on certain variables for 
the non-communitY-based programs (i.e., staff characteristics and youngster 
grade level distributions). In addition, significant differences on some of 
the variables may be explained by considering the criteria for youngster 
admission employed for the non-community-based programs (e.g., the Secure 
Centers and Training Schools did not admit adjudicated PINS, and are, for the 
most part, reserved for adjudicated JDs). 

Dat~ regarding mean age show that the community-based facilities 
generally served an older population than d·id the non-community-based programs 
and Level V programs (YDCs) served an older population than did any other type 
and level. In terms of ethnicity, a greater proport'ion of Black and Puerto 
Rican youngsters resided in Level I (Secure Centers) than in any of the other 
levels. There were virtually no differences in the distributions of ethnic 
groups between the community-based and non-community-based programs, but 
within these categories, Black youngsters were most highly represented in 
Level V (YDC) programs (65%), White youngsters in Level VI (Urban Homes/ 
STARTs) programs (43%),and Puerto Rican youngsters were most highly represented 
in Level I (Secure Center) programs (21%). Staff ethnicity data were not avail
able for most non-community-based programs; figures presented for these programs 
generally represent the distributions of only a few units within each level. 
For community-based units, staff ethnicity distributions were generally comparable 
to those reported for residents. 

In terms of grade level, a higher percentage of youngsters in the 
higher grade levels at entry (i .e., grades 9 - 12+) as well as higher mean 
grades were found in community-based programs when compared to non-community
based facilities, although Level I programs had grade distributions similar 
to those reported for the community-based program units. Resident grade level 
data were unavailable for many non-community-based facility units, and the per
centages reported in Table V.2 for these facilities are those of only a few' 
facility units within each program level. 

The majority of youngsters in the non-community-based facilities 
were court-placed JDs, while the Level I (Secure Centers) population was 50% 
JD, 48% Restrictive JDs, and 3% Juvenile Offender youngsters. PINS youngsters 
made up 21% of the residents in Level IV (Non-Secure) programs. A smaller 
percentage of JDs was found in the community-based programs, as expected, with 
PINS youngsters making up 35% of the total resident population, and voluntary 
placements accounting for almost 20%. 
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As expected, there were substantial differences.b:tween community
based and non-community-based programs regarding the proxlmlty of the programs 
to their residents l home communities. The great majority of co~muni~y~based 
programs served youngsters whv were originally from the ~ounty in WhlCh the . 
program was located, or ~ c~nt;guous county .. Non-commun~ty-based progra~s dld 
not share this characterlst1c, generally serv1ng populatlons more dramatlcally 
removed from their home communities. 

With regard to length. of stay, comparisons by program gro~p are 
complicated somewhat by the variation which exists among the communlty-based 
program types and among the non-community-based facil~ti:s. At the aggregate 
level, however~ residents of Secure Centers ch~racter,st,callY ha~.longer 
1 engths of stay than did any other program reSl ~ents. Non-colrmunHy-b~sed 
programs had higher percentages of ~oungsters d,~charged after compl:tl~g a~ 
least four months in program than d,d the communlty-based programs, lnd1cat1ng 
a greater length of stay for the average youngster. 

In summary, when community-based program characteristics \I/ere . 
compared to those of non-community-based programs, the data show tha~ commu~lty
based programs generally served older youngsters, had more female un1ts avall
able, served a population in higher sch?ol grades, had a ~m~ller percentage of 
JOs and se'rved res i dents closer to the 1r own home commum t1 es . Level 
I S~cure Centers served a predominantly male~ Black and Puerto Rican, JD, . 
Restrictive JD and Juvenile Offender population. These youngsters also reslded 
outside the administrative region in which the program is located and stayed 
in program longer than residents in any other program. 

The PDF data serve the function of answering basic questions . 
regarding program demographics by program type and.leveL .In t~e follO'lJ1ng 
section, the programs are examined in terms of thelr relat,onshlp to the 
communities in which they are located. 

B. Community-Basedness Findings: Community Linkages and Interaction Profile 
(CLI P) 

Program data reflecting linkages betwee~ pro~rams and their resp~ctive 
communities were gathered through the Communlty Llnkages and Inter~ctl0n 
Profile (CLIP) instrument. Determ'ining dif~erent levels o! commun,~y-based
ness for community-based programs was deemea to be useful ln measunng 
treatment effects especially when considering the t~mphasis w~ic~ has .been 
placed on providing and expanding community-based treatment 1n Juvemle 
correctional systems. 

Basically, program administriators provided infCl~mati~n on the :xtent ~f 
the utilization of community resources; and interactl0~ w1th commun'~y resl~ents 
and groups as well as the utilization of program serVlces by commumty resldents. 
Study staff rated these programs along 24 areas of c~)mmun.ity-bas.edness usi ng 
a Rating Guidelines and the findings are presented 1n thlS sectl0n. 

Scores on each of the subdimensions could range from a low of one to 
a maximum of five. With respect to dimension scores, the minimum and maximum 
scores were as follows: 
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DIMENSION NO. OF ITEMS ACTUAL MEAlI DISTRIBUTIONS 

Lowest Mean H;crhest Mean 
Program Ut1lization of 

Community Resources 9 1.6 3.6 

Program Interaction with 
Communtiy 5 1.6 4.6 

Community Utilization of 
Program Resources 6 1.2 4.3 

Community Interaction with 
Program 4 1.5 4.0 

These means represent the lowest and highest mean ratings obtained for the 
Study sample and were calculated on the basis of ratings assigned to each 
item (subdimension) which make up the overall dimension. 

Community-basedness information was collected for programs within the 
target sample of community-based programs and on six non-community-based 
programs (two Camp programs, two Special Residential Centers and two START 
Centers) for comparative purposes. In most Level V (lDC) programs, which by 
design often utilize separate units in a fashion representing transitional 
entry into the community, it was necessary to treat these units separately 
in that their functions often differed with respect to their residentslaccess 
to the community. Table V.3 displays mean CLIP scores by level and program 
type averaged for either units or facilities, depending on the level of inde~ 
pendence units had ~ithin particular programs. 1 

The extent to which programs or units utilized community resources, the 
variety of resources utilized and the quality of such utilization (determined 
in part by whether such utilizationwas syste~atic) did not vary substantially 
across program types. Level IV START programs were rated lowest (mean = 1.8). 
Scores on this dimension for the remaining program types did not show any 
relationship to program level. 

With respect to the extent to which program residents and staff interacted 
with community groups, mean scores generally indicateda higher level of inter
action on the part of community-based programs. START programs in either 
Level II or Level IV scored the lowest (1.6 and 1.8,respectively) , while the 
Youth Hostel was rated the highest. Examples of the areas being rated include 
cpen house activities, staff participation in community organizations and 
the level of resident freedom to interact with community residents. 

Another dimension of community-basedness tapped by the CLIP dealt with 
the extent to which community residents utilized program services. More 
explicitly, this measure was designed to tap the reciprocal nature of the 
DivisionIs programs in terms of providing services to the surrounding 
communities .. Across this dimension, the Level V YDCs were rated highest 
followed by Level VI Urban START programs. Community-based programs, overall, 
had higher utilization of their services and facilities than did non-community
based programs. 

The fourth dimension of community-basedness rated proqrams on the extent 
to which community residents interact ''lith the program by 'providing volunteers, 
participating in the program's operations, and providing, contributions. The 
Level II Special Center and Camp programs surveyed were rated higher on this 
dimension than any of the remaining program types. 
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TABLE:V.3 

CLIP ~1EAN SCORES FOR PROGRAM UNITS BY PROGRAM TYPE AND LIiVEL 

Category: SEC U R E NON - C,O M M U NIT Y - BAS E ~ COM M U NIT Y - n A S E 

level: ' I II IV V' VI 
1-' " 

Type: Youth 
Secure Training Special 1 Special Oeve'lopment' Urban 
Centers Schools Centers Campsl STARTS 2 Campsl Centers STI-..«5 2 Center lIomes 

-, (N=O) .--.J1I.:~ (N=2) '. (N=3) (N=l) (N=5) (N=l) (N=1) (N=llL (N=20) 

COMMUNITY LINKI\GES 
AND INTERACTION 
PROFILE 

ProgramUttlization 
of COlilnunity 

2.9 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.8 1.8 2.9 2.6 Resources -- -- "" 

Program Int.raction 
with Community -- -- 2.2 2.2 1.6 2.0 3.4 1.8 4.0 3.6 

----
Conmun Hy U t i1 i za-
ti on 0 f P rogl'am 

1.8 2.0 1.8 1.3 2.5 2.2 3.0 2.0 
Resources -- --

Communi ty Int:erac-
3.3 3.3 2.8 2.3 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.3 tion \~lth Program -- --

-
Total Con.lluni ty 
linkages and I n tel'" 

2.5 2.5 2.2 1.9 2.9 1.,9 3.1 2.6 
action Profile -- --
Score I 

IThese programs had CUP data obtained for the entire facility and the figures do not represent the average' unit CLIP rating. 

2Although these two START Centers are classified as non-callillunity-based, they are included in lhe Study's COIl'l1lunity-hased START 
programs sample in subsequent analysis. 

3YOUlh Hostel program does not have a program level classification assigned . 
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When summary CLIP ratings were averaged for program-level types, the 
community-based programs generally scored higher on community-basedness 
measures. The CLIP findings are not conclusive given the under-representa
tion of non-community-based programs within the sample of programs with CLIP 
data;. however, these data do not showan inverse relationship between 
program restrictiveness and community-basedness as measured by two of the CLIP 
dimen~ions. Across the dimensions of Community Interaction with Program and 
the Program Utilization of Community Resources, the non-community-based 
programs sampled were rated either higher than or similar to the community
based programs. 

Distributions of CLIF dimension raw scores by the Division's community
based program sample are provided in Table V.4. The non-community-based 
programs are not presented because of the small representation of these 
programs in the CLIP sample. The data show that the ratings of the Urban 
Homes across two CLIP dimensions (Program Utilization aT Community Resources 
and Program Interaction with Community) were much more disparate than those of 
YDCs and STARTs, while the same 'lias true for YDCs when rated on the Community 
Utilization of Program Resources and Community Interaction with Program 
dimensions. As such, consistency in l~atings on some aspects of community
basedness was lacking for programs grouped as Level VI Urban Homes or Level 
V YDCs. It might have b8en expected that the variation in scoring would be 
much more contained. Ltvel VI Urban START programs showed greater consistency 
in scores across the CLIP dimensions, except when rated on Program Utilization 
of Community Resources. 

In summary, program units were surveyed on levels of community-basedness 
and the results showed that differences among programs across the Division's 
level system were generally not related to their membership in a particular 
program level. Community-basedness as measured by the CLIP appears to be 
independent of the program's level classification; within-program level 
differences were stronger than between-program level differences. The third 
dimension of program information, social climate data, provides the foundation 
for the Stlldy's program-specific data. The following discussions review these 
findings at two data collection pOints and propose a typology which is based 
on discernable patterns found among different units within different facilities. 

C. Social Climate Findings 

The COPES and CIES social climate instruments were administered to 
community-based and non-community-based programs, respectively, during two 
periods of the Study; Phase I - Program Description (March 1978) and during 
Phase II - Cohort Tracking (February 1979). For a more thorough description 
of the social climate instruments, see Appendix A. Briefly, the work of 
Rudolf ~toos and his colleagues, at the Social Ecology Laboratory at Stanford 
University, focuses on the impact of physical and social environments on 
human beings. Initially, Moos' efforts were directed to the systematic 
assessment of psychiatric treatment programs, both hospital- and community
based. As his work progressed, however, the generalizability of his approach 
to other treatment settings became evident. His expanded scope of interest 
then came to include juvenile and adult correctional programs, educational 
and work environments, military companies and a number of other group settings. 
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TABLE V.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF CLIP DIMENSION RAW SCORES BY COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAMS 

PROGRAH UTiLIZI\TION PROGRI\M INTERI\CTION COM~1UN ITY UrI 1I ZATl ON CO~iMUN IT Y I iHERI\CTI ON 
. OF cormllN ITY RESOllRCES HlTH C0I1MlINITY OF PROGIW1 RESOURCES W!TII PROGRAM 

Level V Lp.v~l IV ,,,,' Vb'"'' IV Le~e~ Level IV Level V L~~l IV 

YDCs 
. Urban Urban' --- --tTi:"baii--' --\Tl~ 

YDCs --url)an Urban YDCs 
-Urban -Urban-' 

(Homes STI\RTs YDCs Homes STARTs lIomes STARTs lIomes STI\RTs 

_(N=ill- N"18) (N=3) Ui:DL_ ~N=l.!ll. __ j~::1) _ _ LN=13) (N"'181- (N=3) (N=13) (N=18) ~L 

X (N) X (N) X (N) % (N) I (N) % (N) X (N) % (N) X (10 X (N) % ( N) X (N) 

"-~{T) 00 ~~~ 
00 (oY 

00 ~~~ 06 
~~~ 

00 ~~ 00 (0) 00 00 (0) 
00 ~ ~~ 

00 (01 00 ~ ~~ 
00 00 00 o OB (1) 22 ~ril 33 ~ 1) 

00 06 (1) 00 15 (2) 00 (0 00 (ol 00 (0) 44 00 0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 33 (6) 00 (0) 15 (2). 2B (5) 33 (1) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) OB (1) 33 (6) 00 (0) 15 ( 2) 06 (1) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (1) 00 (0) 23 (3) 00 (0) 33 (I) 
DB (1) 11 (2) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 11 (2) 33 (1) OB (1 ) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

. 00 (0) , '00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (1) 00 ~~~ 00 ~O) 00 ~ 0) 00 ~~l OB (1) 06 (1) 00 ~O) OB (1) 00 (0) 00 00 i~~ 00 0) 00 
00 ( 0) 11 (2) 00 0) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 23 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 

T2)'O'O-fOI-
00 ~O) 11 (2) 33 (1) 08 0) 06 ~l) 67 (2~ 

--00-(0) 11 Oll 1) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) 23 (3) 00 0) 00 (0 
00 (0) 11 (2) 00 ~.() 31 ~4) 11 (2) 00 -(0) ·00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 11 (2) 00 0) 00 0) . 39 (7) 33 (1) DB (1) 00 ~O) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 23 (3) 00 (0) 00 (0) DB (1) 00 0) 00 (0) 
00 (0) . 06 (1~ 33 P) 00 ~~~ 06 g~ 33 ~~l 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) " 

23 (3) 06 (l 00 0) 23 00 00 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 
15 (2) -11 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 ~ 0) 00 (0) 
23 (3) 2B (5) 00 (0) 15 Bl 00 

( ~~ 00 ~~~ 15 ~2) 00 (0) 00 (0) DB 00 00 
00 0) 17 (3) 33 (1) 
DB (1) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 ~ 0) 00 ~O) 00 ~ 0) 
DB d~ 00 iO) 33 1) 
DB 00 oi 00 (0) 
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While numerous methods of characterizing human behavior and personality 
have been developed, littJe attention has been focussed on a systematic 
approach to defining social environments. Moos eventually found that very 
different social envit'onments might be characterized by similar dimensions. 
A variety of Social Climate Scales were empirically developed for various 
milieu, each including subscales (sets of questions addressing a particular 
program component) which were essentially alike. The subscales fall into 
three broad categories: 

1. The Relationship Dimensions; 
2. The Personal Development (or Treatment) Dimensions; and 
3. The System Maintenance and Change Dimensions. 

Table V.5 lists the ten COPES subscales and their definitions. The 
first three (Involvement, Support and Spontaneity) measure a program's 
Relationship dimensions. The next four subscales (Autonomy, Practical 
Orientation, Personal Problem Orientation and Anger and Aggression) measure 
the Personal Development (or Treatment) dimensions and the final three sub
scales (Order and Organization, Program Clarity and Staff Control) assess 
the System Maintenance and Change dimensions of programs. Table V.6 lists 
the nine CIES subscales and their definitions. The dimensions of Spontaneity 
and Anger and Aggression do not appear in the CIES version, while an Express
iveness dimension was included to measure the extent to which the program 
encourages the open expression of feelings (including angry feelings) by 
residents and staff. 

A number of changes in the Moos version of the COPES and CIES were 
made in order that the instrument be more appropriate for use with Division 
youngsters. These changes were primarily in vocabulary (e.g., "members" 
became "residents," "discow"age" became "don't like," etc.) in order to 
accommodate the generally lower reading levels of Division youngsters and 
to make the items more relevant to the residents' experiences in program. 
In some cases, the scoring directions were changed (negative phrasing became 
positive), again in an effort to make the document more comprehensible to 
these youngsters. 

The Study's use of Social Climate Inventories was primarily intended to 
provide data which would lead to the development of a typology of programs. 
The social climate data collected in tnis Study were the best measures of 
the "treatment" offered by individual progl"am units, and thus form the 
underpinnings of the typology of programs which was produced. Prior to 
the introduction of the Study's typology of programs, a discussion of the 
findings as they relate to the grouping of programs specified in the Division's 
level system, is presented. The fonowing section provides a discussion of 
these relationships. 

Relationship Between Subscale Scores and PY'ogram Level and Type 

Separate analyses were conducted on the normed scores of the social 
climate subscales for those program units measured with the COPES (community
based) and those units with the CIES (non-community-based). While the COPES 
was administered in corrmunity-based programs, a few of these programs were 
later classified as non-corrmunity-based in the Division's Level system.~ 
These programs were the Auburn Special Residential Center (currently Level IV), 
the Willowbrook START Center (currently Level IV), and the Brentwood START 
Center (cur~ently Level II). 
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TABLE V.5 
COPES ~UBSCALES AND DEFINITIONS 

RELATIONSHIP DIMENSIONS: 
1 • ! nvo 1 vement 

2. Support 

3. Spontanei ty 

PERSONAL OE'/ELOPMENT DiMENSIONS: 
4. Autonomy 

5. Pracilcal 
Orientation 

6. Personal 
Problem 
Orientation 

7. Anger and 
Aggression 

S'lSTEf.l MAINTE:1ANCE AND 
CHANGE Dii"ENS IONS: 

8. Order and 
Organization 

9. Program 
Clarity 

10. Staff 
Control 

measures how active members are in the day-to-day 
functioning of their programs, i.e., spending time con
structively, being enthusiastic, doing things on their 
own initiative. 

measures the extent to which members are encouraged 
to be helpful and supportive towards other members, 
and hO~1 supportive the staff is towards members. 

measures the extent to which the program encourages 
members to act openly and express their feelings openly. 

assesses how self-sufficient and independent members are 
encouraged to be in making their own decisions about 
their personal affairs (I~hat they wear, 'tlhere they go) 
and in their relationships with the staff. 

assesses the ei,tent to 11hi ch the member I s en'li ronment 
orients him/hel' tOl-lards preparing himseif/herself for 
release from the program. Such things as trairing for 
new kinds of jobs, looking to the future, and setting 
and working towards goals are considered. 

measures the extent to 'lihi ch members are encouraged to 
be concerned I~i th thei r persona 1 problems and fee 1 i ngs 
and to seek to understand them. 

measures the extent to whi ch a member 1 s all ol'/ea and 
encouraged to argue with members and staff, to become 
openly angry and to display other aggl-essi'le behavior. 

measures ho\~ important order and organi za ti on is in the 
program, in tenns of members (ho','/ do they lQok), staff 
(I~hat they do to encourage order) and the house itself 
(h9W well is it kept). 

measures the extent to whi ch members' knCl~ what to 
expect in the'day-to-day routine of their program and 
how explicit the program rules and procedures are. 

assesses the e~tent to which the staff use me~sures to 
keep members under necessary controls, i.e., in the 
formulation rules, the scheduling of activities, and 
in the relationships bet:'/!!en members and .staff. 

* in Rudolf H, Moos, Communitv-Oriented Programs Environment Scale Manual, Palo Alto" 
California: Consulting Psycnologists Press, Inr.., 19i4. p.3. 
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TABLE V.6 

CIES SUBSCALES AND DEFINITIONS 

,,~LATIONSH!? OI1'!ENSrONS: 
1 , t n'lo 1 vement 

2. Support 

3. Expressiveness 

?~RSON~L' DEV::LOPI1ENT OINENSiONS: 
*. Auton:Jmy 

5." Practical 
Ori entation 

6. Personal Problem 
Orientation 

SYSTEM :-'A 1:-1"1 cNAi.CE 
. lNO CHANGE 0 ;NEi'jS iONS: 

7, 0rder and 
Organi za t~on 

8. Clarity 

measures hOI~ active and energetic residents are in 
the day.-to~day functioning of the program (i .e." 
interacting socially ~Iith other residents, ~oing . 
things on their o~m initiati'/e, and develop1ng' pr1de 
and group spir~t in the program) 

measures the extent to 'ilhich residents are encouraged 
to be hel;lful and supportive toward other r~side:1ts, 
and how supportive the staff are tO~lard resldents· 

measures the extent to ~Ih j cn the progr:lm encourages 
the open expression of feelings (including angry 
feelings) by residents and staff 

assesses the extent to which residents are encouragec 
to take initiative in pl.!nning activities 'and take 
leaderShip in the unit 

assesses' the extent to '1lhi ch the resident I s envi ron
ment orients him to\~ard ~reparing hims.e\f ~or: release 
from the program; tra i ni ng for ,,';'1/ ki nds 01'. ,job~ I • 

looking to the future, and setting and worklng ~cwar:: 
goals are among the factors considered. 

measu'res the extent to which residents are encour:ged. . 
to be concerned '1/; th the i r persona r prob 1 ems and Tee 11 ngs 
and to seek to understand them 

measures how important order and organization are, in 
the program, in terms of residents (ho~1 they look), 
staff (what they do to encourage order), and the 
facility itself (how well it is kept), 

measures the extent to 'IJhich ·the resident i<no\~s ~Ihat . 
to expect in the day-to-day routine of his program ana 
hOI'i explicit the program rules and procedureS are· . 

g, Stafr Control aS5ess~s the extent to which the staff use r~gUlat~on: 
"(;0 keep res i dents 'uncer necessary, cont~o 1 s J 1 :::' 1 n .. he 
formulation of l"41es, the .;chedullng Oi aC .. 1vl,:~es, ana 
;'n the relations~ips betl'/een reside:1ts and starr). 

*in Rudolf H, "MOOS, Correctional Institutions Environment Scale ~anual, Palo Alto, 
California: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc" 1974, p.3. 
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Table V.7a presents the mean normed scores on the COPES subscales 
by current program level and type:.. These represent the second administration 
results normed according to an original sample of 33 community-based program 
units obtained during the first administration of the COPES. The norming 
procedure yielded scales which are §omparable to one another and have means of 
50 with a standard deviation of 10. Thirty-five of the 39 programs for which 
COPES data were available were either Level V (YDCs) or Level VI (Homes and 
Urban STARTs). The differences in social climate scores between Levels 
V and VI for these 35 programs were not statistically significant. However, 
some differences should be noted. Homes were highest on Support while Urban 
STARTs were lowest on this dimension. Urban STARTs were highest on Practical 
Orientation and lowest on Order and Organization. YDCs were highest on Personal 
Problem Orientation. All of these differences are small: the difference between 
Level V and Level VI (Homes and Urban STARTs) programs never exceeds 4.5 on any 
of the ten scales. Thus, program Levels V and VI cannot be distinguished in 
terms of social climate as measured by the COPES instrument. 

The Division's non-community-based sample programs were normed 
according to the Moos' CIES sample of juvenile correctional programs. This 
was done because of the similarities of the Division's secure and non-community-
based programs to those programs sampled by Moos. This norming procedure also 
yields scales which are comparable to one another and have a mean of 50.4 As 
the data show (Table V.7B)~ Division programs scored higher on most subscales 
than did Moos' sample programs, the exception being Staff Control. With 
respect to program level, significant relationships between the subscale scores 
and program level were found for only four subscales: Involvement, Autonomy. 
Practical Orientation and Staff Control. Specifically, as program restrictiveness 
decreased Involvement, Autonomy and Practical Orientation increased while Staff Control 
decreased. The relationship is largely due to extreme differences in scoring 
between Level IV programs and the remaining program level types; the differences 
between Levels I and II programs across the four subscale scores were very 
small (Table V.7B), except for the Level II Special Residential Centers. These 
program units had lower scores on most subscales when compared to other Level II 
programs . 

With respect to differences found among Division program types 
(i.e., Secure Centers vs. Training School ·vs. Camps, etc.), significant relation
ships were found with the following subscales: Support, Autonomy, Practical 
Orientation, Personal Problem Orientation, Program Clarity and Staff Control. 
Specifically, the Level IV Camp programs had significantly higher subscale 
scores across each of these subscales except for Staff Control, for which they had 
a Significantly lowerscore~ while Level II Special Residential Centers had 
significantly lower scores on the Support and Practical, Orientation subscales. 

In summary, scores on the individual social climate subscales were 
examined in terms of the Division's level system and program types. For 
community-based programs, relationships found between subscale scores and 
program level were not significant. The non-community-based programs, on the 
other hand, were different on some social climate subscales when member-
ship in particular p)"ogram "levels was examined, and these differences are 
largely attributed to major differences in' scoring between Level IV . 
programs and Level I and II programs. The following sectJon describes 
the results of the Study program typology, which essentially groups program 
units according to patterns found among the social climate subscales. 
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TABLE V.7a 

COPES NOR1~ED SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR Cm1MUNITY-BASED PROGRAM UNITS 
BY PROGRA~1 LEVEL AND' TYPE (r~ARCH 1979)* 

h;..r 

Category: NON-COMMUNITY-BASED COMMUNITY -BASED 

Level: II IV 'I VI 
Speci a 11 ~tr Urban Urban Type: START -'-ll START JS) _"(Auburn YOes Homes STARTs 

Units: {N=lJ {N= N:l N= 2 N~QL N= 
COPES SUBSCALES ~ 

, so ~, , sO M 
, S M SO I , SO M , SO 

Involvement 
Support 
Spontaneity 
Autonomy 

, , , , , I I I 
50.8 I 2.3 

, 
45.8 I 0 73.1 , 0 48.8 : 11.1 52.5 : 8.9 53.6 , 0 , I , I 

I , 
! 13.9 

, 
I 6.1 

, 
65.3 , 0 49.2 54.5 110.2 45.9 45.9 , 0 47.3 , 0 , I , , 

I I I , , 
49.4 :10~T 51.3 : 8.9 50.'7 , 0 42.0 I 0 49.7 I 0 47.4 I 10.0 , , 

I 
I 

I I , 
I I 

115.9 : 3.9 50.0 , 0 54.7 , 0 52.8 , 0 47.6 I 9.4 50.4 55.0 , I I 
I 

I , I I I I 

Practical Orient i 7.9 I 0 50.2 I 6.3 48.4 :12.4 56.5 ation 50.4 , 0 33.3 I 0 62.2 I , , I 

Persona 1 Pl"Qb 1 em 
Ori enta ti on 

An~er ~nd Aggres 
Order and Organi 
Program C1 arity 
Staff Control 

I I I I I I , I , • • I 
• • • • I • 49.4 1 113.2 41.9 15.4 42.7 I 0 44.3 • 0 36.5 • Q 6.0 45.5 • • • I I • , , , 

I 14.2 118.2 51.9 115.2 52.3 , 0 61.6 I 0 38.4 I 0 55.7 51.9 sions , • , 
I • , 

I I I 

I 14.6 : 9.2 38.3 I 8.8 37'.6 , 0 46.8 I 0 63.7 • 0 47.6 48.7 zation I • , 
• I • I I I 
I 110.9 47.6 I 4.6 I 0 45.4 • 0 52.9 I 0 50.9 7.1 50.4 52.9 , I I I 

I , I , 
I 

, , 
47.0 : 9.6 46.4 : 3.0 47.8 , 9 48.9 , 0 30.1 I 0 47.1 , 8.2 , I , , , , , I 

*Each program unit's raw score~ were converted to normal T-scores based on a OFY 
. normative sample of 33 communlty-based program units. 

TABLE V.7b 

Youth 
Hostel 
IN= 
M , SO , 

60.1 0 
48.0 0 

68.9 a 
46.2 0 

63.6 0 

5L2 0 
32.6 0 
57.3 a 
62.2 0 
41.6 0 

CIES NORMED SCORES ,lI,ND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR COMMUNITY -BASED PROGRAM UNITS 

CIES SUBS CALES 

Involvement 
Support 
Exp ressi veness 
Autonomy 
Practical Orienta 
Perspna1 Problem 

Orientation 
Order and Organiz 
Program Cl arity 
Staff Control 

I BY PROGRAM LEVEL AND~YPE (MARCH 1979)* 

Category: SECURE NON-Cor·IHUNITY-BASED 

Level: I II IV 

Type: Secure Training Special 
, Centers Schools Camps Centers Camps 

N=l1 N=10 N=3 N=3 HI." 0 
M SO M SO M SO M SO M :su 

I , , , , I I , 
I S.2 55.3 , 9.7 55.2 1 11.8 55.3 I 7.8 54.5 • 7.8 6U I , 

• I , • 60.B ! 10.6 55.9 : 10.9 59.7 I 2.6 48.1 • a.5 65.5 : 9.7 I , I I • 61.9 ! 6.1 57.7 I 7.2 49.6 : 2.4 67.7 , 5.0 58.9 , 9.7 • I 
I • , I 

51.2! 8.0 52.6 I 3.4 49.2 I 3.2 60.1 , 6.7 49.6 I 9.6 I , 
• I 

69.3 ! 10.6 
I , 

65.1 I 7.2- 59.4 I 11.0 74.4 I 7.6 tion 68.1 : 9.4 , 
• , , , , , 
I , I I I 

• , , , 
57.0 ! 7.2 53.6 : 13.6 54.1 : 6.6 49.4 I 10.0 70.1 113.2 

I , 
47.0 ! I I 

4.7 44.9 , 3.9 55.6 • 7.9 ation 57.9 I 11.9 54.0 I 14.4 , , 
I I 

58.9 ! 
, , 

4.0 51.1 , 1.5 63.3 , 6.8 61.6 : 7.0 54.7 : 12.7 I , 
• I , . , 

47.9 i 4.1 46.9 I 7.6 42.8 I 2.6 41.3 • 5.1 45.4 I 5.0 I , 

*Each program unit'~ raw scores were, converted 'to normal T-scores based 
on Moos' norms for juvenile correctional facilities. 
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Typology of Progr~ 

Assessing the impact of treatment environments on program outcome 
measures is facilitated by the characterization of what is typically a wide 
variety of programs under study into fewer, more basic types. As noted 
previously, the Division for Youth operated different types of both community
and non-communitY-based programs which varied with l~espect to size of population 
and staffing patterns, cost, in-house education resources and levels of 
security. While these groupings are relevant to budgetary matters and various 
youngster placement issues, they were not systematical1y rel ated to social 
climate as measured in this Study. Consequently, it was incumbent on Study 
staff to develop a relevant measure of'rehabilitative program content in order 
to permit the assessment of program impact. To this end, the work of Rudolf 
Moos in the area of social climate became quite relevant. 

Social climate typologies group programs according to the similarity 
of their individual subscale profiles. 5 Program profiles are illustrations of 
individual subscale scores and allow for the examination of a program's 
emphasis on certain treatment dimensions as they relate to the average emphaSis 
obtained from a normative sample. 

Moos typed 78 American and British community-based psychiatric 
treatment programs using the COPES, as well as 84 juvenile correctional 
facilities with the CIES. The two typologies developed by Moos are essentially 
the same although there is some difference in the scoring of certain subscales. 
The types generated by Moos were labeled as follows: Therepeutic Community, 
Relationship-Oriented, Action-Oriented, InSight-Oriented, Control-Oriented, and 
Disturbed Behavior. When Division programs were subjected to the analysis 
utilized by Moos, the emerging program clusters were for the most part 
incompatible with the types generated by Moos. In fact, half of the DFY 
programs in the Study could not be typed accordingly. As a result, a typology 
more consistent with the characteristics of Division programs was formulated. 

Some program units in the Study sample clustered in a fashion very 
similar to the Therapeutic and Disturbed Behavior types developed by Moos; 
these program types were thus left intact. With respect to the Relationship
Oriented type, similarities were found between the Moos' profile and a group 
of Division programs, although the differences led to a relabeling of the type, 
as will be explained below. The remaining types developed by Moos, were not 
found among Division programs. Programs which were found to.ha¥~ similar profiles to 
one another, and were essentially different from Moos types, were grouped into 
new types. The Study typology described below is thus based on both the Moos 
findings and findings peculiar to this investigation. Findings are based on 
the second administration of the COPES and CIES instruments and include 73 
program units. Table V.8 provides an outline of both typologies and subscale 
scoring direction which make up the types. 

The Therapeutic Environment 

Eleven of the program units had profiles similar to the profile 
which Moos refers to as the Therapeutic Community. These Division units 
consisted solely of non~community-based units (surveyed with the C1ES); no 
community-based p:;"Dgram had this profile. Figure V.I shows both the Moos 
and Division Therapeutic profiies. As with the Moos type, the Division pro
files indicate considerably above-average emphasis on all of the Relationship 
and Treatment dimensions, while staff control is de-emphasized. 
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, 
Moos describes this program type as "a very active, highly treatment, 

oriented therapeutic community milieu," and contends that this type is 
relatively rare in institutional correctional settings. 6 The Study·s own 
findings are that these program types are more often found among the more 
restrictive Division programs, indicating a Y'elationship between level of 
environmental control and youngsters· perception of treatment activity. 
In other words, it may be the case that the more a youngster1s environment 
is structured, the more likely he/she is to perceive, and thus experience, 
the intended treatment. 

The Supportive/Str.uctured Environment 

The Supportive/Structured Environment type is quite similar to 
Moos· Relationship-Oriented type, except for one noted difference (Figure V.2A). 
While Moos· profile showed that programs had above average emphasis on each 
of the Relationship dimensions, the Division ~ample showed a consistent 
above-average emphasis on Support while the scores on Involvement were much 
more varied and the emphasis on Spontaneity was not particularly high. Thus, 
the average community-based unit typed as Supportive/Structured showed above 
average emphasis on Involvement and Support, average emphasis on Spontaneity, 
and above average emphasis on Order and Organization and Program Clarity. The 
emphasis on the System Maintenance dimensions, of which Order and Organization 
and Program Clarity are a part, that appeared on the Supportive/Structured 
grouping was similar to that reported for Moos· Relationship-Oriented type. 

The non-community-based units (with CIES profiles) typed as Supportive/ 
Structured had profiles which were somewhat similar to Moos· Relationship
Oriented type for juvenile correctional programs in that the emphasis on the 
Support subscale and the System Maintenance dimensions were comparable (Fig. V.2b). Yet, 
emphasis placed on other subscales in the Study type were dramatically different, 
particularly with respect to emphasis on Expressiveness and Practical Ol'ientation. 
On these b/o subsca 1 es, the Study type showed much higher emphas is. A tota 1 
of eight community-based program units and eight non-community-based units 
were typed as Supportive/Structured. 

Moos describes the Relationship-Oriented cluster of programs as 
"warm and clear" and acknowledges that the basic therapeutic ingredients are 
ingrained within strong supportive interpersonal relationships.? The Study·s 
findings do not contradict the explanations as presented by Moos but do 
suggest that for the Division·s non-community-based sample an orientation 
toward individual planning (Practical Orientation) occured within the context 
of support and structure. 

The Person-Oriented Environment 

. Three community-based units and eight non-community-based units had pro-
files which were labeled as Person~Oriented (Fig. V.3A and B). The emphasis in these 
profiles is above-average on the Practical Orientation, Personal Problem 
Orientation, Autonomy and Support subscales and moderate across the remaining 
subscales. Considering the extent to which these subscales address the 
residents· needs (personal problems, skills, preparing for release), the lable 
was selected to reflect the program·s orientation toward the individual 
(thus Person~Oriented). Moos· Insight-Oriented type resembles these profiles 
with some exceptions. While his correctional program Insight-Oriented type 
shows an above-average emphasis on Autonomy, this subscale was not emphasized 
to an above-average extent for Division non-community-based programs within 
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this type. Moos' community··based sample had an above-average emphasis on 
Anger and Aggression, Practical Orientation and Personal Problem Orientation 
and relative de-emphasis across the Relationship and System Maintenance sub
scales, except for Staff Control. The Division community-based sample had 
above-average emphasis on most subscales except for Spontaneity and Order 
and Organization, and had average emphasis on Staff Control. 

The fact that this program type is so unlike most of the types 
presented by Moos suggests that these relationships among social climate 
subscales \'1ere peculiar to Division programs. It appears that among Division 
programs, for both community- and non-community-based types, emphasis on 
treatment is coupled with some emphasis on support. The difference between 
community-based and non-community-based programs classified as Person-Oriented, 
on the other hand, is reflected in the degree of emphasis placed on Autonomy . 
It might be that Autonomy is critical to community-based treatment but less 
important in more restrictive non-community-based treatment programs. In other 
words, a youngster placed in community-based programs might be expected to 
exercise Autonomy as part of his/her "treatment", while the same might not 
be expected for youngsters placed in more institutional environments. 

Acting-Out Environments 

Nine community-based units in the Division sample had profiles which 
were classified as "Acting-Out Environments"; none of the non-community-based units 
fell into this type·{Fig. V.4); "The units' profiles show above-average emphasis on 
Spontaneity and Anger and Aggression with Staff Control de-emphasized. Resi
dents' activities appeared to be less controlled by program staff and an 
above-average degree of hostility (verbal aggression, argument5) was evident. 
The Action-Oriented program type found in Moos' COPES sample is similar to 
this type except that Anger and Aggression is only moderately emphasized in his 
sample profile, and there is above-average emphasis on Staff Control. 

The de-emphasis on Staff Control, together with the over-emphasis on 
Anger and Aggression found among Division programs falling into the Acting
Out type suggests that these environments were much more "explosive" than other 
programs. The fact that the majority of the units classified as "Acting-Out" 
environments were among the least restrictive of the Division programs (seven 
of the nine units were Urban Ho~e and START units) implies some incompatability 
between these program designs and their populations (i.e., it might be the 
case that these programs were poorly equipped to handle the problems of their 
residents). 

Expressive Environments 

Three non-community-based units in the Division sample were classified 
as Expressive. The profiles showed high emphasis on the Expressive subscale 
and low emphasis on Staff Control, while the remaining subscales showed average 
or below-average emphasis (Figure V.5). The CIES Action-Oriented types found 
among Moos' sample were similar with, respect to System Maintenance dimensions. 
All other subscales,except Expressiveness,were emphasized to a higher extent 
in the Moos' sample. The Moos'cluster of Disturbed-Behavior environments found 
among the CIES sampled programs also resemble the Study non-conmunity-based 
Expressive type. Compari~ons show a higher emphasis on Practical Orientation 
and less emphasis on Staff Control among the Study sample. 
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Figure V. 5 shows that the average progl~am profil e for the Study 
programs classified as Expressive falls somewhere between Moos' profiles of 
Action-Oriented and Disturbed-Behavior juvenile correctional programs. In 
describing the population within these two f'~nvironments, Moos shows similarities 
among the residents of both groups, namely, that the residents were apt to be 
assau'1tive, to break ruies and to destroy property.8 Although no attempt was 
made in the Study to describe the residents in terms of behavioral character
istics, the fact that these three Expressive environments were found among the 
most restrictive of the Division programs (Levels I and II) suggests that these 
behaviors may also be part of theExpressiv~·environment. 

Disturbed-Behavior Environments 

Some Division programs had profiles which were quite comparable to those 
labeled Disturbed-Behavior by Moos (Pig. V.6). These profiles had low emphasis 
on all of the subscales with the exception of Staff Control and Anger and 
Aggression, which showed above-average emphasis. Five community-based program 
units were classified as Disturbed-Behavior. In describing resident character
istics of community programs classified as Disturbed-Behavior, Moos refers to 
them as "acutel.y disturbed. "9 Although no behavior data were gathered on the 
Division units falling into this category, it is clear that residents in these 
programs perceived them as offering very little treatment but maintaining a 
relatively high degree of staff control. 

Residual Groups 

Eighteen unit profiles could not be typed and no patterns among 
these profiles could be discerned. These profiles were subsequently placed 
in a residual, unclassified grouping. The fact that these program units were 
unclassified in terms of social climate did not eliminate them from further 
analysis. Instead, these programs were simply treated as unclassified in 
subsequent analyses. 

Comparison of Study Types 

The previous discuss'ions focussed on the description of program types in 
terms of what appears to be the essential elements of the program units' 
"treatment" when measured with social climate inventories. As such, the label
ing of profiles was dependent upon the relative emphasis placed on each social 
climate subscale. Comparisons of these types provide more clarity for the 
interpretation of those findings, in that the differences found between the 
types:reflects the essential differences in the treatments provided. 

The Therapeutic environment is one in which a good deal of activity is 
occuring within a program. All aspects of treatment, as measured by social 
climate, are quite evident. The Supportive/Structured environment, on the 
other hand, places a considerable degree of emphasis on providing a sense of 
support coupled with clarity and organization. It differed from the Thera
peutic environment in that the Treatment dimensions (Autonomy, Practical 
Orientation, Personal Problem Orientation and Anger and Aggression) received 
less emphasis. That is not to say that Supportive/Struc~ured environments 
necessarily offer less "treatment", but that there may be differences in. the 
focus of that treatment. 
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The Person-Oriented type had as its particular characteristics an above
average emphasis on Practical Orientation and Personal Problem Orientation 
and less emphasis on system maintenance. As Moos describes the subscales, the 
emphasis placed on the two former subscales indicate an above-average focus 
on the youngster's preparation for release, personal problem solving,develop
ment of useful skills, etc. This type differed from the Therapeutic environment 
in that its treatment approach appears to be more focused and less broad. 
The Supportive/Structured environment differed from the Person-Oriented in 
its higher emphasis on the System Maintenance and the Relationship dimensions. 
In some respects, it can be argued that both Supportive/Structured and Person
Oriented environments are components of the Therapeutic environment. The 
differences among all three lies in the level of focus applied to particular 
treatment dimensions. 

The Acting-Out environment is characterized by high emphasis on Spontan
eity, Anger and Aggression and low emphasis on System Maintenance. As such, 
it appears to characterize an environment which has a great deal of resident 
~ct~vity with little control. It differs from the previously mentioned types 
ln ltS lack of emphasis on the Relationship and Treatment dimensions. 

The Expressive environment, in one sense, appears to be the non-community
based version of Acting-Out environments. The lack of an Anger and Aggression 
subscale on the CIES, though, hinders the comparability of the two social 
cl imate types. L,i ke the Acti ng-Out envi ronment, the Expressive type showed 
a lack of emphasls on the Relationship and Treatment dimensions. 

Finally, the Disturbed-Behavior type, found only among community-based 
program units, characterizes the environment as one in which not much treaunent 
i~ perce~ved but where staff control and a degree of hostility. (Ang~r·ang·Aggres" 
s10n) eXlst. The lack of emphasis on most subscales is what makes the Disturbed
Behavior type so distinct. 

In summary, the program typology formulated was based on the results of 
social climate surveys and collapses a variety of programs into fewer, more 
meaningful types. Similar patterns in both scoring and direction of subscales 
were found among the units of different programs which resulted in the develop
ment of a social climate typology based, in large part, on Moos' social climate 
research. The six types developed for the study are: Therapeutic, Supportive/ 
Structured, Person-Oriented, Acting-Out, Expressive and Disturbed-Behavior. In 
add~tion, a number of independent profiles were also found and were grouped as 
reslduals. The following section discusses the issues of social climate 
change and stability; the focus on describing environments in terms of 
longevity was deemed important to its measurement of impact on youngster outcome. 
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D. Social Climate Change 

Analysis of social climate change is handled in two fashions: first, 
a review of change in subscale scoring and second, an analysis of the stability 
of individual program profiles. The latter analysis merely encompasses the 
matching of individual program profiles generated as the result of the social 
climate data collection and the assignment of a stability indicator. Therefore, 
only those program units with two sets of social climate data gathered during 
the two separate data collection periods (Spring 1978 and Spring 1979) are 
the subject of this section. 

1. Social Climate Subscale Change 

Table V.9 provides the mean raw score and standare deviation for 
each social climate subscale captured during both data collection periods, as 
well as the average raw score deviation found between periods. The data 
represent the average raw score obtained on each subscale for those program 
units with first and second administration social climate data. A totol of 
29 units had two sets of COPES data and 17 units had two sets of CIES data. 

For those program units in which the COPES was administered, change 
was most pronounced on the following subscales: Involvement, Support, Personal 
Problem Orientation, Anger and Aggression and Program Clarity. The average 
program unit had score changes on each of these subscales. Since the COPES 
had an average of ten items in each of the subscales, an average deviation 
score of over 1.0 represents a reversal of the scoring direction on more than 
one item for that subscale. 

Those program units with CIES scores (all non-community-based) 
experienced less change. The average program unit showed some change on the 
subscales of Involvement, Support, Practical Orientation, and Order and 
Organization. The degree of change on these subscales for these units, though, 
was less than that of the units with COPES scores. Since the number of program 
units with CIES scores increased during the second administration of the social 
climate inventories (an increase of 22 units), d~awing conclusions concerning 
subscale change for this group is inappropriate. 

Overall, change in individual social climate subscales· occurred with 
respect to those community-based program units surveyed with the COPES instru
ments. Change on the CIES subscales was not conclusive because of the increased 
sampling of non-community-based programs during the second administration of 
social climate inventories. In the next section, a discussion of program profile 
stability is provided. 

2. Stability Index 

As noted before, the Study typology is based on the second administra
tion of the COPES and CIES to community-based and non-community-based programs. 
Profiles generated from the first administration were also typed according to 
the Study typology and comparisons of first and second administration results 
w~r~ made fo~ program units with both sets of data. Program units with highly 
slmllar profl1es at both periods were assigned a high stability score, while 
those units with dissimilar profiles were assigned a low· stability score . 
Although forty-seven progl"am units had both first and second administration 
social climate data, four units were not assigned a stabil'ity indicator because 
of the small number of residents present at one of the survey administrations; 
this prevented the typing of the unit at that time. In most cases, a high 
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stability rating was assigned only when the two profiles were of the same 
type at the two administrations. IO Exceptions included the Therapeutic pro
grams whose first administration profiles were typed either Person-Oriented or 
Supportive/Structured. The relaxing of criteria was permitted for these 
program profiles because of the greater similarities among these program 
types. 

Table V.lO shows the distribution of program units by Study type, 
stability, and program level. The most stable Study type found, defined by 
having very similar profiles at both data collection periods, was the Thera
peutic environment. The five Therapeutic units having both first and second 
administration data had pl~ofiles that were very similar over time. The 
remaining types were evenly distributed with regard to stability, except 
for the Expressive and Unclassified units. Although the Expressive type 
showed high stability, the small number of program units involved limit 
drawing conclusions. The Unclassified units were the least stable, i.e., 
only one unit in the Unclassified group had similar profiles at both admin
istrations. Considering that eight of these thirteen Unclassified units 
were community-based program units and noting the previously discussed issue 
of social climate subscale change among community-based programs, it appears 
that social climate is not particularly stable among the Divisionis community
based programs. 

Summarizing the results of social climate change, the data showed 
that social climate tends to vary over time for community-based programs and 
varies less for non-community-based programs. The following section reviews 
the relationships found among the various sets of program data. 

E. Relationship Among Various Program Characteristics 

Table V.ll shows the distribution of the Study types by program level. 
As noted before, seventy-three program units had second administration 
social climate data and were thus typed as any of the six Study types formula
ted or grouped with a residual set of unclassified program units. Among the 
Level I Secure Center units, 36% were typed as Therapeutic, 36% as Supportive/ 
Structured, and the remaining units were evenly distributed among the Person
Oriented, Expressive or Unclassified units (9% respectively). The non-community
based program units show some differences in the distributions when program 
level is considered. A SUbstantial number of both Level II and IV units were 
Unclassified (41% and 28% respectively) with the Level II units having the 
highest percentage of Unclassified types. More than forty percent of the 
Level IV program units were typed as Therapeutic, while a third of these 
unist were typed as Person-Oriented. Level II units had a higher percentage 
of Supportive/Structured types than did Level IV programs and also contained 
the two remaining units typed as Expressive. 

Among the community-based program units, differences were also noticeable 
between program levels. A higher percentage of Level V units were typed as 
Supportive/Structured (40%) and Distrubed-Behavior (30%). Among Level VI units 
there was a high percentage of Acting-Out and Unclassified social climate types 
(40%). Of the community-based program units typed as Person-Oriented, they were 
all Level VI units. 

With respect to the differences between the non-community-based and 
community-based programs, the data show that the community-based program units 
were less likely to be classified as Therapeutic and Person-Oriented. The 
distribution of Unclassified profiles were similar for community-based and 
non-community-based programs. 
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TABLE V.9 

SOCIAL CLIMATE SUBSCALE CHANGE FOR BOTH COMMUNITY-BASED AND 
NON-COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAM UNITS 

(Mean Raw Scores and Standard Deviations) 

COPES Subscales 

Involvement 
Support 
Spontaneity 
Autonomy 
Practical Orientation 
Persona 1 Prob 1 em Ori enta t i on 
Anger & Aggression 
Order & Organization 
Program Clarity 
Staff Control 

CIES Subscales 

Involvement 
Support 
Expressiveness 
Autonomy 
Practical Orientation 
Personal Problem Orientation 
Order & Organization 
Program Clarity 
Staff Control 

FIRST I SECOND 
ADnIlIISTRAiION ADrlINISTRATION 

(Raw Scores) lRaw Scores) 
, Nean S. D-~ ,"lean S.D. 

'4.71 1. 39 , 4.79 1.52 
5.93 1. 46 6,23 1.55 
4.53 .93 4.52 1.09 
4.43 .85 4.42 1.31 
7.37 .84 7.59 .66 
5.50 1. 27 5.13 1. 29 
5.62 .85 5.78 1. 42 
6.04 1.38 6.07 1. 54 
6.50 1.26 6.60 1.00 
7.66 .90 7.45 .80 

6.08 1. 46 5.58 1.29 
6.55 1. 47 6.1S 1. 52 
4.79 .75 4.97 .64 
4.45 1.24 4.17 1.13 
6.99 .71 , 

7.54 .S9 
5.42 1.04 5.05 1.08 
5.60 1.67 5.25 1. 66 
6.22 1.07 6.09 .85 
5.17 .76 5.77 .50 

I AVERAGE 
DEVI~TrON 

I 
I Absolute Nean Chanoe 
I 

1. 56 
1. 57 
.84 

1.13 
.81 

1. 49 
1. 22 
1. 08 
1. 28 

.65 

1.15 
1. 16 
.77 
.91 

1. 08 
.94 

1. 36 
.74 
.74 

I 

*There were,29 program units with COPES scores and 17 program units I·lith CIE;; 
scores durlng both data collection periods, i.e., Spring 1978 and Spring 1979. 
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TABL(V.'1O 

STABILITY OF SOCIAL CLIMATES MEASURED AT T 1 AND T 2 BY PROGRA~1 GROUP 

SOCIAL CLH1ATE TYPE AND 
ST AID-',Jl'0.. 

Therapeutic 

Supportive/ 
Structured 

Person-Oriented 

Acting-Out 

Expressive 

Disturbed Oehavior 

Unclassified 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

Category: 
level & 
1-J.Yj)~ 
'------

Stabil ity 
High 
Low 

lIigh 
Low 

lIigh 
Low 

lIi9h 
Low 

IUgh 
'-OI~ 

lIigh 
Low 

lIigh 
Low 

High 
,Low 

SE.CURE 
J 

Secure 
: {N=l~t 

% TN 

40% ~4) 00 0) 

20 ~2) 20 2) 

00 (0) 
00 '(0) 

00 (0) 
00 (0) 

10 (1) 
00 (0) 

00 (0) 
00 (0) 

00 (0) 
10 (1 ) 

70 (7) 
30 (3) 

100 ( 10) 

NON-CONt1UNlTY -llI\SED 
II V 

L imi ted Secure YDCs 
!N=f.!l W=81 
% (!:!L- % (N) 

17% (1) 00% (0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 

17 (1 ) 25 (2) 
00 (0) 13 (1) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 13 (1) 

17 ( 1 ) 00 (0) 
00 (0) 00 ' (0) 

00 (0) 25 (2) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 

(0) (O! 00 00 
50 (3) 25 (2 

50 (3) 50 (4) 
50 (3) 50 (4) 

100 (6) 30 (1.1) 

COMHUN ITY -OI\SED 
VI HOllies &. TOTAL Urban STARTs TOTI\L 

(N=I!!) IN=27} ~N4k % !t!l % (N) 

00% (0) 00% (O~ 12% ~5) 
00 (0) 00 (0 00 0) 

05 (1) 11 (3) H (6) 
11 (2) 11 (3) 12 (5) 

00 (0) 00 ~O) 00 (0) 
05 (1) 04 1) 02 (1) 

21 (4) 15 (4) 09 ~") 16 (3) 15 (4) 09 t1) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 05 (2) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

00 (0) 07 12) 05 (2) 
05 (1) 0" 1) 02 (1) 

" 

(1) (1) (I) 05 04 02 
32 (6) 30 (8) 19 (12) 

32 (6) 37 (l0~ 47 (20) 
68 (13) 63 . (17 53 (23) 

7U (19) 100 (27) 100 (43) 
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Category: 

ILevel " 
Type: 

TYPE 

Therapeutic 

Supportlve/Str 

Person-Oriente 

Acting-Out 

Expressive 

Disturbed Beha 

Unclassified 

TOTAL 

uctured 

d' 

vio;' 

, 

\ 

TABLE V.11 

SOCIALCLH1ATE TYPE BY PROGRAM GROUP AND LEVEL 

SECURE NON-CO~1MUIIITV -DASED CO~1MUN lTV -BASED 

I II IV NCB !II lIomes & TO~AL Secure Ltd. Secure Non-Secure TOTAL vncs Irbiln STI\JlT~ TOTI\L 
(N=10 (N=l]) (11=12) (N=29) (N=10) =:I!"E2J) (N=J31 7~(=7J) 
% (N) % (N) % (Nl X (NL % (N) % (N) % (tI) % (U) 

36% (4) , 12% (2) 42% (5) 24% (7) 00% (0) 00% (0) 00% (0) 15% (11) 

36 (4) IB ( J) 08 (1) 14 ~4) 40 (4) 17 (4) 24 (B) 22 (16) 

09 (1) IB (3) 33 (4) ;:4 (7) 00 (0) 13 (3) . 09 (3) 15 (11 ) 

00 ( 0) 00 (0) OB (1) 03 (1) 10 (1) . 30 (7) 24 ( 8) 12 (9) 

09 (1) 12 (2) 00 (0) 07 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) Oil . (3) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 30 (3) 09 (2) 15 (5) 07 .( 5) 

09 (1) 41 (7) DB (1) 28 (B) 20 (2) 30 (7) 27 (9) 25 ('18) 

100 ( 11) 100% (17) 100 (12) 100 ( 29) 100 (10) 100 ( 23) 100 (33) 100 (73) 
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TABLE V.12 

I 
N 
o 
.-I 

STUDY SOCIAL CLIMATE TYPES BY SELECTED PROGRAM DESCRIPTION FORM VARIABLES 

I 

TIlERAPEUTI C (N= 11) 
Secu re (If= 4 ) 
Non-Con'l1unity-Based (N=7} 
Coulnun ity-Based (N=O) 

SUPPORTIVE /STRUCTURED (N=16) 
SeclJre (N=4) 
Non-Conrnunity-l3ased (N=4) 
COHlmunity-lJased (N=3) 

PERSON-ORIEN~~ (N=11) 
SecUl"e (N= 1) 
Non-ColllllUnity-Rased {N=7} 
COIIJ11unity-lJased (11=3) 

ACTING-OUT (N=9) 
Secure (N=Q) 
Non-Conrnunity-Based (N=l) 
Con~unity-l3ased (N=O) 

EXPRESSIVE (N=3) 
Secure (N= 1) 
Non-Conmlunity-l3ased (N=2) 
COIllllunity-Based (N=O) 

DISTURIJED IJEIIAVIOR (rI=5) 
Secure ( N=O) 
Non-Conlmmity-l3ased (N=O) 
COlIJnuni ty-Bosed (N=5) 0 

UNCLASSIFIED (N=17) 
Secure-(N= 1) 
Non-ColIJlluni ty-Based (N=8) 
Conll1uni ty-Based (N=8) 

IRESIDENT 
MEAN 
AGE 

15.4 
15.3 
--

15.2 
15.3 
16.0 

15.8 
14.9 
15.4 

--
15.6 
\6.0 

15.5 
15.0 
--

--
--
15.9 

15.6 
15.1 
15.7 

Male 

X 

100 
foo 
--

74 
74 
63 

00 
100 
67 

--
00 
75 

100 
50 
--

--
--
40 

H)O 
87 
75 

SEX ETIINICITY 

Puerto 
Female White Black Rican 

X X % % 

00 13 64 24 
00 42 42 14 
-- -- -- --

26 06 69 - 19 
26 49 39 08 
37 37 54 09 

100 33 50 17 
00 23 55 20 
33 00 64 36 

-- -- -- --
100 22 6il 00 

25 46 :15 18 

00 43 57 00 
50 47 47 07 
-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
60 21 59 13 

00 07 I 36 50 
13 ilO 50 08 
25 ill 44 12 

I 

~ eon 0 
-r;::::~~=it.~""7~~~~----~·--:--"""'-------"'---:""-----·'7"'--"----~~~~'<-,-"".",."" 

An,JUDICATlON 

Rest. 
Other PINS JD JD Volunteet 

% X % % % -

00 00 33 67 00 
02 16 79 00 00 
-- -- -- -- --

07 00 59 41 00 
Oil 15 8il 00 00 
00 26 31 02 37 

00 00 83 17 00 
02 02 91 00 01 
00 17 61 00 11 

-- -- -- -- --
15 57 43 00 00 
01 40 39 <01 . 09 

00 00 57 43 00 
00 07 93 00 00 
-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- --

.' 07 39 23 04 21 

07 00 36 64 00 
01 02 94 . 02 00 
03 38 52 00 11 

--'1 

f. 
I 

" 

Other 

f-
o

_ X __ 

00 
04 
--

00 
00 
Oil 

00 
05 
11 

--
00 
11 

00 
00 
--

--
-- \ 
13 

00 
<01 
00 
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Study Social Climate T~ 

THERAPEUTIC (N=q) 
'-NOn-Cormiiini ty-lJased (N=4) 

Community-lJased (N=O) 

SUPPORT! VE /STRUCTURED (N= 10) 
Non-Communi ty-lJased (N= I) 
Co".nunity-lJased (N"9) 

PERSON-ORIENTED (N=5) 
Non-Community-lJased (N=2) 
CO"'lIunily-lJased (N=3) 

ACTING-OUT (N=8) 
Non-Conruun ity-Sa sed (N=O) 
COllll11unity-ilased (N=8) 

EXPRESS 1 VE (N= 1) 
Non-conl1iunitY-Sased (N= 1) 
Community-lJased (N=O) 

DISTURIJEO IJEHAVIOR (N=5) 
Non-Colllllunity-lJased (N=O) 
Conl11unity-Based (N=5) 

UNCLASSIFIED (N=II) 
Non-Colll11unfty-Based (N=2) 
Conrnunity-Based (N=9) 

,", 

.TABLE V .1~ 

STUDY SOCIAL CLIMATE TYPES BY· CLIP DIMENSION MEANS 

PROGRAM UTILIZATION PROGRlltl HITERACT!ON COM~lUN ITY UTI LI ZA TI ON C0I1MUN ITY. I NTERACT! ON 
OF COH~lUN lTV RESOURC£< WITIi CO~l~lUNITV OF PROGRAM RESOURCES W ITII PROGRAM 

Mean (N) tlean (N) Mean (N) Mean (N) 

2.1 (q) 2.0 (4) }.3 (4) 2.3 (4) 
-- (0) -- ( 0) -- (D) -- (0) 

2.2 (1) 2.2 (I) 2.0 (1) 3.3 (1) 
2.7 ( 9) 4.0 (9) 2.3 (9) 2.6 (9) 

2.2 (2) 2.1 g~ 1.7 (2) 2.8 (2) 
2.5 (3) II .1 2.4 (3) 2.6 (3) 

-- (0) -- ( 0) -- (0) -- (0) 
2.7 (8) 3.9 (8) 2.2 (13) 2.3 (13) 

2.9 (1) 2.2 (1 ) 1.13 (1) 3.3 P) 
-- ( 0) -- (D) -- (0) -- D) 

-- (0) -- ( 0) -- (O~ -- (0) 
2.7 (5 ) 3.1 (5) 2.9 (5 2.6 (5) 

2.6 F) 2.2 !2) 1.9 ( 2) 3.7 ( 2) 
2.6 9) 3.6 9) 2.1 (9) 2.4 (9) 

/ 

, 
-} 

\ 

,{ 

{ , 
i 

I :.! 
I 
I 
1 

AVERAGE OVERALL CLIP I 
1 
I 

Ilean (N) 
-

:} 

;1 
I 

:1 

1.9 (II) 
-- (0) 

~ 

tl 
I, 

2.5 (1) 
2.9 (9) 

it 
,I 

2.2 (2) 1 
2.9 (3) ~ I 

:j 

-- (0) 
2.13 (8) 

11 
! 

" 

i 

2.5 (1) 
-- (0) 

! 
U 
'i 
I 

:1 
-- (D) 
2.13 (5) 

11 
f1 
.1 

2.5 (2) 
2.7 (9) 
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Relationship Among Study Type and PDF Resident Characteristics 

Table V.12 shows the distribution of selected res~dent characteris~ics 
JY the Study social cl imate types. Generally, thes~ da~a dl ~ not show r~l at~g~
~hips which were different than those reported earller 1n thlS chapter ~ en 'd 
~ata was arrayed across the program levels. For example. not much can e sal 
of the finding that Black youth were the majority ethnic g~oup represented 
across most Study types when there was an over-representatlon of,Black young
sters in th~ Division as a whole. The same holds true f~r sex dlfferences, 
where males-were disproportionally represented. Th~ resldent mean a~es r~ported 
on Table V.12 are sufficiently similar,to suggest.l1ttle or no relat10nshlp 
between resident age and treatment. envlronment. 

Given the relationship between adjudication s~at~s and Division~ , 
ro rams where the more serious offenders are placed wlthln t~e ~ore,res~rlc
~iv~ programs, associations between soci~l climate type and a~~udl~atl~\status 
of residents cannot be made without cautlon. The data ~how, oug" a 

ro rams which serviced a substantial percentage of PIN~ w7r7 more ~lkelY,to be 
~o~unity-based Acting-Out, Disturbed-Behavior and unclasslf~~d ~OC1~ls~~~~~~~ve/ 
t es. Volunteers were most highl~ represented among communl y- ~se 
s~~ucture~ program type~ c~nsti~utltng a g~ehate~J,~~~~yen~~g~o~~~~t:~~ ~~~~~n most 
adjudicatlon category wlthln thlS ype. I em, ,-
of the non-community-based programs, regardless of socl~l' cllmate ty~es, \'/ere 
adjudicated JDs, The only exc·eption was the non-commumty-based Actlng-Out't 
type which was 57% PINS. This particular unit ~as also the only non-commUnl y-
based Acting-Out type and served females excluSlvely. 

Relationship Among Study Types and Communitv-8asedness 

A review of Study social climate types arrayed acros~ the CLIP 
dimension mean' ratings is limited due to the und~r:r~presentatlon of non
community-based programs in the CLIP sample of OlvlslOn,prog~ams (Table V.13)., 
Across the Program Utilization of Community Resources dlmenSlon the non:communlty
based units within the Therapeutic, Supportive Structured a~d Person-Orlente~ 
types had the lowest mean rating, \,/hile the only non-com~unlty-ba~e~ ExpresslVe 
type had the highest rating. Community-based prog~am un~ts had s:mllar mea~ 
scores (ranging from 2.5 to 2.7) regardless of soclal cllmate typlng for thlS 
dimension. 

This same pattern is evident across ~wo of the.remaining CLIP di~en
sions as well, i.e., the Program Interaction wlth commun~ty and the Communlty 
Utilization of Program Resources dimensions. The commu~lty-based pr~gra~ d 
units tended to score higher on these dimensions than dld non-comm~nlty- ase 
units yet very little differentiation exists between thes~ communlty-~ased 
units'when grouped by social climate type. The non-commun1ty~based unlts 
also did not differ much on CLIP scores when a~rayed by the Study types. 
The Therapeutic environment type, though, con~lstentlY showed lowe~ m~an 't, 
scores on all of the dimensions than any of tn~ other types. On t,e ommunl y 
Interaction With Prooram dimension, non-communlty-based program unlts had 
higher mean scores than did the community-based un~ts a~d these scores we~e 
more varied. As was the case for the other CLIP d~mens,ons"me~n scores or 
this dimension did not fit a particular pattern Whl~h would lndlcate a 
relationship between social climate type and communlty-basedness. 
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In summary, when the various program characteristics were arrayed 
across the Study social climate types, no strong relationships were found 
bwtween program resident characteristics and social climate type or between 
CLIP mean scores and type. The differences found were generally between 
non"community-based and community-based programs. When examining the Study 
types by program level, differences between levels were noted such that 
Levels I and IV program units were most often typed as Therapeutic, Level 
II units as Unclassified, Level V as Supportive/Structured, while Level VI 
program units were most frequently Unclassified or typed as Acting-Out. 
Community-based programs, overall, were more likely to be typed as Supportive/ 
Structured, Acting-Out, or Disturbed Behavior, while the non-community-based 
programs were more likely to be typed as Therapeutic or Person-Oriented. 

SUMMARY 

Three sets of program data composed of resident and staff character
istics, a measurement of community-basedness, and social climate data were 
reviewed against a set of program classifications offered by the Division 
(level system, facility types) and other program evaluators (Moos I social 
climate typology). It was found that although the descriptive data were able 
to differentiate between and a~ong some program groups, very little was offel~
ed in the way of providing guidance toward assessing program impact. 

The community-basedness measures found that with respect to some aspects 
of community-basedness, non-community-based units were comparable to community
based program units. SpeCifically, the Utilization of Community Resources and 
the Communi ty Interacti on with Progl'am measures showed 1 i ttl e difference between 
non-community-based units and community-based units, and in fact, the latter 
measure sho~ed that non-community-based units were generally rated higher. 
On the CLIP dimension which measured the degree. of interaction with the sur
founding community on the part of both program staff and residents, community
based program units were rated much higher than non-community-based units. 
The same held true for the CLIP dimension which measured the Community Util
ization of Program Resources. 

Levels of emphasis on various treatment dimensions as measured with 
soc.al climate instruments did show patterns among program units, yet these 
patterns were Widely distributed among the Divisionis classified groupings 
and were not related to membership within these groupings. In other words, 
the Divisionis classifications by level and facility type (e.g., Secure 
Centers, YDCs, etc.) were not systematically related to social climate. 
While some facilities did show consistent social climates across the units 
which composed the facility, these were, for the most part, exceptions. 
Most facilities had very different social climates exhibited amarrg the units 
within the overall facility. 

Units with comparable social climate profiles were grouped into six 
Study types. Of these types, the most stable environment was the Therapeutic 
environment type. Stability was measured by examining the program unit profiles 
generated at two separate periods. In addition, when social climate change 
was examined, the community-based programs experienced greater change in both 
individual subscale scoring and in their social climate profiles than did 
the non-community-based programs sampled . 

When CLIP scores were arrayed by Study social climate types, the 
data showed little difference between types for both community-based and 
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non-community-based program units. The exception was the Therapeutic environ
ment which was consistently rated as less community-based across all of the 
CLIP dimensions. These findings coupled with the previously discussed finding 
that program units within particular program levels were substantially varied 
in their ratings, suggest that community-basedness is relatively independe~t 
of program classification. Furthermore, the data show that the more restrlc
tive program units (Level I, II and IV) were more likely to emphasize system 
maintenance dimensions of social climate. If the emphasis on system mainten
ance is suggestive of greater program structure, then there appears to be 
an inverse relationship between program structure and certain dimensions of 
community-basedness; the more structured program units were more likely to 
have lower community-basedness ratings. 

As discussed in Chapter I, special difficulties are encountered in the 
evaluation of intervention programs which are not grounded in detailed program 
models, since in these instances, the evaluator must undertake to determine 
the critical content of the programs and specify their differences and similar
itites in a theoretically-relevant manner. In this Study, the relative 
paucity of program model data necessitated the comprehensive review of program 
content from a number of different perspectives. Findings regarding program 
staffing, youngsters, social climate, extent of community-base~ness, and 
restrictiveness were presented in this Chapter, toward a grouplng of progr~ms 
and program units which would best characterize the salient content of thelr 
services. No simple grouping was found, although certain patterns (e.g., 
differences between non-community-based and community-based programs) were 
discovered which were helpful in subsequent analyses. 

These findings suggest that the Division's programs do not represent 
a clear schema of differentiated services available to intake decision-makers 
for the matching of youngster needs with program services. Although differences 
among programs were found, these did not constitute the kind of systemat~c 
differences which wou1d facilitate sophisticated youngster/program matchlng. 
Given these findings, subsequent analyses of program impact on youngster out
comes utilized program category (Secure, Non-Community-Based, Community-Based, 
and Foster Care/Alternative Residential) extensively, since this grouping of 
programs distinguishes among program characteristics in a fashion most con
sistent with findings regarding social climate, staffing, and extent of , 
"Conmunity-Basedness ll

• In addition, programs were grouped according to their 
social climate for'some analyses profiles in order to compare the impact of 
different climates on youngster outcomes. 
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CHAPTER V 

FOOTNOTES 

lAlthough some programs utilized certain residential units as orientation 
units, thereby restricting thelevel of contact a resident would have with 
the community, such a utilization was not systematic across all programs 
surveyed. On occasion, Study staff rated particular units within programs 
independently, while other program units which were not differentiated 
within certain programs, were not rated as independent units. 

2Full implementation of the level system was not effected until both social 
climate data collection periods were completed. Study staff originally 
treated all START Centers as community-based programs, yet two START 
Centers (the Wi 11 owbrook START and the Brentwood START) experi enced major 
programmatic changes resulting in a reclassification. As a result, when 
discussing COPES and CIES findings in terms of community-based vs. non
community-based differences, these START Centers (which were administered 
the COPES) are grouped with the community-based sample of programs. 

3The norming procedure for the COPES converts subscale raw scores to T
scores based on a DFY Normative Sample. 

4CIES subscales score conversions were based on Rudolf Moos' norms for 
juvenile correctional facilities. Rudolf H. Moos, Correctional Institutions 
Environment Scale Manual (Palo Alto, California: Consulting Psychologists 
Press, Inc.), 1974, pp. 4-S. 

SIn the Moos' approach, intraclass correlations were computed for each set 
of two programs in order to measure their similarity. This similarity 
matrix was then subjected to a cluster analysis which yielded groupings of 
programs whose profiles were similar. 

6Rudolf H. Moos, Evaluating Correctional and Community Settings, (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons), 1975, pp. 109-110. 

7Ibid ., pp. 110-111. 

Blbi d. , pp. 112-116. 

9 IBID. , p. 2S0. 

10unclassified programs were classified as "high stability" only when the 
profiles were highly similar since the unclassified (or residual) grouping 
was not really a program "type". 
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VI 

FINDINGS: YOUNGSTERS' PLACEMENT AND MOVEMENT 

During the four-month period from May 1 to August 31, 1978, one thousand 
eighty-one (1081) youngsters entered or re-entered the Division for Youth. 
These youngsters make up the general cohort which this Study has tracked 
through Division services. For purposes of the present analyses the tracking 
concluded on October 5, 1979. 1 At the end of the tracking period, 337 (31%) 
cohort youngsters had been discharged from the Division, another 370 (34%) 
were on counseling or aftercare status, 293 (27%) remained in a residential 
program, 20 (2%) had re-entered residential service after having been placed 
on aftercare and/or having been discharged, and the remaining 61 (6%) of the 
1081 youngsters viere on extended absence status. 2 Hence, although the Study 
has not tracked the entire cohort through the entirety of their Division 
service (to do so would require additional years of study), many of the 
youngsters in the Study have completed their terms of service with the 
Division, and many others have been placed on aftercare status in their home 
communities in preparation for the termination of their service with the 
Division. Those youngsters who were still in residential programs at the 
conclusion of the tracking period were also a part of the Study, since their 
movement through the Di vi si on's network of programs and the ,impact of DFY 
intervention upon them were critical ques~ions. 

In this section, an initial description of the resu}ts of the tracking 
is presented, focussing first upon youngsters' initial (entry) placements in 
the Division, then looking at movement through Division programs with the 
objective of discerning types of service delivery patterns. Finally, the 
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tracking data are integrated with available data concerning the programs which 
serviced the youngsters so that the Study is best able to describe the content 
of the youngsters' stays with the Division. 

Before discussing issues related to program placement and youngster 
movement, it is important to precisely define certain terms that are used in 
this section. "Placement" is perhaps the most problematic term. A court may 

,"place" a youngster with the Division for Youth; this entails the transferring 
of cus tody of, and 1 ega 1 res pons i bil i ty for the youngs ter for a spec i fi ed 
period of time. This period of time is referred to as a "placement term," the 
beginning data of which is the "placement date" and the ending date, the 
Jlexpiration date;·" Within the Division a youngster is "placed" in a residential 
or non-residential program. This is the appropriate connotation of the term for 
present purposes. One particular JlplacementJl needs explicit definition because 
of its importance in the upcoming analyses: 

Entry placement: The first placement into DFY service during the cohort 
selection period (May - August 1978) for youngsters selected as 
part of the Study's general cohort. When placement into an assess
ment or counseling category was followed by an admission to a 
residential facility occurring before the conclusion of the cohort 
selection ~er;Od, the latter admission was treated as the entry 
placement. 

r~ovement is defined as a change in service for a particular youngster. 
Several types of movement are defined as follows: (1) Release -- Termination 
of service through transfer, release to aftercare, or discharge; (2) Transfer -
Except \'1here noted, refers to movement between residential programs; (3) Release 
to Aftercare -- Movement to aftercare status from residential program; and 
(4) Discharge -- Refers to the termination of DFY responsibility/custody. 

A. Placement of Youngsters at Cohort Entry 

As defined and described in Chapter III of this report, the cohort 
youngsters were distributed among nine entry or re-entry types. While most of 
these types represent entry to residential programs, new admissions to non
residential service (Counseling and Assessment) were included since they 
accounted for a. significant portion of the Division's admission activity. The 
nine entry types were used to distinquish among the types of admissions a 
program typically would receive and under what placement conditions the 
admission occurred. There were three types of admissions applicable to young
sters selected for the cohort: new admissions, readmissions from aftercalre, 
and admissi9ns'returning from AWOL status. The conditions under which the 
admission was made combined the factors of: 1) prior placement in Division 
programs and 2) extension of placement term or enactment of a new court 
placement order. These factors were considered critical to an understanding 
of the circumstances surrounding entry to Division programs and were there!by 
incorporated into the entry typology (see Chart III.l for a description of 
the entry typology). 

Table VI.l shows the entry placement of the cohort population 
distributed by both program level groupings and entry type. The largest 
percentage of the total cohort was placed at cohort entry into non-residential 
(i.e., Counseling and Assessment) services (22%). Two other program levels: 
each accounted for nearly one-fifth of the cohort youngsters' entry placements. 
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TABLE VI.l 
DISTRIBUTION OF COHORT BY ENTRY PLACEMENT AND ENTRY TYPE 

COHORT ENTRY TYPE 
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ENTRY PLACr.MENT* 

SECURE PROGRAMS (Level I) 04 (22) 00 (0) 11 (4) 04 (1) 09 (7) 00 (0) 00 (0) 03 (34) 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 14 (78) 07 (9) 31 (11) 39 (10) 22 (17) 00 (0) 00 (0) 12 (125) 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs 29 (154) 09 (11 ) 44 (16) 19 (5) 43 (33) , 00 (0) 00 (0) 20 (219) 

Hor;-COM~1UN ITY • BAS ED 
SUBTOTAL 43 (232) 16 (20) 75 (27) 58 (15) 66 (50) 00 (0) 00 (0) 32 (344) 

Level V Youth Development 
Centers 09 (48) 04 (5) 00 (0) 04 (1) 08 (6) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (60) 

Level VI Homes & Urban 
STARTS 28 (151) 19 (24) 08 (3) 12 (3) 11 (8) 00 (0) 00 (0) 17 (189) 

Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Livins 
Programs 10 (56) 55 (71 ) 06 (2) 23 (6) 03 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 13 (137) 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 01 (5) 02 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (O} 00 (0) 00 (0) 01 (7) 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

48 (260) 79 (102) 14 (5) 38 (10) 21 (16) 00 (0) I 00 (,O) 36 (393) 

05 (26) as (7) 00 (0) 00 (0) 04 (3) 00 (0) 100 (38) 07 (74) 

Counseling & Assessment 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 100 (236j 00 (0) 22 (236) 

TCTAL FOR EACH COHORT 
ENTRY TYPE 100 (540) 100 (129) 100 (36) 100 (26) 100 (76) 100 (236) 100 (38) 100 (1081) 

COHORT ENTRY TYPE: % OF 
TOT.~L COHORT 50 (540) 12 (129) 03 (36) 02 (26) 07 (76) 22 (236) 04 ' (38) 100 (1081) 

I 
" Several mOdi~icat10ns of the program groupings have been made to simplify the pI"esentation and analysis of findings: 

n1 three oun sters entered the only program the Division designated "Level III" (Special Needs programs) which 
easY the Ind1vid~~lized Learning Center at Highland. For presentation. this program is grouped with the Level IV 
Non-Secure programs. 

Voluntar A encies include those youngsters p1~ced by DFY into private sector program;~ by cooperativ~ ~gr~~~ent 
and" lacernen!: or Replacement" cases placed dlrect1y by the courts with legal respon"ibility assume y • 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggr!gated with those placed in non-resi,den,tlal counseling services. 
The category. Counseling and Assessl'1ent. also includes those youngsters counsel eo tlH'ough ~outhh ~eve~opm~nt 
Centers' outreach programs in addition to those receiving counseling services through the out erv ce eams 
(some ot whom also participated in Day S,ervices programs). 

Subtotals are presented for Non-Commun1ty-Based programs which include Level II. III and IV programs and for Community
Based programs which include Level V. VI and VII programs and Alternative Residential programs. 
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These werel Level IV Non-Community-Bast:d Non-Secure programs (20%) and Level VI 
Homes and Urban STARTS (18%). Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living 
programs (13%) and Level II Limited Secure programs (12%) were the only other 
program groupings to receive more than ten percent of the cohort youngsters. 

Many differences were found in the distribution of entry placements 
when specific entry types were examined. Many of these differences were expected 
since their anticipation was part of the justification for typing patterns of 
entry into the cohort. Youngsters returning from AWOL status, readmissions from 
aftercare with extensions of placement or new placement terms, and new admissions 
with prior terms of service with the Division were all more likely to be placed 
in non-community-based programs. Youngsters returning from AWOL status and 
readmissions with extensions or new terms were also more likely to be placed 
into Leve'! I Secure programs. Additionally, nearly one-fourth (23%) of the new 
admissions with prior terms of service were placed into Level VII Foster Care 
and Independent Living programs. The majority (55%) of readmissions from after
care who did not receive an extensionior new placement term were placed into 
these same Level VII programs. "True" new admissions to residential programs, 
or first admissions (as they will be referred to subsequently), make up half 
of the total cohort population. Twenty-eight percent of these youngsters each 
were placed in Level IV Non-Secure programs and Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS. 

in this 
with no 
initial 

B. 

The group of first admissions is analysed separately at various points 
chapter since it is the only group which enters DFY residential programs 
prior DFY service.4 Hence, their entry placements represent their 
placements in Division programs. 

Relationship Between Basic Demographics and Entry Placement 

As expected, given differentials in the types of programs available 
in the Division for males and females, very different entry placement patterns 
were found for males and females (see Table VI.2). There was greater utiliza
tion of non-residential services as entry placements for girls than boys; in 
fact, one-third (34%) of the girls entered non-residential services. When 
placed at cohort entry into residential programs, girls more typically went 
to community-based programs than did their male counterparts. The largest 
percentage of boys were placed into Level IV Non-Secure programs (23%) at 
cohort entry. Substantial percentages of males entered Counseling and Assess
ment services (17%), Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS (16%), and Level II Limited 
Secure programs (16%). Since differences in the types of programs available and 
in the actual entry placements do exist between males and females and sex does 
relate to other background characteristics of youngsters, analyses in this sub
section will be presented for males and females separately. 

Most of the youngest cohort members (11 years old and under), both 
males and females, were placed into non-residential counseling service at cohort 
entry (see Table VI.3). Many of those 12 or 13 years of age (25% of the boys 
and 50% of the girls) also were placed at cohort entry into Counseling. For 
the males, another substantial percentage of the 12-13 age group (32%) were 
placed into Level IV Non-Secure programs; in fact, the percentage of 12 and 13 
year olds placed in Level IV programs was 'greater than the percentage of any 
other age group placed into these programs. About half ,Qf the cohort youngsters 
were 14 or 15 at COhOI"t entry, so the distributions of this group by entry 
placement most closely resembles that of the entire cohort. Table VI.3 shows 
that males 14 and 15 years old were slightly over-represented in Level I 
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TABLE VI. 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEr~ENTS BY SEX FOR COHORT YOUNGSTERS 

SEX OF YOUNGSTER 
,', 

Entry 
Placement: 
% of Total 

MALE FEMALE Cohort 
% (N) % (N) % (N) 

ENTRY PLACEMENT* 

SECURE PROGRAMS (Level I) 04 (30') 0: (4) 03 ~34) 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 16 ( 125) 00 (0) 12 ( 125) 

Level IV Hon-Secure 
Programs 23 (186) 12 (33) 20 (219) 

NON-COMMUNITY-BASED 
SUBTOTAL 39 (311 ) 12 (33) 32 (344) 

Lev~l V Youth Development 
Centers 06 (48) 04 ( 12) 06 (60) 

Level VI Homes & Urban 
STARTS 16 (128) 22 (61) 18 (189) 

Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
Programs 11 (86) 18. (51) 13 (137 ) 

Alternative Residential 
Programs <01 (3) 01 (4) 01 (7) 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 33 (265) 46 (128) 36 (393) 

Voluntary Agencies 07 (56) 06 (18 ) 07 (74) 

Counseling & As~essment 17 (140) 34 (95) 22 (235) 

TOTAL FOR EACH SEX 100 (802) 100 (278) 100 (1080) 

SEX: % OF TOTAL COHORT 74 (802) 26 (278) 100 (1080) 

* Several modifications of the program groupings have been made to simplify 
the presentation and analysis of findings: 

Only three youngsters ent~red the only program the Division designated 
"tevel III" (Special Needs programs) which was the Individualized 
,Learning Center at Highland, For presentation. this program is grouped 
with the Level IV Non-Secure programs, 

Voluntary Agencies include those youngsters placed by DFY into private 
sector programs by cooperattve agreement and "Placement for Replacement" 
ctt:les placed directly by the courts with legal responsibility assumed by 
DFY, 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those placed in 
non-residential counseling services, The category. Counsel ing and 
Assessment. also includes those youngsters counseled through Youth 
Development Centers' outreach programs in addition to t~ose receiving 
counseling services through the youth Service Teams (some of whom also 
participated in Day Services programs). 

Subtota 1 s are pl'esented for Non-Communi ty-Based programs which i nc1 ude Level II. 
III. and IV programs and for c~mmunity-Based programs which include Level V. VI 
and VII programs and A1t~rnative Residential programs. 
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EHTRY PLACEMEHT* 

SECURE PROGRAMS (Level ) 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs 

Notl-CO~".tUH ITY -BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

level V Youth Development 
Centers 

level VI \lomes & Urban 
SMRTS 

Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent LIving 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

CmlM\JHITY-OASEO SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

Counseling & Assessment 

TOTAL FOR EliCH AGE 

AGE: % OF TOTAL COHORT 

TABLE VI: 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEt1ENTS BY AGE AT COHORT ENTRY 

MAL E S rEI1ALES 

AGE AT COIlonT EHTRY AGE AT COlionT Elm,1 
Entry 

Placement: 
Under. Over Subtotal: Under Over Subtotal::t of Total 

1_---;rl'-=2TiTt-+--;ilr2--i1~3rl~~14!--_ii15:rr__t__,;1!!.;6-;.lrr7._1____,,._!1.!...7r.rr__l__.;tta~- -' _1~"..,..._t---J.?:ll.- _..,.1..:..4-_l;""'5.--t---;lr6:....-1r.-7n-1 __ :1r7..,.,.,. ..... ~-.!...F'"'em""'a.;.;le~s-l.-C~0;!-'-"hQ.~ 
% (H) % . (tl) % Ol) % H % lIn :t IHI % IN! :t {NI %(HT .~. (H) :t (N) % . (NI % IN! 

00 (0)' 04 (3) 05 (21) 02 (6) 00 (0) 04 (30) 00 (0) 00 (0) 02 (3) 01 (I) 00 (0) 01 (4) 03 (34) 

00 (0) 10 (7) 20 (84) 13 (34) 00 (0) 16 (125) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 12 (125) 

04 (1) 32 (22) 24 (104) 23 (59) 00 (0) 23 (186) 00 (0) 00 (0) 18 (25) 08 (8) 00 (0) 12 (3~) 20 (219) 

04 (1) 42 (29) 44 (18B) 36 (93) 00 (0) 39 (311) 00 (6) 00 (0) 18 (25) 08 (8) 00 (0) 12 (33) 32 (344) 

00 (0) 03 (2) 07 (29) 06 (16) 05 (1). 06 (48) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (8) 04 (4) 00 (0) 04 (12) 06 (60j 

00 (0) 17 (12) 16 (69) i8 (46) 05 tl) 16 (128) 00 (0) 14 (3) 26 (36) 22 (22) 00 (0) 22 (61) 17 (189) 

00 (0) 03 (2) 07 (28) 16 (42) 70 (14) 11 (86) 00 (0) 27 (6) 13 (18) 26 (25) 15 (2) 18 (51) 13 (131) 

00 (0) 00' (0) 00 (0) 01 (3) 00 (0) <01 (3) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 02 (2) 15 (2) 01 (4) 01 (7) 

00 (o) 23 (16) 29 (126) 41 (107) . 80 (16) 33 (265) 00 (0) 41 (9) 45 '62) 54 (53) 31 (4) 46 (728) 36 (393) 

12 (3) 06 (4) 10 (42) 

84 (21) 25 (17) 12 (52) 

03 (7) 00 (0) 07 (56) 13 (1) 09 (2) 

18 (46) 201 (4) 17 (140) 88 (7) 50 (11) 

10 (14) 01 (1) 

24 (33) 36 (35) 

00 '(D) 06. (18) 07 (71\) 

69 (9) 34 (95) 22 (236) 

1 ____ 4 ______ r ____ ~----~ __ ---__ !~ __ ---I-----~----4------~----4------+----I-~---~ 
100 (25 100 (69) 100 (429) 100 (259) 100 (20) 100 (802) 100 (8) 100 (22) 100 (1"37) 100 (9B) 100 (Il 100 (278) 100 (jOGl 

• ______ ~------~-----~-__ --~ __ ---~ ____ --_I--------I--------II---------.~------~-------+--------1--------
03 (25 Og (69) 53 (429) 32 (259 02 (20) 100 (802) 03 (8) 08 \22) 49 (137) 35 (90) 05 (13) 100 (278) 100 (lOBI 

* Several modifications of the program groupings have been 11l<1de to slmpl1fy the presentat.ion and analysis of findings: 

Only three youngsters entered the only program the Division designated "level III" (Special Needs programs) which was the Individuallzed 
LearnIng Center at lIighland. For presentation, this progr~m is grouped with the level IV Non-Secure programs. 

Voluntary Agencles include those youngsters placed by OFY Into private sector programs by cooperative agreement and "Placement for Replace
ment" cases )i'laceil directly by the courts with legal responsibility asswned by DFY. 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregateci with those placed In non-residential counseling services. The category, Counselln9. 
and Assessment, al so Includes lhose youngsters counseled through youth Development Centers I outrt~ach programs In "ddi tion to those recel ving 
counseling services through the youth Service Teams (some of whom also participated In Day Servir.es programs). 

Subtotals are presented for Non-Communfty-Oased "rograms which include Level II, III and IV programs and for Community-Oased programs which Include 
level V, VI and VII programs and Alternative Resldentio1 programs. 
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TABLE VI.4 
DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEMENTS BY ETHNICITY FOR COHORT YOUNGSTERS' 

ENTRY PlACEMENT* 

SECURE PROGRAMS (level I) 

level II limited Secure 
Programs 

level IV Non-Secure 
Programs . 

NON-CONllUN ITY -BASED . 
SUBTOTAL 

level V Youth Development 
Centers 

level VI Homes & Urban 
STARTS 

level VII Foster Care and 
Independent lIving 
Prugrams 

Alternative Residential 
. Programs 

COIfolUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

Counseling & Assessment 

TOl Al FOR EACII ElIIN I C ITY 

ETlINICITY: % OF TOTAL COIIOR 

, 

1 

White 
% INT 

01 (3) 

12 (37) 

25 (79) 

36 (116) 

01 (4) 

20 (64) 

16 (51) 

01 (2) 

3B (121) 

05 (17) 

19 (61) 

100 (318) 

40 (318) 

Black 
% INI 

06 (23) 

20 (74) 

22 (81) 

43 (155) 

OB (30) 

12 (43) 

07 (26) 

00 ( 0) 

27 (99) 

07 (26) 

16 (59) 

100 (362) 

45 (.362) 

MAL E S 

ETlINICITY 

. 
Puerto 
Rican Other"* 
% N % N 

04 (4) 00 (0) 

L2 (13) 07 (1) 

22 (23) 20 (:n 

34 (36) 27 (4) 

12 (13) 07 (1) 

17 (18) 20 (3) 

06 (6) 20 (3) 

01 (1) 00 (0) 

36 (38) 47 (7) 

10 (10) 20 (3) 

16 (17) 07 (1) 

00 (105) 100 (15) 

13 (105) 02 ( 15) 

-

F E M 1\ l [ S 

ETIINICITY 

Subtotal: Puerto 
Males WhHe Black Rican Other** 

% N % (N) % (N) % (NI % (N) 

04 (30) 02 (2) 01 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

16 (125) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

23 (1B6) 11 (13) 13 (17) 21 (3) 00 (0) 

39 (311) 11 (13) 13 (17) 21 ( 3) 00 (0) 

06 (48) 03 (3) 05 (7) 14 (2) 00 (0) 

16 (128) 33 (39) 16 (21) 00 (0) 11 (1) 

11 (B6) 28 ( 33) 12 (16) 07 (1 ) 11 (1) 

<01 (3) 01 (1) 02 (3) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

33 (265) 63 (76) 35 (47) 21 (3) 22 (2) 

07 (56) 10 (12) 03 (4) 00 (0) 22 (2) 

17 (138) 14 (17) 48 (65) 57 (8) 56 (5) 

100 (800) 100 (120) 100 (135) 100 (14) 100 (9) I 

100 (aoo) 43 (120) 49 (135) 05 (14) 03 (9) 

* Several modifications of the program groupings have been made to simplify the presentation and analysis of findings: 

Entry . Placement: 
SUbtotal :. % of Total 
Females Cohort 
% (N) % (N) 

01 (4) 03 (34i 

00 (0) 12 (125) 

12 (33) 20 (219) 

Ii! (j3) 32 (344) 

04 (12) 06 (60) 

22 (61) 18 (189) 

18 (51) 13 (137) 

01 (4) 01 (7) 

46 (128) 37 (393) 

07 (18) 06 (74) 

34 (95) 22 (233) 

00 (278) 100 (1078) 

00 (278) 100 (1078) 

Only three youngsters entered the only progr:am the Division designated "level Ill" (Special Needs programs) which was the Individualized 
learning Center at lIighland. For presentation, this pr.ograiH is grouped with the Level IV Non-Secure prognms. 

Voluntary Agencles Include those youngsters placed by DFY Into private sectoD" programs by cooperative agr(!ement and "Placement for Replacement" 
cases place ~tly by the courts with legal responsibility assumed by DFY. 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those plac~d in non-residential counseling services. The category, Counseling and 
Assessment, also includes those youngsters counseled through Youth Development Centers' outreach programs in addition to those receiving 
counseling services through the Yout.h Service Teams (some of ~:hom also participated in Day Services programs). 

Subtotals are presented for NOIl-Conl11\mfty-Based programs which' inel ude Level 11, III and IV progl'ams and for COl1111llnfty-Based programs which Include 
level V, VI and VII programs a~d Alternative Residential programs. 

, Table Is based on 1078 youngsters since ethnicity was not reported for three youngsters. 

.. "Other" includes the categories of Asi,!n, American Indian, and Other Hispanic. 
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Secure and Level II Limited Secure programs and under-represented in Level VII 
Foster Care and Independent Living programs. On the other hand, 14 and 15 
year old females were over-represented in Level IV (18%) and Level VI programs 
(26%). Seven of every ten male cohort youngsters over 17 years of age at 
cohort entry were placed in Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living 
programs, while a similar proportion of the older females were placed into 
Counseling services. 

The relationships between entry placement and youngster sex and 
ethnicity are displayed in Table VI.4. Black males were over-represented 
among Secure and non-community-based (NCB) progY'am levels, especially when 
placement in the two most secure program levels is focussed upon; one-fourth 
of the Blackyoun~sters (26%) were placed at cohort entry into Level I Secure 
or Level II Limited Secure facilities in comparison with 16% of the Puerto 
Rican males and 13% of the White males. Sixty-three percent of the White 
females compared with 35% of Blacks and 21% of PUerto Ricans were placed at 
cohort entry into community-based (CB) programs, primarily Level VI Homes and 
Urban STARTS and Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living programs. Whites 
were also significantly over-represented among females placed into Voluntary 
Agencies. On the other hand, about half of the non-white females were placed 
into Counseling and Assessment services. For males, the proportion of Whites 
entering CB programs (38%) exceeded that of Blacks (27%), including higher 
percentages among Level VI and Level VII programs but a much lower representa
tion among level V YOCs. 

Table VI.5 shows the distribution of entry placements by sex and 
adjudication status at cohort entry. Since program placement options are 
largely structured by the adjudication status of youngsters through statutory 
and policy mandates, many of the differences shown in Table VI,5 were expected. 
For both males and females, a majority of Volunteers went to Counseling services 
at cohort entry and those Volunteers who were placed in residential programs 
usually went to community-based (CB) programs. A large proportion of PINS 
youngsters were also placed into CB programs, 60% for the males and 73% for the 
females. Though they had similar proportions in Level VI programs, female PINS 
differed from male PINS with a greater percentage involved in level VII Foster 
Care and Independent living programs. The majority of male JDs (56%) were 
placed into NCB programs, while nearly half (48%) of their female counterparts 
were placed into Secure or NCB facilities. Among the other residential place
ments, JOs were significantly under-represented among Level VII programs (both 
males and females). The male Youthful Offender population was split between 
level IV NCB Nqn-Secure (49%) and CBprograms generally (44%) with Level VII 
Foster Care and Independent Living programs alone receiVing 20% of this 
population. As mandated by law, all Restrict.ively-placed JOs entered level I 
Secure placements or entered into Assessment services pending such placement. 

Tables VI.6a and b show the distributions of the entry placements of 
cohort youngsters by the administrative Region and District from which the 
youngsters came. For the entire cohort, Counseling placements and placements 
in Level IV Non-Secure (non-community-based) programs and Level VI Homes and 
Urban STARTS were the most numerous. The.Region/District breakdowns show some 
discrepancies from the general pattern. Placements in Level IV Non-Secure 
programs were the most frequent placements for males (Table VI.6a) from Regions 
II, III, and IV but were relatively infrequent (13%) for Region I males. Cohort 
youngsters, both males and females, whose entry placements were Counseling 
(including Day Services programs) originated largely from three individual 
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ENTRY PLACEHE~T* 

SECU~E PROGRAMS (leyel I) 

level II limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non~Sec~re 
Programs 

NON-COftIIIrUTY-8I1SEO 
SUBTOTAL 

level V Youth Oevelo~nt 
Centers 

Level VI Homes I Urban 
STIIRTS 

level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
PrograM . 

TABLE VI.5 
DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEMENTS BY ADJUDICATION FOR COHORT YOUNGSTERS# 

" 1\ l E· S , : " F E H 1\ l E S _. 
Ap.!UDICAT ION IIDJUOlCATlOrt 

~estrlctlve 
Volunteer 

Subtotal: 
PINS dO YO dO . Oth!!r foIales . Volunteer PINS dO YO 

. 2: fH I IH I INI I N I (H I HI S NJ I HI I IN S IN 2: IN 

DO (0) 00 (p) 03 (Ii) 00 (0) 75 (18) 00' (0) .04 (30) 00 (0) DO (0) 09 (') 00 .~ (0) 

: 

00 (0) 01 (1) 25 (124) DO (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) . 16 (125) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

" 
00 (0) 20 (16) 30 (139) 49 (20) 00 (0) 26 (6) 23 (IOi) 02 . (2) 12 (11 ) 39 (17) 00 (0) .. 
00 (0) 21 (17) 56 (263) 49 (20) 00 (0) 26 (6) 39 (306) 02 (2) 12 (11) 39 (17) 00 (0) 

!>6 (0) 09 (7) 07 (32) 02 (I) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (~O~ , 02 (3) .00 (7) OZ' (I) 33 (1) 

' . - .. 
14 (ZO 35 (28) 13 (63) 17 (7) 00 (0) 2i (5) 16 (123) 13 (i6) 34 (32) 23 (10) 33 (I) 

21 (30) 16' (13) 06 (26) '20 (8 00 (0) 17. (4) 10 (01) 13 (16) . 30 ,(28) 05 (2) 33 (1) 

., 

Sub to till I : 
Other Females 
~ III I (HI 

.. 
00 (0) 01. (4) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 

. 25 (2) 12 :(32) 

25 (2) 12 (32) 

00 (0) O~ . (12) 

25 (2) 23 (61) 

13 (1) 18 (48) 

" 

. AlternatIve Resldentla' 
.(0) (0) ' (2) 00 (0) 00, (D) ..;01 (3) 02 (3) 01 t1 00 (0) 00 (D) 00 (0) 01 (4) 

Programs 01 (J) 00 '00 05 

COHHUKITY-BASEO SUBTOTAL (59) 60 (.40) 26 (121) 4 ... (18) 00 (0) 39 , (g) 33 (255) .31 (38) 73 (68 30 (13) 100 (3) 30 (3) '46 (125) 

Voluntary Agenele! 

CounselIng I A~seSSMent 

42 

00 

58 

'(0 

(83) 

00 . (6) 10 (48) 

Ii (9) 05 (24) 

00 <.0) 00 (0) 09 . (l) 

07 .(3) 25 (6) 26: (6) 

07 (56) 01 (l) 11 . (10) 16 (7) 00 (0) 00 (0) 07 (18) 

17 (131) 66 (80) 04 (4) Oil (3) ·00 (0) '38 (3) 33 (90) 

: 

TOTAl FliR EliCit . 
100 ,(]!OJ loQ; (4~8) 100 (41 ) I,cd (24) 100 (23) lao (778 100 (iiI) 100 (9j) ,100, (44) .160 .. (3) 100 ~8) 10(1 (26'9) 

ADJUDICATlOH. . 

ADJUDICATION: S OF 
TOT III COIIORT 

I 

, 
100 (142 

18 (J4ZJ 10 (OO) 60 (468) 05 (41) 03 (24) OJ 

, 

(23) .100 (718 45 (121) .35 (93) 16 (44) 01 (3) 3 (8) . 100 (Z69) 

.. Severil IIIOdlflclttons 0' the pl'Ogralll groupings h.ve becn _de to slqlltfy the presentation and Inalysls 0' fjndln9s: 

• 

Only tli'ree youngsters entered the only progralll the DivisIon desIgnated "level III" (Speclll Needs programs) whl~h was the Indlvldul1fzed' ~eam
Ing. Center at Highland. For presentation. tltls progralll is grouped with the Level IV Hon-Secure programs. . , . 

Voluntary AsencleS'lnClude those youngsters placed by DFY Into private sector progra.s by cooperatIve agreenent and ·Placement for Rep'ar,~nt" 
clSes place directly by the court~ with legal responsIbility ISslI!Ied by OFY. . . . . 

Youn9ster$ placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those p1aced In non-residential counseling services. Tho category. Counseling and 
Assess~nt. also Includes those youngsters counseled through Youth Oevelol~nt Centers' outreach progra~ In addition to those receiving 
counseling servIces through the youth Service Teams (some of whom also pal'tfclpated In Day Services prograll1s). . 

Subtotal! Ire presen~ed for Non-C~(IHlnlty-8ased programs whIch Include level II. III and IV program and for COIm1Unlty-Based program wltlch Include 
Level V. VI and VII prograllS Ql'id IIHU',latlve Residential programs. . 

, Table Is based on 1047 youn9sters. ltla adjudication appljcable It cohort entry for thirty-four (34) youngsters could not be detenwlned with certaInty 
"liP. to IInc;ll!ar codlnn. renortfnll nror:'Yem~. or lither dlfflr.Il1tle~. . 

• 
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Entry 
Placement: 
S of Total 
Cohort sw 

03 (34) 

12 (125) 

20 (213) 

32 (338) 

06 (60) 

18 (184) 

IZ (129) 

01 (7) 

36 (380) 

07 (74) 

21 (22J) 

100 (104~) 

100 (11JoH) , 
, 
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TABLE VI.6a 
DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEMENTS BY REGION/DISTRICT OF RESPONSIBLE YOUTH SERVICE TEAM FOR COHORT YOUNGSTERS 

ENTRY PLACEMENT· 

SECURE PROGRAMS (Level 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs ' 

NON-COMMUNiTY-BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

) 

Level V Youth Development 
Centers 

'. Level VI Homes & Urban 
STARTS 

Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

Counsellng & Assessment· 

TOTAL FOR EACH REGION/. 
DISTRICT 

REGION/DISTRICT: % OF 
TOTAL COI,IORT 

District 1 
% TN 

01 (1) 

15 (14) 

15 (14 ) 

30 (28) 

05 (5) 

28 (26) 

17 (16) 

00 (0) 

~O (47) 

04 (4) 

15 (14 ) 

100 (94) 

12 (94) 

-

REGION I 

District 2 
%_lNJ 

02 (2) 

10 (13) 

11 (14) 

21 (27) 

01 (1) 

15 (19) 

16 (20) 

00 (0) 

31 (40) 

04 (5) 

43 (55) 

100 (129) 

16 (129) 

: 

REGION' II ' 

Total District 1 District 2 
% {N) % N % N) 

01 (3) 01 (1) 00 (0) 

12 (27) 07 (6) 15 (3) 

13 (23) 38 (31) 35 (7) 

25 (55) 45 (37) 50 (10) 

03 (6) 02 • (2) 10 (2) 

20 (45) 12 (10) 10 (2) 

16 (36) 23 (19) 25 (5) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

39 (87) 38 (31) 45 (9) 

04 (9) 05 (4) 00 (0) 

31 (69) 11 (9) 05 (1) 

100 (223) 100 (82) 100 (20) 

28 (223) 10 (82) 02 (20) 

: HAL E S 

' REGiON III: REGION IV 

NYC 
Special 

Total DIStrict 1 District 2 Total Services District 1 District 2 District 3 Total 
% ,(N) % N S (N % (N) % (N) 'l: N 'l: N S II S (N) 

01 (1) 02 (1 ) 05 . (3) 03 (4) 47 (17) 02 (3) 00 (0) 02 (2) 06 (22) 

09 (9) 22 (12) 21 (13) 21 (25) 28 (10) 06 (10) 26 (19) 30 (25) 18 (64) 

37 (38) 36' (20) 29 (18) 32 (38) 00 (0) 24 (38) 26 (19) 29 (24) 23 (81) 

46 (47) 58 (32) 50 (31) 54 (63) 28 (10) 30 . (48) 51 (38) 58 (49) 40 (145) 

04 (4 ) .00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (O) 03 (1) 12 (19) 16 (12) 07 (6) 11 ' (38) 

12 (12) 29 (1&) 13 (8) 2T (24) 03 (1) 14 (23) 18 (13) 12 (10) 13 (47) 

24 (24) 07 (4 ) 15 (9) 11 (13) 00 (0) 03 (4) . 05 (4) 06 (5) 04 (13) 

. '1 
Op.,· (0) 00 (0) 03 (2) 02 (2) 00 (0) 01 (1 ) 00 (0) 00 (0) <01 (1) 

, ; 

39 (40) 36 (20) 31 (19) 33 (39) 06 (2) 30 (47) 39 (29) 25 (21 ) 28 (99) 

04 (4) 02 (1) 06 (4) 04 (5) 00 (0) 12 (19) 05 (4) 11 (9) 11 (38) 

10 (10) 02 (1 ) 08 (5) 05 (6) 19 (7) 26 (42) 04 (3) 04 (3) 15 (55) 

100 (102) 100 (55) 100 (62) 100 (117) 100 (36) 100 (159) 100 (74) 100 (84) 100 (359) 

-
13.(102) 07 (55) 08 (62) 15,(117) 04 (36) 20 (159), 09 (74) 1" (84! 45, (359) . 

• Several modifications of the ~rogram groupings have been made to simplify the presentation and analysis of findIngs: 
1 • 

Only three youngsters entered the only pr.<lgral1l the Diyblon designated "Level III" (Spe"i~l Needs programs) which wn the .nd'y1du~l1zed Learn. 
1ng Center at IIighland. For presentation, this program is gl~uped with the Level IV NGn-Sccu\'e programs. 

Voluntary Agencies include those youngsters plilted by DFY Into private sector programs by cooperatiVe agreement and ·Placement for Replacement" 
cases placed directly by the courts with legal responsibility assumed by DFY. 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with thu~p, placed in rion-resldential counseling services. The category, Counseling and 
Assessment, also Includes those youngsters counseled through Youth Development Centers' outreach programs in addit.ion to those receiving 
counseling services through the Youth Service Tellms (some of whom al so participated in Day Services programs). ' 

Subtota Is are presented for Non-Cornnunl'ty-Based programs which include Level II, III 'and IV programs and for Community-Based programs which Include 
Level V, VI and VII programs and Alternative Residential programs. ' , 

, Table is based on 1079 youngsters. Responsible Youth Service Tea~ co~ld not be determined for tWo youngsters. 
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SUBTOTAL: 
Hales 
% N 

04 (30) 

16 (125) 

23 (185) 

39 (310) 

06 (48) 

16(128) 

11 ('86) 

<01 (3) 

33 {265) 

07 (56) " . , 
17 (140)' 

, 100 '(80f) 

100 (801) 
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TABLE VI. 6b 
DISTRIBUTION OF ENTRY PLACEMENTS BY REGION/DISTRICT OF RESPONSIBLE YOUTH SERVICE TEAM FOR COHORT YOUNGSTER# 

I 
ex:> 
.-I 
.-I 

\ I 

ENTRY PLACEMENT· 

SECURE PROGRAMS (Level 

Level II limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs 

HOH-COMMUNITY-BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

) 

Level V Youth Development 
Centers 

Leve 1 VI "omes & Urban 
STARTS 

level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 

\ Voluntary Agencies 

Counseling & Assessment 

TOTAL FOR EACH REGION/ . 
DISTRICT 

. . 
REGION/DISTRICT: % OF 

TOTAL COIIORT 

• 

F. E M A L E S 

, REGION I ! REGION II 'REGION III REGION IV 
NYC 

Special 
District 2 District 1 Dfstrict 2 - Total P.!~~_ District 2 Total District 1 District <! Total Services District 1 District 3 Total 

TlN) , N :lo 111- "lTRT ~(N l (H) ~, rN~ [N. S N SlID TUll S IN S N 

00 (0) 02 (1) 01 (1) 00 (0) 07 (1 ) 03 (1) 00 (0) 00 (D) 00 (0) 100 (1) 03 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 02 (2) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (D) 00 (0) 

-
00 (0) 02 (1) 01 (1 ) 22 (5) 00 (0) 13 (5) 22' (5) 13 {:!) 18 (7) 00 . (0) 10 (4) 16 (4) 50 ('12) 23 (20) 

00 (0) 02 (1 ) 01 (1 ) 22 (5) 00 (0) 13 (5) 22 (5) 13 (2) 18' (7) 00 (0) 10' (4) 18 (4) 50 
: (12) 23 (20) 

, 

07 (4 ) 00 (0) 04 (4) 13 (3) 00 (0) 08 (3) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) Oil (0) 14 (3) 08 (2) 06 (5) 

27 (16) 15 (8) 21 (24) 30 (7) 47 (7) 37 (14) 26 (6) 50 (8) 36 (14) 00 (0) 05 (2) 18 (4 ) 13 (3) 10 (9) 

15 (9) 06 (3) 11 (12) 22 (5) 47 (7) 32 (12) 39 (9) 13 (2) 28 (11) 00 (0) 10 (4) 32 (7) 21 . (e) 18 (16) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (1) 03 (1 ) 00 (0) 00 (0) 14 (3) 00 (0) 03 (3) 

48 (29) 20 (11 ) 35 (40) 65 (15) 93 (14 ) 76 (29) 65 (15) 69 (11 ) 67 (26) 00 (0) 15 (6) 77 (17) 42 (10) 38 (33) 

07 (4) 06 (3) 06 (7) 13 (3) 00 (0) 08 (3) 13 (3) 13 (2) 13 (5) 00 (0) 05 (2) 00 (0) 04 (1 ) 03 (3) 

45 (27) 70 (38) 57 (65) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 06 (1 ) 03 (1) 00 (0) 68 (27) 05 (1 ) '04 (1 ) 33 (29) 

100 (60) 100 (54) 100 (114) 100 (23) 100 (15) 100 (38) 100 (23) '100 (16) 100 (39) 100 (1) 100 (40) 100 (22) 100 (24) 100 (87,) 

22 (60) 19 (54) 41 (114) 08 (23) 05 (15) 14 . (38) 08 (23) 06 (16) 14 (39) <01 (1 ) 14 (40) 08 (22) 09 (24) 31 (87) 

.. ' ,- ; 

• Several I1IOdlflcatlons of the program groupings have been made to simplffy the presentation and analysis of flnd1ngs: 

Only three youngsters entered the only program the Division designated "Level III" (Spec1al Needs prograllls) whIch WIIS the lnd'y1dual1zed lellrn. 
Ing Center at Iflghland. For presental1otl, this program Is grouped with the level IV Non-Secure programs, 

Voluntary Agencies Include those youngsters placed by DFY 1nto private sector programs by cooperative agreen~nt and "Placement for Replacement" 
cases placed directly by the courts with legal responsibility assumed by DFY. 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those placed in non-residential counseling servltes. The category, Counseling and 
Assessment, also 1ncludes those youngsters counseled through Youth Development Centers' outreach programs In addition to those receiving 
counsel1ng services through the Youth Service Teams (some of WhOllI also parth:lpated ill Day Services programs). 

Subtotals are presented for Non-Comn~nity-Based programs which 1nclude Level II, III and IV programs and for Commun1ty-Based programs which 'nclude 
Level V, VI and VII programs and Alternative Residential programs. 

• Table is based on 1079 youngsters. Responsible Youth Servke Team could not be determined for two youngsters • 
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districts. Districts 1 and 2 of Region I and District 1 of Region IV contri
buted a disproportionate number of youngsters to the Counseling category.5 
Aside from these three districts and with the exception of Region II, District 1 
for males, no other district had more than 9% of ,ts youngsters (males and 
females) placed in Counseling at cohort entry.6 For males, about one-fifth of 
the youngsters from Regions III and lV were placed into Level II Limited Secure 
programs, while for females, Level VI and Level VII placements were the most 
numerous residential placements except for Region IV in which 23% went to 
Level IV programs and only 10% went to Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS. One 
other notable difference found in the Region/District analysis concerned Level VII 
Foster Care and Independent Living programs. Just over one-fourth of all Region II 
entry pl acements were to Level VII programs, showi ng a hi gher util i zJt'~on of thi s 
program level than was found in any of the other Regions. 

In summary, several notable differences were found in entry placement 
patterns when several basic characteristics of youngsters were examined. Some 
of these differences, such as those for sex and adjudication, were expected. 
Overall, about one-fifth of the youngsters were placed into each of the 
following program levels: Counseling and Assessment (22%), Level IV Non-Secure 
programs (20%), and Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS (18%). First admissions 
also followed the pattern ~F frequent placement into Levels IV and VI programs. 
Nearly half of the first admissions were placed into community-based programs 
and Ql,bout an equal number, into non-comml!nity-based and Secure programs. Gi rl s 
much more frequently than boys were placed into non-residential services with 
the remainder more frequently placed in community-based than non-communitY-based 
programs; only 12% of the girls compared to 40% of the boys were placed in non
community-based programs. Despite the vast differences in the adjudications 
of males and females [60% of the males vs. 16% of the females were JDs; most 
of the females were Volunteers (45%) or PINS (35%)], the relationships between 
adjudication and level of entry placement were similar for males and females: 
Volunteers most typically went to Counseling programs, PINS to community-based 
residential program, YOs (mostly boys) to Level IV or community-based programs, 
and JDs were concentrated in non-community-based programs. Given the constraints 
of programming }"esources, and statutory and policy mandates, these differences 
in entry placements by sex and adjudication of the youngster were not surprising. 

With regard to ethnicity, Black males were more restrictively placed 
(according to program level) than Puerto Rican or White males. For females, 
about half of all non-white youngsters were placed in Counseling, while 60% of 
the white females went to Level VI Homes and U}'ban STARTS OY' Level VII Foster 
Care and Independent Living programs. The largest distinctior,s among age 
groupings applied to the younger and older youngsters. Non-residential 
Counseling was the typical placement for both younger (under 12) and older 
(16 and up) ages although many of the older males also were placed into 
Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living and Level IV Non-Secure programs. 
Nearly one-third of the 12-13 year old ~oys went to Level IV Non-Secure 
facilities. Differences among the Divisionis Region/District responsible for 
placing the youngsters are confused by the possibility that differential 
policy and/or reporting practices affected the distribution of entry placements. 
Nevertheless, patterns of placement for Region I diffared substantially from 
other Regions in the direction of less restrictive intervention; 40% of the 
youngster$ were placed 'into Counseling and Assessment and of the remainder, 
well over half went to Level VI and VII programs. While' more pronounced for 
girls, this pattern also held for R~gion I boys. 
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TABLE VI. 7 
PERCENTAGE RELEASED FROM ENTRY PLACEMENT AT ONE, THREE, AND 

SIX t~ONTHS AND AT END OF TRACKING PERIOD \~ITH r~EAN AND ~lEDIAN 
LENGTH OF STAY IN ENTRY PLACEMENT: TOTAL COHORT BY PROGRAM LEVEL 

ENTRY PLACEI1ErlT* 

Secure Programs (Level I) 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 

Lave 1 IV Non-Secure 
Programs 

NON-COMMUNITY-BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

Level 'I Youth Development 
Centers 

Level VI Homes and 
Urban STARTS 

Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

COMMUNITY-BASED SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Age"cies 

Counseling & Assessment 

TOTAL COHORT 

Total 
Entering 
~ JNt .. 

03 (34) 

12 (125) 

20 (219} 

32 (344) 

06 (60) 

17 ( 189) 

13 .( 137) 

01 (7) 

35 (393) 

07 (74} 

22 (236) 

00 (1081) 

Released at Released at 
30 Days 90 Days 
% N % N 

00 (0) 00 (0) 

01 (1) 06 (8) 

05 ( 11) 17 (37) 

03 (12) 13 (45) 

08 (5) 28 (17) 

18 (34) 45 (85) 

21 (29) 50 (68) 

29 (2) 29 (2) 

18 (70) 44 (172) 

07 (5) 18 (13)· 

03 (6) 17 (41) 

09 (93) 25 (271) 

Average# ~ledian * 
Time In Time In 

Released at Released as Program Program 
180 Days of 10/5/79 (in months (in months) 

:;, N :; NJ_ 
. 

00 (0) 50 (17) 12.3 13.6 

21 (26) 85 (106) 8.2 8.4 

38 (83) 90 (198) 6.5 6.3 

32 (109) 88 (304) 7.1 7.1 

47 (28) 88 (53) 5.5 4.6 

58 ( 128) 93 (176) 4.6 2.9 

76 (104) 95 (132) 4.2 2.8 

57 (4) 100 (7) 5.2 3.3 

57 (254) 94 (368) 4.6 3.1 

27 (20) 49 (36) 10.4 13.6 

33 (7&) 57 (135) 10.0 11.3' 

44 (471) 80 (860) 7.2 6.2 ... 

*Severa1 modifications of the program groupi~gs·have been made to simp1~ly the presentation and analysis 
of fi ndi ng$: 

Only three youngsters entered the only program the Division designated "Level III" (Special Needs 
programs) which was the Individualized Learning Center at Highland. For presentation, this program 
is grouped with the Level IV Non-Secure programs. 

Voluntary Agencies include those youngsters placed by DFY int6 private sector programs by coopera
. twe agreement and "Placement for Replacement" cases placed directly by the courts with legal 
responsibility assumed by DFY. . 

Youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those placed in non-residential counseling 
services •. The category, Counseling and Assessment, also includes those youngsters counseled 
thro~gh Youth Development Centers' outreach programs in addition to those receiving counseling 
serVlces through the Youth Service Teams (some of whom also participated in Day Services programs). 

Subtotals are presented for Non-Community-Based programs 'lIhich include Level II, III and IV programs and 
for Community-Based programs which include Level V, VI and VII programs and Alternative Resl~entla1 programs. 

*The mean (average) and median time in program are both presented; however, the median is felt to better 
reflect the typical length of stay since it is less influenced by extremes (either very sh~rt or very 
long 1engths.of stay) and suffers less distortion (in most cases, none) because .of the truncation effect. 
This truncatlon effect occurs because length of stay was calculated from the end of the tracking period 
(October 5, 1979) for those still in program. As shown in this table, the distortion of the means 1s 
only a significant problem for Level I Secure and Voluntary Agency programs. 
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With the relationships bettt/een entry placement and certain youngster 
characteristics delineated ~o the full extent intended in the design of this 
Study, the focus of this Chapter shifts to the duration of entry placements 
and the nature of subsequent youngster movement. 

C. .Movement Out of Entry Pl acement 

~indings presented in Table VI.? offer some insight into the 
length of time spent in entry ~lacement. This table shows the percentage 
of youngsters ir,itially placed ln certain types of programs who were 
released from those programs within specific time periods; namely, 30 days, 
90 days, 180 days, and as of the end of the tracking period (October 5, 1979). 
Also included in this table are the average (mean) and median lengths of 
stay in entry placement for the various program groupings. Table VI.8 
provides the same information as; Table VI.7 but focuses solely on first 
admissions. 

Several patterns are evident from Table VI.7. First, as the level 
of restrictiveness of program decreases, the percentage of youngsters released 
within each of the time periods increases. 7 At 30 days very few of those in 
the non-community-based programs had been released, while a significant 
percentage had been released from Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS and Level 
VII Foster Care and Independent living programs. Similar patterns, but 
with increasing percentages of youngsters released were found at the 90 
and 180 day time periods. The longer lengths of stay at higher program 
levels is also apparent when the average and median lengths of stay are 
examined. Youngsters entering the Level I Secure programs had an average 
length of stay in excess of 1~ months. It must be noted, however, that 
this figure is an understatement of the actual average length of stay since 
the average and median figures in Tables VI.7 and VI.8 are based on length of 
time in program as of October 5, 1979 (the tracking cut-off date). Table 
VI.7 shows that under half (47%) of the youngsters initially entering Secure 
Center programs had been released as of October 5, 1979. Hence, the length 
of stay figures for Level I Secure Centers are substantially understated 
because of the number of youngsters still in program at the end of the track
ing period. Such a bias has much less impact on the other program 
1evels, since the vast majority of youngsters in these groupings had been 
released from their entry programs by the end of the tracking period. Since 
the median length uf stay is less subject to this bias and appears to more 
accurately represent the "typicaF l~ngth of stay in program, this measure 
alone is used in subsequent text. 8 The 'nedian lengths of stay in entry program 
for the non-community-based program levels were just under six and one-half 
months for Level IV Non-SeCUlre programs and over eight months for Level II 
Limited Secure programs. When the entry placement was into a community-based 
program, the median length of stay was under five months. This included a 
median length of stay of just under three months for youngsters initially 
placed into foster homes or Independent Living situations (Level VII) or 
Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS. For DFY residential programs as a whole, 
the median length of time spent in entry placement for the entire cohort was 
about five months. 

As much as a pattern of long-term stays was evident for those cohort 
youngsters entering Secure programs, a pattern of short-term placements was 
shown for many of the youngsters entering Foster Care (Level VII) and Urban 
Homes and Urban STARTS (Level VI). Within the first 30 days in program, nearly 
one-fourth (24%) of Level VII Foster Care and Indepenqent Living placements 
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. TABLE VI.8 

PERCENTAGE RELEASED FROM ENTRY PLACEMENT AT ONE, THREE AND SIX 
MONTHS AND AT END OF TRACKING PERIOD WITH MEAN AND MEDIAN LENGTH 

OF STAY IN ENTRY PLACEMENT: FIRST ADMISSIONS BY PROGRAM LEVEL 
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Average# Median# 

ENTRY PLACEMENT* 

Secure Programs (Level I) 

Level II Limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs 

NON-C'1Mr1UN lTY -BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

Level V Youth De'/elooment 
Centers . 

Level VI Homes and 
'Jrban STARTS 

L~vel VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

CONMUNIiY-BASED SUBI'OTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

iOTAL FIRST ADMISSIONS 

Total 
Entering 
~ N 

04 . (22) 

14 (78) 

29 (154) 

43 (232) 

09 (48) 

28 (151) 

10 (56) 

01 ( 5) 

48 (260) 

05 (26) 

100 (540) 

Released at Released at 
30 Days 90 Days 
~ II) ~ N) ., 

00 (0) 00 (0) 

01 (1) 08 (6) 

05 (8) 14 (22) 

04 (9) 12 (28) 

08 (4) 25 (12) 

11' (16) 36 (55) 

20 ( 11) 50 (28) 

40 (2) 40 (2) 

13 (33) 37 (97) 

12 (3) 19 (5) 

08 (45) 24 (130) 

Time ,In Time In . 
ReI eased at ReI eased as Program Proaram 

180 Days of 10/5/79 (in months) ( in mo-nths) 
N . N ~ " 

00 (0) 55 (12) 12.9 13.4 

21 (16) 87 (68) . a.8 9.5 

33 (51) 91 (140) 7.1 7.6 

-
29 (6i) 90 (208) 7.6 8.0 

44 (21) 85 . (41) 5.8 4.6 

61 (92) 91 (133) 5.3 3.9 .' 
79 (44) 95 (53) 4.2 2.e 

I 

60 (3) 100 (5) 5.2 3.1 

62 (160) 91 (237) 5.1 3.e 

31 (8) 65 (17) 9.1 11.5 

44 (235) 88 (474) 6.7 6.0 

*S'!.ve~a 1 modi fi ca ti ons of the program groupi ngs have been made to simpl lfy the presenta ti on and ana lysi s 
Oi f1ndings; . 

Only three youngsters entered the only program the Division designated "Level III" (Special Needs 
programs) which was the Individua.1ized Learning Center at Highland. For presentation this program 
is grouped with the Level IV Non-Secure programs. ' 

V~luntarv Aaencies !nclude those youngsters placed by DFY Into private sector programs by coopera
tlVe agreement and 'Placement for Replacement" cases placed directly by the courts with legal 
responsibility assumed by DFY. . 

Youngsters placed "Under' Assessment" are aggregated wi th those pI aced i n non~resfde~ti a 1 counsel ing 
services.. The category, Counsel ina and Assessment. a I so I ncl udes those youngsters counseled 
through Youth Development Centers' outreach progl'ams In addition to those receiving counseling 
services through the Youth Service Teams (some of whom also par1:icipated In Day Services programs). 

~ubtotals are presented for Non:C0r.a:-unity-8ased programs which include Level II, III and 1'1 programs and 
Tor Community-Based programs wh1ch Include Level V, 'II and 'ill programs and Alternative Residential 
programs. 

#The mean (average) and median time in program are both presented; however, the median is felt to better 
reflect th~ typical length of stay since it Is less influenced by extr;mes (either very short or very 
long lengths of stay) and suffers less distortion (in most cases, none) because of the truncation effect. 
This truncation effect occurs because len~th of stay was calculated from the end of the tracking period 
(Octcber 5, 1979) for those ~ti11 in program. As shown in this table, the di~tortion of the means is 
only a significant problt!1r. for L~'lel i Secure and Voluntary Agency programs. 
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were released. The percentage released climbed to 54% and 79% at 90 and 180 
days, respectively, for Level VII' programs. For Level VI programs (Urban Homes 
and Urban STARTS) the comparable figures were 18% released within 30 days, 45% 
released within 90 days, and 68% released within 180 days. In summary, more 
than two of every three cohort youngsters initially placed at cohort entry into 
Level VI or VII programs were released from that entry placement within six 
months (180 days). 

Time spent in entry pr09ram for first admissions (N=540) was slightly 
longer than that for the total cohort (Table VI.8). Typically, the median time 
in program was about one month longer for first admissions (5.9 months versus 
5.0 months for the total cohort), although neither the Level V YDC programs or 
the Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living programs showed any sUbstantial 
difference between the total cohort and first admissions figures. The pel entages 
of those released at 30, 90 and 180 days were slightly lower overall for first 
admissions. These increases in the indicators of time spent in entry program 
when focussing specifically on first admissions were expected; however, the 
basic patterns across facility groupings (e.g., relatively short stays for 
many of those entering Level VI and VII programs) remained virtually unchanged 
from those discovered in examining the entire cohort. 

Since a large number of the readmissions from Aftercare entered 
Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living programs (55%) and Level VI Homes 
and STARTS (19%), it might be assumed that this factor contributed to the 
short-term nature of the stays in these program levels. First admissions 
(Table VI.8) to Level VI Homes and STARTS showed some of ,the larger increases 
in the time in entry program indicators over the corresponding figures for the 
total cohort. The median time in p~ogram for Level VI first admissions was 3.9 
months compared with 2.8 months for Level VI total cohort. Both this median 
figure and the smaller percentages of releases within the 30, 90 and 180 days 
time frames (e.g., only 36% released within the first 90 days compared with 
45% for the total cohort) suggests that first admissions to Level VI Homes 
and STARTS typically have longer program stays than other entry types (e.g., 
readmission from aftercare, returness from AWOL status) who enter these programs. 
However, in comparison with those entering other program groupings, youngsters in 
Level VI Homes and STARTS have typically short periods of stay in these entry 
placements; only Level VII Foster Care and' Independent Living youngsters spend 
less time in their entry p'lacements than Level VI youngsters. The time in 
program for first admissions to Level VII programs did not differ from other 
entry types even though a 1 arge percentage of those enteri ng thi s program 
level were Readmissions from Aftercare. 

In summary, length of time spent in entry placements was related to 
program level such that length of stay decreased as level of restrictiveness of 
program and extent of removal from home community (as cUl'rently defi ned 
by the Division's level system) decreased. 9 Youngsters initially entering the 
Secure programs (Level I) typically spent over a year in these programs before 
moving on to other DFY program services while the majority of those entering 
Foster Home and Independent Living situations (Level VII) moved from these 
programs within three months. These patterns were similar for first admissions 
(as opposed to the entire cohort) although the median time in program was 
slightly longer for first admissions generally. 

As was stated earlier, some youngsters resided in the same program at 
the end of the cohort tracking period (October 5, 1979) as the one they entered 
at the beginning of the tracking period (Summer 1978). This was particularly 
true for those placed in Secure programs and those placed in voluntary agencies 
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TABLE VI. 9 

ENTRY PROGRA~l LEVEL BY PROGRAf.1 LEVEL OF "NEXT" PROGRAM FOR TOTAL COHORT (PERCENTAGE 
ENTERING VARIOUS PROGRAr~ GROUPINGS [COLUMNS] UPON RELEASE FRO~1 ENTRY PlACEr~ENT [Rm~S]) 

HEX T PRO G R II M 

On 
level II 

level I limited level IV .fiC8 . CO Voluntary Total Still In Extended 

ENTRY PLACE/lENT. 

Secure Pt'Ollrams (Level I) 

level II limited Secure 
Programs 

Level IV Non-Secure 
Programs 

NOfl-COIfiUN lTV -BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

Level V Youth Development 
Centers 

Level VI flomes " Urban 
SHRTS 

level VII Foster Care and 
Independent livinq 
Progt'ams . 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

CMIUIf ITY -BASED SUBTOTAL 

Voluntary Agencies 

SUBTOTIIL: All RESIDErfTIlll 
PROGRAMS 

Counsellng & Assessment 

Secure 
I (Ii) 

00 (0) 

03 ( 3) 

01 (2) 

02 (5) 

00 (0) 

00 (0) 

00 (0) 

00 (0) 

00 (0) 

00 (0) 

01 (5) 

03 (4) 
, , 

Secure Hon-Sl!cure 

'" 
IN 

'" 
(HJ 

29 (5) 06 (1) 

10 (11 ) 03 (3) 

12 (24) 04 (8) 

12 (35) 04 (11 ) 

00 CO) 11 (6) 

06 (10) 14 (24) 

01 (1) 02 (2) 

00 CO) 14 (1) 

03 (11) 09 (33) 

08 (3) 11 (4) 

07 (54) 07 (49) 

04 (6) 07 . (9) 

Subtotal level V level VI 
s ril % (H) I (H) 

35 (6) 35 (6) 12 (2) 

13 \14) 03 (3) 20 (21) 

16 (32) 06 (11 ) 13 (25) 

15 (46) 05 ( 14) IS (46) 

11 (6) 06 (3) 15 (6) 

19 (34) 06 (10) 07 ( 13) 

02 (3) 02 (3) 03 (4) 

14 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

12 (~4) 04 (16) 07 (25) 

19 (7) 03 (1) 08 (3) 

14 (103) 05 (37) 10 (76) 

11 (15) 01 (2) 02 (3) 

level VII Subtotal Agency Counseling Discharge Released Program Absence 

I ' (H) ~ -(lit ~ INI I tH) % (N) t; ,If) (Nl rii' 

00 (0) 47 (8) 00 (0) 06 ( 1) 12 (2) 100 (17) (13) (4) 

02 (2) 25 (26) 00 (0) 48 (51 ) 11 (12) 100 (106) (13) (6) 

06 (12) 24 (48) 02 (4) 52 (102) 05 (IO) 100 (198) (11 ) (io) 

05 (14) 24 '(74) 01 (4) 50 (153)' 07 (22) 100 (304) (24) . (16) 

02 ( 1) ,23 (12) 02 (1) 57 (30) 08 (4) 100 (53) (5) (2) 

10 (17) 23 (40) 04 (7) 50 (88) 04 (7) 100' (176) (IO) (3) 

14 (19) 20 (26) 03 (4) 68 (90) 07 (9) 100 (132) (5) (0) 

14 (1) 14. ( 1) 00 (0) 57 (4) 14 (l) 100 (7) (0) CO) 

10 (38) 21 (79) 03, (12) 58 (212) ,06 (21) 100 (368) (20) (5) 

08 ( 3) 19 (7) 03 (l) 39 (14) 19 (7) 100 (36) (3B) (0) 

08 (55) 23 (168) 02 (17) 52 (380) 07 (52) 100 (725) (95) (25) 

03 (4) 07 (9) OJ (2) 00 (0) 78 (l05) 100 (135) (99) (2) 

"Se'leral modifications of the program groupings have been IIIlIde to simplify the presentation and analysis of ftndings: 

Only three youngsters entered the 'only program the Division designated "Level Ill" (Special Needs programs) whiCh was the Individualized Learning 
Center at IIlghland. For presentation. this program is grouped wi th lhe level IV flon-Secure progl'ams. 

Voluntarrllgencles Include those y~ungsters placed by DFY Into pl·hate 'sector programs by cooperative agreement and "Placement (or Replacement" 
case~ placed directly by the courts with legal responsibility a~sumed by DFY. 

youngsters placed "Under Assessment" are aggregated with those placed In non-residential counseling services. The category. Counseling and 
Assessment, also includes thos(! youngsters counseled through Youth Development Centers' outreach programs in addition to those receiving counseling 
services through the Youth Service Teams (some of whom also participated in Day Services programs). 

Subtotals are presented for Non-Con~unity-Bascd progrnms which include Level II. III and IV programs and for Community-Based programs which include level V. 
VI and VII programs and A!tel'natlve Residerttlal programs, ' 

(1 () o 

' . 

" 
~ 

( 

. i , 

. i 

"'-':1 

I· 

, 

\ 

I 

1 

, 
1 

#'" ~- :1 

I 
1 

.-

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
I 

1 

1 

1 

~ 
, 

. \ 



r 

/J 

--------- ~-

• 

I 
U") 

N 
.-I 

I 

TABLE VI. 1 0 

ENTRY PROGRAM LEVEL BY PROGRAr1 LEVEL OF "NEXT" PROGRAM FOR FIRST ADHISSIONS ONLY (PERCENTAGE 
ENTERING VARIOUS PROGRAr4 GROUPINGS [COLUMNS] UPON RELEASE FROM ENTRY PLACEMENT [ROWS]) 

WTRY PlJlCEtlENT* 

Secure Programs (level I) 

level II limited Secure 
Programs 

level IV Non-Secure 
rrograms 

NOII-COI'f1UH lTV -BASED 
SUBTOTAL 

level V Vouth Development 
Centers 

level VI lIomes t. Urban 
STARTS 

level VII Foster Care and 
lI,dependent living 
Programs 

Alternative Residential 
Programs 

Co/flUNITY-BASED SUBTOTlll 

Voluntary IIgencies 

TOT Ill: IIlL RES WE/mill 
PROGRIIMS 

• 

II E X T PRO G R II ~, 

Level (J 
On 

level I lImfted levaJ IV NCO , : CD Voluntary Total Stfll In Extended 

Hon-Secure level V level VI level VII Subtotal Agency Counseling Discharge Released Program Absence 
Secure Secure Subtotal 

t; INI ,; (H) % H (H) % THT % (H) :r; (II) l Itl: ,; TIlT ); :N: % IN I INI mr ( II ~ 

00 (0) 42 (5) . 03 (1) 50 (6) 25 (3) .17 (2) 00 (0) 42 ( 5) 00 (0) 08 ( 1) 00 (0) 100 (12) (0) (2) 

04 ( 3) 13 ( g) 04 (3) 18 (I2) 03 ( 2) 18 (12) 00 (0) 21 (14) 00 (0) 51 (35) 06 (4) 100 (68) (3) (2) 

01 (1) 14 ,( 19) 03 {4j 16 (23) 04 (5) 14 (19) 06 (3) 23 ( 32) 02 (3) 53 (74) 05 (7) 100 (140) '(9) (5) 

02 (4) 13 (20) 03 (7) 17 (35) 03 (7) 15 (31) 04 (8) 22 (46) 01 (3) 52 (109) 05 ( 11) 100 (20B)' (17) (7) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 12 (5) 12 (5) 07 (3) 15 (6) 00 (0) 22 (9) 02 (1) 54 (22), 10 (4) 100 (41) (5) (2) 

00 (0) 05 (7) 14 (20) 20 (27) OS (7) 09 (12) 09 (13) 23 (32) 04 ( 6) 119 (63) 04 (5) 100 (138) , (10) ( 3) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 02 (1) 02 (1) 04 (2) 06 (3) 25 (13) 34 (18) 06 (3) 55 (29) 04 (2) 100 (53) ( 3) (0) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 20 (2) 20 , (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 20 (I) 20 (1) 00 (0) 40 (2) 20 (1) 100 (5) (0) (0) 

00 (0) 03 (7) 11 (27) 14 (34) 05 (12) 09 (2]) 11 (27) 25 (60) 04 (IO) 51 (121) 05 (12) 100 (237) (IO) (5) 

00 (0) 06 Cl) 12 (2) 13 (J) 00 (0) 12 (2~ 12 (2) 24 (4) 00 (0) 53 (9) 06 (1) 100 (17) (9) (0) 

01 (4) 09 (41) 08 (37) 16 (78) OS, (22) 12 (56) 00 (37) 24 (115) 03 ( 13) 51 (240) 05 (24) 100 (474) (52) (14) 
o • 

• Several mo!jfficatlons of the program grollp,lng5 have ~een made to simplify the presentation and cmalysis of ffndfngs: 

Only three youngsters entered the only program the Division designated "Level III" (Special Needs progrAms) which was the Individualized Learning 
Center at Ilfghland. For presentation. this program Is grouped with the level IV Hon-Secure programs. 

Voluntary Agencies include those youngsters placed by OFY into private sector programs by cooperative agreement and "Placement for Replacement" 
'cases placed directly by, the courts with legal responsibility assumed by DFY. 

Youll!lsters placed "lInder IIssessment" are ag!lregated with those placed in non-residential counseling services. The category. Counseling and 
Assessment. a J so Inc! udes those youngs ters counseled through youth Deve lopmcn't Centers' outre,ach prog"ams in addition to those recel vj ng counse If I1g 
services th~ough the Vouth Service leanos (some of ~Ihom IIlso participated in Day Services programs). , 

Subtota 1 s are presented for tlon-CO/nnunlty-Dased programs which fnel ude level II. 'III and IV programs and for COIImunlty-Based programs which Include level V.· 
VI and VII programs and Alternative Residential programs • 
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However, the majority of youngsters were transferred among residential programs, 
rel~ased t9 Afterc~re, and some discharged from Agency responsibility at 
varlOUS pOlnts durlng the course of the tracking period. One of the critical 
aspects of youngs~er movement in the Division, entry placement, has been the 
focus of the section thus far. A second critical juncture is the subject of 
Table VI.9. This table continues the analysis of movement out of entry place
ment by displaying the program groupings to which youngsters were transferred 
upon completion of their stays in entry programs. A useful way of approaching 
Table.VI.9 (and l~ter, Table VIo10) is that of treating "entry program" 
grouplngs (rows 11sted at the left of the table) as "sending" programs and 
the "next program" groupings (columns listed across the top of the table) 
as "receiving programs". 

. Aftercare (the column labeled "Co~nseling and Assessment") received 
more releases from entry placement than any other program grouping for each 
entry program level except Level I Secure programs. Fifty-two percent of 
those released from residential entry programs '",ent to Aftercare at the 
conclusion of their entry program stay and another 7% were discharged from 
the Agency. The percentage released to Aftercare ranged from a high of 
68% to those from Level VII Foster Care and Independent Living programs to 
only 6% (one y~ungster) of those released from Level I Secure programs, but 
for most entry program. groupings the percentage approximated' 50%. 

~ 0 Of the seventeen you~gsters released from Level I Secure programs, six 
(J5%) transferred to Level V fDCs and five (29%) transferred to Level II 
Limited Secure programs. About one of.every four youngsters released from 
Level II ~imit~d Secure and ~evel IV Non-Secure programs went to community
based resldentlal programs (l.e., Levels V, VI, ~nd VII). A similar percentage 
(~3%) of youngsters released from Level V YDCs and Level VI Homes and Urban 
SIARTS t~ansferred to other community-based residential programs. Another 
s~bstantlal percentage (19%) of those mc~ing from Level VI Homes and Urban 
SIARTS were t~ansferred i~to non-community-based programs. Those placed at 
c~hort entry l~to Counse11ng or Assessment services were most typically 
dl scha rged (78%) at the end of thei r entry placement, but 3% '.'/ent to Levell 
Secure programs, another 11% went to non-community-based programs (Levels II, 
III, and IV), and 7% went to community-based residential programs. 

Table VI.10 displays findings applicable to first admissions using a 
f9 rmat si~i1~r to that of.Table VI.9. The d~stribution of programs receiving 
f~r~t admlssl0ns upon thelr release from thelr entry placements is remarkably 
slm'l~r to that of the total cohort. First admissions whose entry placements 

'wer:-e ln Level VIIFoster Care and Independent Liv'ing programswere less often 
released to Aftercare/Counseling than were their counterpar.ts in. the total 
cohort (55% vs. 68%) and were more often released t.o other community-based 
progra~s (35% vs. 20%), especially to other Level VII programs (25% vs. 14%). 
Othen-/lse, no appreciable differences between first admissions other entry 
types 'tIere noted. 10 

In summary, \'~ith the exception of those released from Level I Secure 
programs and from Voluntary Agency placem~nts, slightly more than half of the 
youngsters released from their entry placements \'Ient next to aftercare and 
between one-fifth and one-fourth '.'/ent to community-based .. res i denti a 1 programs. 
Transfer to a non-community-based program was frequent only for those rIel eased 
from Lavel I Secure programs (35%). 

) 
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D. Patterns of Youngster Movement 

Findings discussed thus far show that youngsters in the Division 
were placed in many different programs upon entering the Division and 
stayed for varying lengths of time in these programs. Many then went to 
Aftercare or were directly discharged from the Agency, but nearly half went 
to other programs and continued the process of varied movement through 
Division services. Few youngsters received exactly the same treatment 
even when considering only the identifiable indicators of the youngsters' 
experience, e.g., program levels, length of stay, transfers, absences, etc. 
For purposes of measuring the impact of 'ivision services upon youngsters, the 
movement uf youngsters among programs was categorized into distinct and 
meaningful groups thereby reducing the possible 1081 unique patterns of move
ment for cohort youngsters to a more manageable number. 

Figure VI. displays the major groupings of youngster movement 
patterns used in this Study. These groupings are further described in the 
following sections of this Chapter, but Figure VI. provides a necessary over
view of what proportion of cohort youngsters experienced various types of 
movement through Division programs. The largest division among patterns of 
service delivery was between those served in residential programs and those 
se~'ed through non-residential counseling serivces. Two hundred and two 
youngsters, or 19% of the entire cohort, were serviced solely by non
residential programs, while the remaining 879 youngsters received some 
type of residential programming during their terms \'Iith the Division. 

1. Non-Residential Services 

Analyses presented earlier in this Chapter (e.g., Table VI.I) 
showed that the entry placement for 236 youngsters was IICounseling and Assess
ment!!. Some of these youngsters subsequently were treated within the sections 
to follow dealing with residential patterns. I1 However, 202 youngsters were 
not admitted to any resident'ia1 "program during the cohort tracking period; 
hence, their terms of service with the Division involved only non-residential 
services. Since data collection on Division programs focussed upon selected 
residential programs and since no other evaluation of non-residential services 
or the clients participating in them is available, little can be said about the 
intervention experienced by these 202 youngsters. One distinction was made 
among the non-residential services which concerned the locus of these services. 
Many youngsters registered in Counseling services participated in Day Services 
programs, some operated through DFY Youth Development Centers (YDC Outreach) 
and others operated independently; seventy-one of the two hundred and two (35%) 
were involved in these programs. Available information suggests that the 
remainder (N=131) received counselfng through the Youth Service Teams (YSTs) 
and that any referrals to outside services did not entail Day Service programs. 
There is reason to suspect that Day Service admissions were not recorded for 
some percentage of the actual participants resulting in a smaller Study 
population of Day Service youngsters. 12 

As suggested by Table VI.9 (presented earlier), youngsters 
in non-residential (Counseling) services. were split between those discharged 
and those remaining in program at the end of tracking. The tow groups 
~f non-residential program youngsters (Day Service and·YST Counseling Only) 
differed dramatically on the length of time in services and, consequently, on 
the proportion still in progl~am. Seventy-one percent of the YST Counseling 
Only cases had been discharged by the end of tracking compared to only 10% 
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FIGURE Vr.l 

~lr{QUPINGS OF YOUNGSTER MOVEMENT PATTERNS 

AMONG DFY SERVICES DURING THE 

COHORT TRACKING PERIOD 

Movement Pattern Groupings: 

Non-Residential (Counseling) Services 

Residential Services 

Single-Stay Patterns 

Multiple-Stay Patterns 

Foster Care Only Patterns 

Counseling Preceding Residential Stay 

Re-Entry Patterns 

As Percentage of 
Entire Cohort 

% (N) 

19 (202) 

81 ( 879) 

39 (419) 

27 (288) 

07 (75) 

01 (15) 

08 (82) 
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As Percentage of 
All Residential Patterns 

% (N) 

-- --
100 (879) 

48 (419) 

33 (288) 

09 (75) 

02 (15) 

09 (82) 
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TABLE VI.ll 
SELECTED MOVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR SINGLE-STAY PATTERNS 

~IOVEMENT CIIARACTERISTlCS: 

COhOl't Entry Type: 

First Admission 2 I 
A~IOL Returnee 
Readmission from After-

ca .'elc3unse 11 ng 
Re-Entry 

Program Category: 

Secure 
Non-Conl11Uni ty-Based 
Contnuni ty-Based 
Voluntary Agencies 

Release Status!. 

Still in. Program 
Released -

Normal Release 
On Unauthorized Absence 

Aftercare Following 
Residential Stay: . 

Aftercare for more 
than 30 days 

None or less than 30 days 
Not Applicable 

11 

Al 
Released: 
St~~~h<l 

(N=53) 
% (N) 

57 (30) 
15 (8) 

21 ( 11) 
08 (4) 

00 (0) 
36 P9) 62 33) 
02 (I). 

00 (O~ 100 (53 
34 (18) 
66 (35) . 

73 (36~ 
27 (13 
-- (4) 

1\2 
Released: 

!)t~~~~h!-3 
iN=45) 
% {N} 

60 ( 27~ 
13 (6 

20 (9) 
07 ( 3) 

00 (0) 
42 g~J 49 
09 (4) 

00 (0) 
100 (45) 

62 ~28) 
38 17) 

61 g~~ 39 
-- (7) 

PATTERN T Y P E 

A3 A4 1\5 
Released: Released: Released: 

Stayed 3-6 
~"onths St~~~~,,~-12 Stayed >12 

M;'ntho:. 
(N=59) (N=1l6) (N=47) 
% (N) % IN) % IN) 

., 

66 (39) 73 (85~ 89 (42) 
17 (10) 09 (10 02 (1) 

07 ~~l 09 ( ll) 06 ( 3) 
10' 09 (10) 02 (1) 

05 (3) 03 (4) 02 ( 1) 
54 g~~ 66 (76) 60 H~~ 39 27 (31) 34 
02 (1) 04 (5) 04 (2) 

00 (0) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 
100 ( 59) 100 ( 116) 100 (47) I 

69 (41) 92 (107) 96 (45) 
31 (18) 08 (9) 04 (2) 

82 (42) 86 (94) 92 (34 J 
18 (9) 14 (15) OB (3 
-- (8) -- (7) -- ( 10) 

lib 

Still In 
Program 
(N=991 
% {N} 

B7 (86) 
04 (4) 

03 P} 06 6) 

16 (I6) 
28 (28) 
17 (17) 
38 ( 38) 

100 (99) 
00 (0) 
-- (-) 
-~ (. ) 

-- (-) 
-- (-) 
-- (99) 

lExcludes youngsters whose stays were In Foster Care. Foster Care youngsters are treated separately. 

2Flrst admissions Includes direct court placement to voluntary agencies. 

3"Re-Entry" types include those readmitt.ed to program from aftercare with a new placement tenn or extension of 
existent placement term and new admissions with prior term(s) of service. 

4 Youngster was released from program while on unauthorized absence status or was on extended absence status at 
conclusion of tracking period. Unauthorized absences included runaways, overstays of legitimate absences, and 
those in detention or jail (often foll<Jwing AWOL). 

, 

\ 

TOTAL 

(N=419) 
% {N.L 

74 ( 309) 
09 (39) 

10 ( 41) 
07 ( 30) 

06 (24) 
48 (202) 
34 (142) 
12 (51) 

24 (99) 
76 (320) 

75 (239) 
25 (81) 

81 (229) 
19 (55) 
-- (l35) \ 
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of the Day Service cases. Of the seven youngsters in the latter group who 
were discharged, five (71%) spent at lea~t six ~onths in servic~s. Of th~~, 
YST Counseling Only youngsters, 4% were 1n serV1ces less tha~ one month, ~;% 
were in services for one to three months~ 18% for three to SlX months, and 
63% for six months or more. 13 

2. Residential Services 

Many different patterns of moveme~t between and ~mong Division 
residential progr,Y1S were evident from the track1ng phase of ~hlS S~udy. T~e 
Division endorse:.. the .idea of individual treatment ~lans f9r ltS c11en~\whlCh 
leads to th~ possibility of varied patterns o~ ~ervlc~ del1Very .. As mlg,.t be 
expected, similarities among youngsters, specl~lc POllCY formula~10ns, and 
factors related to system functioning all comblne to force certaln types of 
movement pattel"nS and service del ivery to emergE despite the endorsement ot 
individualized treatment plans. 

As outlined in Figure VI.2, residential patterns were grouped 
into the major categories of Single-Stay Pat~erns, ~ulti~le-Stay Patterns, 
Foster Care Only Patterns, Counseling ~recedlng Resldentl~l St~y, and Re- . 
Entry Patterns. Many of these categorles are further reflned ln t~e followlng 
sections in order to better characterize youngsters' movement and.lsolate . 
types of terms of service with'in the Division. The largest group1ng of reS1-
dential patterns was Single-Stay patterns. 

a. Single-Stay Patterns 

The simplest pattern of residential service involved plac~
ment at only one program. A number of variations on this gen:ral patte~n eX1sted 
for cohort youngsters; youngsters differed on the length of ~lme ~pent 1n . 
program, the type of program, whether Aftercare f9ll~wed r~sldentlal programmlng, 
and so forth. Despite the variants, youngsters f1ttlng th1s pattern shared 
the characteristic of experiencing only one res!dential prog~am s~ay. Four 
hundred and nineteen youngsters (39% of the entlre cohort) flt th1S overall 
pattern. This figure excludes those placed in foster homes since they are 
dealt with more meaningfully within a separate category. 

As noted, the 419 youngsters varied considerably on 
certain characteristics related to their experiences in the Div!sion. ~oung
sters are grouped in Table VI.ll a~cording ~o ~he lengt~ of the1r stay 1n 
program~ this grouping seems to 1solate dlst1nct and lmportant patterns of 
movement.l4 The first pattern type (labeled "AI") groups those youngsters who 
spent less than one month in program. Nearly two-thirds of the 53 youngsters 
in this type had their stays terminated by an unauthorized absence (.I\WOL); 
that is, their stays ended with an unauth~rized absence from program rather 
than with a planned program termination.l Table VI.ll shows that as the 
length of stay in program increased, the percenta~e of youngsters whose . 
stays were terminated by ~n AWOL decl"eese~ dramatlcally. For thos~ staYlng 
in '1rogram for at least SlX months, Y'eiatlVely few stays were term1nated 
b.)- an AWOL. 

The majority (62%) of those released before completing 
one month in program (type AI) resided in community:base~ (CB) progra~s. 
Of the nl~eteen youngsters (36%) in this type who res1ded 1n ~on-commun1t~
based (NCB) programs, all but blo had their stays en~ed.by g?1ng AWOL, Sllghtly 
more than' half of the stays in CB programs were term1nated by A~OLs. 
The p~rcentage of unplanned termination of stays decreased conslderably for 
those who staye~ one month or more but less than three (labeled "A2"), but 

{ , 
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again, stays in NCB programs were more typically ended in an unp.lanned 
fashion (i.e., by AWOL) than were those in CB programs. Hence, it appears 
that short-term, single program stays in NCB programs most typically occurred 
because of unplanned termination of the program stays, while similar stays in 
CB programs often appeared to be a planned strategy of intervention. 

Entry type can be used as an indicator of the Division's 
authorization to service a youngster on a long-term basis. First Admissions 
and Re-Entries (readmissions from Aftercare with an extension of placement or 
new ter~, and new admissions with prior terms) typically entered the tracking 
phase wlth placements of 18 months, but Readmissions and Returnees from A~JOL 
status had ~een under the custody of DFY for some oeriod and often had less 
time remaining in their terms of placement. As a result, Readmissions and. 
AWO~ Returnees were less a~ ri~k for long-term placement within the tracking 
per10d and had a greater llkel1hood of shotr-term stays. Since one-fifth of 
the youngsters staying less than three months in programs (types "AI" and 
"A2'l) were Readmissions from Aftercare (l'Iith no new placement terms or 
~xtensions) compared to less than 10% in any of the other single-stay types, 
lt could be argued that this fact, perhaps along with termination of stays 
by unauthorized absences, accounted fOl' the short-term nature of many res
idential stays. Certainly entry type was a factor among the Single-Stay 
pattern types since thl: longer stays were represented by very few youngsters 
w~ose entry types were Readmissions or AWOL Returnees. However, even among 
those whose stays were less than three months, the majority were First 
Admi~sions and a si~nificant percentage (45%) of these did not have stays 
termlnated by AWOL. 6 Although these two factors contributed substantially 
to the truncation of residential program stays, particularly among the very 

. ·short stays (i.e., less than one month), short-term stays in program were 
not Simply a result of the Division's authorization for custody being limited, 
nor only a result of the termination of stays by AWOLs, nor entirely a 
result of these factors in combination. 

Consistent with findinos Dresented earlier in this 
Chapter (see Table VI.7), there was a higher representation of youngsters 
with stays in NCB programs among those Single-Stay subtypes which involved 
longer program stays. Table VI.? also showed that many youngsters in Secure 
(Level I) programs and in Voluntary Agencies had not been released from 
their entry program placements as of the end of the tracking period. These 
youngsters make up more than half of the pattern type labeled "A6" wh'ich 
is composed of all youngsters still reSiding, at the conclusion of cohort 
tracking, in their only residential program stay. Most of the youngsters 
in this category (86~~) had spent at least 12 months in program and most (8?~&) 
were First Admissions. 

Another dimension which vat'ied along with the types' pre-
sented in Table VI.II was ~he percentage who were placed on Aftercare upon release 
ftom residential stays. Those who were registered on an Aftercare caseload for 
at least 30 days following release from program were deemed to have received 
Aftercare services. Many youngsters were discharged from DFY responsibility 
directly upon release from a )-"esidential program or ... ,ithin 30 days of that 
release and thus were deemed not to have received aftercare services.!7 Nine-
teen percent (about one in fiver of the youngsters in Single-Stay types who 
had been released at least 30 days prior to the end of th.~' tracking period 
did not receive aftercare services following their residential ~tays. The 
percentage not receiving aftercare was highest among those staying in program 
at least one but Tess than three months, type A2. (39%), and generally decreased 
as length of stay increased. 

.\ , 
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Forty percent of those not recelvlng aftercare follow-up 
had been discharged following a residential stay terminatp.d by an unauthoY'ized 
absence. HO\'1ever, a considerable percentage (14%) of thc:;e deemed to have 
received aftercare by the definition above were released follow'ing stays term
inated by AWOLs. This was most frequent among type Al patterns (stays less 
than one month) within which three-fifths of the youngsters IIreceivedli aftercare 
services following an AWOL terminated stay. Some question could be raised 
about actual delivery of aftercare services for cases in which residential stays 
were cut short by unplanned program termination (usually runaways). In some 
cases, the transfer to aftercare may be only nominal and youngster contact 
with an aftercare worker, non existent. I8 If indeed some cases considered as 
receiving aftercare services did not actually receive these services, the 
consequent problem of inaccuracy in the percentages in Table VI.II would be 
primarily limited to type Al patterns; the percentage of this group actually 
receiving aftercare services (73% by Table VI.Il) would be overstated. 

In summary, although they differed greatly on the amount of 
time actually spent in program, 419 cohort youngsters experienced only one 
residential program stay during the tracking period of this Study. Grouping, 
those released by length of program stay isolates important characteristics of 
youngster movement within Single-Stay patterns and creates distinct types of 
IIterms of service" representing the youngsterls experiences with the Division 
for Youth. Those whose stays were for shorter periods of time were more likely 
to be Readmissions from Aftercare and AWOL Returnees, more often resided in 
community-based programs, and were more likely to have had their stays ended 
with an unauthorized absence. Those with longer Single-Stays (six months or 
more) were largely First Admissions and were about twice as likely to have re
sided in NCB than CB programs. The percentage of youngsters fitting into 
Single-Stay patterns who were d~rectly discharged from pY'ogram rather than 
enrolled in aftercare approached 20%, while a similar percentage were involved 
in residential stays which were terminated by an unauthorized absence. The 
category consisting of those still in program at the end of tracking made up 
one-fourth of all Single-Stay patterns and were heavily weighted toward Volun
tary Agency and Secure p'rogram placements. 

b. Multiple-Stay Patterns 

More complex patterns were introduced by those youngsters 
serviced by more than one residential program during their terms with DFY. 
Two hundred and eighty-eight cohort youngsters experienced two or more. residential 
programs within the tracking period. The most critical factr.~ distingUishing 
among youngsters in this group was the relationship among the programs servic-
ing the youngsters. YQ~ngsters could start in a less restrictive program and 
then be transferred to a more restrictive program, or vice versa. Each young
sterls pattern of movement was classified according to the relationship among 
the programs constituting the pattern. For present purposes, movement between 
programs was .typed by reference to movement "Upll or IIdown ll the Divisionis 
Program Level schema (see Chart 11.2 in Chapter 11))9 Patterns were thus 
grouped into the following categories which are discussed individually below: 

1. Transitional patterns: movement toward less restrictive programs, 
2. Incremental patterns; movement toward more re~trict;ve programs, 
3. Straight patterns: m;;.wement to programs of comparable restrictive

ness, and 
4. Mixed patterns: movement not consistently in one direction or the 

other. 20 
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TABLE VI.12 
SELECTED MOVEr~ENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR MULTIPLE STlW PATTERNS 

MO 

C 

VEMENT CHARACTERISTICS: 

ohort Entr~ T~Ee 1 
Flrst Admlsslon 
AWOL Returnee 
Readmission from After-

Care/Counseling 
Re-Entry 2 

Program Cateaor~: First 
Pro ram 

Secure 
Non-Community-Based 
Community-Based 
Voluntary Agenices 

Length of Stal: First 
Program, 

Less ~han 1 month 
1-3 months 
3-6 months 
6-12 months 
12 months or more 

Release Status: First 
Program 

Normal Release 
On UnauthoriZed Absence 

Length of Stal: Longest 
Subseguent,to First ProQram 

Less thai'l 3 months 
Six months or more 

Release Status: Last 
trogram 
~Stiil in Program 
Released -

Nonna'J Release 
On Unauthol'i zed AbsenCE) 

Overall Residential Length 
of Sta~ (in weeks) 

Mean 
Median 

PATTERN 

~RANSITIONAL INCREMENTAL 
PATTERNS PATTERNS 

N=99 N=95 
% JNl " (N) '" 

(63) (76) 64 80 
12 (12) 07 (7) 

12 (12) 11 (10) 
12 ( 12) 02 (2) 

13 (13) 00 (0) 
65 (64) 27 (26) 
18 (18) 69 (66) 
04 (4) 

I 
03 ( 3) 

04 (4) 24 (23) 
08 (8) 34 (32) 
13 (13) 29 (28) 
49 (49) 13 (12) 
25 (25) 00 (0) 

I 
( 96) (63) 97 66 

03 (3) 34 (32) 

28 (28) 08 (8) 
16 (16) 66 ( 63) 

47 ( 47) 64 (61) 
53 (52) 36 ( 34) 

75 (39) 6a. (23) 
25 (13) 32 (11) 

52.7 50.0 
57.4 55.1 

T Y P E 

STRAIGHT MIXED 
PATTERNS PATTERNS 

N=5l N=43 
% TN) % (N) 

76 (39) 72 (31) 
08 (4) 12 (5) 

10 ( 5) 09 (4) 
06 (3) 07 (3) 

(0) (1) 00 02 
39 (20) 44 ( 19) 
51 (26) 40 ( 17) 
10 (5) 14 (6) 

14 (7) 40 (17) 
31 (16) , 21 (9) 
25 ( 13) 14 (6) 
25 (13) 26 (11) 
04 (2) 00 (0) 

(39) 84 ( 36) 76 
24 (12) 16 (7) 

18 (9) 05 (2) 
49 (25) 53 (23) 

29 (15) 60 (26) 
71 (36) 40 (17) 

69 (25) 65 (ll) 
31 (11) 35 (6) 

47.1 52,8 
47.3 57.3 

lFirst admissions includes direct court placement to voluntary agencies. 

TOTAL 

N=288 
~ (N) 

73 (209) 
10 (28) 

11 (31) 
07 (20) 

05 (14) 
45 ( 129) 
44 ( 127) 
06 (18) 

18 (51) 
23 (65) 
21 (60) 
30 (85) 
09 (27) 

81 (234) 
19 (54) 

16 (47) 
44 (127) 

52 ( 149) 
48 (139) 

71 (98) 
29 ( 41) 

51.0 
55.0 

2URe-Entry" types include those \ eadmitted to program fro~ a~terca~e wit~ a new placement 
term or extension of existent placement tenn and ~ew admlsslons wlth prlor tenn(s) of 
service. 
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3Younaster \~as released from program while on unauthorized absence status or was o~ 
exteiided absence status at conclusion of tracking period .. Unau~horize~ ~bsences lnclude~ 
runaways, overstays of legitimate absences, and those in detentlon or Jall (often fOllowlng 
A\~OL) . 
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TABLE VI,13 

~1OVEMENT FRm1 FIRST TO SECOND PROGRAr1 
FOR TRANSITIONAL, THO-STAY PATTERNS 

(N=80) 

SECOND PRO G RAM 

FIRST PROGRAM: 

Secure (level I) 

Level II 
level IV 
NCB Subtotal 

level V 
level VI 
CB Subtotal 

Voluntary Agencies 

NON-COf-tlUN lTY -BASED 

level II level iv Subtotal 

-%--rm -- % (N X (N 
,-

33 (4) 08 (1) 42 (5) 

-- - -- - -- -
- -- - -- -

- - -- - -- -

-- - -- - -- -
-- - -- - -- -
-- - -- - -- -

-- - -- - -- -

level V 

% (Hl 

50 (6) 

06 (1) 
15 (5) 
12 (6) 

-- -
-- -
-- -

-- -

• ceo 0 0 0 

COMMUN lTY -BASED 

level VI level Vll 

~ JNI % IN1 

08 (1) 00 (0) 

83 P5) 11 (2) 
48 16) 36 ~m 61 ( 31) 27 

-- - 00 CO} 
-- - 100 (13) 
-- - 100 (13) 

00 (0) 100 (4) 

o 
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SUbtotal TOTAL 
-

% TN) % {N} 

;1 
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n 
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f: 
11 
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~ 

'!ill (7) 15 (12) 

100 pa) 23 (18) 
100 33) 41 (33) 
100 ( 51) 64 ( 51) 

\1 
II 
I·j 

il 
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i\ 
'.~ 

00 (0) 00 (0) 
100 ( 13) 16 (13) 
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100 (13) 16 (13) I 
100 (4) 05 (4) 1 
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Patterns of residential care may be influenced by two 
policies operating within the Division. 21 The concept of continuity of care 
suggests a reintegrative approach resulting in transitiona'! patterns of 
movement from out-of-community placements back to community-based programs 
and highlighting the importance of aftercare following residential placement. 
Another factor of potential influence in the types of patterns experienced 
by youngsters is the erldorsement of least-restrictive placement. Adherence 
to this intervention philosophy may lead to unsuccessful attempts to origin
ally place youngsters in less restrictive programs resulting in incremental 
patterns (or, at least, straight patterns). Howev\~r, this philosophy also 
suggests transferring youngsters out of more restrictive programs when 
appropriate. In this manner, least-restrictive placement is similar in 
consequence to continuity of care. Unfortunately, centralized Division 
policy is lacking in directives suggesting which youngsters are appropriate 
or inappropriate for particular programs (or levels of restrictiveness) as 
well as when and under which conditions youngsters should be moved to less 
restrictive environments from more restr'ictive ones. Lacking such specifics 
aobut policy, the evaluation or procedures related to servicing youngsters 
and transferring them among programs was hampered. Therefore, the analyses 
that follow are often largely descriptive rather than evaluative. 

i. TransitiQnal Patterns 

Table VI.12 provides some basic characteristics related 
to youngster movement for the multiple-stay patterns defined above. Ninety
nine youngsters had patterns of movement classified as IITransitional ll which 
means that they were transferred from programs with greater restrictiveness 
to those of lesser restrictiveness. Not suprisingly, nearly two-thirds of 
the Transitional patterns began in non-community-based (NCB) facilities 
(since there are greater possibilities for moving IIdown ll in the level system 
for those starting in Secure and NCB programs). Nearly all youngsters in 
Transitional patterns stayed at least one month in their initial programs; 
two-thirds spent six months or more in their initial programs. 22 For 
Transitional patterns, very few (3%) had their intiial program stays end 
while on an unauthorized absence (contrasted with 34% of those in Incremental 
patterns). When contrasted with the other multiple-stay patterns~ Transitional 
patterns had a slightly lower representation of First Admissions accompanied 
by slightly greater percentages of AWOL Returnees and Re-entries (Table VI.12). 

A large majority (81%) of Transitional patterns were com
posed of two residential program stays, but some youngsters had three, 
fo~r, and five separate program stays all within the cohort tracking period. 
About half of the youngsters remained in a residential program at the 
conclusion of tracking. 23 Table VI.13 presents the initial and second 
programs constitution the two-stay, Transitional patterns. It shows the 
great diversity within the transitional pattern grouping. Certainly the 
IItransition ll represented by mvoement from Secure or NCB programs to community
based (CB) progrftms is fundamentally different from that represented by 
movement ft~m Level IV Homes and Urban STARTs to Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living programs. Because of these differences, the Transitional 
patterns displayed in Table VI.13 and those involving more than two program 
stays were subdivided into mo~e meaningful types as displayed in Table 
VI.14. 
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TABLE VI. 14 

SELECTED MOVEr'lENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR TRANSITIONAL PATTERNS 

f10VEMENT CHARACTER I STI CS : 

fQhQr! Entry Type 
First AdmissionS 

AWOL Returnem 
Readmission from After-

Care/Counseling 
Re-Entry6 

Length of Stay: First 
Program 

Less than 1 month 
1-3 months 
3-6 months 
6-12 months 
12 months or more 

Release Status: First 
Program 

Norma 1 Re i'ease 
On Unauthorized Absence 

Length of Stay: Lonoest 
Subsequent to First Program 

Less than 3 months 
Six months or more 

Release Status: Last 
Program 

Still in Program 
Rel eased - . 

Normal Release 
On Unauthorized Absence7 

Overall ReSidential Lenoth 
¥ Stav (in ~/eeks) 

Mean 
Median 

1C ' 

D1 
Secure 

to 
NCB2 

IN=6) 
% (N) 

100 (6) 
00 (0) 

00 ~O) 00 0) 

00 (0) 
00 (0) 
00 (0) 
17 (1) 
83 (5) 

100 (6) 
00 (0 ) 

00 (0) 
17 (1) 

100 (6) 
00 (0) 

00 ( 0) 
00 (0) 

68.7 
68.0 

PAT T ERN 

D2 D3 
Secure NCB 

~~3 to 
CB 

TN=7) (N=46) 
% (Nl " 10 (N) 

57 (4) 65 (30) 
29 (2) 15 (7) 

00 ('0) 04 (2) 
14 (1) 15 (7) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 ( 0) 07 (3) 
00 ( 0) 15 (7) 
14 (l) 59 (27) 
86 (6) 20 (9) 

100 (7) 96 (44) 
00 (0) 04 (2) 

14 (1) 37 (17) 
00 (0) 09 (4) 

71 (5) 35 (16) 
29 (2) 65 (30) 

100 (2) 60 (18) 
00 (0) 40 (12) 

62.1 50.6 
62.5 53.7 

T Y PEl 

D4 D5 D6 NCB CB Vol. Agency to to Level VII Level VII to 
Level VII 

( 11=15) (N=lS) (N=4) 
% IN) " (N " ,. 

'" INJ. 

53 (8)_ 67 (12) 25 (1) 13 (2) , 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 
13 (2) 28 (5) 75 (3) 20 (3) 06 (1) 00 (0) 

00 (0) 22 (4) 
07 (1) 

00 (0) 
11 (2) 25 (1) 20 (3) 06 (1) 25 (1) 67 (10) 44 (8) 25 (1) 07 (1) 17 (3 )' 25 (1) 

100 (15) 94 (17) 100 (4) 00 (0) 06 (1) 00 (C) 

33 (5) 22 (4) 25 (1) 27 (4) 28 (5) 25 (1) 

47 (7) 50 (9) 50 (2) 53 (8) 50 (9) 50 (2) 100 (8) 100 (9) 100 (2) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

50.0 51. 3 

I 
53.8 49.5 60.0 61.5 
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TOTAL4 

(N=991 
% (Nl· 

64 (63) 
12 (12) 

12 (12) 
12 (12) 

04 (4) 
08 (8) 
1.3 (13) 
49 (49) 
25 (25) 

97 (96) 
03 (3) 

28 (28) 
16 (16) 

47 (47) 
53 (52) 

75 (39) 
25 (13) 

52.7 
57.4 

ommun1ty-based (CB) programs in the Transitional tt 
Urban START pr('grams. Level VII Foster Care and l~ er~s rteLf~r, to ~evel V YDC and Level VI Homes and 
04, OS, and 06). n epen en 1vlng 1S treated separately (see types 

2 
Includes one y?ungster who had proceeded into a third stay in a CB p r 
were still reg1stered in the NCB program at end of tracking. rog am. The other five youngsters 

3 
Incl udes three youngsters who had bee t f d 
Level V or VI program. n rans erre to a Foster Care program following a stay in a 

4Tota1 includes three youngsters whose patterns remained unClassified. 

5First admissions inclUdes direct court placement to voluntary agencies. 

6"R E t "t ' e~ n ry ypes 1nclude those readmitted to p f f 
extension of existent placement term and new a~~f~:{onSrowm1'athter7aretWith( a) new pla7ement term or 

pr10r erm s of serVlce. 
7 
Youngster was released from progyam while on unauth ' d 
status at conclusion of tracking period unauthori~r~zeb pbsenc~ siatus or was on extended absence 
legitimate absences, and those in detention or jail (of~e~e~~~~o~~~gU~~~Ll~llaways, overstays of 
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Most of the patterns involving morE than two residential " 
stays were simply variations on two-stay patterns and were grouped accordingly. 
Examples include three youngsters in the "Community-Based Program to Level 
VIlli type (labeled "05") who had stays in two different foster homes after 
leaving Urban Home programs and one youngster who had transferred to a NCB 
program from a Secure program and later moved to a CB program (see Footnote 
1 in Table VI.14). As revealed in Table VI.14, Level VII Foster Care and 
Independent Living programs were separated from other community-based programs 
since they w~re thought to represent an intervention strategy less institutional 
and more independent than Level V or VI programs (YOCs, Homes, and Urban STARTs) 
and can 'be thought of as a separate transitional step from other Division pro
grarnmi ng. 

Almost half (N=46) of the r.esulting transitional patterns 
involved ~ovement from NCB to CB programs (labeled 03). Substantial numbers were 
involved 1n patterns ending in Level VII placements either from NCB programs 
(15%; N=15) or CB programs (lS%; N=lS). Other types of transitional patterns 
involved fewer youngsters (see Table VI.14). 

Some differences stand out among the types of Transitional 
patterns. Longer stays in initial programs were associated with pattern types 
beginning in Secure (01 and 02) and NCB (D3 and 04) programs; youngsters start
ing in Secure programs usually stayed at least a full year before transeferring 

, to less restrictive programs, while stays in NCB programs were concentrated in 
the_9- 12 month category. The other patterns showed greater spread in length of 
stay in initial program, but were still weighted toward stays exceeding six 
months. Youngsters in patterns 03 and 04 (originating in NCB pl'ograms) were the 
most likely to have been released from last program (65% and 53% respectively), 
while only'2 of 13 (15% of those in patterns 01 and 02 (originating in Secure - . 
programs) had been released. Due to their typically longer stays in initial pro-
gram, youngsters with Transitional patterns were less "at risk" for longer (i.e., 
greater than six months) stays in subsequent programs before the end of tracking 
than were youngsters with other multiple-stay types; Transitional patterns were 
the most likely of all multiple-stay types to have "later" program stays of le!Js 
than three months with 2S% in this category versus 18% for straight patterns and 
less than 10% each for Incremental and Mixed patterns. Hence, the general finding, 
for Transitional patterns was that of a fairly long initial program stay (exceeding 
six months) followed by a shorter stay (or stays) in the less restrictive program. 

i;' Incremental Patterns 

Ninety-five youngsters exhibited patterns of movement among 
programs classified as "incremental"; the essential characteristic in these 
patterns was movement to programs with greater degrees of restrictiveness as " 
defined by the ~ivisionis level system. More than two-thirds of the Incremental 
patterns began in community-based programs. Unlike transitional patterns in 
which two-thirds had initial program stays of six months or more, few of those 
in incremental patterns (13%) spent as many as six months in their initial pro
gram stays. T\o.Jenty-three percent were in initial program less than one month, 
35% from on~ to three months, and 29% from three to six months (see Table VI.12). 
As mentioned above, a moderate percentage :of Incremental patterns (34%) involved 
an initial residential stay terminated by an unauthorized.absence. Those with shorter 
stays in placement were "more likely to have thosa stays terminated by 
AWOL (nearly half of those with initial stays less than three months compared 
to less than one-fifth of those staying three or more months). One of the 
reasons for transfers to programs of greater restrictiveness appears to relate 
to ,ll.,WOL behavior and this is mure prevalent among those in initial program for 
less than three months. 
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TABLE VI. 15 
SELECTED r,1QVEMENT CHARACTERISTiCS FOR INCREHENTAL PATTERNS 

MOVENENT CHARACTERISTICS: 

Cohort Entry Tyoe: 
First Admission 3 
A\~OL Returnee 
Readmission from Aftercare/ 

Counseling 
Re-Ent ry4 

Length of Stay: First Program 
Less than 1 mr~th 
1-3 months 
3-6 months 
6-12 mon ::.hs 

Release Status: First Program 
Normal Release 
On Unauthorized Absence 

LenQth of Stay: LonQe$t Subseguent 
to First Program 

Less than 3 months 
Six months ,or more 

Release Status: Last Program 
Still in Program 
Released -

Normal Release 
On Unauthorized Ab$ence5 

Overall Residential Length of 
StaY (in 'leekS) 

Mean 
Median 

1-_ .~I 

Fl 
NCB 
to 

Secure 
1N=10)' , (N) " 

90 ( 9) 
10 (1) 

00 (0) 
00 (0) 

40 (4) 
20 (2) 

I 30 (3) 
10 (1) 

70 ' (7) 
30 (3) 

00 ( 0) 
80 (8) 

I 90 (9) 
10 (l) 

I 
00 (0) 

100 (1) 

55.0 
54.0 

FAT T ERN 

F2 I F3 

I Level IV CB 
to to 

Level II NCB 
(N=16l (N=42 ) 
% (N) " IN) ,. 

69 (11) 83 (35) 
13 (2) 07 (3) 

13 (2), 07 (3) 
06 (1) 02 (1) 

25 (4) 19 (8) 
19 ( 3) 40 ( 17) 
44 (7) 26 (11) 
13 (2) 14 (6) 

56 (9) 62 (26) 
44 (7) 38 ( 16) 

06 (1) 07 (3) 
75 (l2) 64 (27) 

88 (l4) 52 (22) 
12 (2) 48 (20) 

00 ~O} 70 (14) 
100 2) 30 (6) 

55.6 47.3 
57.5 51.0 

T V P E 'J 

F4 F5 F6 
CB Level VI I Level VII TOTAL2 to to to 

Vol. Aaencv NCB CB 
(N=10) I TN=7T (N=5) ( N=9!l) 
'" IN) % (N) " (N) " INl~ " IV '" 

80 (8) 71 (5) 80 (4) 80 (76) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 07 (7) 

20 (2) 29 (2) 20 (1) 11 ( 10) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 02 (2) 

30 (3) 00 (0) 20 (1) 24 (23) 
30 (3) 71 ( 5) 40 «n 34 (32) 
30 (3 ) 00 (0) 40 (2) 29 (28) 
10 (1) 29 (2) 00 (0) 13 ( 12) 

70 (7) 71 (5) 100 ( 5) 66 (63) 
30 (3) 29 (2) 00 (0) 34 (32) 

20 (2) 14 (1) 20 (1) 08 (8) 
70 (7) 43 (3) 80 (4) 66 (63) 

60 (6) 57 (4) 60 (3) 64 (61) 
40 (4) 43 (3) 40 (2) 36 (34) 

100 (4) 67 (2) 100 ( 2) 68 (23) 
00 (0) 33 (1) 00 (0) 32 (11) 

49.6 46.9 52.3 50.0 
57.5 

I 
45.5 58.5 55.1 

lc~mmu~;tY-baSed (C8) £ro~rams in the Incremental patterns refer to Level V vac and Level VI Homes and Urban START 
p,ograms. Level VII roster Care and Independent Living is treated separately (see types F5 and F6). 

2Total includes five youngsters whose patterns remained unclassified. 

3F" t d'" "1 d " 1rs a m1SS1ons 1nc u es dlrect court placement to voluntar"y agencies. 

4"R~-EntrY"ltypes include those readmitted to program 'from aftercare with a new placement term or extension of 
eXlstent p acement term and new admissions with prior term(s) of service. 

5Youngst~r was released frof!1 program while on unauthorized absence status or was on extended absence status at 
cOhnclu~lon of t~acking.p~r1od. Unauthorized absences included runaways, overstays of legitimate absences and 
t ose 1n detent10n or Ja1l (often following AlWL). ' 
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Following a procedure similar to that used in grouping 
Transitional patterns into more homogeneous types, Incremental patterns were 
broken down by the program groupings involved. The resulting types along with 
salient movement characteristics are presented in Table VI.15. Forty-four 
percent of the Incremental patterns involved movement from community-based 
(CB) to non-community-based (NCB) programs. Those moving between Level IV 
and Level II programs, those transferring from NCB to Secure programs, and 
those moving between CB (including Levels V, VI, and VII) and Voluntary 
Agency programs each represented between ten and twenty percent of all 
Incremental patterns. 

The Incremental pattern types did not differ greatly 
on the characteristics presented in Table VL15. Overa-l,. 64% of the 
youngsters remained in program at the end of the tracking period, although 
the proportion was slightly higher for types labeled F1 and F2. Of those 
released, one-third were released while AWOL from program. This figure is 
artificially inflated by the large numbers still residing in program who 
should be less likely to have their present stay (or any subsequent stay) 
terminated with an unauthorized absence; hence, caution should be used in 
interpreting this finding. It was noted that those AWOL at release were 
likely also to have been AWOL at the termination of earlier residential 
stays. As mentioned earlier, most initial program stays in Incremental 
patterns were of a duration less than six months. However, two-thirds had, 
by the end of tracking, spent at least six months in a later program (long
est stay after initial stay) and only 10% of those released had spent 
less than three months in later stays. Thus, stays in the more restrictive 
programs within Incremental patterns were of longer duration than initial 
program stays, most exceeded six months, and many continued p~st the end of 
the cohort tracking period. 

iii. Straight Patterns 

Fifty-one youngsters moved among programs having similar 
degrees of restrictiveness. About an equal number showed patterns of movement 
among non-community-based programs (NCB) as among community-based (CB) ones .. 
Two groupings of youngsters, those whose patterns involved voluntary agency 
programs and those whose movement was among Foster Care and Alternative Resi
dential (including Independent Living) placements, did not fit patterns of move
ment among either CB or NCB programs and were grouped separately. These group
ings and selected movement characteristics are presented in Table VI.16. 

With the exception of those youngsters whose movement 
patterns fit type E4 (mov~ment among Foster Care and Alternative Residential 

.placements), the straight pattern youngsters were primarily First Admissions. 
Four of the six E4 youngsters were Readmissions from Aftercare/Counseling. 
Lengths of stay in initial program for straight patterns were much more evenly 
distributed than those for initial stays in incremental and transitional patterns. 
Among the straight pattern types (Table VI.16), length of stay in initial program 
was more likely to be six months or more for types El (movement among NCB proQ 
grams) and E2 (movement involving voluntary agency programs) than for the other 
two types. One-fourth (24%) of the initial program stays for all straight pat
terns ended with an unauthorized absence; this figure was. even higher (33%) 
for type El patterns. This suggests that transfers following unauthorized 
absences did not always involve movement to facilities at higher levels of re
strictiveness (i.e., program levels). 
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TABLE VI. 16 
SELECTED MOVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR STRAIGHT PATTERNS 

MOVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS: 

Cohort Entr~ Txpe 1 
First Admission 
AWOL Returnee 
Readmission from Aftercare·1 

Counseling . 
Re-Entry 2 

Lenoth of Stai: First 
Program 

Less than 1 month 
1-3 months 
3-6 months ~ 

6-12 months 
12 months or more 

Release Status: First Prooram 
Normal Release 
On Unauthorized Absence 

Length, of Stav: Lonoest 
Subseguent to First Prooram 

Less than 3 months 
Six months or more 

Release Status: Last Program 
Still in Program 

o 
o 

Released -
Nonnal Release 
On Unauthorized Absence 3 

vera11 Residential Length 
f Sta~ (in weeksl 

Mean 
Median 

El 
Among NCB 
Programs 

(N=18T 
% (NY 

78 (14) 
06 (1) 

06 (1) 
11 (2) 

17 (3) 
28 (5) 
17 (.3) 
33 (6) 
06 ( 1) 

I 
67 (12) 
33 (6) 

17 (3) 
50 (9) 

28 (5) 
72 (13) 

69 (9) 
31 (4) 

46.6 
49.0 

PATTERN T Y P E 

Invol~ing ;:3 £4 
Amona Voluntary Among CB Level VII & 

Agencies Programs Alternatives 
(N=7) (N=20J (N=6l 
" (N) % (N) .. " (N-r 10 

100 (7) 80 (16) 33 (2) 
00 (0) 15 (3) 00 (0) 

00 (0) 00 (0) 67 (4) 
00 (0) 05 (1) 00 (0) 

29 (2) 00 (0) 33 (2) 
29 (2) 40 (8) 17 (1) 
00 (0) 35 (7) 50 (3) 
29 (2) 25 (5) 00 (0) 
14 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 

86 (6) 75 (15) 100 (6) 
14 (1) 25 (5) 00 (a) 

00 (0) 30 (6) 00 (0) 
71 (5) 30 ( 6) 83 (5) 

57 (4) 20 (4) 33 (2) 
43 (3) 80 (16) 67 (4) 

100 (3) 56 (9) 100 (4) 
00 (0) 44 (7) 00 (0) 

55.2 43.7 51.0 
57.5 42.5 48.5 

1F" t d' . lrs a mlSS10ns in~ludes direct court p1~cement to voluntary agencies. 
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TOTAL 

(N=51) 
" IN) 10 

76 (39) 
08 (4) 

10 ( 5) 
06 (3) 

14 (7) 
31 (16) 
25 (13) 
25 (13) 
04 (2) 

76 ( 39) 
24 (12) 

18 (9) 
49 (25) 

29 ( 15) 
71 (36) 

59' (25) 
31 (11) 

47.1 
47.3 

2"Re-Entry" types include those readmitt d t 
term or extension of existent placementete~ ~~~gram fdro~ afiterca~e with a new placement 
service. . new a mlSS ons wlth prior term(s) of 
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Unlike Transitional and Incremental patterns, a large 
majority of the youngsters in Straight patterns (71?~) had been re1eg£ed by 
the end of cohort tracking. Thirty-one percent of all those released were 
on unauthorized absence status at the time of release. Half of the young
sters had IIl ater ll program stays of six months or more, while less than 
one-fifth had been released with less than three months in program and 
most of these were stays ended with an unauthor~zed absence. 

iv. Mixed Patterns 

The f10w of movement within youngsters patterns was not 
ah!ays consistent in its direction and some .multiple stay patterns could not 
be categorized as transitional, incremental, or straight. Such patterns are 
grouped as II mixed ll patterns. In all cases, they involved at least three res
idential stays and many (63%) involved four or more separate residential stays. 
Table VI.12 shows that mixed patterns were about equally likely to start in 
NCB as CB programs. One of the distinguishing features of the mixed patterns 
was the large percentage (40%) who were in initial program for less than one 
month. By the end of the tracking period, 60% were still in a residential pro
gram and more than half had spent at least six months in some program subsequent 
to their initial programs. 

Within mixed patterns, there is by definition movement both 
IIUpll and IIdown ll (according to tr 2 ',evel schema) l' tr:ansfer from initial pro-
gram, movement direction was mi ''':;/ 'Nith those n,', to. programs at higher 
program levels (i.e., lesser degrees of restricL ' .. ,' slightly more numerous. 
However, among those staying in initial progra~ ~ "an one month, more than 
blice as many{ll as compared to 5) moved to progra .. ith higher levels of re-
strictiveness. Given the wide variety of movement I _rJresented in Mixed patterns 
and the relatively small number of youngsters (N=43), no distinct patterns 
emerged within this grouping. Mixed patterns, more so than any other residential 
pattern grouping, represented a greater number of program stays (i.e., more 
movement among residential programs) and appeared to be indicative of rather 
complex patterns of service delivery. 

c. Foster Care Only Patterns 

A quick review of Table VI.l (presented earlier) reveals 
that 137 youngsters entered the Study cohort with an admission to a Level 
VIr program, most of whom were Fos~er Care admissions. Many of these young
sters, 75 to ue exact, were serviced during the tracki",g period by no other 
residential programs other than Foster Care. While most Foster Care Only 
patterns (84%) involved placement in only one home, some did involve stays 
in two or three different foster homes. Besides being limited to those whose 
only residential placements were in Foster Care, youngsters in the Foster 
Care Only grouping differed from those in other residential patterns. Two
thirds were Readmissions from Aftercare, most with no extensions or new terms, 
while youngsters in most other pattern types were largely First Admissions. 
Hhile many of the other residential pattern types had a majority of YOlfn9sters 
remaining in program at the conclusion of the tracking period, 92% of Foster 
Care Only cases had been released from program. This is indicative of the 
shorter periods in residen'ial services for Foster Care Only patterns generally. 
(As Table VI.17 shows, the median length of total residential stay for Foster 
Care Only patterns was only 16.3 weeks.) 
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TABLE VI. 17 

-. . "-"'-~ .. _---,. 

SELECTED ~10VEr·1ENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR FOSTER CARE ONLY PATTERNS 

Single Foster Home Multiple Foster Home All Foster Care 
Placements Placements Only Patterns 

\N=63) \N=12) (N=75) 
% (N) " (N) % (N) 

MOVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS: 
,. 

Cohort Entr~ T~De 
(19) (6) (25) Fi rst Adm; ss i on 1 30 50 33 

A\~OL Returnee 02 (1) 00 (0) 01 (1) 
Readmission from Aftercare/ 

(4) ( 44) Counseling 63 (40) 33 59 
Re-Entry 2 05 (3) 17 (2) 07 (5) 

Lenath of Stal: First Program 
(3) (21) Less than 1 month 29 (18) 25 28 

1-3 months 24 (15) 33 (4) 25 (19) 
3-6 months 22 (14) 42 (5) 25 (19) 
6-12 months 10 (6) 00 (0) 08 (6) 
12 months or more 16 (10) 00 (0) 13 ( 10) 

Length of Sta~: Longest Sub-
sequent to First Program 

Less than 3 months -- -- 50 (6) -- --
Six months or more -- -- 33 (4) -- --

Release Status: First Program 
Still in Progr~m 06 (4) 00 (0) 05 (4) 
Released - 94 (59) 100 (12) 95 (71) 

Normal Release 87 (51) 92 ( 11) 88 (62) 
On Unauthorized Absence3 13 (8) 08 (1) 12 (9) .. 

Release Status: Last Program 
Still in Program -- -- 17 (2) -- --
Released - -- -- 83 (10) -- --

Nor:nal Release -- -- 100 (10) -- --
On Unauthorized Absence -- -- DO (0) -- --

Overa 11 Res i denti a 1 ilength of 
Stal (in weeks) 

Mean 20.3 32.7 22.3 
Hedian 9.8 24.0 16.3 

lFirst adm"issions includes direct court placement to voluntary agencies. 
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2"Re-E:!tr,~" types include those readmitted to program from aftercare with a new placement 
term or extension of existent placement term and ,new admissions with prior term(s) of 
service. 

3Youngster was release~ from program while on unauthorized absence St~tU5 or was on 
'extended absence s ta tus at conc 1 us i on of tl"ack~ ng peri od. Unauthor~ z\~d a,bsences included 
runaways. overstays of legitimate absences. and those in detention or jail (often following 
AWOL) . 
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Table Vr.17 provides selected characte~istics for movement 
patterns classified as Foster Care Only. Single home patterns at'e separa'ted 
from those involving more than une foster home for comparative purposes. Re
garding length of stay in program for those with stays in only one foster home, 
30% stayed'in program for less than one month, 22% fell into each of the cate
gories of one to three months and three to six months, 10% stayed for six to 
twel ve months, and 16% for t;~el ve months or more. For those wi th more than one 
foster home stay, three of the fifteen had no stay of at least three months 
including one whose combined length of stay was also less than three months. 
For the most part though, there was one stay among the two or three stays in 
each pattern which was of more than three months duration and this stay was 
more typically a later, rather than 'initial, stay. 

d. Counseling Preceding Residential Stay 

For 15 youngsters, a period of 90 days or more in non
residential (Counseling) services was followed by one or more stays in 
residential programs. Ten of the fifteen (67%) spent between three and six 
months in Counseling, while the remaining five (33%) were in Counseling for 
more than six months. Four went to foster home placements following Counsel
ing, eight experienced a single residential stay other than foster care, and 
the remaining three were involved in multiple residential stays following 
Counseling. Given that so fe\,1 youngsters experienced this overall pattern of non
residential followed by residential service, the patterns of these fifteen 
youngsters are treated as a residual pattern with a preceding Counseling stay 
as the unifying thread. 

e. Re-Entry Programs 

Some youngsters were released from residential programs 
and spent some period out of residence, either a period on Aftercare or on 
discharge status, only to return to some DFY residential program. Upon 
reviewing patterns of youngster movement in the Division, it was determined 
that such interruptions in residential programming were significant aspects 
of intervention which demanded treatment separate from other residential 
patterns. 

To some extent, Aftercare admissions (upon release from 
residential placements) may have represented "holding patterns" while wait
ing for other residential program spaces to become available. Such was often 
evident preceding Foster Care and Alternative Residential placements. To 
minimize the possibility of stays on Aftercare being treated as interruptions 
in residential programming when they were actually "holding patterns," 
.Aftercare stays of less than 30 days preceding community-based program place-
ments were di~rcgarded when determining types of movement patterns. 25 

Eighty-two youngsters re-entered residential services in 
the fashion described above. About one-fourth of these returned to Foster 
Care placements while most of the remainder returned to other residential 
programs. These latter patterns were further classified in a manner similar 
to that adopted for multiple-stay patterns: Re-entrypatterns thus fell into 
the following groupings: 

(1) Re-entry to Foster Care (N=21) 
(2) Re-entry: Straight Patterns (N=19) 
(3) Re-entry: Incremental Patterns (N=19), and 
(4) Re-entry: Mixed Patterns (N=17) 

Six re-entry patterns remained unclassified. 
, 
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TABLE VI.18 

PERCENTAGE OF MALES AND FH1ALES FOR ~10VEMENT PATTERN GROUPINGS 
i 

'i 

1 
10 
I 

MOVEMENT PATTERN GROUPINGS: 

Non-Residential Counseling Services 

All Residential Services 

(' Singl e-Stay Patterns 

Transitional Patterns 

Incremental Patterns 

(, Straight Patterns 

I # 

f \ 

o 
! 

Mixed Patterns 

Foster Care Only Patterns 

Counseling Preceding Residential 
Stays 

Re-Entry Patterns 

TOTAL 

% 

55 

79 

82 

81 

77 

88 

74 

69 

80 

66 

74 

MALE FEMALE 

-{ N-Y % (N) 

( 112) 45 (90) 

( 691) 21 ( 188) 

(343) 18 ( 76) 

(80) J.9 (l9) 

(73) 23 (22) 

(45) 12 (6) 

(32) 26 (II) 

(52) 31 ( 23) 

(l2) 20 (3 ) 

(54) 34 ( 28) 

(803) 26 ( 278) 

-144-

1;'
it 
It 

:l 
n .! 

:1 
I! 
"I q 
II 
I] 
! I 



I .~. 

r 

.1 

t / 

• 

.-

I 
LO 
<::t 
.-t 

I 

TABLE VI.19a 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS BY ~10VEt~ENT PATTERN GROUPINGS FOR MALE YOUNGSTERS 

YO~~GSTER CHARACTERISTICS: 

ghnicity...:.. 

Hhite 
B 1 ad 
Puerto Rican 
Other 

1l.9.e: 

Under 12 
12 - 13 
14 - 15 
16 - 17 
Over 17 

AdJ.!!dication: 

Volunteer 
PINS 
JD 
Youthful Offender 
Res tri ct i ve JD 
Other 

Region: 

One (I) 
T~lo (II) 
Three (II I) 
Four (IV) 

.. 

..J 
c1; .... 
I-
ZVI~ 
IJJ lLI N ow .... 
.......... .-f 
VI>R 
lLI fX z: ex: 1LI~ 

I Vl 
z: 
0 
z: 

% (N) 

42 (46) 
44 (48) 
13 ( 14) 
01 (l) 

19 (21) 
13 (15) 
28 ( 31) 
37 (41) 
04 ( 4) 

76 (80) 
04 (4) 
14 (15) 
01 (1) 
02 (2) 
03 (3) 

47 (53) 
05 (6) 
04 (4) 
44 (019) 

-=1-
e( .... ~ t-
Z:VI~ t-V)~ 
W lLI o-t VlZ:M ow 0'1 1 1Y..q 
......... \D lLIWM 
VI>. t!ll=~ IJJ a: z: ex: U1 ___ 

Z<C-
VI ..... 0.. 

..J til 

..J 
e( 

% lril % (N) 

39 (272) 38 (131) 
45 (314) 47 (161) 
13 ( 91) 13 (44) 
02 (14) 02 (7) 

01 (4) 01 (2) 
08 (54) 07 (23) 
58 ( 398) 59 (201) 
32 (219) 32 (110) 
02 (16) 02 (7) 

09 (62) 08 ( 28) 
11 (76) 06 (21) 
67 (453) 72 (240) 
06 (40) 07 (24) 
03 (22) 04 (12) 
03 (20) 03 (9) 

25 ( 171) 25 (85) 
1.4 (96) 10 (35) 
16 ( 1l3) 20 (67) 
45 (31O) 015 (Hi5) 

-, 

/ 

VI 
..J -' IJJ Z 
e( e( cr: a: 
z: VI t-VI ~!C!~ VI e( IJJ 

~~o ffiii1M' fi:l~N' wl=N' l!lilZ.,., 
t-wro ;:O:IJ, ..... ...... 1I.J or::t XWM fXe(tn 

~~~ ~I=~ ;i!t-II ~I=~ lLIO-n 
t-z: t- z: 

Z e(--- U c(--- l-··a:- c(--- VI >----
;i!o.. ::::0.. VI "'- 0.. 0-1 

lL.z: 
t- o 

%~ % (N) - % Cltl.. % (N) % (rn 

33 (26) 36 (26) 20 ( 9) 53 (17) 56 (2") 
54 ~43) 43 PI) 53 (24) 41 (13) 33 (17) 
13 10) 191 14) 24 (1l ) 06 (2) 08 ~4) 
01 (O 03 (2) 02 (1) 00 (0) 04 2) 

01 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 03 P) 00 ( 0) 
09 (7) 14 (10) 02 ( 1) 22 .1) 04 (2) 
55 (44) 70 (51) 64 ( 29) 47 (IS) 27 (14) 
35 (28) 16 (12) 33 (15) 28 (9) 54 (28) 
00 (0) 00 (0) , 00 (0) 00 (0) 15 (8) 

01 ( 1\ 03 (2) 02 (1) 00 ( 0) 46 (22) .. / 
09 (7) 15 ( 11) 14 (6) 19 (6) 13 (6) 
69 (55) 76 (55) 77 (33) 81 (25) 31 (15) 
08 (6) 03 (2) 05 (2) 00 (0) 06 (3) 
13 (10) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 
01 (1) 03 ( 2) 02 (1) 00 (0) 04 (2) 

15 (12) 22 ( 16) 07 (3) 16 ( 5) 37 (19) 
18 (14) 16 (12) 11 ( 5) 25 (8) 25 (13) 
09 (7) 14 (10) 07 ( 3) 22 {7 } 21 (11 ) 
59 (47) 48 ( 35) 76 (34) 38 (12) 17 (9) 

, 

• 

" 

:c 
l!ll!ll:;; 
z: z: >- VI ....... ,.....-1- a:z:~ 
-' Cl c1; N t-fX~ 
ltJ llJ ...... -* ZWLO 
VlUt-1I 
z: W:z: z: 
:::t rr.: lJJ ......... 

~I=~ 
l1J~_ 

00..0 0:::.0-
U ..... , 

VI w 
ex: 

% lliL _% _UiL 

67 ( 8) 43 (26) 
17 ( 2) 43 (23) 
17 (2) 07 !4) 
00 (0) 02 1) 

00 ( 0) 00 (0) 
08 ( 1) 06 (3) 
58 (7) 69 (37) 
33 (4) 24 (13) 
00 (0) 02 (1) 

17 (2) 11 (6) 
33 (4) 28 ( 15) 
17 (2) 53 (28) 
08 ~l) 04 ~2) 
00 0) 00 0) 
25 ( 3) 04 (2) 

\ 

75 (9) 41 (22) 
17 ( 2) 13 (7) 
08 (1) 13 (7) 
00 {OJ 33 (HI) 

• • 
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TABLE VI. 19b 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS BY MOVH1ENT PATTERN GROUPINGS FOR FEt-1ALE YOUNGSTERS 

YOUNGSTER r.HARACTER I STI CS: 

E thnici ty.l. 

Hhite 
8l"cI, 
Puerto Rican 
Other 

!lge: 

Under 12 
12 - 13 
14 - 15 
:£6 - 17 
Over J.7 

Adjudi catio...!U... 

Volun1teer 
Pi'N$ 
,10 
Youthful Offender 
Other 

Region: 

One (I) 
Two (I I) 
Three (III) 
Four (IV) 

-' 
ct: .... 
!ii:1Il 
W UJ ~ 
QUO 
........... '" Vl>n 
WO:::Z 
O:,h,l "-' 

I VI 
z: 
0 
;Z; 

% eN) 

.. 

18 (I6) 
68 (61) 
09 (8) 
06 ( 5) 

08 (7) 
11 (IO) 
33 (30) 
38 ( 34) 
10 ( 9) 

90 (78) 
05 (4) 
03 ( 3) 
00 (0) 
02 (2) 

67 (60) 
00 ( 0) 
01 (1) 
32 (29) 

-' 
ct: .... 
t-
;z; VI~ 
WWco 
QUa:> ........ .-. 
Ill> II 

~ffi~ 
VI 

-' 
;;! 

x lNJ 

55 {l04) 
39 (74) 
03 (6) 
02 (4) 

01 ( 1 ~ 
06 (12 
57 (107) 
34 (64) 
02 (4) 

24 (43) 
49 ~89) 
23 41) 
02 (3) 
03 (6) 

29 ( 54) 
20 (38) 
20 (38) 
31 (58) 

~ -' q; 
t-VI ;z; VI 
Vl ;z;~ 0i'i~ 
10:", ;:= UJ~ w UJ ..... 
-'/: 11 .... /: " ~«.:;. ~ «::. 
.... 0.. ~o.. VI 

t-

% WI % (N) -

61 (46) 42 (8~ 
36 (27) 47 (9 
01 (1) 11 ( 2) 
03 (2) 00 (0) 

00 (O~ 05 ~1) 
01 (1 00 0) 
53 ( 4G) 74 ( 14) 
43 (33 ) 21 (4) 
03 (2) 00 (0) 

29 (22) 16 (3) 
37 (28) 63 (12) 
28 (21 ) 16 (3) 
01 (1) 00 (0) 
04 (3) 05 (1) 

28 (21) 26 (5) 
17 (13) 26 (5~ 
24 (18) 11 (2 
32 (24) 37. (7) 

./ 

I >-
VI ~ -' ~~ 

~1Il 
Cl (!) VI 

t-VI VI ct:UJ .. ,:z 
z;z; .-. ffii'i~ 87: u/: ....... .......... -' 
LdO::N D:<:cg} -'Qq;~ 
::::WN ....w'" ".. WlU ..... M 

wl=" t?/:n 
... ' wo.." IIlL>t-n 
:::: .. .z: t- -~ zWZz 

~c(~ f-CC'::' ~~ :g::;'::' ::»o::w_ 
zo.. III 0.. OG.l':l ..... lL..;z; U .. ~ 

o VI 

~ 
% (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % ttO -

613 (15) 33 i2) 
55 (6~ 48 ( II) 33 ~l) 27 (6) 67 4) 36 (4 48 ( 11) 67 2) 

00 (0) 00 0) 09 (1) 04 (1) 00 (0) 
05 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0.) 

00 ~~~ 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 ~O) 
09 17 (1) 00 ( 0) 09 (2) 33 1} 
68 (15) 50 (3) 91 (10) 30 (7) 67 (2) 
23 (5) 33 (2) 09 (1) 52 (12) 00 (0) 
00 ( 0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 09 (2) 00 (0) 

05 (1) 33 (2) 09 (1) 45 (9) 00 (0) 
62 (13) 50 (3) 64 (7) 45 (9) 50 ( 1) 
29 (6) 17 (1) 27 (3) 05 (1) 00 (0) 
05 (I~ 00 ~O) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 
00 (0 00 0) 00 (0) 05 (1) 50 (1) 

23 ( 5) .n (2) 18 (2) 26 (6) 67 (2) 
3l! (7) 00 (0) 09 (1) 17 ~4) 00 (0) 
27 (6) 17 (1) 46 (5) 09 2) 33 (1) 
18 (4) 50 (3) 27 (3) 43 (11 ) 00 (0) 

""--", 

>- VI 

:=~oo 
.;Z; W N 
~f:1I 
~;t'=:' , 

% J.!iL 

5/1 (15) 
39 ( 11) 
04 (1) 
04 (1) 

00 (0) 
18 (5) 
57 (I6) 
25 (7) 
00 (0) 

18 (5) 
57 (16) 
21 (6) 
04 (1) 
00 (0) 

39 ( 11) 
29 (8) 
11 (3) 
21 (6) 
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As was evident among multiple stay patterns, there was 
a mix of movement to programs of various levels of restrictiveness upon ~ 
re-entry; but only one among the 82 re-entry patter~s involved ~o~ement 1nto 
programs at lower degrees of r~strictiveness (parallel to trans1t10nal patterns) 
except for the re-entries to Foster Care (about half of whom had movement 
resembling transitional patterns). 

E. Relationships Between Youngster Background Characteristics and Movement 
Patterns 

This section assesses the degree to which certain background 
characteristics of youngsters were related to.the.patt:rns of you~gster 
movement. T~ble VI.lS provides the sex d;strlbut10n~ Tor the var10US 
movement groupings and Tables VL19a and VI.19b prov1d~ the br:eakdown . 
of other youngster background characteristi~s ~o~troll~ng for sex. Through: 
out this section, the relationships discussed 1n the te~t rep~esent all those 
which were statistically siRnificant at the .10 level (two-ta11ed tests). 

The Non-Residential (Counseling) Services and Residential 
Services populations differed on a number of characteristics, Females were 
greatly over-represented in Non-Residential Services constituting 45% of that 
group but only twenty-one percent of the Residential Servic~s group. For females 
only, Blacks and Puerto Ricans were over-represented a~d W~ltes, under-repre
sented in the Non-Residential Services group. No ethn1C dlfference~,we~e found 
for males. Regarding age, males thirteen and younger constltuted 32/0 OT .the . 
Non-Residential and only 9% of the Residential groups. However, Non-Resldentlal 
patterns were more common than Residential patterns among tho~e 16 .and older~ 
suggesting that both older and younger ma~e ~lients ~er~ ~erv1ced 1n N~n-Res1den
tial programs. A similar trend (not ~tatlst1ca~ly s:gnlflca~t) regard1ng age 
was evident for females. Youngsters 1n Non-Resldentlal SerVlces were ove~
whelmingly Volunteers (76% of the male~ and 90~ of the fe~al~s.compared w1th 
9% and 24%, respectively, for Resident1al Servlces) and s1gnlflcant~y, under
represented PINS, JOs, and Youthful Offenders (YOs) when compared ~'tn those 
in Residential Services. With the exception of the YO representatl0n among 
females, these differences by adjudication held for females as well as males. 

Given the sionificant differences between those youngsters 
serviced Non-Residentially ~nd those serviced Residentially, the following 
description of the character~stics of yo~~gst~r~ fi~ting~mo~em~n~ patte~ns 
within the Residential group1ng and the ldentlflcatl0n OT s1gnlf1cant dlffer
ences among these patterns uses the entire Residential Services group (N=879) 
as the comparative baseline. 

The youngsters in Single-Stay patterns represented a slightly 
greater percentage of males (82% versus 79% for all residential youngst~rs) and, 
for females only,' a slightly older population (Tables VI.lS an~ VI.~9a and VI. 
19b). For males, Single-Stay patterns differed from other r~s1den~lal pat~erns 
on adjudication: only 6% were PINS and 72~ JOs.contrast~d w1th 11. and ~7%~ . 
respectiveiy, for males in the overall res1dnetlal grouplng. The.only S1g~lf1-
cant adjudication difference for females was an under-representat10n of PINS 
(37% versus 49%). 

Transitional patterns differed slightl-¥ fy·om other residelnt~al 
patterns with a larger precentage of Blacks and a smaller'percentage of dh1tes 
among both males and females. ~\Jhile 9~~ of all males in re~identia.l patterns \'Iere 
Vo 1 unteers and 3~~ were Restri ct i ve J Os, on 1 y 1% of ma 1 es 1 n Trans 1 t1 ona 1 patterns were 

-J.48-

Volunteers and 13% were Restrictive JOs. Females having Transitional patterns 
showed no significant differences regarding adjudication. 

Youngsters with Incremental movement patterns were less 
likely to be among the older OFY population (16 and over). Volunteers were 
under-represented among youngsters in Incremental patterns (only 3% of the 
males and 5% o~ the females compared with 9% and 24% for the Residential 
Services grouping

2gverall), while JO males were slightly over-represented 
(76% versus 67%). 

Thet'e were proportionately fewer females among Straight patterns 
(12% versus 21%) than among Residential youngsters generally. Also, minorities, 
especially Puerto Ricans, were over-represented among males having Straight 
patterns of movement, while fem3les showed a similar trend which failed to be 
statistically significant because of the low number of females having Straight 
patterns. 

As was true for Incremental patterns, Mixed patterns were 
represented by a generally younger population and a lower per
centage of Volunteers. Also, a slightly greater percentage of PINS was 
found among Mixed patterns as compared with the Residential Services population 
genera 11!,' : 

Thirty-one percent of Foster Care Only youngsters compared with 
21% of all Residential youngsters were female; of the males, a much higher 
percentage were White than was true of the general population (56% versus 39%) 
and, conversely, Blacks were under-represented. Youngsters in Foster Care 
Only patterns were typically much older than youngsters in any other residential 
pattern group; 61% of the females and 69% of the males were 16 or older. Foster 
Care Only patterns also differed on adjudication status with much higher percent
ages as Volunteers and lower percentages of JOs. 

Patterns with Counseling Preceeding Residential Stays involved 
relatively few youngsters (12 males, 3 females), so the differences shown in 
Tables VI.18 and VI.19 should be approached cautiously. However, for males 
this grouping differed from other residential patterns regarding both ethnicity 
and adjudication; Whites were over-represented to the exclusion of Blacks and 
PINS, to the exclusion of JOs. 

The remaining residential movement pattern grouping, Re-entry 
Patterns, was 34% female compared with 21% in all Residential 
Services (Table VI.18). These females represented a slightly younger popula
tion, but no age differences were eVident for males. However, males, but not 
females, were more frequently PINS youngsters (28% versus 11%) and less 
frequently JOs (53% versus 67%) than in the population of all Residential 
Services. 

In summary, the Non-Residential (Counseling) Services population 
served proportionately more females, more Blacks, younger (13 and under) and 
older (16 and over) clients, and primarily Volunteers. Among the Residential 
patterns, females were more common in the Foster Care Only and Re-entry patterns 
and less frequent in Straight patterns. Generally, the'more complex movement 
patterns, Incremental, Mixed, and Re-entry, were represented by lower percent
ages of older clients, while Foster Care Only patterns were concentrated among 
those 16 and older at cohort entry. No clear patterns were evident regarding 
ethnicity among the Residential patterns, although ~Jhite males were under
represented among Straight patterns and over-represented among Foster Care Only 
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patterns. However~ large differences were found on adjudi~ation. Volunteers 
constituted nearly half of a'il Foster Care Only patterns, but were under
represented among other residential pattern types, especially the Multiple
Stay patterns. The percentage of Juvenile Delinquents remained fairly 
consistent across the various movement patterns, but was low among Foster 
Care Only patterns and, foY' males only, Re-entry patterns; PINS youngsters 
were under-represented among the large group of Single-Stay patterns. 

F. Summary 

This Chapter has focussed upon various aspects of youngsters' movements 
into and through the range of programs offered by the DiVision. In examining 
the programs into which the nearly eleven hundred Study youngsters entered at 
the beginning of the tracking phase of this Study, it was found that nearly 
one-half of the females entered community-based (CB) programs, one-third 
entered non-residential, counseling services, and the remainder were distribu
ted among non-community-based (NCB), Secure, and Voluntary Agency programs. 
Thirty-nine percent of the males went to NCB programs, while 33% entered CB 
programs and 17% entered non-residential, counseling programs. Variations in 
entry placements by age and adjudication were largely expected; however, 
certain differences among ethnic groups merit discussion. Specifically, for 
males, Blacks were over-represented among the more restrictive program levels 
(Levels I and II) while Whites were over-represented in Level VI (Homes and 
Urban STARTs) and Level VII (Foster Care and Independent Living) programs. 
This latter finding also held for females; additionally, one-half of the 
Black and Puerto Rican females, compared with only 14% of the Whites, entered 
non-residential services during the cohort selection period. 

The second aspect of youngster movement discussed in this Chapter 
concerned movement out of entry placement. Across all residential programs, 
median length of stay in entry programs was five months, ranging from more than 
thirteen months for Level I Secure programs to three months for stays in 
Level VI and Level VII programs. About fifty percent or more of the young
sters released from all residential program levels, except for Level I Secure 
and Voluntary Agency programs, were directly released to Aftercare following 
their entry placements. The percentage transferred to CB programs following 
entry placements was consistently between one-fifth and one-fourth for all 
programs except Level I Secure, for which the percentage was 47%. 

After entry into the Division and into the Study cohort, youngsters' 
movements among Division programs were tracked for 13-17 months from the 
Summer of 1978 through October 1979. Certain common patterns of movement 
were found and a typology constructed which best described the youngsters' 
terms of service with the Division during the tracking period. Nearly one
fifth of the Study sample was serviced solely through Non-Residential programs. 
Of those receiving at least some residential service, nearly one-half were 
serviced in only one residential program (exclusive of Foster Care) during 
the tracking period (Single-Stay patterns), while one-third were involved in 
Multiple-Stay patterns. Multiple-Stay patterns were subdivided into Trans
itional, Incremental, Straight, and Mixed patterns depending upon the direction 
and consistency of movement vis-a-vis the restrictiveness of the restrictiveness 
of the component program stays (i.e., program level). Transitional and 
Incremental patterns were equally numerous representing about 9% of the Study 
cohort. Even more complex patterns of movement existed for those youngsters 
having Mixed patterns or Re-entry patterns. This latter pattern type invol-
ved release from residential program, a period on Aftercare or discharge 
status, and a subsequent return to a residential placement. These patterns 
were suprisingly numerous as they involved about 8% (N=82) of the Study cohort. 
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or pract1cal, as well as analyti 1 
period was defined as October 5 f~79rea~onst i~e c~nclusion of the tracking 
necessary for the data anal ses' . s a 1C t1me frame was 
fit in well with time consi~erat{~n~e conducte~. The s~ecific date selected 
(se~ Chapter VII). Substantial rnodii~~~~;~~s lno;ap~~r1ng youn~ster outcomes 
act10n data (admissions, releases d . e Agency s trans-
~~V~~~~tc~~optng DiVisldion

b 
progr~ms ;/e~~ n~~~~~~~~)b~n~~ ~~·~c~~~iyss~~ungster 

er cou e· conducted. 

211Extended absence II refers t b 
than 30 days in duration. ~u~~Ya~s!~~ce"authorized or unauthorized, of more 
~r~gram, hospitalization for medical 0 es 1ncl~de, ,for example, runaways from 
Jalls or detention facilities. r PSychlatr1c needs, and stays in county 

3 . 
Since those youngsters selected f th' , 
returnees from AWOL status secon~rt, e C~h?rt.sample lncluded readmissions, 
mentsll for many youn sters 'ar - 1me a ,m~s~lons, etc., the lI en try place-
placement ill Divisio~ program~ nOih~; de~~~lt~O~. th:ir ~nitial (i .e., first) 
order to understand lI en try pla~ementll Crll.1Ca lst,nct10n must be made in 

4Analyses involving IIfirst admissio II . th . 
placements were conducted on a samn~ ~n e,sect10ns dea1ing with entry 
~ppearin~ \~s "Ne\'/ Admissions: No P~i~r '~~~~~1~~ ~~br t~~sel 5,40, youngsters 
the rema1nder of the Chapt d th e .. Tnroughout 
admissions re resent t' er an e report, analyses involving first , 
to CounselingP(and Ass~~~m~~~)~ew~: ;~~e~~~n~st~~s aryd

l 
those IINew.Ad~issions 

days of their counseling adm' . (. e~l entla service wlthln 90 
that they were admitted to c~~~~~~in~·e"/OhOrt ~ntry) under the assumption 
This procedure corrects for a time bi~;n.~~g antl~tended residential placement. 
procedure. The bias occu d h ~, eren 1n our cohort selection 
cohort selection period a~~ewe~ee~u~~~~~~~~r~ ~~t~~~ddC~unselin~ dur~ng the 
program prior to the end of th l' . m1 e 0 a res1dentlal 
admi~sion was treated as the e~t~~ ~~;~~~eP~rlo~. In S~Ch cases, the latter 
Clus10n of the selection pe . d ( n. ases se ected near the con-
this procedure and h~nce t~~Ocor~e'cg~~ ~UgUSttdlh978).were less at risk for 

, 1.10n no e ereln was made. 

5The majority of the Region IV O· t . • 1 . 
were ~oungsters placed in Youth ~~v~~CI. ~o~nsellng and A~sess~ent cases 
reach) programs. opmen enter Counsellng (l.e., Out-

6 
Nineteen percent (N=7) of th 1 db' 
showed Counseling and AS5ess~!~tPa:C~hei~ th~ Reg~on IV Special Services team 
cases actually was placed on Under Assessm~~tr;tPtacemendt: Each,of t~ese 
placement. w a us pe~, 1ng resldent,al 
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7The level 6f restrictiveness of various programs is, to at least some extent; 
represented in the Division's Level of Care structure (See Chart 11.2); 
however, Study staff have some reservations concerning the accuracy and 
relevance of some of the dimensions implicit in the level structure. 
Intuitively, if not empirically, it appears to distinguish among gross 
differences in the level of restrictiveness of programs and the degree of 
removal of youngsters from their communities and, hence, this usage in the 
text. 

80espite the obvious advantages of using the median rather than the mean, 
both are presented in Tables VI.7.and VI.B. A comparison of the two measures 
may provide the reader valuabl~ information. For example, the di~crepancy 
between media'n and mean for Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS suggests tha 
~ost youngsters are released within three months, but that there are young
sters who spend considerable time'in Level VI programs. In fact, about 15% 
of all youngsters ~laced in Group Homes at cohort entry stayed more than 
nine months and nearly 10%, more than a year. 

9Consult note 7. 

lOA review of the marginal totals for Tables VI.9 and VI.IO shows that first 
admissions as a whole wern more likely to be released from entry placement 
to Aftercare/Counseling and less likely to be discharged than youngsters in 
the entir"(! cohort. This was mostly due to the fact that the total cohort 
included those whose entry placements were Counseling and Assessment, and 
first admissions did not. None of these entry placements to Counseling and 
Assessment were subsequently released to Counseling and Assessment, but many 
were discharged, thereby deflating and inflating, respectively, their 
marginals in Table VI.9 (total cohor~). 

llpatterns following admissions to "Assessment" were treated similarly to 
other residential patterns. When patterns followed admissions to "Counsel
ing" which were les~ than 90 days in length, the time in Counseling was 
treated as an assessment period. When a youngster was in Counseling services 
for 90 days and then admitted to a residential program, these patterns were 
treated separately (see section VI.D2d entitled, "Counseling Preceding 
Residential Stay"). 

l2Since admissions into Day Sey'vices programs are less clear-cut than admissions 
to residential programs and the reporting sys~em'less reliable, staff in 
the Juvenile Contact System warned against inaccuracies (usually in the form 
of under-reporting) inherent in the Day Services data files. 

Day Services programs were not limited only to those under non-residential 
care. This section should not be construed to suggest that those in Day 
Services programs while on Counseling do not receive services independent of 
those offered within Day Services (e.g., through Youth Service Team workers). 

13Two youngsters registered in "Assessment" Wi:!re on extended absence status 
while under the authority of other agencies (one Department of Correction&l 
Services and the other Department of Mental Hygiene) and were omitted from 
the length of stay analysis for YST Counseling Only cases. 
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14Throughout this Chapter, length of stay figures reflect the total time in 
program and exclude time spent on all absence except home visits. 

150ne of the aspects of youngster's movement which was recorded by Study 
staff. for each program stay (based on information supplied by the Division's 
Juvenlle Contact System)' was the youngste\~'s status at release from program. 
If a youngster was on absence status when released from program, it was so 
noted, otherwi se, a "nonna 1 re 1 ease" wa~, assumed. When the type of absence 
recorded was a "runaway", an "overstay of legitimate absence", or absence to 
"detenti on or county j ail" (often fo 11 owi ng a runaway), the absence was 
as~umed to ~e un~uth~rized and the tennina.tion of ' the stay, unplanned. 
ThlS operatlonallzatl0n of planned versus unplanned termination of stay is 
somewhat crude, but is based on the best available information. 

~Ji th i n the context of thi s Chapter, AWOL 'j s synonomous with unauthori zed 
absence (and unplanned termination). 

16It was the case, however that among those in program less than one month 
73% of the First Admissions and only 22% of the Readmissions had unplann~d 
terminations of stay. 

170Fy does not maintain central records of specific aftercare contacts, so 
the fact of being registered in aftercare services and appearing on a case
load roster for at least 30 days was deemed to be the most appropriate 
measure of aftercare involvement. 

18A full analysis of what happened to youngsters whose stays were terminated 
by AWOL is not feasible within this Study; however, two possible scenarios 
may enlighten the reader. Some youngsters may be assessed as needing minimal 
intervention. When some attempted out-of-home placement is terminated!by 
an unauthorized absence, non-residential counseling services (aftercare) 
may be deemed most appropriate. In this case, the "AWOL terminated" 
youngster does recei ve servi ces. In the case of a progra.m AWOL whose where
abouts remains unknown, the youngster may be registered into aftercare to 
r~lieve the facilities rolls but no aftercare contact is possible. To 
dlscharge a youngster in such an instance would be to complicate efforts to 
re-place the youngster if and when he/she is located. In this case~ the 
"AWOL terminated" youngster does not receive services despite being register'ed 
in aftercare. 

190n typing youngsters according to movement between pt'ogram levels, some 
d~ff~culties were encountered. First of all, voluntary agencies od not fit 
wlthln the level schema presented in Chapter II. Since there are considerabie 
differences among the various vol untalry agency pr09rams, they WE!re treated 
as equivalent to both Level IV - Rural Non-Secure and Level V - YDCs. 
Hence, movement out of a voluntary agency placement was "Incremental" only 
when transfer was to a Level I or II program and "Transitional" only when 
tr~nsfer was to a Level VI or VII program •. At various points thfoughout 
t~lS report, the efficacy of the L,avel system has been questioned. The 
tlme-relevant nature of the Level system was highl ighted durinrJ the typing 
of movement patterns since programs do change over time. This was most 
evident for South Lansing Center which at the outset of the Study was a 
non-secure, co-educational, rural facilhy which was later restricted to 
females.and classified as a Level II pro.gram. An effort was made throughout 
the typl ng procedures to adhere to the schema presented in Cha.rt I I.1 of 
Chapter II. The one deviation was South Lansing which, for males only, was 
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treated as a Level IV program. 

20Certain adjustments were made to the original typing of several movement 
patterns to more accurately reflect the essential "direction" of the 
movement. An illustrative example of the adjustmentc was the case of a 
youngster transferred to a Level VI Urban Home after a stay (9 months) in 
a Level II program. The Urban Home placement lasted just over a week 
whereupon he was returned to the same Level II program for a matter -clf weeks. 
He subsequently was transferred to a Level V YDC. Originally classified 
as a Mixed pattern, his movement sequence coupled with the length of stay 
in :he various programs was more suggestive of a Transitional pattern. 
Similarly, several other Mixed patterns were reclassified to Straight (4), 
and Incremental (3). The other adjustments were more systematic. Movement 
betwe~n Le~el V and Level VI programs qualified several youngsters for 
Transitional or Incremental patterns depending on the direction of movement. 
This qualification was deemed inappropriate and the patterns were reclassi
fied to straight patterns. Also, four youngsters transferred from Level II 
to Le'lel IV programs which resulted in a Transitional classification. 
These patterns were thought to lack the essential nature of Transitional 
patterns and to resemble more closely Straight patterns, hence, they were 
treated as Straight patterns. 

21 For a better ~nderstanding of the orl91ns and development of these and other 
Division policies, the reader should consult Chapter II. 

22Two ~onventions used in sections dealing with Multiple-stay patternsare: 
(1) "initial" or "first'! program refers to the first residential program 
during the tracking period, and (2) "later" program refers to the second 
program in two-stay patterns, or for those patterns with more than two 
stays, to the longest program stay subsequent to the "initial", program. 

23Whil e s'ome youngsters who were still in program at the end of tracking may 
have move on to other residential programs following release (with the 
resulting possibility of a change in pattern type), a follow-up check on 
youngster movement suggested that this occurrence was, in fact, infrequent. 

24This figure may still be somewhat inflated, as discussed ii, the previous 
section, but given that less than thirty percent remained 111 program at the 
conclusion of tracking, the reliability of that figure is enhanced. 

25Under these conditions, Re-entry youngsters were out of residence for at 
least 30 days before returning to community-based programs or were returned 
to Secure, non-cOinmul1it,v-based, or Voluntary Agency programs. In some 
instances, youngsters were "discharged" and readmitted on the same day to 
the same programs under voluntary (no court placement) status. These 
"dischat~ges" were not considered interruptjons in a youngster's movement 
pattern. 

26Restrictive JDs were not represented among the Incremental pattern types since 
their first placements were mandated to be Secure Centers from which movement 
could not later entail transfer to more restrictive programs. In fact, 
because of their mandated first placements, Restrictive JDs could fall into 
only those residential patterns that were either Single-Stay, Straight or 
Transitional. 
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In Chapters IV, V, and VI, findings were presented regard1'ng 
of cohort youngsters at intake (2) th" (1) characteristics 
programs operated by the Division ande(~)t~~ventl0n-relevant content of residential 
programs during the course of their terms f e mo~ement of youngsters through these 
answer SC~! research questions conclusi 0 s~rv1ce. Although these findinos 
to the Division for Youth what k' d ~elY, (l.e., Who are the youngsters c~ming 
the youngsters move throu~h these 1nrS 0 p~ograms are offered to them~ and how do 
examination of questions dealing w~t~g~ams'f' t~ey o~ly lay the groundwork for the 
~hara~teristics of, cohort youn sters lmp~c. n ~hlS C~apt~r, the status and 
1n a aescriptive fashiori thro~gh thea! d1fferen~ outgo p01nts are examined, first 
demographics, and then m~re anal ticallrraY1ng 0 ~utcome data by basic youngster 
groups and the services which th~y recer~e~~ relat1ng outcomes to various youngster 

Four dimensions representi rig th D' '. I • 

foCUS of data collection around outc~me~~ls10n s 1nt:rve~tion objectives were the 
1~ self-esteem, 3) improvement in educationl)4)edu~t10n 1n recidivism, 2) improvement 
f1C dimensions of these· areas wer '. en ancement of employability. Speci
differe~t instruments focusing ones~e:~~~ed 1~ a n~mberof way~ ~hro~gh the use of 
The Resldential Program Survey (RPS)P e p01nts ln the rehab111tat1ve process~ 
from the perspective of tot~lV impr mea~ures al~ fo~r rehabilitation objectives 
of three months or more R~S ~atiovem:n occurr1ng 1n a specific residential stay 
into,a single "after" l.~t;ng attac~~~ ~~c~rpor~~e ~oth "before" an~ "after" measures 
be dlscussed, apply only to those youngst pa~tdlcudar program se~v~ce, and as will 

, ers JU ge to have spec1f1c problems to 

--.' .. l:::::;::' .... ""'-¢:'=-.=,-.x.,....<-~ . 
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begin with. The RPS thus represents a mea~ure of intermediate status after at 
least some program service. 

A second instrument, the Self-Concept Inventory (SCI) fo~uses ()n ->:,oungsters I 

self-esteem and employabil ity at program intak~ and at app~oxlmatel.Y SlX months 
in program service in a standard pre/post fashlon. Much l1ke t~e R~S, t~e SCI 
measures intermediate program status for those youngsters experlenclng SlX months 
of residential service. Unlike the RPS, which is based on staff ratin~s~ the SCI 
was completed by the youngsters themselves, generally under the supervls10n of 
p'ro~:Jram staff. 

A third instrument, the Youth Service Team Survey (YSTS) addresses all four 
rehabilitation objectives through Youth Service Team Staf~ ratings of roungste~s 
who were in counseling or on aftercare at a late date dur1ng the Study s track1ng 
period (August 1979). The YSTS excluded youngsters who had not yet ret~rned to 
the community, and measures youngster current status rathe~ than total 1mprovement. 
As a result, it is distinct from the RPS and SCI, and prov1des a measu~e of young
ster status in the community which is independent of program-based.rat1ngs. The 
YSTS essentially assesses the extent to It/hich cohort youngsters st111 had problems 
in certain areas long after entry into Division service. 

A final instrument, the Summary Criminal History (SCH) represents a measu~e 
of arrest activity for cohort youngsters who had experienced at least.some reS1-
dential service and who were at least sixteen years of age (thus at r1sk for adult 
arrest) on or before 12/31/78. All recorded arrests after the youngsters had 
entered the Division, and before 9/30/79, the s~rve~ cut-off ~ate, were captured 
for youngsters from their point of entry or the1r slxteenth blrthday, ~o~ ~hose 
youngsters who were not yet sixteen. The SCH is thus a measure.of ~ec1d1v1sm.for 
older youngsters who had experienced (or.i~ ~ome cases, were st1ll 1n) some k1nd 
of residential program operated by the D1v1s10n. 

A. Youngster Outc.on'fes: "Relationships with Demographics and Intake Dat(~ 
-" 

In the following sections, various outcome data ~aptured th~ou~h different 
instruments are first arrayed by youngster demograph1cs and bas1c 1ntake data 
toward the goal of presenting a comprehensive description of outcomes b'y youngster 
characteristics. Subsequently, the outcomes are arrayed by program and mov~ment 
data representing the various kinds of service which cohort youngsters rece1ved. 

1. Residential Program Survey 

In an effort to measure the progress experienced by youngsters in 
specific programs, all cohort youngsters who experienced ~t least three mont~s 
of service in a specific residential program were the subJect of a.survey Wh1Ch 
asked staff who serviced them to rate the degree of improvement Wh1Ch thE~y had 
experienced in various problem areas rela,ting to self an~ family, school, work, 
and delinquent behavior. For each probl~m area, r~~pond1ng s~aff rated the 
youngsters as having or not having a problem upon 11rst enter1ng the ~rogram. 
Only those youngsters who ~ere rated as having at.least some problem 1n.a 
oarticular area had their 1mprovement or lack of lmprovement rated. Th1S 
approach permitted the examination of the ,distribution of ~roblems among 
youngsters separately from the examination of improvement 1n problem aresls 
during program stay. 

Through factor analysis, sixteen individual items in the RP~ were 
collapsed into subscalesrepresenting the five problem areas of Matunty, 
School, Behavior, Family, and Work Orientation. RPS ratings of youngsters 
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gathered from a second (or later) program stay of three months or more were 
excluded from the present analyses, since these ratings, given that they 
relate to another' residential program unit, could be considered different 
from those addressing earlier program stays. . 

a. RPS PrO,blem Identification 

. . .The distribution of youngsters rated by staff as not having problems 
1n speclflc a~eas was examined, focussing on the individual items making up 
~roble~ area lmprovement scales, since the rating of any individual item as 
lnappllcable (problem does not apply) for a youngster would, in the computation 
of the scale score, make the entire improvement scale inapplicable. Two scale 
i~ems wit~ strong biases against certain youngsters, truancy problems and problems 
wlth runnlng away, were removed from the problem areas under which they were 
grouped, since they were deemed expendable and when included, resulted. in the loss 
of improvement scale data for many youngsters.2 

~1ales and females differed in several areas: males were more likely than 
females to be judged as having at least some problem (i.e., item was applicable) 
regarding their ability to deal with peers and with authority, their attitude 
toward work, and vocational skills. Moreover, males were more likely than 
females to have problems in the areas of involvement in delinquent behavior and 
physical aggression. The relationship between age and problem areas was such 
that for both sexes, the younger age groups were more likely than the older ones 
to have problems with attitude toward school, behavior in school academic 
performance, but had fewer problems regarding vocational skil1s. 3 Additional 
differences were found among age groups for females, showing even more prob1ems 
among the younger females when compared to the older group. 

With regard to ethnicity, male minoY'1ty youngsters (especially Blacks, 
who made up the majority of non-l.Jhites) were more likely than White males to have 
problems in dealing with peers, authority, the use of leisure time, behavior and 
academic performance in school, and physical and verbal aggression, but had fe\'1er 
problems with their attitude toward family. For females, Blacks were somewhat 
less likely to have problems in most areas than were Whites and Puerto Ricans, 
but the differences were large only with regard to the use of leisure time. 

In terms of adjudication, male Volunteer and Restrictive JD youngsters 
were generally less likely than were other youngsters to be rated as having 
problems across most areas. Male JD youngsters were more likely than other 
adjudication types to have problems in most areas, especially with regard to 
delinquent behavior and physical and verbal aggression. Because of the large 
number of JD males, adjudication, when ordered in terms of severity (Volunteer, 
PINS, JD/YO, and Restrictive JD) was generally related to most problem areas 
showing that as seriousness of adjudication increased, frequency of problems did 
also. The relationship between adjudication and problem areas for females was 
somewhat similar, showing that female PINS and JDs were more likely than Volun
teers to have problems across m6st areas, and that JDs were much more likely to 
have problems in the areas 0f delinquent behavior, physical aggression, verbal 
aggression and attitude toward work than were Volunteers or PINS females. The 
relationships between problem applicability and adjudication and sex are displayed 
in Table VII .1. 
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b. RPS Improvement Ratings 

Tables VII.2 through VII.4 display youngster improvement scale scores 
in the five problem areas by age at entry into the Division, ethnicity and 
adjudication.1 Differences between males and females on improvement scores in 
the various problem areas required the examination of males and females sepa
rately inmost subsequent analyses .. Specifically, females were rated as having 
experienced more improvement than males in the areas of r.1aturity, S{:hool and 
Behavior problems, but less improvement than males in the areas of family and 
work orientation problems. In terms of improvement across all problem areas, 
both males and females experienced less improvement in the area of family 
problems tha~ in any o~her problem area, and more improvement in the School 
problem area. 

Several other relationships between improvement scores and youngster 
demographics were observed. Table VII.3 shows that youngster improvement was 
not related to ethnicity in any distinct pattern, although Black and Puerto 
Rican females made less progress than did White females in the area of behavior 
problems. In addition, Black males made more progress in the area of family 
problems than did Whites or Puerto Ricans. A persistent set of relationships 
was found between progress and youngster adjudication at entry into the Divi
sion. Table VII.4 shows that youngsters adjudicated as PINS experienced less 
progress regarding maturity and school problems than did Vol unteers, Juvenil e 
Delinquents, Youthful Offenders or Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents. Male 
Youthful Offenders were rated as having experienced more progress in the areas 
of school and work orientation than were other youngsters. A greater percentage 
of male Restrictive JDs than other males were rated as having experienced 
improvement in family problems while in program. 

2. Self-Concept Inventory 

The Self-Concept Inventory (SCI), an instrument developed in the 
Study in order to measure the impact of Div'ision programs on various dimensions 
of self-concept, was chosen for its ability to individually tap important, 
specific dimensions of self-concept. The five scales which make up the SCI are: 
1) DSO Justice ("badness") Self-labeling, 2) DSO Agency ("sickness") Self
labeling, 3) DSO Conforming Self-Concept, 4) Coopersmith Self-Esteem, and 
5) Walther Work-Relevant Attitudes. SCI data were captured for a total of 134 
youngsters at both entry into residential program (Tl), and at six months (T2). 
The characteristics of this sample are arrayed in Table III.l of Chapter III. 

Change from Tl to T2 was measured in the following manner. First, 
T2 scores were projected from Tl scores using a regression model. Second, 
actual T2 scores were subtracted from these projected T2 scores, thus producing 
change scores. Finally, for purposes of tabular presentation, the standard 
erFor of estimate was computed, representing the average difference between . 
actual and predicted scores at T2, and a confidence interval was establi~hed . 
yielding an array of actual scores around the regression line in which 50% of 
the scores would be within the confidence interval (no change), 25% above it 
(positive change) and 25% below it (negative change). This procedure created 
categories which were comparable across individual scales while respecting the 
actual distributions of change scores for each of the scales. 4 In effect, the 
change scores represented each youngster's improvement (or lack of improvement) 
at T2 given that youngster's status at Tl while statistically moderating the 
consequences of scoring in an extreme fashion. 
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TABLE VILla 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRA~1 SURVEY: % NOT APPLI CABLE FOR YOUNGSTER IMPROVEMENT ITH1S BY SEX AND 
ADJUDICATION AT COHORT ENTRY FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRAMS 

MAL ES 

Adjudication at Cohort Entry 

Volunteer PINS JDs VOs Restrictive JDs Total YOUNGSTER IMPROVEMENT 
ITEI~S (IIOT APPLICABLE) % (NI TYE % (N) TVE " (N) TYE % (rl) lYE " (N) TYE . % -un "l'VE 

!'Iaturlty 

1 Attitude toward self (self-esteem) 

12 Ability to deal with peers 

15 Ability to deal with authority 

16 Ability to take constructive criticism 

17 Ab ill ty to' take res pons I b 11 Hy 

18 Use of leisure time 

School Problems 

6 Truancy"· 

7 Attitude toward school 

8 Behavior in school 

9 Academic skllh/performance 

Behavior Problems 

4 Involvement in delinquent behavior 

5 Runnln9 away (from home. pro9ram)· ... 

13 Physical aggression 

14 Verbal aggression 

Family Problems 

2 Attitude toward family 

3 Family attitude toward youngster 

Work Orientation 

10 Attitude toward work 

11 Vocational skills 

".Omi tted from subscale computations. 
• Total yOllnqsters evaluated 

09 (2) 

09 (2) 

13 (3) 

04 (1 ) 

04 (1 ) 

09 (2) 

, '43 (10) 

30 (7) 

35 (8) 

13 (3) 

43 (10) 

39 (9) 

43 (10) 

26 (6) 

III (4 ) 

10 (2) 

09 (2) 

22 (5) 

• • ceo 

23 

23 

23 

23 

23 

22 

23 

23 

23 

23 

23 

23 

23 

23 

22 

20 

23 

23 

z::,"'::::=:='_~':':::'::::'::::--~~~~"':::'-:~~~'~:;!';'!;~~-:',,=,----~--.. . 

.. , 

02 (1) 44 02 

07 (3) 44 01 

02 (1) 44 02 

00 (0) 44 02 

00 (0) 44 01 

02 (1) 43 02 

19 (8) 42 27 

as (2) 43 02 

07 (3) 43 04 

' 05 (2) 42 02 

12 (5) 42 05 

39 (17) 44 23 

34 (15) 44 16 

20 (9) 44 09 

09 (4) 44 06 

OIl (3) 31l '08 

09 (4) 43 04 

27 (11 ~ 41 11 

o 

/ 

(5) 248 04 (1) 24 Oli (0) 19 03 (9) 358 

(3) 246 GO '(0) 24 05 (1) 19 03 (9) 356 

(4) 248 00 (0) 24 11 (2) 19 03 (11 ) 358 

(5) 243 00 (0) 24 05 (1 ) 19 02 (8) 358 

(3) 248 00 (0) 24 05 (1) 19 01 (5) 358 

(6) 245 00 (0) 24 11 (2) 19 03 (12) 353 

(64) 241 18 (4 ) 22 84 (16) 19 29 (102) 347 

(4 ) 247 04 (1) 24 lli (2) 19 05 (11l) 356 

(11 ) 248 08 (2) 24 21 ' (~) 19 09 (31) 357 

(6) 247 00 (0) 24 00 {OJ 19 04 (13) 355 

(11 ) 229 04 (1) 23 24 (4) 17 10 (33) 334 

(56) 243 17 (4 ) 24 47 (9) 19 27 (95) 353 

(40) 246 21· ' (5) 24 26 (5) 19 21 (75) 356 

(22) 247 13 (3) 24 16 (3) 19 12 (43) 357 

(15) 242 04 (1) 23 16 (3) 19 OIl (29) 350 

(18) 223 04 (1) 23 11 (2) 19 08' (27) 323 

(11 ) 248 04 (1) 24 11 (2) 19 06 (21) 357 

(25) 236 05 (1) 21 11 (2) 19 13 (44) 340 
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TABLE VI LIb 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY·: .% NOT APPLICABLE FOR YOUNGSTER H1PROVEMENT ITEHS BY SEX AND 
ADJUDICATION AT COHORT ENTRY FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRAMS 

YOUNGSTER IMPROVEMENT 
ITE~IS (NOT APPLICABLE) 

Haturl ty 

1 Attitude toward self (self-esteem) 

12 All il fty to dea 1 with peel's 

15 Abil1ty to deal with author! ty 

16 Ability to take constructive criticism 

17 Abil ity to take resllonslbil tty 

16 Use of leisure time 

School Problems 

6 Truancy·" 

7 Attitude toward school 

8 Behavior in school 

9 Academic ski 11s/perfonnance 

Oehavior Problems 

4 Involvement In delinquent behaVior 

5 Running away (from home, program)**· 

13 Physical aggression 

14 Verbal aggression 

Family Problems 

2 Attitude toward family 

3 Family attitude toward youngster 

Work Orientation 

10 Attitude toward work 

11 Vocational skills 

."Omftted from subscalc computations, 

Volunteer 
% TNT 

00 (0) 

25 (4) 

25 (4) 

13 (2) 

00 (0) 

13 (2) 

31 (5) 

00 (0) 

19 ( 3) 

00 (0) 

67 (10) 

27 (4) 

63 (10) 

44 (7) 

06 (1) 

06 (1) 

14 (2) 

33 (5) 

PINS 
TVE - % (N) TVE 

15 02 (1) 47 

16 11 (5) 47 

16 04 (2) 47 

16 02 (1) 47 
, 

16 00 (0) 47 

16 02 (1) 47 

16 17 (B) 46 

16 06 (3) 47 

16 09 (4) 47 

16 02 (1) 46 

15 39 (17) 44 

15 23 (11 ) 47 

16 3B (17) 45 

16 15 (7) 47 

16 04 ( 2) 45 

16 04 (2) 46 

14. 15 (7) 47 

15 29 (12) 42 

/ 

F E II A L E S 

Adjudication at Cohort Entry 

JOs VOs Restrictive JOs Total 

% (til TVE % (N) TYE % (II) TYE % (N) 

0" .) (I) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (o) 0 02 (2) 

05 (J) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 12 ( 10) 

05 (0 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 OB (7) 

05 (1) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 05 (4) 

00 (0) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 00 (0) 

05 (1) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 05 (4) 

24 (4) 17 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 23 (17). 

00 (0) 19 00 (0) . 1 00 (0) 0 04 (3) 

05 (J) 19. 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 10 (B) 

00 (0) 18 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 01 (1) 
, 

12 . (2) 17 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 3B " (29) 

11 (2) 18 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 22 (18): 

11 (2) 19 100 (1) 1 00 (0) 0 30 (3l) 

05 (1) 19 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 IB (15) 

06 (1) 18 100 (1 ) 1 00 (0) 0 06 (5) 

06 (1 ) lB 100 (1) 1 00 (0) 0 06 (5) 

00 (0) 18 00 (0) 1 00 (0) 0 11 (9) 

20 (3) 15 00 (0) 1 00 ( 0) 0 29 (21) 

, 

\ 

) 

'" 

TYE 

82 

83 

B3 

B3 

B3 

03 

BO 

B3 

83 

Bl 

77 

81 

Bl 

83 

80 

80 \ 

00 

73 
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YOUNGSTER lHPROVEMENT 
SCALES: 

t,'~ turi ty Problems 

Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 
Mean 

School Problems 

Little or No Improvanent 
Some Improvement 
lIaj or ililprovelr.ent 

Co 1 uriln Tota 1 
~lean 

Behavior Problems 

Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvcment 

Column Total 
Mean 

Family Problems 

Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
t1ajor Improvement 

Column Total 
I·Iean 

HorI'Jlricnt~.~ion Problcl'l~ 

L itt~e or No II;;provcment 
Some Improve:nent 
t·lajor Improvement 

Column Total 
Mean 

TABLE VI!. 2 
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY: YOUNGSTER IMPROVEMENT SCALES 

BY SEX AND AGE AT COHORT ENTRY 
FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRAMS 

MAL E S F E M A L E 

Age at Cohort Entry Age at Cohol·t Entry 
TOTAL 11-13 14-1!j 16+ 

S 

1!:JJ-. ---"% N I--~-14-J{~_ 
--r'~ %IN) - -:t IN) TTNT %110---

27 (10) 23 (52 ~ 26 (27) 24 : (89~ 20 P) 20 PO) 12 (3~ 
32 (12) 44 (100 39 (41~ 42 (153 80 4) 51 25~ 46 (12. 
41 g~~ 33 (74~ 35 p6 34 p25~ 00 (0) 29 (14 42 ~ 11) 

100 100 (~26 . 100. ( 04) 100 367 100 (5) 100 (49) 100 26) 
2.54 2.48 2.44 2.47 2.10 2.56 2.70 

19 (7) 17 ( 37) 18 ~16) 18 (60\ 20 P) 04 (:2\ 09 F\ 30 ( 11) 38 (81 ) 36 32) 36 ( 124 60 3) 37 (113 36 D 
51 (19) 45 (98) 46 ~ri~~ 46 ~ 150) 20 (1~ 59 ~ 29) 54 (12) 

100 (37) 100 (216)" 100 100 342) 100 (5 100 49) 100 (22) 
2.68 2.61 2.66 2.63 2.40 2.88 2.73 

I 

33 r) 22 (33) 24 (19) 24 «(1) 50 (I~ 17 (4) 29 {~~ 19 ~~ 44 (67) 42 ( 33) 41 (lOS) 50 (1 35 18~ 29 
48 p3 34 (:l0. 33 ~26) 35 (90) 00 (Q) 48 (!t 43 3) 

100 27) 100 (151). 100 78) 100 (256) 100 (2) 100 (23) 100 (7) 
2.57 2.44 2.39 2.44 1.84 2.71 2.52 

36 (10) 26 ~ 49) 2. (271 23 (06) 50 (2) 31 (l5~ 36 (91 
32 (9) 39 72~ 41 (39 39 (120) 50 ~2) 38 (13 52 (13 
32 i~~~ 35 {55 31 (29 33 ( 103) 00 0) 31 (15) 12 (3 

100 100 (HJG) 100 (95 100 (309) 100 (4) 100 (48) 100 (25 
2.20 2.32 2.26 2.29 1. 75 2.23 1.36 

19 ~f,) 
. 13 l"l 11 (9~ 13 (39) 50 (2~ 03 (3.) 22 (4) 

33 45 88 42 (35 43 (132) 50 (2 63 (19) 28 ~5) 
48 (1~! 42 81 48 (40~ 44 (134) 00 ~O) 33 PO) 50 9~ 

100 (27 100 (19~ . 100 (84 100 (305)1 100 4) 100 30) 100 Oil 
2.70 2_54 2.69 2.60 1. 75 2.55 2.56 

I 

" 

TOTAL 
% (10 

18 ~~1~ 51 
31 F5) 

100 80) 
2.58 

07 (5) 
38 (29) 
55 (42~ 

100 (76 
2.81 

22 (7) 
34 (li~ 
43 (14 

100 ( 32) 
2.62 

34 (26~ 
43 (33 
23 (Ill) 

100 (77) 
2.08 

14 (7~ 50 (26 
37 (l9~ 

100 (52 
2.49 

TOTAL 
MALES & 
FEM.ALES 

=:reNT-

23 (103) 
43 i194

) 34 150) 
100 447) 

2.49 

16 (1~~J 37 
48 FOO) 

100 418) 
.2.66 

24 (6B) 
40 ( 116) 
36 P04) 

100 238) 
2.45 

29 ~ 112~ 40 153 
31 (121) 

100 ( 386) 
2.25 

13 (4li) 
44 (153) 
43 ~153) 

100 357) 
2.58 

:i 
! 
I 

" 

\ 
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YOUNGSTER IMPROVEr1ENT 
SCALES: 

f4aturity Problems 

Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
f·la,ior Improvement 

Column Total 
Mean 

School Problems 

L ittl e or No Improvement 
Some improvement 
Ma~or Improvement 

Column Total 
Neall 

Behavior Problems 

'1 ittl e or No Improvement 
SOllie Improvement 
~'aJor Improvement 

Column Total 
riean 

FaJM Pr'Lb 1 ellis 

Little or No Impt'Q,vement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 
f1ean 

Work Odentation Problems 

Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Najor Improvement 

Column Total 
Mean 

• • 

TABLE VII.3 
RESIDENTIAL PROQRAM SURVEY: YOUNGSTER IMPROVEMENT SCALES 

BY SEX AND ETHNICITY , 
FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRAMS 

11 ALE S F E MAL E S 

Ethnicity Ethllici ty 

Uhite Blad Puerto Other Total Uhite Black Puerto 
Rlcan Rican 

% lNJ % (N) % (N) %INI % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) 

, 

23 (33~ 25 (43) 23 (10) 43 ( 3) 24 (89) 10 (4) 24 (9~ 25 g~ 43 (62 42 (73) 37 (16) 29 (2) 42 (153) 54 (21) 49 (18 50 
34 (48~ 33 (58~ 40 pn 29 g~ 34 f125~ 36 P4) 27 (10) 25 (1) 

100 ,! 143 100 (174 100 43) 100 100 367 100 39) 100 (37) 100 ,( 4) 
2. ~4 2.48 2.56 2.40 2.47 2.70 2.46 2.46 

18 f23) 16 ~~~~ 22 (9! 27 ~B 18 (60~ 03 (l~ 11 (4~ 00 ~~~ 33 42) 40 37 (15 17 36 (124 41 (15 37 ~13 25 
50 64) 44 (73) 42 (I 7) 67 (4) 46 (158) 57 ~2I) 51 18) 75 ( 3) 

100 (129) 100 (166) 100 (41) 100 (6) 100 (342) 100 37) 100 \35) 100 (4) 
2.64 2.66 2.43 3.00 2.63 2.91 2.66 3.17 

22 (20) 24 (30) 25 (8) 50 ( 3) 24 (61) 13 (2) 27 (4) 50 (1) 
39 (36) 44 (55) 38 (12) 33 (2) 41 (105) 27 (4) 40 (6) 50 (1) 
40 (37) 32 (40) 38 (12) 17 (1) 35 (90) 60 ( 9) 33 (5) 00 (O~ 

100 (93) 100 (125) 100 (32) 100 (6) 100 (256) 100 (15) 100 (15) 100 (2 
2.53 2.39 ,2,.40 2.17 2.43 .2.98 2.33 2.00 

31 (40) 24 (33) 29 (10) 43 (3) 28 (86) 30 ( 11) 40 (I4~ 20 (I) 
39 (50) 39 (54) 38 (13) 43 (3) 39 (120) 46 (17) 34 (12 80 (4) 
30 (38) 38 (53) 32 PI) 14 (I) 33 (103) 24 (9) 26 ( 9) 00 (0) 

100 (128) 100 (140) 100 34) 100 (7) 100 (309) 100 (37) 100 (35) 100 (5) 
2.20 2.41 2.27 1.79 2.29 2.18 2.01 1.90 

10 (12) 15 (22) 11 (4~ 17 (l~ 13 (39) 15 (3) 15 (4~ 00 (0) 
41 (47) 48 (69) 42 (16 00 (0 43 (132) 50 (10) 44 (12 80 (4) 
49 (57) 37 (54) 47 ( 18) 83 (5) 44 (134) 35 (7) 41 ( 11) 20 (1)' 

100 (116) 100 (145) 100 (38) 100 (6) 100 (305) 100 (20) 10,0 (27) 100 (5) 
2.64 2.53 2.59 3.17 2.60 2.45 2.54 2.40 

• 

, 

" 

Total 
% (N) 

18 ~~~~ 51 
31 (25) 

100 (80) 
2.58 

07 (5~ 
38' (29 
55 (42) 

100 (76) 
2,;131 

22 (7) 
34 ( 11) 
44 (14) 

100 (32) 
2.62 

34 (26) 
~ , 

43 (33) 
23 (18) \ 

100 ( 77) 
2.08 

14 (7) 
50 (26) 
37 (19) 

100 (52) 
2.49 
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Tables VII.5 through VII.7 array youngster improvement scores on 
the five scales of the SCI by age, ethnicity and adjudication,. for males and 
females separately. Although SCI Tl and T2 data were available for only 13 
females (10% of the SCI sample), some differences between males and females 
were quite distinct. Specifically, females' were more likely than males to 
experience negative change and less likely to experience postive change in 
labeling themselves as II s ick ll (Agency label), In addition, females were less 
likely than males to experience post-ive change in self-esteem. 

The relationship between improvement on the SCI scales and youngster 
age was such that males in the 11-13 year old gr'oup were more likely than othet' 
youngsters to experience negative change in self-labeling as IIbad ll (Justice 
Label) and in work-relevant attitudes. Since 12 of the 13 females for whom 
data were available were in the 14-15 year old group, age compa~isons were not 
possible (Table VII.5). 

Table VII.6 shows that Black and Puerto Rican males were mO~'e likely 
than Whites to experience positive change in self-labeling as "sick" and to 
experience positive change in conforming self-concept. Black males were also 
more likely than Whites or Puerto Ricans to experience positive change in 
self-esteem. Although there were only five White and seven Black females, 
they differed dramatically in two instances: White females were more likely 
than Blacks to have increased their self-labeling as "sick" and to have lowered 
their self-esteem (both negative changes). Table VII.7 shows that there were 
no substantial differences among adjudication types for males or females. 

In summary, some relationships were found between change over time 
on the five scales making up the Self-Concept data and certain youngster 
characteristics, although the differences were not dramatic and do not form a 
discernible pattern. Since females were more likely than males to experience 
negative change in self-labeling as "sick ll and to experience negative change 
in self-esteem, and since some differences in other scales were found for males 
but not for females, subsequent analyses examine the sexes separately. 

3. Youth Service Team Survey 

Youth Service Team Survey findings, representing field staff assess
ments of each youngster's current status as of August 31, 1979, are presented 
in this subsection. A series of basic status information is first arrayed by 
youngster demographics for males and females separately, since sex was found 
to be importantly related to youngster's improvement as measured by the RPS. 
Following the discussion of the findings at this level, youngster status as 
measured by subscale scores derived from factor analysis are presented for the 
same groups. In the latter presentation, the problem areas were scored by YST 
staff according to the youngster's current status, and not according to total 
improvement, as with the RPS. 

The relationship between current status and youngster sex and age are 
displayed in Table VII.8. Males and females differed in a number of ways 
regarding residential status at time of the survey. First, while 11% of the 
males were in either local or state correctional facilities, no females were in 
such facilities; females were more likely than. males to be living alone or 
wi th fri ends (30% of the females and 12% of the rna 1 ;5) ... Table VI!. 8 also sho\,/s 
that males were more likely than females to be having somewhat serious or 
extremely serious problems with self-esteem (48% to 35%), to not be attending 
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TABLE VII.5 
. . 

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY: CHANGE SCORES BY SEX AND AGE AT COHORT ENTRY 
FOR YOU'NGSTER'S TESTED AT INITiAL PROGRAf~ ENTRY : .. AND .~T 'SIX MONTH FOLLOW-UP 

HALES FEr1ALES T 
TOTAL 

MALES & 
AGE AT COHORT ENTRY: 11-13 14-15 16+ TOTAL 14-15 16+ TOTAL FEMALES 

% (N) X CN) % IN) % (N) - % (N) % (N) % CNf % !Nl 

SELF-CONCEPT CflANGE SCORES : . 
Extent of Sel f-Label inQ as 
"Bad" I Justice Label) 

Negative Change 26 (5) 18 ( 14) 13 (3) 18 (22) 33 (4) 00 f 0) 31 (4) 20 (26) 
No Change 63 (12) 61 (47) 63 (15) 62 (74) 42 (5) 100 1) 46 (6) 60 (3D) 
Pos Hive Change 11 ( 2) 21 (16) 25 (6) 20 (21) 25 (3~ 00 ~O) 23 (3) 20 (27) 
TOTAL 100 (19) 100 (77) 100 (24) 100 (120) 100 (12 100 1) 100 '(13) 100 (133) 

Extent of Self-Labeling as . . 
"Sick" (Agency La@. .' 

Negative Change 37 (7) 22 (17) 17 (4) 23 (28) 42 ( 5) 00 (0) 39 (5) 25 (33) 
No Change 16 (3) 49 (38) 54 (13) 45 (54 ) 50 (6) 100 (1) 54 (7) 46 (61) 
Positive Change 47 ( 9~ 29 F2) 29 "(7) 32 (38) 08 (I~ 00 (O~ 08 (1) 29 (39~ 
TOTAL ! 100 (19 100 77) 100 (24) 100 (120) 100 (12 100 (1 100 (13) 100 (133 

~xtent of Self-Conceet as 
:'Confonni n~" '; 

NegatlVe Change 26 (5) 24 (18) 22 ( 5) 24 . (28) 42 (5) 00 (0) 39 ~5) 25 ( 33) 
No Change 58 (Ii) 49 pn 39 (9) 48 (57) 42 (5) 100 (1) 46 6) 48 (63) 
Positive Change 16 ( 3) 28 21) 39 ( 9) 28 (33) 17 (2) 00 (0) 15 (2) 27 (35) 
TOTAL 100 (19) 100 (76) 100 (23) 100 (118) 100 (12) 100 (1) 100 (13) 100 (131) 

Self-Esteem 
Negative Change 26 (5) 21 (16) 25 ( 6) 23 (27) 33 (4) 00 (0) 31 (4) 23 (31) 
No Change 32 (6~ 48 (37) 54 (13) 47 (56) 67 (8) 100 . (1) 69 ( 9) 49 (65) 
Positive Change 42 (8 31 (24) 21 (5) 31 (37) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 28 (37) 
TOTAL 100 (19) 100 (77) 100 (24) 100 (120) 100 (12) 100 (1) 100 (13) 100 (133) \' 

r: ,I 
\ 

H 
i~ : 

I~ork-Relevant Attitudes 
Negative Change 47 (9~ 25 (19) 17 (4) 27 (32) 08 (1) 00 ( 0) 08 (1) 25 (33) 
No Change 42 (8 49 (37) 57 (13) 49 ( 58) 67 (8) 100 (1) 69 (9) 51 (67) 
Positive Change 11 (2) 26 (20) 26 (6) 24 (28) 25 (3) 00 (0) 23 (3) 24 (31) 
TOTAL 100 (19) 100 (76) 100 (23) 100 ( 118) 100 (12) 100 (1) 100 (13) .J aD (131) 
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TABLE VII.6 

SELF-CONCEPT 'INVENTORY; CHANGE SCORES BY SEX AND ETHNICITY 
FOR YOUNG~TERS. T.ESTEO .. AT INJTIAL PROGRAM ENTRY ,AND AT SIX ~10NTH FOLLON",UP 

tl 1\ L E S F E MAL E S 

Puerto Puerto 
ETlINICITY: White Black Rican Other TOTAL Hhite Black Rican 

% (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % lNl. %~rD % (N) % (r~1 -SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 
CHANGE SCORE~ : 

Extent of Self-Label ill.!!. 
a5"Bad' (Justice Labell 

Negative Change 24 (12) 12 (7) 33 (3) 00 ( 0) 18 (22) 40 (2) 29 ~2) 00 (0) 
No Change 55 (28) 70 (41) 44 (4) 100 (1) 62 (74) 40 (2) 57 4) 00 ( 0) 
Positive Change 22 (11) 19 ( 11) 2? (2~ 00 (0) 20 (24) 20 (1) 14 (1) 100 (1) 
TOTAL 100 (51) 100 (59) 100 (9 100 0) 100 (120) 100 ( 5) 100· (7) 100 (1) 

Extent of Self-Labeling 
as "Sick" l~gency~ Label) 

Negative Change 31 (16) 15 (9) 22 (2) 100 (l~ 23 (28) 80 ~4) 14 ~l) 00 (0) 
No Change 43 (22) 49 (29) 33 (3) 00 (0 45 (54) 20 1) 71 5) 100 (1) 
Positive Change 26 (13) 36 (21) 44 (4) 00 ~ 0) 32 (38) 00 (0) 14 P) 00 (0) 
TOTAL 100 (51) 100 (59) 100 ( 9) 100 1) 100 (120) 100 ( 5) 100 7) 100 (1) 

Extent of Self-Concept 
as "Confonning" 

Negative Change 22 (11) 28 (16) 13 (1) 00 (0) 24 (28~ 40 F) 43 ( 3) 00 ( 0) 
No Change 61 (31) 40 ~23) 25 (2) 100 ~l) 48 (57 40 43 (3) 100 (1) 
Positive Change 18 (9) 33 19) 63 (5~ 00 0) 28 (33) 20 (n 14 (1) 00 (0) 
TOTAL 100 (51) 100 (58) 100 (8 100 (1) 100 (118) 100 (5) 100 (7) 100 (1) 

Sel f-Esteem 
Negative Change 22 (11 ) 20 P2) 33 ( 3) 100 ~1) 23 F7l 60 (3) 14 P) 00 (0) 
No Change 55 (28) 41 24) 44 (4) 00 0) 47 56) 40 (2) 86 6) 100 (1) 
rositive Change 24 (12) 39 (23) 22 (2) 00 0) 31 (37) 00 ~O) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) 
TOTAL 100 (51) 100 (59) . 100 ( 9) 100 (1) 100 (120) 100 5) 100 (7) 100 (1) 

Work-Relevant Attit~des 
Negative Change 26 ( 13) 26 (15) 33 P) 100 ( 1) 27 (32)' 00 (0) 14 P) 00 ~ 0) 

No Change 45 ( 23) 54 (31) 44 4) 00 (0) 49 (58) 80 ~4) 57 4) 100 1) 
Positive Change 29 P5) 19 gg 22 g~ 00 ~~~ 24 (28) 20 ~~ 29 F) 00 ~O) 
TOT ilL 100 51 100 100 100 100 (118) 100 100 7) 100 1) 

I 

• • • • 

/ 

" 

. 

TOTAL 
% (N 

31 (4 ) 
46 (6) 
23 (2) 

100 (13) 

39 (5) 
54 (7) 
08 (1) 

100 (13) 

39 (5) 
46 (6) 
15 (2) 

100 ( 13) 

31 (4) 
69 ( ~~ 
00 (0 

100 (1j) 

08 ( 1 \ 
69 (9 
23 (3Y, 

100 ( 13) 
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TABLE VI!.? 

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY: CHANGE SCORES BY SEX AND ADJUDICATION AT COHORT ENTRY 
FOR YOUNGSTERS TESTED AT INITIAL PROGRAM ENTRY, AND AT SIX r·l0NTH FOLLOW,.,UP 

M A I. E S FEMALES 

'ADJUDICATION AT COUORT ENTRY: 
Restrictive 

Volunteers PINS JOs YOs JDs TOTAL Volunteers PINS JDs 

% (N) % (N) % (NI % INI % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) 

SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 
CHANGE SCORES : 

Extent of self-Labelin~ 
ii'S'rBalflI (.Justice LabeTl 

Negative Change 67 ( 2) 15 (2) 15 (14) 25 (1) 25 (1) 17 (20~ 00 ( O) 29 (2) 40 (2) 
No Change 33 (l) 77 ( 1O) 64 (58) 50 (2) 25 (1) 63 (72 00 (0) 57 ~4) 40 (2) 
Positive Change 00 ( 0) 08 (0 21 (19) 25 (1) 50 (2) 20 (23? 100 (1) 14 1) 20 , (I) 
TOTP.L 100 (3) 100 (13) 100 (91) 100 (4) 100 (4) 100 (ll5 100 (1) 58 (7) 42 ( 5) 

Extent of self-Labelin~ 
as "Sick" (Agency Labe-} 

Negative Change 00 ( 0) 39 (5) 23 (21) 00 ~O) 25 (1) 24 i27
) 

100 (1) 43 (3) 20 (l) 
No Change 33 'g~ 46 (6) 47 (43) 25 1) 00 . (0) 44 51) 00 ( 0) 57 (4} 60 (3) 
Positive Change 67 15 (2) 30 (27} 75 ( 3) 75 (3) 32 37) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 20 (1) 
TOTAL 100 (3) 100 ( 13) 100 (91) 100 (4) 100 (4) 100 ( 115) 100 (1) 100 (7) 100 (5) 

~. 

Extent of Self-Conce~t 
as "Confonni ng" ' 

Negative Change 00. (0) 08 (1) 26 (23) 25 (1) 25 (1) 23 (26) 00 (O~ 43 (3) 40 (2) 
No Change 50 P) 62 (8) 49 (44) 25 (1) 25 P) 49 ( 55) 00 (0 57 ~4) 40 (2) 
Positive Change 50 1) 31 (4) 26' (23) 50 (2) 50 2) 28 (32) 100 (1) 00 0) 20 (1) 
TOTP.L 100 (2) 100 (13) 100 (90) 100 (4) 100 (4) 100 ( 113) 100 (1) 100 (7) 100 (5) 

Self-Esteem 
Negative Change 33 (1~ 15 (2) 24 (22) 00 (P) 25 (1) 25 (1) ,00 (0) 43 (3) 20 (1) 
No Change 33 (1 69 ( 9) 43 P9) 75 (3) 25 (1) 25 (1) 100 (1) 57 ~4) 80 (4) 
Positive Change 33 P) 15 ( 2) 33 30) 25 (1) 50 (2) 50 (2) 00 (0) 00 0) 00 (0) 
TOTP.L 100 3) 100 (13) 100 (91) 100 (4) 100 (4) 100 (4) 100 (1) 100 (7) 100 (5) 

Work-Re 1 evant Att f tudes 
Negative Change 00 (0) 17 (2) 29 (26) 00 (0) 33 (1) 26 (29) 00 (0) 14 (1) 00 (0) 
No Change 100 (3) 50 (6) 48 (44) 50 (2) 33 (l~ 50 (56) 100 (1) 57 (4) 80 (4) 
Positive Change 00 ( 0) 33 (4) 23 (21) 50 (2) 33 (1 25 (28) 00 ~O) 29 ( 2) 20 (1) 
TOTAL 100 (3) 100 (12) 100 (91) 100 (4) 100 (3) 100 ( 113) 100 1) 100 (7) 100 (12) 

I 

• • 

... 
/ 

.. I 

\ 

TOTAL 
% (N) 

31 . (4) 
46 • ~6) 
23 3) 

100 ( 13) 

39 ~5) 54 7) 
.08 (1) 
100 (13) 

39 (5) 
46 (6) 
15 (2) 

100 (13) 

31 (4) 
69 (9) 
00 (0) 

100 (13) 

\ 

08 f) 69 9) 
23 3) 

100 (13) 

• • 
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school (64% to 51%)~ and to have somewhat serious or extremely serious problems 
with delinquent behavior in general (37% to 11%). Finally, males were much more 
likely than females to have been arrested at least once since their admission to 
the Division (41% to 13%). 

Certain expected differences in youngster status were found regarding 
different age groups. Specifically, older youngsters were more likely than 
younger ones to be living away from their families, to be in correctional 
facilities, and tobe not· attending school. With regard to the relationship 
between age and employment, older youngsters were more likely to be employed 
than younger ones though similar proportions had problems with their attitudes 
toward work. 

A number of differences among ethnic groups were found regarding 
their status in the community. Table VII.9 shows that for males, Puerto Rican 
and Black youngsters were less likely than Whites to have been arrested; 
Puerto Rican males were also more frequently employed than Whites or Blacks. 
Several different patterns were found with r~gard to females. First, White 
females were much more likely than Black females to be living away from their 
families. White females were also more frequently judged to have serious 
problems with. self-esteem than were Blacks (49% compared to 18%), and were 
more likely to have poot attitudes toward work. There were too few Puerto 
Rican females to permit comparisons. 

The rel ati onshi p between youngster status in the community and type 
of adjudication at entry into the Division is displayed in Table VII.10. 
Severity of adjudication (organized in increasing severity as Volunteer, PINS, 
JD/YO) was related to status in the community in certain ways as expected, 
though not in others. Males with serious adjudications were rated as having 
more problems regarding delinquent behavior in general, more problems in their 
attitude toward work and were more likely to be in correctional facilities than 
were males with less serious adjudications. As might be expected, Volunteers 
were the least likely and JDs were the most likely to have been arrested. PINS 
males were more likely than other males to be employed; Volunteers were the 
most likely, and YOs the least likely, males to be attending school. 

The relationship between adjudication and status in community for 
females can be compared for Volunteers and PINS only, since so few females 
were adjudicated as JDs and YOs. In general, Volunteer females were more 
likely than PINS females to have fewer problems with attitude toward work, 
and were more likely.to have been ~mployed. Altho~gh there were too few JD 
f~males to permit cdmparJsons, a pattern of more negative~t~tu~ for these 
females was found when compared to PINS and Volunteer females regarding the 
incidence of arrest and proportion employed. . 

Tables VII.ll through VII.13 array three problem subsca1e areas of 
Family, Education and Employment by youngster demographics, for males and 
females separately. As discussed, these scales are made up of specific 
problems which were scored on a four-point scale for each youngster by his/ 
her aftercare/counseling worker in the field, during the survey period 
(September, 1979). The specific problems were then combined into problem 
areas through factor analysis, resulting in the scale scores displayed in 
these tables. 

Females were rated as having less severe problems than males in 
the areas of family and education. With regard to age, females in the youngest 
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FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 1979 

STATUS OF COHORT YOUNGSTER: 

Residential Status 
Living with Family 
Living \'lith Friends 
Living Alone 
in Pr1vate Facility 
In Correctional Facility 
Other 

Total 

Self-Esteem 
Not a Problem 
Not a Serious Problem 
Some~hat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Problem 

Total 

School Attendance 
Academic Program 
Vocational Program 
College Level 
Other 
Not Attending 

Total 

Emo 1 oyment Status 
Employed 
Not· Err.ployed 

Total 

Attitude Toward Work 
Not a Prob 1 em 
Not a Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Problem 

Total 

Delinquent Behavior 
Not a Problem 
Not a Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Problem 

Total 

Arrest Status 
No Arrests 
One Arrest 
Two Arrests 
Three Arrests 
Four or More Arrests 

Total 

MAL E' S F E MAL E S 
AQe at Co ort c.ntry: AIle at onort c.ntry: 

11-13 14-15 16+ Tota 1 11-13 14-15 16+ 
~(N % N % (N) 

Total 
% (N] % N I %J.NJ~ % N 

.. 
B8 (14) 76 (127) 55 (80) 67 (221) 
06 (1) 02 (4) 04 (6) 03 (11) 
00 (0) 03 (5) 15 (22) 08 (27) 
00 (0) 02 (3) 01 (1) 01 (4) 
00 (0) 09 (15) 14 (21) 11 (36) 
00 (0) 08 (13) 11 (16) 09 (30) 

100 (16) 100 (167) 100 (146) 100 (329) 

71 (5) 71 (39) 
00 (0) 09 (5) 
00 (0) 07 (4) 
14 (1) 06 (3) 
00 ~O) 00 (D) 
14 1) 07 (4) 

100 7) 100 (55) 

48 (29) 60 (73) 
15 (9) 12 (14) 
32 (19) 19 (23) 
02 . (1) 04 (5) 
00 (0) 00 (0) 
03 (2) 06 (7) 

100 (60) 1 00 (122) 

27 (4) 22 (36) 25 (37) 24 (77) 57 (4) 25 (14) 39 (24) 34 (42) 
33 (5) 28 (46) 29 (43) 29 (94) 43 (3} 34 (19) 28 (17) 32 (39) 
27 (4) 30 (48) 32 (48) 31 (100) 00 (0) 27 (15) 18 (11) 21 (26) 
13 (2) 20 (32) 15 (23) 17 (57) 00 (0) 1.4 (18) 15 (9) 14 (17) 

100 . (5) 100 (162) 100 (151) 100 (328) 100 (7) 100 (56) 100 (61) 100 (124) 

67 (10) 26 (40) 14 (19) 23 (69) 86 (6) 45 (22) 21 (12) 36(40) 
07 (1) 09 (14) 05 (7) 07 (22) 00 (0) 02 (1) 07 (4) 05 (5) 
00 (0) 00. (0) 04 (5) 02 (5) 00 (0) 00 (0) 09 (5) 05 (5) 
07 (1) 06 (10) 04 (5) 05 (16) 14 (1) 08 (4) 00 (0) 05 (5) 
20 (3) 59 (92) 74 (100) 64 (195) 00 (0) 45 (22) 63 (35) 51 (57) 

100 (15) 100 (156) 100 (136) 100 (307) 100 (7) 100 (49) 100 (56) 100 (112) 

07 (1) 27 (42) 36 (47) 30 (90) 00 (0) 15 (7) 29 (15) 21 (22) 
93 (14) 73 (112) 64 (85) 70 (211) 100 (6) 85 (40) 71 (37) . 79 (83) 

100 (15) 100 (154) 100 (132) 100 (301) 100 (6) 100 (47) 100 (52) 100 (105) 

31 (4) 39 (61) 37 (53) 3B (118) 17 
54 (-7) 24 (38) 25 (36) 26 (Bl) 50 

(1) 38 (20) 47 (27) 41 (48) 
(3) 34 (18) 22 (13) 29 (34) 

08 (1) 22 (35) 22 (31) 21 (67) 33 
08 (1) 14 (22) 17 (24) 15 (47) 00 

(.2) 13 (7) 17 (10). 16 (19) 
(0) 15 (8) 14 (8) 14 (16) 

100 (13) 100 (156) 100 (144) 100 (313) 100 (6) 100 (53) 100 (58) 100 (117) 

47 (7) 35 (57) 
27 (4) 26 (42) 
13 (2) 19 (30) 
13 (2) 20 (32) 

100 (15) 100 (161) 

38 (57) 37 (121) 71 (5) 
26 (39) 26 (85) 29 (2) 
17 (26) 18 (58) 00 (0) 
18 (~1) 19 (61) 00 (D) 
46 (149) 100 (325) 100 (7) 

66 (36) 75 (44) 70 (85) 
24 (13) 14 (8) 19 (23) 
04 (2) 10. (6) 07 (8) 
07 ( 4 ) 02 ( 1) 04 ( 5 ) 

100 (5~) 100 (59) 100 (121) 

64 (9) 59 (101) 58 (94) 59 (204) 
21 (3) 26 (.44) 25 (40) 25 (87) 
Oi (1) 12 (20) 11 (17) 11 (38) 

100 (7) 83 (45
1 00 (a) 13 (7 

89 (54) 

10 ~6) 
87 (106) 
11 (13) 

07 (ll 02 (4) 03 (4) 03, (91 00 (0 01 . (1) 04 (6) 02 (7 
100 (14 100 (170) 100 (161) 100 (345) 

~~ ~Oo-)l ~~ ~~l 
00 ( 00 (0) 

100 (7) 100 (54) 

00 0) -- -) 
02 (1) 

100 (61) 

~~ ~~l 
01 (1) 

100 (122) I 
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STATUS OF COHORT YOUKGSTER: 

Residential Status 
Living with Family 
Living with Friends 
Living Alone 
In Private Facil~t~ 
Correctional Facl1lty 
Other 

Total 

Self-Esteem 
Nat a Problem 
Not Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Problem 

¢: Total 

School Attendance 
Academic Program 
Vocational Program 
College Level 
Other 
Not Attending 

tt: Tota l 

, I: 

Employment Status 
Employed 
Not Employed 

Total 

Attitude Toward Work 
Not a Problem 
Not Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Problem 

Total 

Delinquent Behavior 
Not a Problem 
Not $erious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extrew~ly Serious Problem 

f: Total 

Arrest Status 
No Arrests 
One Arrest 
Two Arrests 
Three Arrests 
Four or More Arrests 

Total 

TABLE VII.9 

YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: STATUS OF YOUNGSTERS 
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY 

FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 

11 A L E S F E M A L E 
~, 

t.~nnl,Cl I..:[ ~nn1 cUI. 
Puerto 
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1979 

S 

White 1 1 puerto 
Black Rican Other Total White Black Rican Other Total 

UN~ I :0 ru I :t N~ :0 N % Nl % N %-If'!l. X .JtU. % N %-IN..L 

68 (110) 61 (85) 63 
03 ( 5) 03 ( 4) 03 
11 (18) 05 (6) 09 
01 (2) 01 (1) 03 
11 (17) 13 (16) 06 
06 (10) 12 (15') 16 

100 (162) 100 (127) 100 

20 (n) 28 i35) 21 
29 (~7) 31 39) 24 
33 (55) 25 32) 35 
18 (30) 16 (20) 21 

100 (165) 100 (126) 100 

27 (41) 18 (22) 14 
a6 (9) 08 (10) 11 
01 (Z) 03 -(3) DO 
03 (5) 07 (8) 11 
62 (94) 64 (77) 64 

100 (151) 100 (120) 100 

(20) 
11) 3) 
(1 ) 
(2) 
(5) 

(32) 

(6) 
(7) 

(10) 
(6) 

(29) 

(4) 
(3) 
(0) 
(3) 

(18) 
(28) 

(28) 67 (35) 86 15 (6) 61 (221) 40 
12 (6) 00 13 (1 ) 03 111) 14 (8) 
17 (9) 14 00 (Ol 08 21) 22 (13) 

(2) 00 00 (O 01(4) 05 (3) 04 
- -(1 ) 11 (36) - - -13 

1?O. (7' 00 (0) 00 00 (D) Og (3D) 
(59) 1 00 (52) 100 100 (8) 100 (32!1) 1 00 

38 [3) 24 (77 ) 25 
13 1) 29 (941 26 
38 3) 31 (100 32 
13 1) 17 (57) 17 

(16) 
(17) 
(21) 
(ll ) 
(65) 

47. (23) 50 
35. (171 33 

b~ a) ~~ 
100 (8) 100 (328) 100 100 (49) 100 

25 (2) 22 (69) 35 (20) 33 
00 (0) 07 (22) 00 (0) 11 
DO (0) 02 (5) 02 (1) 09 
00 (0) 05 (16) 07 (4) 00 
75 (6) 64 (195) 56, (32) 47 

100 (8) 100 (307) 100 (65) 100 

(15) 33 

~!l ~g 
(0) 17 

(21) 50 
(49) 100 

(3) 30 (90) 19 (10) 24 (10) 33 31 (46) 23 (28) 46 (12) ~g (3) 70 (2l1) 81 (43) 76 (32) 67 
69 (101) 77 (92) 54 (21~)) 100 (6) 100 (301) 100 (53) 100 (42)' 100 100 (147) 100 (120) 100 ( 

31 (.i6) 36 (43) 46 
~O (~7) 24 (29) 14 
19 (30) 23 (28)' i~ 
14 (21) 17 (20) 

100 (156) 100 (120) 100 

(13) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 

(28) 

38 (62) 35 (43) 48 (14) 
26 (42) 27 (33) 24 (7) 
19 (31) 15 (19) 17 (5) 
18 (29) 23 (28) 10 (3) 

100 (164) 100 (123) 100 (29) 

55 (94) 61 (84) 72 (21) 
25 (42) 26 (35) 24 (7) 
14 (23) 10 (13) 03 (1) 
04 (6) 02 (3) 00 (0) 
03 (5) 02 (2) 00 (0) 

100 (170) 100 (137) 100 (29) 

44 (4) 38 (118) 31 (19) 
11 (ll 26 (81) 32 (20) 
44 ~4 21 (67) 23 (14) 
00 0

9
) 15 (47) 15 (9) 

100 ) 100 (313) 100 (62) 

53 (24) 33 
27 (12) 33 
11 (5) 00 
09 (4) 33 

100 (45) 1')0 

(2) 37 (121 67 ~42 ) 75 (36) 67 22 
17 33 (3) 26 (85' 21· 1 3) 17 (8) 
00 08 ( 5) 06 (3) 33 P) 18 (58) 

as ( 3) 02 (1) 17 11 1) 19 (el, 
100 10C (9) 100 (325j 100 ,(6 3) ~OO (48) 

59 (204 83 (55) 91 (42) 83 56 (5) 
17 33 (3) 25 (87' 14 I') 07 

(3l 00 11 P) 11 (38 03 2) 00 ~~) 00 00 0) 03 f9 00 0) 00 
1) 00 00 (0) 02 7 00 0) 02 

100 100 (9; 100 (345 100 (66) 100 (46) 

I I 

~6) 100 ~4) 60 f73) , 
0) 00 0) 12 14) 

~ 1 ) 00 ~gl 19 (23) 
0) 00 04 (5) 
- - - - -

06 (i') fO) 00 (a) 
100 (122,) 7) 100 (4) 

r) 00 (D) 34 () 

~l 
75 (3! 32 39l 
00 21 26 
25 ~~) 14 17) 

(6) 100 (4) 100 (124) 

(2) 75 (3) 36 (40) 
(D) 00 (0) 05 (5) 
(0) 00 (0) 05 ~5) (l ) 00 (D) 05 5) 
(3) 25 (1) 51 (57) 
(6) 100 (4) 10Q (llZ) 

(2) 00 (0) I 21 (22) 
(4) 100 (4) 79 (83) 
(6) 100 (4) 100 (105) 

(2) 75 (3) 41 (48) 

1~1 
00 

l~l 
29 (34) 

00 16 t19) 25 14 16 
(6 100 4) 100 ( d 
(4) 75 (3) 70 (85)' 
(1) 25 (1) 19 (23) 
(a) 00 (0) 07 (B) 
(1) 00 (a) 04 (5) 
(6) 100 (4) 100 (121) 

m 1~~ 
(OJ 00 
(D) 00 
(0) 00 
(6) 100 

(4) 87 {1061 
(0) 11 (13 

~
O) 02 (2) 
0) 00 (a) 
0) 01 (l) 

(4) 100 (122) 

I 

TABLE VII. 10. 

YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: STATUS OF YOUNGSTERS 
BY SEX AND ADJUDICATION 

FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 

; ::::4.'_ 

MAL E S 

1979 

Volunteer A!&udi ca ti on FE~'ALES 
PINS JD YO 
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STATUS OF COHORT YOUNGSTER: 
'llU.\i91 catl on Tota.!., V0.lunteer PINS JD -ro- TotiU 

:!:..1ru. %..1N~ % N % Nl. :t ..1111. :t..1N~ ~ J.N 
Residential Status 

iLl vlng with FamTly 
I Living with Friends 
I Living ATone 

I,; In Private Facility 
: ct Correctional Facility 

I
i Tog~~er 
i Se 1 f-Esteem 
1 Not a Problem 

f 

' Not Seri ous Prob 1 em 
,: Somewhat Serious Problem 
' Extremely Serious PrOblem ~ © Total 

School Attendance 
Academic Program 
Vocational Program 
Co 11 ege Leve 1 
Other 

. Not Attendi rig ! «:':1 Total 

Ii - Employment Status 
: Employed 

;

: Not Employed 
i Total 

! Attitude Toward Work 
i Not a Problem 

/

1 Ijot Serious Problem 
[J Somewhat Serious Problem 

: Extremely Serious PrOblem 
Total , 

I 
Delinquent Behavior 

1 - Not a Problem 

f 
Not Serious PrOblem 

j Somewhat Serious Problem 
i Extremely Serious Problem i ~I Total 

( : Arrest Status 
, No Arrests I; Onll Arrest 
,: Two Arrests 

f" Three Arrests 
Four or More Arrests 

~ -IN.! :t -ItU. %J.ru. 

62 (34J 75 (25) /71 (134~ 54 (13) 68 (205) 62. (32) 53 (26) 73 (8I 33 (1) 58 (67) 
07 (4 06 (2) 02 ~4, 04 .(1) 04 (11), 08 (4) 18 t 00 (0 00 t 11 (13) 
18 (10) 00 (011 05 'I 17 (4) 08 (23) 23 (12) 14 7) 18 (2) 67 2) 20 (23) 
00 t 00 (0 02 (3) 00 ~O) 01 (3) 04 (2) 06 3) 00 (a) 00 0) 04 (5) 
02 1 ) 06 (2) 13 f25} 17 4) 11 (32) - - - - ~ - - - - -
11 6) 13 (4) 07 14} 08 (2) 09 (26) 04 (2) 08 (4) 09 (1) 00 ~O) 06 (7) 

100 (55) 100 (32) 1100 (189) 100 (24) 100 (300) 100 (52) 100 (49) 1100 (11 ) 100 3} 100 (US) 32 (l8) 19 (7) 24 (43) 17 (S) 24 (73) 36 (18) 31 (16) 31 (4) , 33 (l) 33 (39) 

, 28 (16) 22 (8) 29 52) 33 (10) 29 (SG) 42 (2l) 29 (1S) 23 (3) 00 ~O} 33 (39) 
30 (17) 47 (17) 26 (47) 27 (8) 30 (89) 14 (7) 26 (13) 15 (2) 33 1) 

20 ?3J 
11 (6) 11 (4) 21 37} 23 (7) 18 (54 ~ 08 (4) 14 (7) 31 (4) 33 [1 ) 14 16 

100 (57) 100 (3~) 100 (li9) 100 (3D) 100 (302 100 (50) 100 (51) 100 (13) 100 3) 100 (117) 27 . (13) 27 (9) 23 (40) 09 (2) 23 (64) 40 (19) 27 (12) 58 (7) 00 (a) 36 (38) 
14 (7) 03 [1) 06 (11) 09 (2) 08 (21) 02 (1) 07 (3) 00 {OJ 00 (0) 04 (4) 

OB (4) 00 a} 00 (0) 00 (l)) 01 (4) 10 (5) 00 (0) 00 (a) 00 (0) 05 (5) 
02 (1) 00 (a) 07 (12) 00 (0) as (13) 04 (2) 07 (3) 00 (,0) 00' (0) as (5) 
49 (24) 70 (23) 64 (111) 83 (19) 63 (177) 44 (21) 59 (26) 42 {5} 100 (3) 51 (55) 

100 (491 roo 33) ~OO (174) 100 (23) 100 (279) 100 (48) 100 (44) /100 (12) 100 (3) 100 (107) 28 (14) 44 (14) 29 (49) 36 (B) 31 (85) 30 ( 14) 15 (6) 08 1111 33 (1) 22 (22) 
72 (36) 56 (18) 72 (123) 64 (14) 69 (l91) 70 (32) 85 (33) I 92 (12) 67 (2) 78 (79) 

100 (SO)!"O (32) 00 (172) 100 (22) 100 (276) 100 (46) 100 
(39) /,00 (13) /100 (3) 100 (l01) 43 F3) 46 (lsi 37 (65) 33 (9) 39 (113) 55 (26) 38 (18) 25 (3) 00 (0) 43 (47) 

26 14) 33 (11) 26 45} 19 (5) 26 (75) 26 (12) 23 f11j 42 (5) 67 (2) 27 (30) 
22 (12) 21 (7) 20 (35) 30 (8) 22 (64) 13 f6) 25 12 00 iO) 00 (0) 16 (18) 
09 (S) 00 (0) 17 (30) 19 (5) 14 (40) 06 3} 15 (7) 33 4) 33 (1) 14 (15) 

100 (54) 100 (33) ~OO (175) 100 (27) 100 (292) ~OO (47) 100 (48) 100 (12) 100 (3) 100 (il0) 56 (31 ) 39 (14) 35 (63) 25 F) 39 (115) 78 (39) 73 (35) 46 (6) 67 (~} 72 (82) 
26 (14) 39 (14) 22 [40) 32 9) 26 (17) 12 (6) 15 (7) 39 /5) 33 17 (19) 
15 (8) 11 (4) 18 32) 25 (7) 17 (51) 08 (4) 08 (4) 00 0) 00 

igl 
07 (8) 

04 (2) 11 (4) 25 (45) 18 (5) 19 (56) 02 O} 04 (2) 15 (2) 00 04 (5) 
100 (55 ) ~OO (36) 100 (180) 100 (28) 100 (299) 100 (50) 100 (48) 100 (13) 100 100 (114) 79 (,50) 54 . (t9~ 50 (t 06J 52 (14) 60 ([89J 92 (46) 84 (41) 69 (9) 100 ~3) 86 (99) 
18 (ll) 26 9 26 49 37 (10) 25 79 06 ~3) 16 ~8) 15 (2) 00 0) 11 (l3) 
02 (1 ) 13 (24) 07 (2) 10 (33) 00 O} 00 a} 15 (2) 00 02 
00 03 1) 04 '(7) 00 -02 ,: Total 

I~ 1, 
100 

/0) 
(sB 

17' t 
00 0) 
00 (35) 

fO) 03 (5) 04 1) 
100 (191) 100 (27) 

(O) (2) 03 (8) - ... - - - - - -02 -(7) 02 ( 1) 00. (0) 00 

I' 
I, 
( , 

I: 

LfJ) 
f..; 

{i 

\
li ~ 

. I 
i 

100 (316) 100 (OJ 00 (0) 01 Ii) iSO) 100 (49) 100 (131

1

100 (3) 100 (115) 

" 
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YOUNGSTER PROBLEI1 SCALES 

f.alll i1 Y P rob 1 ems 
No problem/minor problem 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

~ducational Problems 
No problem/minor problem 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
lotal 

~!T.lQY.!l!£.n t P f.Q.b 1 ems 
110 problem/minol' problem 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
lota 1 

-~------------~-----------------------------------

T,l\BLE VI!. 11 

YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: Y.OUNGSTER PROBLEM SCALES 
BY SEX AND AGE AT COHORT ENTRY 

FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 1979 

.. 
~1 A L E S 

Age at Cohort Entry 
1--. I 

11-13 14-15 16~' 

% lNJ % (N) % HI) 

27 (3) 29 (44) 22 (27) 

64' (9) 39 (59) 36 (44 ) 

14 (2) 32 (49) 42 (51) 

lOa (14) 100 (152) 100 (122) 

29 (4) 29 ( 36) 33 (36) 

29 (4) 36 (45) 41 (44 ) 

43 (6) 36 (45 ) 26 (28) 

100 (14 ) 100 (126) 100 (108) 

08 (1) 33 (48) 34 (46) 

54 (7) 31 (45 ) 35 (47) 

39 (5) 36 (52) 31 (42) 

lOa (13) 100 (145) 100 (135) 

-
Tot 

:-y-

26 

39 ( 

35 ( 

100 ( 

31 

38 

32 

100 ( 

32 

34 

34 

100 ( 

F E HAL E S 
Age at Cohort Entry 

TOT}\L 
WILES 

--- --.--------:--------.----- AND 

al 

(74) 67 

112) 00 

102) 33 

288) 100 

(76) 29 

(9J) 71 

(79) 00 

248) 100 

(95) 00 

(99) 60 

(99) 40 

293) 100 

11-13 14-15 16+ Total FEMALES 

(4) 35 

(0) 37 

(2) 29 

(6) 100 

(2) 41 

(5) 41 

(0) 19 

(7) 100 

(0) 36 

(3) 38 

(2) 26 

(5) 100 

(17) 

( 18) 

(14) , 

(49) 

% =nrr. -% -:=INJ" 

48 (23) 43 (44) 30 

19 (9) 27 (27) 36 

32 (15) 30 (31) 34 

100 (47) 100 -(102) 100 

( 118) 

(139) 

(133 ) 

(390) 

(17) 61 (28) 50 (4]) 36 (123) 

( 32) 36 (125) 

(16) 28 (95) 

(95) 100 (343) 

(17) 22 (10) 34 

(8) 17 (8) 17 

(42) 100 (46) 100 

(18) 

(19 ) 

(1 J) 

(50 ) 

47 (il4) 40 

29 (5) 35 

24 (12) 26 

'100 (51) 100 

(42) 34 

(37) 34 

(27) 32 

(106) 100 

(137 ) 

(136 ) 

(126 ) 

(399 ) 
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YOUNGSTER PROBLEr~ SCALES: 

F a!!!.t!.L.~rob J~ 
No problem/minor problem 

Some problems 

Seri ous prob I ems 

Totill 

• [~'ys-ational Problems 

No problem/minor problem 

Some problems 

Serious prob'lems 

loti'll 

I!!~!"!!J YllIe rtLPJ'o b Jellls 
flo problr-m/minor problem 

Some p roo 1 f!ms 

Serious problems 

Tota I 

• 

TABLE VI1.12 

YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: YOUNGSTER PROBLEM SCALES 
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY 

FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 1979 

11 A I. E S F E M A L 

Ethnicity Ethnicity 

Puerto Puerto 
~Ihite BlilCk Rican Other Total I~hi te Black Rican 

---r--rnr" % un % (N) % (N) % - (N) - % (N) I % (N) % (N) 

26 (38) 24 (2l) 35 (8) 14 "( 1) 26 (74) 31 (15) 51 (23) 60 ( 3) 

36 (52) 45 (51) 26, (6) 43 ( 3) 39 (112) 35 ( 17) 22 ( 10) 00 (0) 

38 (54) 32 ( 36) 39 ( 9) 1\3 (3) 35 (102 ) 33 (16) 27 (12) 40 (2) 

100 (144) 100 ('114) 100 (23) 100 (7) 100 (288) 100 (48) 100 (45) 100 (5) 

30 (35 32 ( 33) 21\ (5) 38 ( 3) 31 (76 ) 42 (19 ) 55 (23) 50 (2) 

44 (51 33 (31\) 33 (7) 13 (1) 38 (93) 38 (17) 33 (14) 25 (1) 

27 (31 34 (35) 43 (9) 50 (4) 32 (79) 20 (9) 12 (5) 25 (1) 

100 (117 100 ( 103) 100 (21) 100 (8) 100 (248) 100 (45 ) 100 (42) 100 (4) 

35 (52 27 (30) 36 (9) 57 (4) 32 (95) 35 (20) 47 (18) 17 (1) 

34 (50 38 (43) 20 (5) 14 (1) 34 (99) 35 (20) 37 (14) 50 ( 3) 

31 (46 35 (40) 44 (11 ) 29 (2) 34 ,(99 ) 31 (18 ) 16 (6) 33 (2) 

100 (148 100 (113) 100 (25) 100 (7) 100 (293 ) 100 (58 ) 100 (38 ) 1,00 (6) 

I 

• 

I 

E S 

Other 

(N) % -

75 ( 3) 
00 (0) 
25 (1) 

lOO (4) 

75 ( 3) 

00 (0) 
25 (1) 

100 (4) 

75 ( 3) 

00 ( 0) 
25 (1) 

100 (4) 

, 
Total 

% (Nl. 

43 (44) 
27 (27) 
30" (31) 

100 ( 102) 

50 (4l) 
34 (32) 

17 (16 ) 
100 (95 ) 

40 (42 ) 
35 ' (37 
26 (27) 

100 (106 ) 
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YOUNGSTER PROBLHI SCALES: 

Family Problems 
No problem/minor problems 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

Educational Problems 
No problem/minor problems 
Some Problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

Employment Problems 
No problem/minor problems 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

• 

TAB LEV I I. 13 

YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: YOUNGSTER PROBLEM SCALES 
BY SEX AND ADJUDICATION AT COHORT ENTRY 

FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 1979 

~, A l E S F E MAL E S 

Adjudication'" at Cohort Entry Adjudication'" at Cohort Entry 

Volunteers PINS JOs YOs Total Volunteers PINS JOs YOs 

)- (to % (N) % ,J~L % _\ N) ro. Hi} % JNL ~ VII % (tl} % IN} 

39 (17) 19 (6) 27 (45 ) 17 (4 ) 27 (72 ) 57 (211 ) 33 (13) 33 (4) 00 (0) 
21 (9) 45 (14 ) 41, (70) 42 ( 10) 3B (103) 12 (5) 35 (14 ) 33 (4 ) 100 (1) 
41 ( 18) 36, (11 ) 32 (55) 42 (10) 35 (94 ) 31 (13 ) 33 (13) 33 (4) 00 (0) 

100 (44 ) 100 (31) 100 (170 ) 100 (24) 100 (272) 100 (42) 100 (40) 100 ( 12) 100 (1) 

36 (Hi) 15 (4) 32 (44 ) 44 (8) 32 (72) 65 (26) 36 ( 13) 36 (4 ) 100 (2) 
34 (15 ) 50 (13) 36 (50) 39 (7) 37 (85) 28 (11 ) 39 (14 ) 46 (5) 00 (0) 
30 (13) 35 (9) 32 (45) 17 (3) 31 (70) OB (3) 25 (9) 18 (2) 00 (0) 

100 (44) 100 (26) 100 (135) 100 (18) ~OO (227) 100 (40) 100 (36) 100 (11 ) 100 (2) 

31 (15) 42 (13) 32 (52) 30 (8) 33 (88) 53 (24 ) 30 (12 ) 36 (4) 33 (1) 
31 (15) 29 (9) 35 (57) 44 (12) 35 (93) 29 (13) 35 (14 ) 36 (4) 33 (1) 
38 ( 18) 29 (9) 33 (54 ) 26 (7) 33 (88) 18 (8) 35 (14 ) 27 (3) 33 (1) 

100 (48) 100 (31) 100 (164 ) 100 (27) 00 (269) 100 (45 ) 100 (40) 00 (11 ) 100 (3) 

• 
" 

. I 
I 

" 

, 

Total 

% IN) 

43 (4l) 

25 (24) 
32 (30) 

100 (95) 

51 (45) 
34 (30) 
16 (14 ) 

100 (89) 

41 (41) 
32 (32) 
26 (26 ) \ 

100 (99) 
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f t t ) were more likely than older youngsters to group (11-13 years 0 age a en ry. ___ - '1 t (T bl VII 11) , Only one be rated as havin~ problems regardlng emp oymen a e .... d 
relationship was~ found bettween young~;~~dPro~~~m~e~~~e~th~~~~;~'we~~ j~~ged with age no conslstent pat erns were. ') (Th 
to have ~ore serious family problems than.Blacks (~able VII.12 . ere 
were too few Puerto Rican females to permlt comparlson.) 

Some differences were found among the various adjudi~~ti~~Ig~~UPS 
when e~amining status of problems as measured.by the YSTS. Ta :ere ;ther 

~~:~ ~l~h!O:r::reo~c~~~~a~~o~a~~~gt~:~Sf!~~;~U~o~~~~~:~~ ~~~nconS1Si~r!1~. 
fewer roblems than female PINS or JDs. PINS females were a so more 
to hav~ serious education problems than were other females. 

4. Summary Criminal History 

In order to supplement the arrest information captured thrO~ghk the 
ff' . 1 arrest data were gathered on at-rlS Youth Service Team s~rv~~,.o. lC~~ Criminal Justice Services. Specifically, 

youngsters th~OU9h ~Oeha~v~~~~~ienced at least some residential service and 
cohort YOU~~t:~~ ~ars of age on or before December 31, 1978, and 

~~~Sw:~eriSk f?r a~;~!; :~c~d~~~~gS~:~eh:~l:~~:~e~O~h!C~~~~!~~~ a~~lbei~~!e 
~~;~!~~e~C~~~r;~~9~ ~he cut-off date for th~h~~r~~{~n~:~ef~~;o~~~~'ofT~~try 
official a~-~;~k perl0dh fo~ ~aCht~O~~~~~~~y whichever occurred most recently. 
into the Dlvlslon or t e SlX een 't . d b arrest for 
SCH data are thus measure~ of recid;~ism, as.c~a~~~ ~~~~~ent;al service. 
those youngsters who recelv~d some ~!~~dO~e~!V~~leased from residential care 
Although most of the youngs er~tsu~ the time of the survey, some were still and had returned to the communl y y . f m it 
in residential programs either in the communlty or away ro . 

In this subsection class of most serious offense for which thte 
d t' 1 b of arrests are arrayed by youngs er youngster was arrested an to a num.er. . 1 nine females were 

demographics and adm~ssion chara~terlstl~~iesS!~~ef~~a{es; subsequent tables 
a~rested, only the fl~S~l ta~i~ ~~s~~~~~ the relationship between SCH arr~st 
dlsplay only males. a ~ . Only 12% (N=9) of the females hud any k1nd 
data and youngster sex an .age. h ere arrested (3 of 9) were for 
of arrest, and onl~ one-thl~d ~ft~ho~=l~Soo~ the other hand, had been arrested, 
felonies. Forty-slx perc en 0 e '-fourths of the arrests were for 
and among those who had be~nfarr~ste~hU~h~~~fered dramatically with regard to 
felony offense~. ~~ales an e~a es .. ionls service. Unless otherwise 
arr7sts occurrin~ after ~ntrtYh·1nt~u;~:c~~~~sconCerning SCH arrest data address ind1cated, all flnd,ngs 1n 1S 
males only, since so few females were arrested. 

Certain patterns were foun~ in ~h~l~e~~ii~~s~~~w~e~~~~nf~*~e~~ ~~~~~
sters. at entryhantd SUbS~{~:~yt ~~~~ss~~tee~ or sev~nteen year-olds to be 
olds were somew a more h ters who were arrested, 
arrested for felony off~nse~'l~~dl~m~g~h;v~s~e~~u~~~ested more than once. 
sixteen year-olds were eas 1 e . d P rto Ricans to have been 
While Blacks were less likely than Whltes an ue .. ore serious offenses. 
arrested, those who were arrested were apprehended for m ore likely than 
Specifically, among all youngstersb arrestedte~l~~~St~:r~o~t serious offenses Whites and Puerto Ricans to have een arres 

. -, 

!. 

, . 

) 
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(A, B, or C Felonies) (Table VII.15). 

Arrest data by youngster adjudication at entry are displayed in 
Table VII.16 showing that there were unexpectedly small differences in arrest 
rates among Volunteers (47%), PINS (44%), JDs (49%) and YOs (42%). Among 
youngsters who were arrested, however, JDs were more likely than others to be 
arrested for serious felony offenses. 

While Tables VII.14 through VII.16 present youngster arrests which have 
occurred since entry into the Division (as determined by entry into the Study 
cohort), Table VII.17 presents arrest data only for those youngsters (males) who 
were released from residential programs and who had been lIat risk ll for five 
months after release. In this display, arrests occurring before or aiter a 
youngster's period of risk are ignored, in order to control for biases. While 
arrest data were available for 315 males, only 166 of these had been released 
from program and had experienced five or more months at risk. Of these 166 
males, 148 (89%) had experienced fewer than nine months of stay in residential 
programs. As a result, the group of youngsters for whom post-residential 
program intervention arrest data are arrayed in Table VII.17 are representative 
of males age 16 on or' before December 31, 1978, with less than nine months of 
stay in residential programs and with five or more months at risk upon release from program.5 

Table V(I.17 shows that males in the 14-15 year-old group (at entry) 
were more likely than other youngsters to have been arrested within five months 
of release from residential program. Arrest and ethnicity were also related such 
that Blacks and Puerto Ricans were somewhat more likely to be arrested than 
Whites, although this difference was not statistically Significant. In terms 
of adjudication, JDs were more likely than other adjudicatory groups to be 
arrested, and among those arrested, JDs were more lik~ly to be arrested for felony offenses. 

These findings differ somewhat from those regarding arrests since 
entry into the Division (Tables VII.14 through VII.16) which showed Blacks to 
be 1 ess freque .. :ly arrested than Whites and Puerto Ri cans, and whi ch showed no 
substantial arrest rate differences among the different adjudication groups. The 
findings are similar in that for both samples, the younger age groups were more 
likely than others to be arrested, and among all youngsters arrested, JDs were 
most often arrested for serious felony offenses. 

Differences between the two groups regarding arrest rates for different 
ethnic and adjudication groups may be explained by the different treatment lIat 
risk

ll 

in the two analyses. It may be that in the examination of arrests since 
entry into the Division (Tables VII.14 through VII.16), JD youngsters were 
somewhat less lIat risk" for arrest than others Simply because they were more 
often serviced in non-community-based programs (or Secure facilities), and 
therefore had less unsupervised time in the community. The analyses underlying 
the display in Table VII.17 are based on post-resi1dential prOgram ar.rest activity only, and thus eliminate this bias. 

In the following section, youngster outcomes are analyzed in terms of 
various characteristics of the service which they received while with the 
Division. Outcomes are first examined by program category (Secure, Non
Community-Based, Community-Based, and where data are available, Foster Care), 
and individual program level within these categories, as defined by the Divisionis 
Level System. Other intervention characteristics are then introduced, such as 
length of stay, social climate (as discussed in Chapter V) and youngster movement . 

-,~ ~ .' .;>--.:-....:-. -' . . 
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TABLE VI r. 14 -176-

. sur·1rilARY OF CRIMINAL .HISTORY: ARRESTS SINCE COHORT ENTRY* BY SEX AND AGE AT COHORT 
ENTRY FOR YOUNGSTERS' SIXTEEN YEARS OLD ON OR BEFORE DECEMBER 31, 1979 

ARREST DATA: 

Class of Most Serious 
Arrest 
~rrest Record 

Violation 
Mi sdeme'anor A.3 
Felony D.E 
Felony A.B,C 

Total 

Number of Arrests 
No Arrest Record 
One 
Two 
Three or more 

Total 

15 

" tl~) ~ 

' , 

50 (62) 
00 (0) 
10 (12) 
23 (29) 
18 (22) 

100 (125) 

50 (62) 
25 (31) 
1<1 ( 17) 
12 ( 15) 

100 (125) 

H A l E S 

A~e At Cohort Entry 
16 17+ I 

" ~N) ~ (lU I " 

:iQ (84) 55 (24) 
01 (1) 00 (0) 
13 (19) 14 (6) 
21 (31) 21 (9) 
OQ (11 ) 11 (5) 

100 (146) 100 (44) 

58 (84) ·55 (24) 
27 (39) 16 (7) 
07 (10) 14 (6) 
09 (13) 16 (il 

100 (146) 100 (44) 

F E M A L E S . TOTAL 

Aoe At ~ohort Entrv ~IALES 
AND Total 15 16 17+ Total FEll!l.LES 

% (N) '" (N) ~ (N) ~ PI) ~ N) , 
Nj 

., 
~ ., 

" 

54 (170) 87 (2Q) 85 (33) 100 (15) 88 (68) 61 (238) <1 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 00 (0) <1 (1) 
12 (37) 13 ( 3) 08 (3) CO (0) 08 (6) 11 (43) 22. (69) 00 (0) 08 (3) 00 (0) 04 (3) 18 (72) 
12 (38) 00 (0) 00 (0)1 00 (0) 00 (0) 10 ( 38) 100 (315) lOa (23) 100 (39) 10C ( 15) 100 (77) 100 (392) 

54 (170) 87 (20) 85 (33) 100 (15) 88 (53) 61 (238) 
24 (77) 13 (3) 08 (3) 00 (0) 08 (6) 21 (Q3)' 
11 (33) 00 (0) as (2) 00 (0) 03 (2) 09 (35) 11 (35) 00 (0) I 03 (1) 00 (0) 01 (1) 09 ( 36) 100 (315) 100 (23) 100 (39) 100 (1 S) 100 (77) 100 (392) 

I I 
TABLE VI r. 15 

SUr~r·1ARY OF CRHlINAl HISTORY: ARRESTS SINCE COHORT ENTRY* BY ETHNICITY FOR 
MALE YOUNGSTERS SIXTEEN YEARS OLD ON OR BEFORE- DECEMBER 31, 1979. 

ARREST OATA: 

Class of Most Serious 
Arrest 
--no~rrest Record 

Violation 
f~isdemeanor A,B . 
Felony D.E 
Felony A,B,C 

Total 

Numbe," of Arrests 
No Arrest Record 
One 
Two 
Three or more 

. Total 

White 
% _tN) 

52 (66) 
01 (1) 
16 (20) 
24 (31) 
08 (10) 

100 (128) 

52 (66) 
25 (32) 
09 (12) 
14 (18) 

100 (128) 

M A L E S a 
Ethnicitv 

Puerto 
Black Rican 
~' ~N) % ~NJ 

58 (80) 50 (20) 
00 (0) 00 (Ol 08 (11 ) 13 (5 
17 (23) 30 (12 ) 
17 (24) 08 (3) 

100 (138) lOa (40) 

S3 (80) 50 (20) 
21 (29) 30 (12) 
12 (17) 10 (4) 
09 (12) 10 (4) 

100 (138) 100 (40) 

. TABLE VI r. 16 

N L Y 

Other Total 
% N J. % (N) , 

44 (4) 54 (170) 
00 (0) <1 (1) 
11 (1) 12 (37) 
33 (3) 22 (69) 
11 (1) 12 (38) 

100 (9) 100 (315) 

44 (4) 54 (170) 
44 (4) 24 (77) 
00 (0) 11 (33) 
11 (1) 11 (35) 

100 (9) 100 (315) 

SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL HISTORY: 'ARRESTS SINCE COHORT ENTRY* BY ADJUDICATION 
~1AlE YOUNGSTERS SIXTEEN, YEARS OLD ON OR BEFORE DECEMBER 31,- 1979 

ARREST DATA: 

Class of Most Serious 
Arrest 
~rrest Record 

Violation 
Misdemeanor A,S 
Felony D.E 
Felony A.B.C 

Total 

Number of Arrests 
No Arrest Record 
One 
Two 
Three or more 

Total 

Volunteers 
% (N) 

53 (18) 56 
00 (0) 00 
21 (7) 19 

·21 (7) 19 
06 2) 06 

100 (34) laO 

53 (18) 56 
27 (9) 19 
09 13) 09 
12 4) 16 

100 (34) 100 

M A L E S a N L Y 
Adjudication ~t Cohort Entry 

n ~ • t' !1 
PINS JDs YOs 

... ;;s ,.~~c 1 ve 
Total 

% (N) I % N) % (N) % (N) I ~ jN) 

.. 

(18) 51. (98) 58 (13) 75 (9) 54 (161 ) 
(0) 00 (0) 0'3 (1) 00 (0) <1 (1) 
(6) 09 (17) 19 (6) 00 (0) 12 (36) 
(6) 25 147) 13 (q) 17.. (2) 22 (66) 
(2) 15 29) 07 (2) 08 (1 ) 12 (36) 

(32) 100 (i91 ) 100 (31 ) 100 (12) 100 (300) 

(18) 51 (98) 53 (18) 75 (9) 54 (151 ) 
(6) 26 (49) 29 (9) 08 (1) 25 (74) 
13) 11 (21 ) 07 12) 17 (2) 10 (31) 
5) 12 (23) 07 2) 00 (0) 11 (34) 

(32) 100 (191 ) 100 (31 ) 100 (12) 100 (300) 
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TABLE VII.17 . 
SUMr~ARY OF CRIMINAL HISTORY: MOST SERIOUS ARREST ~JITIHN 5 MONTHS OF 

I RELEASE FROM.RESIDENTIAL:PROGRAMS BY AGE,.ETHNICITY AND ADJUDICATION 
::::: AT ENTRY FOR ~IALE YOUNGSTERS HITH TOTAL RESIDENTIAL STAYS OF LESS THAN 9 ~1ONTHS* 
.--1 

I 

TOTAL MALES 

Age at Entry 
14 - 15 
16 - 17 . 
18-1- years 

Ethnicity 
White 
Black 

. Puerto Rican 
Other 

MOST SERIOUS ARREST WITHIN 5 MONTHS OF RELEASE 
FROM RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS* 

No Record . Misdemeanor Felony D,E Felony A,B,C 
% (N) % (N) % (NY % (N) % 

72 (107) 08 ( 12) 12 (18) 07 (11 ) 100 

60 (29) 15 (7) 10 ( 5) 15 (7) 100 
76 ( 71) 05 (5) 14 (13) 04 ( 4) 100 

100 (7) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 00 (0) 100 

76 (59) 09 (7) 12 (9 ) 04 ( 3) 100 
68 (32) 09 (4 ) 09 (4 ) 15 (7) 100 
61 ( 11) 06 ( 1) 28 (5) 06 (1) 100 

100 (5) 00 ( 0) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 100 

TOTAL 
(N) 

( 148) 

(48) 
( 93). 
(7) 

(78) 
(47) 
(18) 
(5) 

Adjudication at Entry 
Volunteer 80 (20) 12 (3) 08 ( 2) 00 ( 0) 100 (25) 

(11) . (14) PINS 
JD 
Youthful Offender 
Restrictive JD 

.. 't 

79 (11 ) 14 (2) 00 ( 0) 07 100 
68 (54) 06 (5) 19 (15) 08 (6) 100 (80) 
84 (16) 05 (1) 00 ( 0) 11 (2) 100 (19) 
-- (-) -- ( - ) -- ( -.) --' ( - ) -- ( ~) 

*Sample includes only males age 16 or older on December 31, 1978. Youngsters 
not at risk five full months or more are ignored. Arrests occurring before the 

.beginning of risk or after five months of risk are ignored . 
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SUMMARY: Relationships Between Outcomes and Youngster Characteristics 

In this Section, the status and characteristics of cohort youngsters at 
different points in the interventio~ process were examined !n a de~criptive 
fashion by relating outcomes ~o varlOUS you~gster de~o~r~ph~c ~nd lntak~ 
characteristics. Four dimenslons represent1ng the Dlv1s10n s lnterventlon 
objectives were the focus of the analyses.based on various subsamples.s~rvey
ed with different instruments: (1) educat10n, (2) employment/employab1l,ty, 
(3) self-esteem, (4) recidivism/behavior. Th'is summary briefly restates the 
findings as they relate to these four areas. 

1. Education 

Education outcomes were tapped by two Study instruments: the 
Residential Program Survey, and the Youth Service Team Survey. Although there 
were no differences between the sexes concerning the numbers of youngsters 
identified as having problems prior to program service, females were more 
likely than males to have improved in education after ~t least some.pro~ram 
service while males were more likely to not be attendlng school whlle 1n 
counsel~ng or on aftercare, and to have more educational problems than 
females. 

When age was examined it \lias found that for both males and females, 
youngsters in the lower age groups were more.likely than others t~ have problems 
concerning attitude toward school, behavior 1n school, and academlc performance. 
In terms of post-intervention status, however, older you~gsters am~ng both sexes 
were less likely to be attending a school program while ln counse11ng or on 
aftercare. 

Black males more often than others had problems concerning behavior 
in school and academic performance upon program entry, but no differences were 
found among ethnic groups concerning education outcomes. When adjudication was 
examined, it was found that male Juvenile Delinquents more often than others 
had many education problems at entry. Male Youthful Offenders m~de more 
educational progress than others while in program and were less l1kely to be 
rated as having education problems while in counseling or on aftercare, but 
were less likely to be attending school at follow-up. Among femal~s,.Volunteers 
were l'ated as having less serious education problems than other adJudlcatory 
groups while in counseling or on aftercare. 

2. Employment/Employability 

Three Study instruments addressed the employment/employability status 
of youngsters; the Residential Program Su,rvey, the Youth Service Team Survey, 
and the Self-Concept Inventory (Walther Work-Relevant Attitudes Inventoy,y com-
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ponent). No differences were found among sex, age, ethnic, or adjudicatory 
categories regarding employability (as measured by the WRAI) , except that 
younger males experienced greater negative change than older ones, as measured 
by their work-relevant attitudes. Males had more problems than females with 
attitudes toward work and vocational skills at program intake, but while in 
program, males experienced greater improvement than females in the area of 
work orientation. 

The only differences found among ethnic groups were that among young
sters in counseling or on aftercare, more Puerto Rican males than others were 
employed, and more White females than others had a poor attitude toway'd work. 
Among adjudicatory groups, male Youthful Offenders and Volunteers experienced 
more improvement in Work Orientation while in program, but male Juvenile 
Delinquents and Youthful Offenders were more likely than others to have prob
lems in attitude toward work while in counseling or on aftercare. Female 
Volunteers had fewer problems with attitude toward work and were more likely 
to be employed than other females when in counseling or on aftercare. 

3. Self-Esteem/Self-Concept 

Two Study instruments addressed youngster outcomes concerning self
esteem/self-concept: the Self-Concept Inventory, and the Youth Service Team 
Survey. Males were more likely than females to have experienced positive change 
on the Agency Label scale of the SCI (i.e., were less likely to consider them
selves "sick"), and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem scale (were more likely to 
have increased self-esteem). Males in counseling or on aftercare, however,were 
rated by their Youth Service Team workers as having more problems in the area of 
self-esteem than females. Younger males were more likely than others to 
experience negative change on the Justice Label scale (i.e., were more l'ikely 
to consider themselves "bad"). 

When ethnicity was examined, Black and Puerto Rican males experienced 
more positive change than Whites on the Conforming Self-Concept scale (were 
more likely to identify with conventional norms), and on the Agency Label scale 
(were less likely to identi.fy as "sick"); Black males achieved more self-esteem 
improvement (Coopersmith Self-Esteem scale) than others. White females wet'e 
more likely than others to experience negative change on the Agency Label 
(identify as Ifsick") and Coopersmith 'scales (low self-esteem) and were more 
likely to be rated as having serious problems in the area of self-esteem while 
in counseling or on aftercare. There were no differences among adjudicatory 
groups for either males or females. 

4. Behavior/Recidivism 

Three Study instl'uments addressed youngster behavior/recidivism 
outcomes: the Residential Program Survey" the Youth Service Team Survey, and 
the SUl1111ary Criminal History. Males had more problems than females in dealing 
w'lth peers and authority, de'linquent behavior, and physi'cal aggression at 
entry; among youngsters with behavior problems, females were more likely than 
males to have experienced improvement in behavior after some residential service. 
After release from residential program, males were more likely than females to 
have had delinquent behavior problems, to have been arrested, and to have been in 
correctional facilities. 
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Regarding age, younger m~les an<;l fern'ales haq more problems with behavior 
in school at entry. Arrest analyses showed'that 15-year-old males (age at intake) 
were more likely than 16 and 17 year-olds to have·been arrested for felony offenses 
and among those arrested, 16 year-olds were less likely than others to have been 
arrested more than once. Older males were more likely than other males to have 
b~en in correctional facilities after release from residential service. 

Among adjudicatory groups, both male and female Juvenile Delinquents 
had more serious problems than others with delinquent behavior, and physical 
and verbal aggression at entry. At follow-up, male Juvenile Delinquents and 
Youthful Offenders had more problems with delinquent behavior and were more 
likely to have been in correctional facilities, and male Juvenile Delinquents 
were more often arrested for mo,re serious offenses than other adjudicatory 
groups. 

B. Youngster Outcomes: Relationships with Program Services 

In the previous subsection, various outcome data were arrayed by sex, 
age, ethnicity and adjudication in order to provide a descriptive review of 
youngster outcomes. In this subsection, the impact of program services on 
these outcomes is presented. The concept of program services is approached 
in a number of ways stemming out of the work presented within Chapters V and 
VI and given the nature and limitations of the various outcome measures. This 
subsection provides the groundwork necessary for the examination of more detail
ed Study questions which relate the pertinent youngster characteristics with 
program services and outcomes and which employ the necessary controls on the 
effects of possibre-intervening variables. The results of these refined multi~ 
variate analyses are included in the summary to this section. , 

1. Residential Program Survey 

In the assessment of program impact on youngster outcomes as measured 
through the RPS, the central analyses categorize programs according to their 
status as Secure, Non-C0mmunity-Based, Community-Based, and Fo~;ter Care. In 
addition, the different levels within the Non-Community-Based and Community
Based programs are examined separat; ~y, as are the different social climates 
within categories and levels, as determined in Chapter V. 

Table VII.I8 shows the relationship between Program Category and 
Level and Residential Program Survey Improvement scales for males and females. 
For males, improvement on all five subscales was related to program level 
and category. Ci;ferences between Non-Community-Based. programs and Community
Based programs ~.ere at the heart of this relationship, as Non-CommunicY-Based 
program and Community-Based programs differed more dramatically than did Secure 
and Non-Community-Based programs. In terms of the six levels arrayed in Table 
VII.I8a, males in Level IV programs were consistently scored higher in all 
improvement areas than were youngsters in other programs. 

Table VII.I8b shows that the findings for females were quite 
different than for males. Although not statistically significant, the 
differences between Non-Community-Based and Community-Based programs for 
females were in the opposite direction than for the males, with the exception 
of the School problems subscale. In other word'3, females in Community-Based 
programs were more frequently rated as experiencing improvement in the four 
areas of Maturity, Behavior, Family and Work Orientation problems than were 
the females in Non-Community-Based programs (there were too few females in 
Secure pr'ograms to pennit comparison). Thi's pattern did not hold for Foster 
Care programs, however, as females in these programs were scored significantly 
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YOUHGSTER: IMPROVEI1EHT SCALES: 

Maturity Problems-
little or No Improv~nent 
Some Improvement 
~lajor Improvement 

Column Total 

School Problems 
Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
MajQr Improvement 

Column Total 

Behavior Problems 
Li ttle or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

Famiiy Problems 
-i..·ittle or No Improvement 

Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

I'lork Orientation Problems· 
Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

-- - ---------------~ 

TABLE VII.18a 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY: IMPROVEMENT SCALES BY 
PROGRAM LEVEL FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRA~1S 

MAL E S 

HOH-COMMUNITY-BASED CQt1HUH ITY -BASED Level VII - Foster Care 
I Level IV Secure Level II Total Level V Level VI Total and 

Hostel 
% (H) % (H) % (N) % (til % lHl % (N) % un % (H) 

17 ( 5) 18 (14) 16 (22) II (36) 30 (8) 39 (26) 37 P4) 44 (111 ) 

45 (13) 39 (31) 40 ~ 53) 39 (84) 56 (15) t11 (27) 45 42) 44 (14) 
39 ( 11) 43 (34) 44 59) 44 ( 93) 15 (4 ) 20 ( 13) 18 (17) 13 (4) 

100 (29) 100 (79) 100 (134) 100 (213) 100 (27) 100 (66) 100 (93) 100 (32) 

20 ( 5) 09 (7) 07 (10) 08 (17) 37 (10) 29 (16) 32 (26) 48 (12) 
28 (7) 50 (39) 33 (43) 39 (82) 41 ( 11) 36 (20) 38 PI) 16 (4) 
52 ( 13) 41 P2) 60 (79) 53 (111) 22 (6) 34 (19) 30 25) 36 (9) 

100 . (25) 100 78) 100 (132) 100 (210) 100 (27) 100 (55) 100 (82) 100 (25) 

25 

U~ 
16 ( 9~ 15 ~ 16~ 15 ~~~~ 50 ~ ~~ 38 g~~ 42 H~~ 39 ~H 56 41 (24 39 41 40 33 43 40 39 

19 43' (25) 45 (47) 44 (72) 17 (3) 19 (8) 18 ( 11) 22 (4) 
100 (16) 100 (58) 100 (104) 100 (162) 100 (18) 100 (42) 100 ( 60) 100 (18) 

28 (7) 27 (18) 16 (ll} 20 P5) 40 (10) 38 (21) 39 ( 31) 45 (13) 
24 (6) 41 (27) 39 ~ 42) 39 69) 36 (9) 44 (24~ 41 (33) 41 (12) 
48 (12) 32 (21~ 46 50) 41 (71) 24 ( 6) 18 (10 20 (16) 14 (4) 

100 (25) 100 (66 100 (109) 100 (175) 100 (25) 100 (55) 100 (80) 100 (29) 

08 (2) 09 (7) 10 P2) 10 (19) 43 (6) 18 (8~ 24 114)1 I' ~4) 
56 (14) 53 (41) 35 43) 42 (84) 29 (4) 51 (23 46 27) 33 7) 

36 ( 9) 39 PO) 55 (67) 49 (97) 29 (4) 31 (14) 31 (18) 48 (10) 
100 (25) 100 78) 100 (122) 100 (200) 100 (14) 10.0 (45) 100 (59) 100 (21) 

/ 

, 
-} 

GRANO 
TOTAL 
X : (H) 

24 (89) 
42 (153) 
34 (125) 

100 (367) 

18 (60) 
36 (124) 
46 (158) 

100 (342) 

24 (61 ~ 
41 (105 
35 (90) 

100 (256) I 
I 

28 (86) 
39 (120) 
33 (103) 

100 (309) 

13 (39) 
\ 

43 (132) 
44 (134) 

100 (305) 

l~ 
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TABLE VII.18b 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY: IMPROVH1ENT SCALES BY PROGRM1 
LEVEL FOR FEMALES FOR YOUNGSTER-STAYS IN ENTRY PROGRAMS 

VOUNGSTER mPROVEMENT SCALES: 

Maturity Problems 
Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Co 1 unUl Total 

School Problems 
Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

Behavior Problems 
Little or No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

Family Probiems . 
Little 0" No Improvement 
Some Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

Work Orientbtlon 
Little or No Improvement 
Son~ Improvement 
Major Improvement 

Column Total 

*Represents the NCB Total 
for Females since there 
were no Females in Level-II. 

Secure 
Level I 
% (N) 

00 (0) 
75 P) 25 1 ) 

100 (4) 

00 
(°1 25 (1 

75 (3 
100 (4 

00 (a) 
100 f) 00 0) 
100 1 ) 

00 
(°1 00 (0 

100 (3 
100 (3 

00 
~~~ 50 

50 (2 
100 (4) 

F E 

NCB* CB 
Level IV Level V 
% (N) % (N) 

25 (5) 17 (1 ) 
55 (11 ) 50 (3) 
20 (4) 33 (2) 

100 (20) 100 (6) 

00 (a) 14 (l) 
32 (6) 29 ~2) 
68 ( 13~ 57 4) 

100 (19 100 (7) 

23 (3) 00 (0) 
39 l5) 00 (0) 
39 5) 100 19 100 . (13) 100 

45 (9) 14 (1) 
45 (9) 57 (4~ 
10 (2~ 29 

100 (20 100 H) 
13 (1 ~ 14 (1) 
88 57 (4) 
00 ~~) 29 ~2) 

100 (8) 100 7) 

H A L E S 
oster Care 

CB CB & Hostel 
Level VI Total Level VII 

% (N) % (N) % (NT 

15 (4) 16 (5) 17 (4) 
42 (11) 44 (14) 54 (13~ 
42 (11) 41 (l3~ 29 (7 

100 (26) 100 (32 100 (24) 

04 (1 ) 06 (2) 14 (3) 
40 {l0~ 38 

n~~ 
48 (10~ 

56 {l4 56 38 (8 
100 (25) 100 100 (21 ) 

22 (2) 18 (2) :19 (2) 
11 (1 ) 09 (1) 57 (4) 
67 ~~l 73 (8) 14 lH 100 100 (11 ) 100 

28 (7) 25 (8) 43 (9) 
36. (9 ) 41 (13) 48 

(
l°l 36 (9~ 34 ~11 ) 10 (2 

100 (25 100 32) 100 (21 

00 (O~ 05 (11 26 

!~I 57 (8 . 57 {12 26 
43 (6) 38 {8 47 (9 

100 (14) 100 (21 100 (19 

,/ 

-

\ 

G~AND 
TOTAL 
% TNI 

18 (14 ) 
51 ~~~~ 31 

100 (130 

I 
07 

{5} 38 (29 
55 ~42 

100 76) 

22 (7) 
34 nH 44 

100 (32) 

41 (9) 
50 (11 ) 
09 (2~ 

100 (22 

\ 

14 
(71 50 H~ 37 

100 (52) 

. 
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lower in School and Family problem improvement than were most other fema,les. In 
summary, females in Community-Based programs experienced more improvement across 
the areas of Maturity, Family and Work Orientation problems, and slightly less im
provement in the area of School problems, when compared to females in NCB programs, 
al~hough these differences were not statistically significant. 

A strategy was developed to link program social climate data (Chapter 
V) with youngsters' stays in programs (Chapter VI), making it possible to 
analyse outcomes in the RPS in terms of the type of social climate in the 
program. 6 Tables VII.19 a and VII.19b display the average improvement scores on 
the five RPS scales for each social climate type. The types are arranged 
within the columns in order of average improvement on the particular RPS scale, 
permitting the examination of patterns in the relationship between social climate 
and improvement across the five improvement scales. For males, Expressive social 
climate was strongly related to improvement on all five scales, although there 
were only ten youngsters in'the two Expressive social climate program units. 
Person-Oriented climates were also related to improvement across all five scales, 
but not as dramatically as with Expressive programs. Youngsters in Therapeutic 
programs received only average ratings on the RPS scales. Males in Supportive
Structured environments received below average ratings on all five scales, 
while those in Acting-Out type programs received below average ratings on Maturity, 
Behavior, Family and Work Orientation improvement ratings, but an average rating 
on School Problem improvement. Since only four males experienced disturbed 
behavior environments in their entry programs, no conclusions shou1d be drawn 
abou.t the effectiveness of this type. ' 

Of the males for whom entry program descriptive data had been linked 
with RPS ratings, about 30% had entered program units whose social climate 
profiles were not classifiable. "Unclassified" is a residual category for a 
heterogeneous set of profiles that could not be grouped into a type; consequently, 
these programs were not subjected to these analyses. 

The findings for females differed'from those for male3. Females 
in Supportive-Structured and Person-Oriented environments were rated above 
average on Maturity, School and Family problem improvement and average on 
Behavior and Work-Orientation problems while those in Acting-Out environments 
scored lowest on all five improvement scales. Expressive programs were much 
less effective for females than for males; females experiencing this 'environment 
had below average improvement on ~1aturi ty, average improvement on School and 
Family problems, and above average improvement in Behavior. Although the pattern 
of all of these relationships is quite consistent, these findings should be 
reviewed with some caution because of the small number of fema1es in each program 
type. 

2. Self-Concept Inventory 

Self-Concept Inventory change scores are arrayed by Program Category 
for males in Table VII.20;since these data were available for only ten females. 
they are not simila~ly broken out. Change on the five subscales of the SCI was 
not significantly related to the kind of service which males received as measured 
by program category and level. Several of the differences between program . 
categories or individual levels which appear in Table VII.20 were counter:balanclng; 
for example, while youngsters in Non-Community-Based programs were more l,kely 
than those in Community-Based programs to experience positive change in Self-
Esteem (31% to 14%), they were also more likely to exper'ience negative change 
(27% to 14%), resulting in no significant differences overall. 
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~10RE 
INPROVENENT 

LESS 
IMPROVEMENT 

UNCLASSIFIED 
SOCIAL CLIMATES 

TOTAL 

r1fl.TURITY 
Socia 1 Cl imate Hea

CiO 
SO 

Program Tlpe 

Expressive 3.12 .84 
(10) 

Person- 2.65 .79 
Oriented (29) 

Disturbed 2.59 .~l3 
Behavior (4 ) 

Therapeuti c 2.53 .81 
(33) 

Supportive- 2.38 .75 
Structured (32) 

Acting-Out 2.36 .75 
(14) . 

2.65 .91 
(50) 

1 , 
: 2.58 .83 ! (177) 
! -

TABLE VII.19a 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY: IMPROVEMENT SCALES BY 
SOCIAL CLIMATE TYPE OF ENTRY PROGRAM FOR ~1ALES 

r1 A L E S 

SCI/DOL PilOBLH1S BElfAV IOR PROBLEMS FArm Y PROBLHIS 
Social Cl imate Nea CN) SO Social Climate Mean I) SO Social Climate I Mea, SO 
Proaram Type ProQram Type (N Proaram Tvpe: N) 

I 
I 
I 

Expressive 3.10 .91 Expressive 3.54 .73 Expressive : 3.50 1.00 
(10) (3) I (9) , 

Person- 2.74 .79 Person- 2.54 .77 Person- 2.58 .85. 
Oriented (28) Oriented (23) Oriented (13) 

Disturbed 2.58 1.34 Therapeutic 2.53 .91} Thel"apeuti c 2.39 .74 
Behavior (4) (22) (27) 

Therapeutic 12. 56 .75 Supportive- 2.21 .66 Acting-Out 2.10 .74 , , (37) Structured (22) (10) 1 1 , 
Acting-Out '2.56 .80 Acting-Out 2.11 .50 Supportive- 2.09 .97 

( 12) (6) Structured (28) 

Supportive- 2.52 .75 Disturbed 1.67 .00 Disturbed 1. 75 .87 
Structured (28) Behavior 1 (2) Behavior (4) 

12.50 .90 2.53 .83 2.23 .88 
: (49) (35) (48) 
1 
1 1 

2.50 .85 2.33 .92 : 2.60 .85 
: (163) (11 3) (144 ) 
I 

**Due to missing RPS Improvement Scale scores, Disturbed Behavior social climates are not represented for 
the Work Orientation scale. , 

/ 

, 

HORK ORIENTATIOtI 
Social Climate r1ea(rn SO 
ProQram TYDe 

Expressive 3.50 .76 
: (7) 

Person- 2.66 .70 
Oriented (29) 

Acting-Out 2.36 .75 
(11 ) 

Therapeutic 2.32 .77 
(37) 

Supportive- 2.28 .60 
Structured (25) 

I 

** - -
(-) 

2.66 .81 
(49) 

2.54 .78 
( 158) 

\ 
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110RE 
II1PROVEI4ENT 

LESS 
nlPROVENENT 

UNCLASSIFIED 
SOCIAL CL mATES 

TOTAL 

11ATURITY 
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TABLE VI 1. 19b 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY: IMPROVEMENT SCALES BY 
SOCIAL CLIMATE TYPE OF ENTRY PROGRA~1 FOR FH1ALES 

F E M A L E S 

SCIIOOL PROBLEtlS BEIIAVIOR PROBLEMS FAIHLY PHOBLHIS 
Socia 1 Cl imate Mea

CrH 
SO Social Climate ~leaCN) SO Social Cl imate I t1eal /) SO Social Climate Mea

CN
) SO 

Program Type ProQram Tvoe ProQram Tvpe: N ProQram T.vpe 
I 
I 
I 

Supportive- 3.02 .53 Supportive- 3.17 .47 Supportive- I 3.13 .38 Person- 2.50 .71 I 

Structured (8) Structured (8) Structured (5) Oriented (2) 

Disturbed 3.03 1.24 Person- 2.84 .23 Expressive 2.89 1.39 Supportive- 2.28 .87 
Behavior (3) Oriented (2) I (3) Structured (9) 

Person- 2.72 .16 Expressive 2.76 .46 Person- 2.17 .23 Disturbed 2.17 1. 26 
Oriented (2) (7) Oriented (2) Behavior (3) 

Expressive 2.21 .73 Disturbed 2.44 1.26 ** - - Expressive 2.07 .98 
(7) Behavior I (3) (-) (7) I 

I 
I 

Acting-Out 2.06 .82 Acting-Out : 2.22 .69 ** - - Acti ng-Out 1.50 .87 
(3) : (3) (-) (3) 

I I 
I I 
I I I 

2.19 .36 : 2.78 .66 I 1.87 .56 I 1.60 .42 I I 
(6) : (6) I (5) I (5) I I 

I -t I 
I I I I 

.64 I 2.53 .86 I 2.03 .85 12.54 .73 : 2.79 I I 
: (29) : (29) I (15) I (29) I , 

**Due to missing RPS Improvenent Scale scores, Disturbed Behavior and Acting-Out social climates are not 
represented for the Behavior Problens scale and Expressive social climates are not rE'rresented 
for the Work Orientation scale. 
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HORK ORIENTATION 

Social Cl imate I Hea,( I) SO 
ProQram T'me N 

Disturbed 2.75 .35 
Behavior : (2) 

Supportive- 2.25 1.04 
Structured (6) 

Person- 2.25 .35 
Oriented (2) 

Acting-Out 1.50 .71 
(2) 

** I - -
I 
I (-) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
: 2.33 .26 
: (6) 
I 
I 
:2.25 .69 
: (18) 
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TABLE VII.20 

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY: CHANGE SCORES BY PROGRA~1 LEVEL FOR MALES AND FEMALES 
FOR YOUNGSTERS TESTED AT INITIAL PROGRAM ENTRY AND AT SIX 1110NTH FOLLOW-UP 

SELF-CONCEPT CH~NGE SCORES*: 

Extent of Se1f-labe1in as 
"Bad" Justice Label 

Neg(1tive Change 
No Change 
Positive Change 
TOTAL 

Extent of Self-Labeling as 
"Sick" (Age~t.JhlihlI 

Negative Change 
No Change 
Positive Change 
TOTAL 

Extent of Self-Concept as 
"Conforming" 

Negative Change 
No Chan!le 
Pos iti ve Change 
TOT~L 

Self-Esteem 
Negative Change 
flo Change 
Positive Change 
TOTAL 

Work-Relevant Attitudes 
Negative Change 
No Change 
Positive Change 
TOTAL 

*Since data were available 
for only 10 females, they 
are not arrayed by level. 

~ 

. , 

Secure NCB 
level I Level II 
% (N) % (Ni 

20 ~2) 13 (3~ 50 5) 78 (18 
30 (3) 09 (2 

100 (10) 100 (23) 

30 P) 26 (6) 
30 3~ 44 ( 10~ 
40 (4 .. 30 (7 

100 (10) 100 (23) 

30 P) 30 
(7 ~ 20 2) 48 (11 

50 (5) 22 (5 
100 (10) 100 (23) 

, 
30 (3) 22 (5~ 20 (2~ 39 (9 
50 (5 39 (9 

100 (10) 100 (23) 

33 (3) 22 (5) 
56 (5~ 52 (12~ 11 26 (6 

100 g) 100 (23 

<C 

,', 

M A 

Non-
NCB Commuriity-

Level IV Based Total 
% (N) % (N) 

23 (11 ) 20 (14 ) 
56 (27) 63 (45) 
21 ( 10) 17 (12) 

100 (48) 100 (71 ) 

27 (13) 27 r9
) 40 (19~ 41 29~ 

33 (16) 32 23 
100 (48) 100 (71) 

23 (11) 25 g~~ 58 (28) 55 
19 (9~ 20 P4) 

100 (48 100 71) 

29 P4) 27 ( 19~ 
44 2q 42 (30 
27 P3) 31 (22) 

100 48) 100 (71 ) 

29 (14 ) 27 (19) 
48 

U!l 
'19 (35) 

23 24 (17~ 
100 100 (71 

0 (Z) 

L E S 

CB CB Community- Total 
Level V Level VI Based Total Nales 
% HO % (Nl % (N) % (N) 

00 (0) 22 (4) 19 (4) 
20 12°1 100 (3) 50 ~~~ 57 (12 ~ 61 62 

00 (0) 28 24 (5 20 (20 
100 (3) 100 (18) 100 (21) 100 (102 

00 (0) 22 (4) 19 (4~ 26 ~26~ 100 (3~ 39 (7~ 48 (10 41 42 
00 (0 39 (7 33 (7) 33 . 34 

100 (3) 100 (18) 100 (21 ) 100 (102) 

. 00 (0) 24 (4) 20 (4 ) 25 ~25) 
67 (2J 41 

gJ 
45 (9) 50 50) 

33 (l 35 35 (7~ 26 (26) 
100 (3) 100 ( 17) 100 (20 100 (101) 

00 (0) 17 (3) 14 (3) 
25 1251 100 (3) 67 (12 ) 71 (15 ) 46 47 

00 (O~ 17 (3) 14 (3) 29 (30 
100 (3 100 ( 18) 100 (21) 100 (102 

33 (1) 28 (5) 29 (6) 28 (2B) 
33 (1) 50 (9) 48 (10~ 50 ~50J 
33 (1) 22 (4) 24 (5 23 23 

100 (3) 100 (18) 100 (21 100 (101) 

@ 

Total * 
Females 
% (Nl 

30 (3~ 50 ~~ 20 
100 ( 10) 

30 (3) 
60 (6) 
10 (1) 

100 (10) 

30 (3) 
50 ~5) 
20 2) 

100 ( 10) 

30 ~~~ 70 
00 0) 

100 ( 10) 

70 (7) 
30 ~~J 00 

100 (10) 

* 
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3. Youth Service Team Survey 

Youth Service Team Surveys (YSTS) were completed neal' the end of 
the cohort tracking period for those youngsters on Aftercare/Counseling or 
who were dischat'ged. Hence, assessments of youngsters I status after comple
tion of certain patterns of movement (as outlined in the preceding Chapter) 
were available for many of those who were released after various residential 
patterns or who were serviced in non-residential programs only. (See Chapter 
III for further details regarding the YSTS sample.) As'documented in Chapter 
VI, many youngsters having residential placements remained in program at the 
end of tracking and so were inappropriate for YSTS follow-up. In this 
subsp.ction, youngster outcomes, as captured by the YSTS, are compared across 
the various types of movement patterns in an effort to assess the effective
ness of various modes (patterns) of service delivery. (In the next Chapter, 
refinements to these analyses, are made to control for various youngster char
acteristics which have been shown to be related to YSTS outcomes.) However, 
since all youngsters were not assessed with the YSTS, sampling difficulties 
inhibit the analysis of YSTS outcomes for certain movement patterns. Incre
mental and Mixed patterns were those most 1ikely to have youngsters remaining 
in program (64% and 60%, respectively) and consequently were those most under
represented in the YSTS analyses. Foster Care Only, Single~Stay, Straight, 
and Transitional patterns were those in which the majority of youngsters had 
been released from residential program by the end of cohort tracking. With 
the exception of Straight patterns, the sample of youngsters upon which the 
following analyses are b~sed represents at least two-thirds of those released 
for each of these patterns. Hence, the findings relating to Foster Care Only, 
Single-Stay, Transitional patterns and Non-Residential Services are those in 
which the most confidence can be placed. On the other hand, findings relat
ing to Incremental and Mixed patterns represent only a small percentage of 
all cohort youngsters experiencing what type of movement through Division pro
grams and must be interpreted with caution. Findings for two remaining move
ment patterns, Re-Entry and Straight patterns, are based upon about half of 
those released and represent suggestive rather than conclusive findings. 
Counseling Preceding Residential Stay patterns were too few in number to be 
analysed although they are presented in the accompanying tables. 

Since males and females have been shown to differ substantially, 
both on the types of movement experienced and on YSTS outcomes, analyses were 
conducted on each of the sexes separately. Because females made up less than 
one-fourth of the entire Study population, the number available for analysis 
presents further problems in certain instances. Straight, Mixed, and Counsel
ing Preceding Residential Stay patterns could not be analysed because only one 
or two females in each of these patterns wer'e assessed with the YSTS. Fi ndi ngs 
related to Re-Entry and Transitional patter'ns for females can be taken as sug
gestive only, and would require further study for confirmation. The remaining 
movement patterns represent an adequate sampling of females who experienced 
these patterns. 

Tables VII.21a and VII.21b display YSTS outcome characteristics by 
the various movement patterns for male and female youngsters separately. 
Regarding the residential status of male youngsters at the time of YSTS assess
ment, two-thirds of all males were living'with their families. This proportion 
was slightly higher for youngsters who had experienced Single-Stay patterns 
(75%) and was quite low for those in Foster Care Only patterns (35%). Over 
40% of the Foster Care Only males were living either alone or with friends. 
Four of the 15 males (27%) having Straight patterns of movement were in cor
rectional facilities at the time of YSTS follow-up, a significantly greater 
percentage than for any other movemel.,t pattern. Girls served in Non-Residential 
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YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY:' STATUS OF YOUNGSTERS BY SEX AND r·10VEr~ENT PATTERNS 
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Services were more frequently living with their families at the time of YSTS 
follow-up than were those serviced by residential programs (83% v~~rsus 53%). 
On the other hand, only one of six girls (17%) having Re-Entry patterns were 
living with their families. As was true for males, females having Foster Care 
Only patterns were often living alone (37%) or with friends (16%). 

Male youngsters experiencing Foster Care placements as t,hi:~ir only 
residential service during the tracking period experienced signific~ntly more 
serious problems with self-esteem than youngsters in other residential patternz; 
64% were judged to have somewhat or extremely serious problems with self-esteem. 

Regarding school attendance, males in Non-Residential Services were 
more likely to have been in school than those involved in some residential 
programming (56% versus 33%). Among the Y'esidential patterns, some differences 
regarding school attendance were found but none proved to be statistically sig~ 
nificant; however, those in Straight patterns were mo~e likely (47%), and those 
in Re-Entry patterns were less likely (lS%) to be in school than other residen
tially serviced male youngsters. No major differences were found among various 
patterns of service regarding either employment status or attitude toward work 
for males. As with males, females serviced Non-Residentially were more likely 
to be attending school (75%) than were youngsters serviced in residential 
programs (36% overall). Among residential patterns, the largest percentage 
attending a school program was for Transitional patterns (80%). Some differences 
were found for females regarding Employment Status; non-residential females and 
females having Incremental patterns were more often employed (43% and 37%, re
spectively) than other~ and those in Single-Stay patterns were least likely 
to be employed (only 8%). 

While no significant differences were found among movement patterns 
on the YST ratings of Delinquent Behavior, certain trends (those toward more 

'serious problems with delinquent behavior for males in Re-Entry patterns and 
toward fewer problems for Non-Residential males) were confirmed using YSTS 
arrest status data. Only 24% of the males in Non-Residential Services, compared 
with 40% for those in residential patterns generally, had been arrested, while 
6i% of male youngsters experiencing Re-Entry patterns had been arrested, 
including 39% who had been arrested more than once (according to the YST worker). 

Tables VII.22a and VII.22b present the Youngster Problem Scale scores 
derived from YST ratings for males and females distributed among the various 
patterns of movement. Family relations were judged to, be much less of a 
problem for males serviced through Non-Residential programs. However, those 
having Foster Care Only patterns were most often rated as having serious Family 
Problems (71%), an extremely high percentage by comparison with ratings for any 
other residential pattern. 

As was the case with school attendance, few differences were found 
among movement patterns for males regarding the educational problems scale. 
However, fifty-five percent of those having Re-Entry patterns were rated as 
having serious educational problems, a finding which fits with the low 
attendance rate (15%) mentioned earlier for these youngsters. Males experiencing 
only one residential program during their stay with the, Division (Single-Stay 
patterns) \vef'e rated as having significantly less serious problems regarding 
employment than those in other residential patterns, although the ratings of 
attitude toward work and employment status (Table VII.21a) showed no such 
di ffel~ence. 
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YOUNGSTER PROBLEI'I SCALES: 
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33 (1) 50 (1) 14 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 75 (3) 00 (D.) 

21 (9)1' 33 (1) 00 (0) 29 (2) 50 (1) 54 (7) 00. (?) ,100 '(1) 

100 (42) 100 (3) 100 . (2) 100 (7) 100 (2) 100 (13) 100 (4) 100 (I) 
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I (N) I (N) 

34 (23) 70 (21) 
31 (21) 17 '(5) 

35 (24) 13 (4) 
100 (68) 100 (30) 

42 (27) 67 (18) 
37 (2'l) 26 ( 7) 
22 (14) 07 (2) 

100 (65) 100 (27) 
\ 

39 (29) 43 (13) 
32 (24) 40 (12) 
28 (21) 17 (5) 

100 (74) 100 (30) 
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~~~---.- ~egar~ing the YSTS problem ratings for f~:1:':u~gs:;::3:e~=~== 
W h,n ~on-Rlesldent~al programs were more often rated as not having problems or 

I 

j'! a Vl ng . es.s sen ous problems than those who were i nvo 1 ved in res i denti a 1 stays; 
I theseflndln~s held for se~f-esteem, attitude toward work, delinquent behavior, 
i ~ and the famlly and educatlonal problem scales. For female youngsters, residen

tial patterns did not significantly differ from one another in these problem 
rating areas. . 

fl' 

Although the samp~e of males having experienced Incremental patterns 
was small, large differences were found between this and other residential 
patterns suggesting fairly serious problems faced by these youngsters in the 
areas of education, employment, and offense behavior (as measured by arrests). 
Since Incremental patterns were under-represented in these analyses, further 
study of these youngsters would be needed to confirm these differences. 

Youngsters having experienced Single-Stay patterns have been shown 
to differ from those in other residential patterns along several dimensions. 
For males, they'were more likely to be living with their families, had less 
serious problems with Family Relations, were slightly less likely to be 
arrested, and had less severe Employment Problems. For females, only one 
significant difference was noted for Single-Stay patterns: a lower percentage 
(08%)' were employed. The relatively large number of youngsters in Single-Stay 
patterns coupled with their fair representation in the YSTS sample allows a more 
detailed examination of this movement patter!) grouping. Specifically, 
analyses can be conducted regarding the impacts of the length of stay in 
program and the category of program experienced (Community-Based vs. Non
Community-Based). 

Tables VII.23 and VII.24 depict the relationships beb/een length 

Ii 1%' 
" 

!,j 

of stay and YSTS outcome characteristics for males and females having Single
Stay patterns. For males, there were significant differences among the 
length of stay groupings for all YSTS outcomes except School Attendance and 
Employment Status. Specifically, males in program for six months or more 
were more likely to be living with their families and less likely to be in 
a state or local correctional facility. Males in program less than three 
months were rated as having more serious problems regarding Self-Esteem, 

11 
I 

Attitude Toward Work, and Delinquent Behavior(Table VII.23) and were judged to have 
significantly more serious problems in the areas of family relations, educa-
tion, and employment as captured by the Youngster Problem Scales (Table VII.24). 
Males in program for shorter periods of time were also more likely to have 
been arrested. However, the arrest phenomenon is complicated by the question 
of being at risk (this holds in a similar fashion for the likelihood of being 
incarcerated). Those in program for longer periods af time would have had 
less unsupervised exposure in the corrmunity and, possibly, less chance for 
arrest. Differential risk periods are controlled within the next subsection 
of this chapter and will provide a better understanding of the relationship 
between program variables ,and arrest than can be offered using YSTS data. 7 

Similar relationships, or at least trends in the same directions, 
were found for fema1es as were found for males, thoughthere were too few fe
males in the 1-3 month category to assess 'whether those staying for this 
length of time were similar or different from females staying for shorter 
or longer periods of time. Those who stayed in program'for less than one 
month were more frequently rated as having serious problems in all rated 
areas than were those staying at least three months. As with males, females 
with longer stays were more likely to be tesiding with' their families,and 
residential stays of six months or more were somewhat mote often in school 
and more often employed than either of the tither length of stay groupings. 
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TABLE VII.23 

. YOUTH SERVICE TEAr1 SURVEY: STATUS OF YOUNGSTERS BY SEX AND LENGTH OF RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM 
STAY FOR SINGLE-STAY PATTERNS FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31, 1979 

MAL E S FEtlALES 

LENGTH OF SINGlE RESIDENTIAL STAY LENGTII OF SINGLE RESIDENTIAL STAY 

Less Tilan 1-3 3-6 6-12 12 or More Less Than 1-3 3-6 6-12 12 or More 
1 Month Honths Honths Months Months Total 1 Month Months tlonths Months Months 
~ IIf, % IN) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N % rll % N) % (N) 

~ATyS OF COIIORT YOUNGSTER: 

Residential Status 
Living with Family 
Living with Friends 
living Alone 
In Private Facility 
C~rrectlonal Facility 
Other 

TOTAL 

53 (10) 63 (12) 61 (20) 8~ (67~ 92 (22) 75 (131) 25 P) 67 (2) 63 

W 
87 (13 00 ~~ 05 (1J 00 (OJ 00 (0) 03 (2 08 (2) 03 m 17 2) 00 (0 13 00 

1~ 
100 

00 (0 05 (1 12 (4) 01 r 00 

!i 

03 25 

!1 

33 1 25 13 00 
!g 00 t 11 III 00 

121 

00 

II 
00 

OJ 1'1 
08 00 0 00 

!il 

00 00 
26 ~~ 11 18 09 00 11 FO -- -- - -- --

!o 
--

!o 16 11 Og 04 00 06 11 25 00 0 00 00 00 
100 (19) 100 (1~ 100 (3~ 100 (80 100 (24 100 (175 100 {12 100 3 100 100 (15 100 ( 1 

Self-Esteem 
Not a Problem 
!lot Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extremely Serious Prob'lem 

TOTAL 

16 (3) 10 (2) 23 

W 
32 

1
24

' 
29 (7 

25 !4J 
13 

!i 

00 0 27 

!! 

33 

!il 

00 !~ 21 

1;1 

05 
(11 

29 35 26 46 {11 30 51 07 00 0 36 33 100 
26 50 ( 10 23 (3~1 28 21 13 )~ 27 46 47 00 0 36 20 00 

i~ 37 (1~ 35 {7 26 05 {4 13 ,,, 17 29 33 100 2 00 13 00 
100 100 (20 100 100 {75 100 (24 100 {169 100 (15 HJ(l 2 100 (11 100 (15) 100 

School Attendance 
Acadepdc Program 
Vocational Program 
Co 11 ege Level 
Other 
Not Attending 

TOTAL 

31 5) 11 (2) 17 !5) 29 (20) 33 t) 26 (40) 08 ~~~ 00 
~~~ 

22 ~~J 47 (7 00 0 
06 

M 
00 

!g) 07 (~~ 07 (5) 08 2) Oli (10) 00 00 00 07 !~ 00 0 
00 00 00 01 (1) 00 0) (n (1) 00 ~(n 00 0) 00 (g} Q:: 100 1 
06 1) 11 (2} 00 (O~ 03 (2J 00 

(O} 03 i5! 08 00 !~~ 
00 00 1~ 00 0 

56 9) 78 (14 76 {22 60 (42 58 (14 64 pOl i 83 {1~} 100 78 i~) 47 00 0 
100 (16) 100 (18) 100 (29) 100 (70) 100 (24 100 157 100 ( 12 100 (2 100 100 (15 100 1) 

I 
E~lo~ment Status 

Employed 
Not E~loyed 

TOTAL 

21 (3l 27 (4j 36 1~gJ 31 im 33 
(8} 31 {47~ 00 

(OJ 
00 l~j 00 ~gj 20 (3l 00 in 79 m 73 (11 64 69 67 m 69 {106 100 m 100 100 80 (12 100 

'100 100 (15 100 28) 100 100 100 (153) 100 100 (2 100 (8 100 (15 100 

Attitude Toward Work 
Not a Problem 
Not Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
Extrew~ly Serious Problem 

TOTAL 

06 (1 ) 10 
!;l 

30 ~11 ) 49 (36) 48 (11 38 (61 13 (2 50 1) 10 

!1 

47 

!! 

100 

II 19 

FI 
10 35 10

1 

30 F2) 39 

U 
28 t 27 

{~ 
00 

~I 
60 47 00 

44 45 9) 10 P 15 111 04 19 31 27 50 20 00 00 
31 35 (2~J 17 07 (5 09 15 24 33 00 10 07 00 

100 (1: 11.:0 100 (2~ 100 (74 ~OO (23 100 (162 100 (15 100 100 (10 100 ( 15 100 1) 

Delinguent Behavior 
Not a Problem 
Not Serious Problem 
Somewhat Serious Problem 
IExtremely Serious Problem 

TOYIIL 

15 (3) 15 m 48 II!! 40 1m 50 
1121 37 !62l 

43 

!i 

50 p~ 73 l~) 71 ( 10) 100 1) 
30 

Jil 

25 17 29 33 (8 27 46 29 00 27 21 

"I 
00 g~ 30 25 l5l 10 16 P2) 00 !~ 17 28~ 21 50 i~ , 00 

1°1 
00 

1
0 00 

25 35 24 16 12~ 08 20 33 07 UO ~l 00 07 00 ~~ 100 100 (2~ 100 (2~l 100 (76 100 (24 ) 100 (169) 100 (14 100 100 (1 ~ 100 (1l 100 

Arrest Status 
ND Arrests 
One Arrest 
TllO Arrests 
Three Arrests 
f'our or More Arres ts 

TOTAL 

44 (8 45 (9) 53 (18) 65 (50 75 ( 18 60 (103) 53 0) 100 !~ 100 

(I! 
87 

Ill! 
100 w 22 

!i 

40 

m 
38 (13 21 p6 21 

!~ 
27 (46) 40 6 00 Of) 07 00 

28 10 03 (1 13 10 04 11 (191 00 0 00 

!i 

00 07 

F 
00 

m 
00 05 03 n 01 l~ 00 02 P -- - -- -- -- --
06 00 03 00 00 01 2 07 1 00 00 00 00 
00 (18 100 (20) 100 (34 100 (77 100 {24 100 (173 100 (15 100 100 {11 100 (1~ 100 

0 (ji Co 0 0 0 -. 0 0 C ) 
~~~~~..,,-. .,.--:"'------• .., ... ---.,-....--"',-.,.--....... -"""'--....-_ ..... ,._. ___ ""0< "'" ...... . 

'" 

,I 

... ~ } 

'-

Total 
% IN) 

59 (23) 
10 

~l 21 
'03 
--

(3~l 08 
100 

23 . POl 
25 11 
32 (14) 
21 (9

1 100 (44 

26 
(l0} 03 (1 

03 H) 03 
67 

mJ 100 

08 (3/ 
92 (34, 

100 (37) 

28 (12! 
40 (17 
16 q 16 

100 (4~ 
\ 

62 (26) 
24 (10) 
10 

14! 05 
100 (4~ 

80 (35j 
16 (7 
02 (1) 
-- q 03 

100 (4l 
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TABLE VI I. 24 
YOUTH SERVICE TEAM SURVEY: YOUNGSTER PROBLEM SCALES BY SEX AND LENGTH OF RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM 

STAY FOR SINGLE-STAY PATTERNS FOR YOUNGSTERS IN AFTERCARE OR COUNSELING ON AUGUST 31,1979 
I 

U") 

Ol ...... 
I 

YOUNGSTER PR08LEM SCALES: 

Family Problems 

No problem/minor problems 
SOllie problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

Educational Problems 
No problem/minor problems 
Some problems 
Seri OtiS prob 1 ellis 
Total 

Employment Problems· 

No problem/minor problems 
Some problems 
Serious problems 
Total 

r 
!---

Less Than 
1 ~Ionth 

" IN} ,. 

17 (3) 
22 (4) 
61 (11 ) 

100 (18) 

25 (3) 
33 (4) 
42 (5) 

100 (12 ) 

07 (1) 

29 (4) 
64 (9) 

100 (14) 

.-, 

M A L E S 

LENGTH OF SINf..f RESIDENTIAL STAY 

1-3 3-6 6-12 12 or Hore 
r10ntlls J10nths Months f-1onths 

OJ {N} % {N} % (N) % (ilL .. 

05 (1) 32 (9) 35 (26) 31 (7) 

42 (8) 43 ( 12) 42 (31) 48 (11) 

53 (10) 25 (7) 23 (17) 22 (5) 
100 (19) 100 (28) 100 (74) 100 (23) 

05 (1) 31 (8) 42 (23) 39 (7) 

45 (9) 42 (11 ) 35 (19) 39 (7) 

50 (10) 27 (7) 24 ( 13) 22 (4) 

100 (20) 100 (26) 100 (55) 100 (18) 

13 (2) 48 (14 ) 44 (30) ,1,1 (9) 

27 (4 ) 31 (9) 40 (27) 46 (10) 
60 (9) 21 (6) 16 (11) 14 (3) 

100 (15 ) 100 (29) 1100 (68) 100 (22) 

. 

F E ~I A, L E S 

LENGTH OF SINGLE RESIDENTIAL STAY 

Less Than 1-3 3-6 6-12 12 or flore 
Total 1 Month 110nths Months 110nths 140nths 
% (N) % (N) % IN) % (N) % (N) % (N) 

26 (q6) 20 (2) 00 (0) 75 (6) 47 (7) 00 (0) 
41 (66) 30 (3) 100 (1) 13 (1) 27 (4) 00 (0) 
31 (50) 50 (5) 00 (0) 13 (1) 27 (4) 100 (1) 

100 ( 162) ~OO (10) 100 (1) 100 (8) 100 (15) 100 (1 ) 

32 (42) 25 . (2) 50 (1) 63 (5) 55 (61 100 (1 ) 
38 (50) 13 (1) 50 (1) 25 (2) 36 (4) 00 (0) 
30 (39) 63 (5) 00 (0) 13 (1) 09 (1 ) 00 (0) 

100 (131 ) 100 (8) 100 (2) 100 (8) 100 (11 ) 100 (1) 

38 (56) 21 (3) 100 (2) 40 (4) 33 (5) 100 (1) 
37 (54) 36 (5) 00 (0) 40 (4) 60 (9) 00 (0) 
26 (38) 43 (6) 00 (0) 20 (2) 07 (1) 00 (0) 

100 (148) 100 (14 ) 100 (2) 100 (10) 100 ( 15) 100 (1) 

u 
1'1 

43 
26 
31 

100 

50 
2.7 

23 
100 

36 

43 
21 

100 

------_£--~---------~------------~-------~-----------.---------- ---------"'"""""---------------~,- ------

. '---' 
.r 

\ 

i 

Total 
!tll . . 

, 
r 

(15 ) 
(9) 

(11 ) 

(35) 

(15) 
(8) 
(7) 

(30) 

(15) 
(113) 

(9) 

(42) 
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When outcomes were compared between those youngsters whose only 
stay was in a Non-Community-Based (NCB) program and those whose only stay 
was in Community-Based (CB) residential programs, few differences were 
found. 8 For males, a greater percentage of those in NCB progr~ms (42%) than 
those in CB programs (29%) were reported as having been arresteti during the 
cohort period. As stated previously, this relationship is better controlled 
in the analyses to follow since the YSTS arrest data are not controlled for 
at-risk periods or severity of arrest offense. Regarding females in Single
Stay patterns, those having completed CB programs were judged to have 
significantly more serious problems with Self-Esteem than those having 
completed NCB programs. Otherwise, no relationships were found in the 
comparisons of CB and NCB programs regarding YSTS outcomes. 

It was shown in subsection B1 of this chapter that youngster 
improvement as measured by the, Residential Program Survey varied across 
program groupings (especially for males). The findings just presented 
suggest that, at least across gross program groupings (CB vs. NCB), young
stersl status upon release to aftercare or discharge does not vary for Single
Stay patterns. Several explanations of these seemingly differing findings 
regarding the influence of program category in sh~ping outcomes may be.o~fered. 
The two instruments used, the RPS and YSTS, were lntended to measure s1m1lar ' 
dimensions (e.g., education, behavior, etc.) but with different strategies' ' 
and at different points in a youngster's period of service. It is conceivable 
that program category or program level is related to improvement while in, 
program, but does not influence post-program status. As is further explalned 
in the following section, ratings of improvement in program (i.e., RPS) are 
related to post-program status (i.e., YSTS) for c~rtain dimen~ions but n~t 
others, Hence, the different measurement strategles may partlally explaln 
the 1ack of consensus concerning the impact of program level on outcomes. A 
more plausible explanation relates to the particular samples on which the 
differing findings were obtained. The RPS was a much more powerful measure 
of program impact in that more of the residential study population w~s rated, 
youngsters still in program and those released were rated, and ce~ta:n controls 
on length of time in program were employed. On· the other hand, flndlng few 
di fference's between CB and NCB p'('ograms for YSTS outcomes for Singl e-Stay 
patterns applies to a much more restricted sample of youngster~. Given , 

• 

I 

the above findings and under ideal circumstances, the examinatlon of the lmpact 
of different patterns of movement and patterns of service delivery upon outcomes 
should pe controlled by the categories of programs t:,rough which the you~gs~ers moved 
However, the application of such controls reduces the numbers of those flttlng 
various conditions (e.g., ~ales having Transitional patterns invol';ing movement 
from Secure to CB programs) to the point where reliable findings are unattainable. 
As a result, the findings presented to this point must suffice. 

For certain patterns of movement, length of stay in program has been 
shown to be related to certain outcomes. The relationship between this factor 
(i.e., length of stay) and the relationships between movement patterns and 
outcomes is less problematiC than the factor of program type, in that 
very fe\"/ patterns involving multiple residential stay included youngsters ,who 
spent only a short time in residential placement (see Chapter VI, Subsect10n 
D2b). Typically, at least one"of the r~s'dential stays in multiple-stay pat~erns 
was three months or more in dura~ion and many had a s~~y in one program of S1X 
months or more. Hence, the effects of the generally negative outcomes for 
short lengths of stay suggested in the Single-Stay patterns analysis are avoided 
in most of the other residential patterns. 
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~owever, t~ further ~xami~e the effects of length of stay, an indicator 
of total tlme spent ,~ all res:dentl~l programs during the cohort period was 
computed. For ~ales lnvolved ln resldential patterns other than Single-Stay 
patterns (N=118), a trend toward more positive outcomes in all YSTS outcome 
areas exc7Pt Employment Probl~ms f~r those with longer total residential stays 
was n~ted~ however, the relatl0nshlps were not generally as strong as was true 
f~r.Slng!e-Stay.patterns. Total time in residential programs was related to 
l1v:ng wlth ~amlly after release from program and to less severe problems in 
f~mlly relatlons for those males involved in residential patterns other than 
S1n~le-S~ays . .For the corresponding group of females (N=46), total time in 
resldentl,al placements was significantly related only to attending school after 
releas~ f~om prog\am. Length of total residential stay was related to outcome 
ar:as ln lnterestl~g wa~s for,particular subsamples. For females in Foster Care 
(N-20), longer perlods ln resldence were related both to school attendance and 
to fewer problems regarding Self-Esteem, while for males having Transitional 
patte~ns of ~ovement (N=27), longer periods of residential placement were 
a~so~1ated wlth greater probability of employment after release. These latter 
flndlngs suggest that length of stay may be affected by other factors (such 
as.the type of movement pattern) which may change the nature of the relation
S~lP between length of st~y and certain outcomes. Since the relationships 
w,t~ l~ngth,of,stay for S1~g)e-Stay patterns can be interpreted with much less 
amblgulty, lt lS not surpnslng that the relationships between length of program 
s~ay~ and outcome areas for Single-Stays are stronger. In conclusion, the 
flndlng suggested by the extended analysis of Single-Stay patterns appears to 
hold for ot~er reside~tia! patterns, but less strongly; the status in community of 
tho~e,spendlng more tlme In residential programs was generally rated more 
posltlvely by the responsible aftercare worker. 

, ~n summary, differing patterns of movement through DFY residential 
servlc~s dld not lead to drastically different outcomes as measured in the precedin 
ana!YSls. The s~ort-term nature of the follow-up and the reduced Study population

g 

avallable for thlS analysis,both serve to reduce the power of the analytic 
strategy an~, perhaps, to dlsguise more significant findings which would be 
uncovered wlth more ~xtended analysis. However, youngsters having Re-Entry 
pa~t~rns were ~ore l1kely tc encounter difficulties '~n the area of delinquent/ 
crlmlnal be~av'~r and were rated as having more serious education problems. 
Mal~s expe\1enclng,only Foster Care placements were more likely to be rated as 
hav:n~ serl0US faml1y problems and were less likely to be living with their 
f~mllles at follow-up th~n were other males. Outcomes in many areas were quite 
dlff~r~nt for,thos~ servlced in ~on-residential programs compared with youngsters 
recelvlng re~1dentlal care. It lS applrent that the Non-Residential youngsters 
~ere.bet~er lntegrated in,their co~munities ~nd m~re attached to community 
lns~1tutl0ns. Those ~ot lnvolved 1n DFY resldentlal care during the tracking 
perl0d were characterlzed by better family relations, higher rates of school 
attenda~ce, fewer problems with delinquent/criminal behavior and, for females 
only~ h,g~er rates of e~plo~en~. ~o at least some degree, the greater inte
gratlon wlth the communlty lnstltut~Qnal network (i.e., families, schools, etc.) 
on the ~art of th~ Non:Residential ~=rvices group was a reason for their being 
place~ 1n non-resldentlal programs rather than an outcome of them. In a similar 
way, ~ncreased arrest rates and preater involvement in d~Jinquent/criminal 
behavl or fOl~ Re-Entry patterns, and family diff; culti es for Foster Care Only 
patterns, coul~ be thought to "cause" the pattern of movement (and type of 
treatmen~ recelVed) ra~~e~ tha~ be ~n lIeffect" of the movement/treatment. 
~o some exten~ these ~'rflcult,es (1.e. ',cause and effect proDlems) are resolved 
In the followlng sectl0n where the questl0n of the impact of DFY services is 
further addressed while controlling for certain pre-intervention characteristics 
These analyses offer more sophisticated answers to many of the lingering questio~s. 
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TABLE VIr. 25 

SUMMARY OF CRHHNAL HISTORY: MOST SERIOUS ARREST WITHIN 5 NONTHS OF RELEASE FROM 
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM BY LEVEL OF FIRST RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM, MOVEMENT TYPE AND SINGLE 

STAY SUBTYPE FOR r·1ALE YOUNGSTERS WITH TOTAL RESIDENTIAL STAYS OF LESS THAN 9 r~ONTHS* 

TOTAL MALES 

Level of First Residential 
Program 
Secure 
Non-Crntmunity-Based 
Community-Based 
Foster Care/Alternative 
Residential 

Voluntary Agency 

Movement Type 
Single Stay 
Transitional 
Straight 
Incremental 
Mixed 
Foster Care 
Re-Entry 
Couns~lfng First 

Single Stay (subtype) 
Less than 1 Month 
1 - 3 Months 
3 - 6 Months 
6 - 9 Months 

Single Stay/First Admission 
Less than 1 !lonth 
1 - 3 Months 
3 - 6 Months 
6 - 9 "Ionths 

MOST SERIOUS ARREST HITHIN 5 MONTHS OF RELEASE 
FROM RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS* 

No Record Misdemeanor Felony O~E Felony A,B,C TOTAL 

X (N) % (N) % (NT % (N) % (N) 

72 ( 107) 08 (12) 12 (18) 07 ( ll) 100 ( 148) 

100 (1) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) 00 (0) 100 (1) 
73 ~48) 08 (5) 14 (9) 06 (4) 100 (66) 
74 36) DB (4 ) 12 (6) 06 ( 3) 100 (49) 

70 (21 ) 10 (3) 10 ( 3) 10 ( 3) 100 ( 30) 
50 (1) 00 (0) 00 (0) 50 (1) 100 . (2) 

74 ( 75) 10 (10~ 11 ( 11) 05 ~ 5) 100 ( 101) 
86 (6) 00 (0 00 (0) 14 1) 100 (7) 
67 (4) 00 (0) 33 (2) 00 (0) . 100 ( 6) 
33 F) 00 (0) 33 (2~ 33 ~~~ 

100 ~6) 
100 00 ~~~ 00 00 100 '1 ~ 
70 (l~~ 09 13 ~g) 09 (2) 100 (23 
75 (3~ 00 (0) 00 (0) 25 (1~ 100 ~4) -- (0 -- (D) -'- ( 0) -- (0 -- 0) 

74 ( 75) 10 (10) 11 ( Il) 05 ( 5) 100 (101 ? 
73 (16) 00 ( 0) 18 (4) {)9 . (2) 100 (22 
64 (18) 21 ( 6) 11 (3 ) 04 (1) 100 (28) 
89 (25) 07 ~2) 04 (1) 00 (0) 100 (28) 
70 (16) 09 2) 13 (3) 09 (2) 100 (23) 

74 ( 3fj) 08 (4) 12 ( 6) 06 .( 3) 100 (49) 
71 (10) 00 ( 0) 21 (3) '07 (1) 100 P4) 
67 (10) 20 (3) 07 (1) 07 (1) 100 15) 
91 (10) 09 (1) 00 (0) 00 ( 0) 100 ( 11) 
67 (6) 00 (0) 22 (2) 11 (1) 100 (9) 
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4. Summary of Criminal History 

Criminal record searches were obtained from the Di~ision of 
Criminal Justice Services for Study youngsters who had experlenced some , 
residential programming and who were age 16 on or,before Dece~b~r,31, 1978; 
For purposes of assessing the effect of interventl0n by the D1V1S1on, th~ 
analysis has been restricted to 148 males who had been,rele~sed from reSl
dential programs after less than nine months to~al resldentlal stay and who 
had experienced at least five months ,at risk pn~r to the I~nd of the track
ing period (as explained in the prevlous su~sectl0n): The~e 148 were those 
youngsters for whom the major component o~ lnterventl0n hac been completed, 
as measured by residential stay and a perl0d of aftercare. 

Table VII.25 displays the most serious arrests occurring within 
the five-month risk period for the 148 male yo~ngsters, arrayed by level of 
First Residential Program, Movement Type and Slngle-StaY,su~types. ,Level, 
of First Residential Program was not related to arrest wlthln the flrst flve 
months of release for this sample; differences amo~g the arrest rates for 
youngsters serviced in Non-Community-Ba~e~, Communlty-Based and Foster C~re/ 
Alternative Residential programs were mlnlmal, the rates for each aV~raglng 
around 27%. In terms of movement pattern type, youngsters who expen;nced 
Transitional patterns were the least likely t~ have been arrested (14%) 
while those experiencing Incremental and Stra:ght patterns were the mo~t , 
likely (67% and 33%, respectively). Twenty-slx percent of those expenenclng 
Single-Stay patterns and 30% of those who were servic~d in Foster Care were 
arrested. The small number of youngsters in the multlple-stay,pa~terns 
suggests the need for caution in the interpretation of these flndlngs. 

Among youngsters in Single-Stay patterns, those in program,for 
three to six months (the middle length of stay category) were less llke:y to 
have been arrested within five months of release than were youngsters Wlt(h, 
shorter stays (less than one month, one to t~ree mon~hs) ~~ 'ong~r ones S1X 
to nine months). Table VII.25 shows that thlS relatlonshlp perslsted when 
First Admissions were examined. 
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SUMMARY: Relationships Between Youngster Outcomes and Program Service~ 

In thE previous section, the status and characteristics of cohort 
youngsters at different points in the intervention process were examin
ed bY,re:ating outcomes to various,program services. In this summary, 
the flndlngs of these analyses are organized along the dimensions of 
education, employment/employability~ self-esteem and recidivism/ 
behavior. In addition, the relationships among different outcome 
measures within the same' areas are discussed, as well as the findings 
of multivariate analyses which assessed the relative impact of dif
~erent program services variables on certain outcomes while controlling 
for youngster demographic and intake (pre-intervention) characteris
tics. 

1. . Education 

, Three measures were used to assess program impact on youngsters' 
educatl0nal status and attitudes. The Residential Program Survey (RPS) 
Schoo~ Pro~lems scale,tapped rati~gs of improvement while in program along 
the dlmenslons of att1tude, behavl0r in school, and performance. In the 
Youth Service Team Survey (YSTS), Aftercare/Counseling work~rs providad the 
school status at a point 12-16 mont~s after entry to the Division, The 
YSTS also yielded a third measure of educational outcomes, the Educational ' 
Problems Scale, which involved ratings again across the dimensions of atti
tudie"behavior~ and perf~rman~e, The YSTS measures included those young
sters lnvolved 1n non-res1dentlal programs and those released to aftercare 
or discr.ar~ed followina residential pl~cements, 

, Th~ugh intended for different popu1ations of youngsters, 
the Resldentlal Program Survey and Youth Service Team Survey had over
lapping samples allowing for an assessment of how improvement in program 
related to post-program school status and ratings of problem areas for 
over one-hundred males and about thirty females. For males, making 
progress in program (RPS) in education was moderately related with 
having less serious problems as rated by the YST, but was weakly 
related to attending a school program at follow-up. However, at 
follow-up (YSTS), the ratings of Educational Problems were associated 
with school status such that those in school were rated as having less 
serious problems. Forty-three percent of those out of school (compared 
wi~h 21%0 of those in school) were judged to have serious problems, 
whlle 45% of those in school (compared with 18% of those out of school) 
were judged to have no problems or only minor ones. 

For females, on the other hand t there was little relation~ 
ship between the RPS improvement measure and either of the YSTS educa
tion measures. Part of this was due to a lack of variation in the 
measures; very few girls were rated as making none or only a little 
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improvement and few were later rated 'as having seriQus educational problem~. 
Although not as strong as that for males, being in school was associated wlth 
ratings of less serious education problems (YSTS) for females. 

In summary, these three measures appeared to tap ~ifferent aspects 
of educational outcomes using different measurement strategles alth~ugh the 
degree of improvement made by youngsters ~hile in prog:am was negatlvely 
related to the severity of problems as rated by the Y~r worker at ~oll~w-uP 
(for males only). However, improvement in the educatlonal area whlle 1n 
program was not especially predictive of post-program school attendance. 

Chapter IV described Study youngsters in term~ of various intake 
data including various school-related measures. These 1ntake measures were 
available for some, but unfortunately not most youngsters for whom outcome 
data were available. These data allow for the assessment of how intake 
characteri sti cs affected youngsters I performance in program and post··program 
outcomes. School Status at intake, Reading and Math Screening SGores, and 
self- and school ratings of academic performance, attitudes, and behavior 
were the available indicators of pre-intervention educational status, aryd . 
the correlation coefficients, measuring the degree or strength of assoc1atlon, 
between these indicato'rs and the outcome measures are presented in Table VII .26. 

School status at intake was related to school status at follow-up 
as expected: those attending school full-time at intake were more likely, and 
those having dropped out of school less likely, to be in school at follow-up. 
These were the only relationships which held for females as well as males. 
For males, self-ratings of academic performance, attitude, and behavior were 
sllghtly related to follow-up school status such that t~ose having ~ated them
selves in a more positive fashion at intake were more 11kely to be 1n school 
at follOW-Up. Ratings of the same dimensions according t? the you~~s~e~sl 
school were not so related suggesting that the youngsters self-derlnltlons 
were more important factors in influencing school attendance decisions than 
externally-based ratings and more objective measures (i.e., screening test 
scores). These objective and externally-~Jsed measures of performance were 
related to fewer and less severe educational problems as rated by the YST 
at follow-up (Educational Problems scale~ for males; however, the numbe~ ~f 
females for whom screening data were ava,lable was too small to reach slm1lar 
conclusions. Intake education characteristics were unrelated, for the most 
part, with RPS improvement ratings, yet an interesting p~ttern wa~ noted for 
females: having dropped out of school and having had one s academ1c perfor-
mance rated less favorably (according to school) was related to greater : 
improvement as measured by the RPS. This finding suggest~ th~t females hav1ng 
greater deficits in certain education areas had g~eater 11kE~lho~d.ofll . 
positive change while in program. In most other lnstances, posltlve lntake 
characteristics were related to more IIpositive l

! outcomes. 

Analyses in eal'lier sections of this Chapter related indicators of t~e 
services received by youngsters while "lith the Division (e.g., prcgram categones, 
movement patterns, length of stay) to the various outcome measures. Residential 
and Non-Residential patterns were found to differ on rate of school attendance 
for both males and females and Non-Residentially serviced girls were generally 
judged to have fewer Educational Problems at follo",/-up .. Some mi~or d~ffer-
ences were found regarding educational follow-up for varlOUS res'dentla~ 
movement patterns, but no meaningful patterns emerged. Length of stay ln 
residential program was related te positive education outcomes at follo~/-up, 
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espeCially for females. Youngstel's in Secure and Non-Community-Based (NC8) 
programs gener~llY show~d more i~provement in School Problems as rated by 
the RPS ~han dl~ tho~e ln Communlty-Based programs including Foster Care and 
Altern~t1Ve Resldentlal programs. These differences were slight for females 
but qUl~e pronounced for males. The social climate analysis suggested that' 
Expresslve pro~rams for.male~ (both units were NCB) and Supportive-Structured 
~rograms for g1rls ~varled wlth regard to program levels} had higher average 
1m~rovement.scores ln the School Problems area, but the samples involved in 
th1S analys1s were small. 

. .. Bef~re reaching our final conclusions regarding the effects of 
D~vlsl~n se~v1ces on educational ~utcomes, the question of whether 'the rela
tl0nshlps dlscussed hold up when lntake education characteristics and other 
backgro~nd charac~eristics are controlled needs to be addressed. Multiple 
regresslon ~nalYSls was.used to analyse the impac~ of program services on 
outcpmes wh1le controlllng for background and intake characteristics. Details 
of these analyses are presented in Appendix B. 

Non-Residential Services youngsters were more likely to be in 
s~hool at follow-up e~e~ when the.effects of background characteristics 
(1.e.,.age, sex, ethn~cl~y and adJudication) were controlled. Intake 
educatl0nal characterlstlcs were available only for a disproportionately 
small percentage of Non-Reside~tial young~ters, so it was not possible 
to assess accurate~y whether d1fferences ln pre-intervention education 
s~atus could explaln the more positive performances noted for Non-Residen
tlal youngsters wh~n compared with residentially serviced youngsters 
No strong a~d perslstent relationships between YSTS education outcom~s 
~nd.the var~ous patterns of youngster movement were evident, although those 
.~v1n~ Stra1ght patterns were more frequently in school than those in res-
1 ent1al patterns g~~erally and this relationship was enhanced somewhat 
w~en background and ~ntake characteristics were controlled. Regardless 
o~ the controls applled, total residential length of stay was associated 
wlth both school ~ttendance and the severity of Educational Problems 
such that those w1th longer stays had more positive outcomes. 

. Given th,e lac~ of any significant bivaria'te relationships between 
ratlngs o~ e~ucatl0nal 1mprovement while in program and intake education 
:haracter1stlcs, one expects contro!s on these characteristics not to affect 
~~e str~ngth or nature of the relatl0nship between program levels and educa
~10nal lm~rovement. As Appendix B shows, this was the case. Improvement 
1n educat10n was gr~at:r fo~ tho~e in ~on-Community-Based (NCB) and Secure 
program~. Some var1atl0~s ln t~lS b~slc relationship were noted for the 
regress10~ m~dels emploYln~ var10US lntake education characteristics, but 
the~e var1~tl0ns were.attrlbutable to variations in the subsamples for which 
varlOUS data were avallable rather than any intervening effects. 

2. Employment 

Four measures.w:~e used to a~sess program impact in the areas of 
em~loy~e~t and employa~111~y .. The Res:den~ial Program Survey (RPS) Work 
Orlentatlon scale com~1ned ra~lngs of.lmprovement while in program on attitude 
toward work and vocatlonal Skll1s, whlle a similar scale on the Youth Service 
~eam ~uj'vey (YS~S) measured the ser-iousness of problems each youngster faced 
1n thlS area.whlle o~ Aftercare/Counseling. YST workers also provided employ
ment status lnformatlon for these youngsters. The fourth measure of employment 
outcome~ the Walther Wo~k-Relevant Attitudes Inventory (WRAI), represented 
change ln employment attitudes over the first six months in program through 
a self-report format. 
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. ~hough the four ~easures from the three separate instruments were 
almed at dlfferent ~opulatlons and covered different time-frames, the overlap 
~f the samples provlde~ a base upon which to assess how employment outcomes 
lnter-relate. Change ln work-relevant attitudes (Walther scale) was unrela-
ted.to an~ of.the other outcome measures, but rated improvement in Work Orien-
tatl0n whlle 1n program (RPS) was related to less serious problems while on 
Aftercare. Improvement in Work Orientation was not significantly related to 
employment status while on Aftercare, although only 15% of those males rated 
as making little or no progress were employed at follow-up compared with 36% 
overall. Employment status at follow-up was strongly 1 inked to ratings of 
Employment Problems (YSTS)~ 54% of the males with no problems or only minor 
problems were employed, whl1e only 8% of those rated as having serious employ
ment problems were employed. Such a relationship \'/as certainly expected. 
E~ployment outcome~ for females were strongly inter-correlated, but the small 
number ~f females 1n the overlap of the various data samples prevents reliable 
conclus11ons except for the relationship between the two ,(STS measures. As was 
the case for males, those females who were unemployed were more frequently 
rated aS,having more serious employment problems. (Table VII.27 presents 
correlat10ns of each employment outcome with the other outcomes and relevant 
pre-intervention variables). 

Employment status at intake was known for about half of the YSTS 
outcome sampl~. Not suprisingly, being employed at intake was positively 
related to be1ng employed at follow-up (for males only) with 60% of those 
work~ng at ~ntake also working at follow-up compared with 30% for those not 
~orklng at 1ntake. However, only one out of ten males (10%) were working at I~ 
1ntake (and an even lower percentage of females), so this relationship impacts I, 

upon only a small portion of the Study cohort. Youngsters· work-relevant 

Oat~ittUdte~ meahs~rled.at program intake were unrelated to improvement in Work I.' 
rlen a 10n w 1 e 1n program and to status at follow·-up. Intake s<=.--OO&l-s-ta-tu.S-S----fi 

was related to employment status at follow-up in an interesting fashion for 
males: those who had dropped out or had been suspended from school and those 
who were only attending part-time were more likely to be employed at follow-
up than those attending full time or who were not attending regularly. (This 
was not a function of employment status at intake, but may be age-related.) 

. For males, Non-Community-Based programs were more successful than 
Commun1~y-Bas~d programs in improving orientation to work, and improvement in 
Wo~k Orlentatlon was also enhanced by placement in a program with a Person
Orlented or Expressive social climate. Females who had Incremental movement 
pattern types or who W2re placed in Non-Residential Services were more likely 
t~an others to be employed at follow-up. Among youngsters having had residen
tlal program experience, males in Single-Stay patterns had less serious 
employment problems than other males, while females having Single-Stay patterns 
were.less !ikely to be employed t~an other females. When length of stay was 
examlned, lt was found that for Slngle-Stay patterns, males who were in program 
for less than three months had more serious problems in attitude toward work 
~nd employment problems generally, than did other males, and females who wer~ 
ln program for less than one month had more serious employment problems than 
other females. These relationships held when background characteristics were 
controlled. ~~hen employment status at intake was controlled, sample size was 
reduced so as to make further analyses unreliable. 
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3. Self-Esteem 

Two Study instruments addressed youngster outcomes concerning self
esteem/self-concept: the Self-Concept Inventory (SCI) and the Youth Service 
Team Survey (YSTS). The former instrument was used to assess change in self
esteem/self-concept over the first six months in residential program through 
a self-report format and tapped four separate dimensions: overall Self
Esteem (Coopersmith), Conforming Self-Concept, Agency (lisickll) Self-Labeling, 
and Justice (libad ll

) Self-Labeling. Change within any of these dimensions 
was strongly related to change on the other dimensions (see Table VII.28 
for correlations). Change in Agency Self-Labeling and overall Self-Esteem 
were the most strongly related. However, for those youngsters having both 
SCI change scores (in program) and YST ratings of the seriousness of self
esteem problems at follow-up, there were no relationships between the SCI 
in-program measures and the follow-up ratings suggesting either that short
term improvement in this area was not maintained after release from program 
or that self-ratings were incongruous with aftercare workers· ratings. 

SCI change scores include a built-in adjustment for the youngster·s 
self-esteem/self-concept level at program intake so these measures reflect 
short-term outcomes controlling for differences at intake. Regarding the YST 
rating of self-estEem at follow-up, a moderate correlation with the Intake 
Assessment self-esteem rating suggests that, as expected, those rated more 
positively at intake were deemed to have less serious problems at follow-up. 

As reported earlier in the Chapter, few of the indicators of services 
received by youngsters while with the Division were related to outcomes in 
the areas of self-esteem/self-concept. Change as measured by the SCI scales 
was not related to program levels. The seriousness of problems with self
esteem at follow-up (YSTS) was related to certain movement patterns such that 
for males, those ha~ing Foster Care Only patterns had more serious problems 
than other patterns and, foY' femaies, those serviced Non-Residentially had 
less serious problems with self-esteem. For those in residential patterns, 
longer residential stays were associated with more positive ratings of self
esteem. 

When controlling for background characteristics (age, sex, ethnicity, 
and adjudication) and self-esteem/self-concept levels at intake using regression 
analysis (see Appendix B), the relationships between self-esteern/self-concept 
outcomes and movement patterns and length of stay were largely unaffected. 
These controls did reduce the strength of the association between Non-Residen
tial Services and positive self-esteem outcomes because of the different 
adjudicatory characteristics of the Non-Residential group but even with the 
statistical controls, a significant relationship was maintained. The 
regression analysis also uncovered a weak but statistically significant 
relationship between program category and change in Justice Self-Labeling. 
Those in Community-Based facility programs (Levels V and VI) were more likely 
to experience positive change on the Justice Label scale (i.e., were less 
likely to consider themselves IIbad ll

) especially when contrasted with Non
Community-Based youngsters. Certain intervening relationships with background 
characteristics had suppressed this finding in the earlier discussion concerning 
Table VII.20 .. This finding does lend support to the position that less drastic 
intervention (i.e., community-based) is less damaging to a youngster's self
definition as a delinquent or IIbad ll youngster . 
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4. Behavior/Recidivism 

Three Study instruments addressed youngster behavior/recidivism 
outcomes: the Residential Program Survey Behavior Problem Improvement Scale 
measured improvement in behavior while in program, the Youth Service Team 
Survey rated the status of behavior pr'oblems at follow-up (in aftercare/ 
counseling), and arrest data were drawn from both the Youth Service Team 
Survey and official Summary Criminal History (SCH) records. 

The various measures of behavior/recidivism in the different instruments 
were related as expected (Table VII.20). For males (there were too few females) 
youngsters who were rated as having made little progress in the area of behavior 
while in residential program (RPS) were more likely than other youngsters to 
be rated as having problems with delinquent behavior at follow-up (YSTS) and 
to have been arrested. In addition. the two measures of arrest were related, 
as expected; the largest discrepancy between the unofficial and official 
sources concerned youngsters who were listed in the YST Survey as having 
been arrested, but who were in fact too young for those arrests to be included 
in the SCH official file. 

When the relationships of relevant pre-intervention measures of 
behavior/recidivism with arrest at follow-up were examined, few significant 
relationships were found. While male youngsters who labeled themselves as 
"bad" at program intake (Justice Label) and 'youngsters who were adjudicated 
JOs at entry were more likely than others to be arrested at follow-up, several 
other relevant pre-intervention measures of behavior/delinquency were not sig
nificantly related to arrest. Among this group were self-reported delinquency 
measures (Behavior Survey), and Intake Assessment ratings of physical and 
verbal aggression (see Table VII.29), 

As reported in this Chapter, for males, Non-Ct. '-Based programs 
were found to be more effective than Community-Based PI'OS" i1 improving 
youngster behavior while in program. The most dramatic dil ,:~nces in this 
relationship were between Level IV programs and Community-Ba:.. . ..:d programs. 
Although there were too few females in Secure and Non-Community-Based programs 
to permit detailed analyses, unlike males, females in Community-Based programs 
were rated as having made more progress regarding behavior than were those in 
Non-CommunitY-Based programs. This pattern did not apply to Foster Care, hm'lever, 
as females in those programs were rated as having made less progress than those in 
Community-Based programs. However, program category of entry program was not 
significantly related to arrest after release from program for males (SCH). 

When program Social Climate was examined, it was found that for 
males, Expressive and Person-Oriented programs generally produced the most 
improvement, and Supportive-Structured and Acting-Out the lea~t improvement 
in behavior while in residence. For females, Supportive~Structured programs 
were most effective in improving behavior. Certain follow-up outcomes were 
found to be related to movement patterns. Males with Straight movement pattern 
types were more likely than others to have been in correctional facilities 
after release from residential program. Males serviced in Non-Residential 
Services were less likely than those having Residential patterns to have been 
arrested. When length of stay was examined for youngsters having Single-Stay 
movement patterns, it was found that males who were in program for more than 
six months were less likely to have been in correctional facilities than were 
others, after release from program. In addition, males who were in program less 
than three months, and females who were in program less than one month, were 
rated as having more problems with delinquent behavior than youngsters with 
longer stays. There were no other significant relationships between movement 
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pattern a'"J behavior/recidivism outcomes. 

In order to test the strength of the bivariate relationships between 
various measures of program services and behavior/recidivism outcomes, a 
series of regression analyses were conducted, with both the RPS measure of 
delinquen~ behavior improvement, and the YSTS and SCH behavior outcome measures, 
controlling for demographic and legal characteristics. With regard to behavior 
improvement while in program, the greater effectiveness of Non-Community-Based 
programs was sustained when controlling for background variables. Regarding 
movement patterns and behavi or/reci di vi sm outcomes at fo 11 ow-up, youngster's 
serviced in Non-Residential programs were found not to differ in any substantial 
way from those having residential patterns when background characteristics 
were controlled. Differences that existed between these groups of youngsters 
regarding arrest status and seriousness of delinquent behavior problems 
were largely explained by differences in adjudication: Volunteers had more 
positive, and JDs more negative outcomes in these areas. Longer residential 
stays were associated with fewer arrests and less serious problems with delin
quency at follow-up. These relationships were strengthened when controls for 
background characteristics were applied through the regression analyses (see 
Appendix B). Arrests during the tracking period (as measured with the YSTS) 
were associated with one other movement pattern type and this relationship was 
sustained through the regression analyses: males having Re-entry movement 
patterns, which involved returning to a residential program after having been 
released to the community on aftercare (or discharged), were more often 
arrested than other males. This relationship was expected, given the assumption 
that many of those who are returned to DFY programs have had some further 
legal involvement. 
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TABLE VI I. 26 
, 

CORRELATIONS AMONG EDUCATION OUTCOMES AND BETHEEN 
EDUCATION OUTCOMES AND RELEVANT INTAKE MEASURES FOR r,1ALES AND FEMALESI 

Attending School 
at Follow-up (YSTS) 
Males Females 

OUTcmlE NEASURES: 
Attending School at Follow-Up (YSTS) 
Educational Problems Scale (YSTS)2 
Improvement Scale-School Problems (RPS) 

INTAKE MEASURES: 
School Status at Intake (IA)3 
Reading Screening Test Score 
Ma th Screelli ng Test Score 
Academic Performance-According to Youth (IA) 
Attitude Toward School-According to Youth (IA) 
Behaviol' 'in School-According to Youth (IA) 
Academic Performance-According to School (lA) 
Attitude TO~/ard School-A>;:cording to School (IA) 
Behavi 01' in Schoo l-Accordi 119 to School (IA) 

r 

--
.31** 
.14* 

.27* 

.06 

.09 

.17* 

.19* 

.15* 

.06 
-.07 
- Jl3 

TnT r 

(319) --
(223) .2S** 
(135) .09 

(152 ) .39 
(59) .00 
(72) .55* 

(144) .22 
(142) .17 
(144) .09 
( 112) -.02 
( 114) .06 
(110) .01 

IStatistical significance of correlation coefficients given as follO\~s: 
*p< .05 

**(1< .01 

(11) 

(114 ) 
(90) 
(34) 

(99) 
(12) 
(13) 
(50) t9

) 49) 
35) 

(34) 
(34) 

2co;relations have been reversed for this scale so that higher scores 
will correspond with more positive outcomes (i.e., less serious problems). 

31ntake /lssessment School Status tNas represented by dummy coding the five 
categories and the coefficient given is the multiple correlation coefficient 
with the full dununy variable set. 

I 

. " . 
EDUCATION OUTCOME MEASURES 

1,-

Educational Problems Improvement Scale-
Scale (YSTS)2 School Problems (RPS) 

Males Females Males Females 
r (n) r ( nl r -( nl r {ri'C_ 

.31** (223) .2S** (90) .14* (135) .09 P4) -- (251) -- (97) .35** POS) .12 ;31) 

.35** ( 108) .12 (31) -- 342) -- (,76) 

.24 (124 ) .27 ( 39) .OS (216) .32 ~ 40) 

.40** (49) .47 (9) .17* ( 123) -.06 I[ 21) 

.25* (57) .25 ~ 11) .14* (139) .11 FS) .05 1115) .16 40) -.05 (216) -.OS 40) 

.12 114) .32* (40) .06 (214) -.14 (39) 

.12 115) .OS (40) .03 ~ 215) .02 (39) 

.33** ( 92) .03 (29) -.02 147) -.33* ( 33) 

.OS (92) .12 (31) -.05 PSI) -.15 ( 34) 

.19* (SS) .20 (31) -.07 14S) .05 (33) 

I 
Ii 
1\ 
U 
Ii 
I) 

1/ 

r 

'\ 

\ 

-, 

, 

, 

-, 



r 
r 
I r--

, 

,I 

~ 

-. 

,1 I 

, 
j 
il 
f! 
? 
; 

r 

I' 
i 
i' 
ii 
Ii 
J' 
I' 
11 
I' 

1 

I 
i 
" ;1 
d 

,!"1 

}'l 
I 

I 
CX) 
a 
C'J 

I 

" 

TABLE VI I. 27 

CORRELATIONS AMONG EMPLOYMENT outCOMES AND BETWEEN 
EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES AND RELEVANT INTAKE MEASURES FOR MALES AND FEMALESI 

EMPLonlENT OUTCor1E MEASUIlES 

Employed at 
Follow-up (YSTS) 

Employment Prob1ems 
Scale (YSTS) 

r4a 1 es Females Males 
r ( n) r (n) r (n) 

OUTCOME r~EASURES =-

Employed at Follow-up (YSTS) 
Employment Problems Scale (YSTS)2 
Improvement Scale - Work 

-- (312) -- ( 107) .43** (264) 
.43** (264) .27** (94) -- (296) 

Orientation (RPS) .10 ( 127) --# (17) .30** (128) 
Change in Hot'k-Relevant Attitudes 
(SCIj3 

INTAKE MEASURES: 
Employed at Intake (IA) 
Work-Relevant Attitudes (SCI) 
School Status at Intake (IA)4 

.08 ( 50) 

.22** (146) 

.01 (87) 

.24 ( 149) 

--# ( 3) .04 

.09 (43) .09 

.05 ( 15) -.06 

.20 (45) .25 

IStatistical significance of correlation coefficients given as follows: 
*r< .05 

**<1< .Oi 

(46) 

(142) 
(79) 

(145) 

2c~;relations have been reversed for this scale so that higher scores will 
correspond with more pos Hive outcomes (1. e .• 1 ess serious problems). 

3SCI outcome measures are "regression" change scores representing change 
through six months in program (described in text). , 

4Intake Assessment School Status was represented by dUllllllY coding the five 
categories and the coeff.icient given is the multiple' correlation coefficient 
with the full dwm~ variable set. 

IIThese coefficients are not reported due to low number of cases or skewed 
distributions which make them uninterpretable. 

• • C • 0 
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I 

Females 
r (n) 

.27** (94) 

-- (108) 

.60** (15) 

--# (3) 

.34* (44) 

.36 (16) 

.30 ( 46) 

Improvement Scale-
Work Orientation (RPS) 

Males Females 
r (n) r ( n) 

.10 (127) --# (17) 

.30"'* (128) .60** (15) 

-- (305) -- (52) 

-.05 (90) .89** ( 9) 

-.04 (192) -.09 (23) 
.00 ( 135) .11 (18) 
.15 (190) .11 (24) 

Change in Work-Relevant 
Attitudes (SCI}3 

Males Females' 
r (n) r (n) 

. 
.08 (50) --# ( 3) 
.04 ('0) --# (3) 

-.05 ( 90) .89** (9) 

-- ( 118) -- (13) 

.11 (89) --# (8) 
-.04 ( 118) .43 (18) 

.23 (89) --# ( 8) 
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TABLE VI I. 28 

CORRELATIONS AMONG SELF-ESTEnVSELF-CONCEPT OUTCONES AND BETWEEN 
SELF-ESTEEM/SELF-CONCEPT OUTCOMES AND RELEVANT INTAKE MEASURES FOR MALES AND FEr~ 

SELF-ESTEEM/SElF-CONCEPT OUTCOME MEASURES 

Self-Esteem Ratin} 
at Follow-up (YSTS 2 

Change in Sejf-Esteem 
(SCI) 

Change in Self-lab§ling 
as "Bad" (scI) 

~ OUTCO~lE MEASUflES: 
'i Self-Esteem flating at Follow-up 

(YSTS)2 

Change in Self-Esteem (SCI)3 
Change in Self-labeling as 

"Bad" (Justice label - SCI)3 
Change in Self-:labeling as 
"Sick" (Agency label - SCI)3 

Ma ec: 
r nl 

-- ( 331) 
.09 (50) 

.22 (50) 

.07 (50) 

; 
F .. "a If'S , 

r (n) 

-- (126) 
--# (4) 

--# (4) 

--6 (4) 

---1l~_ t--1:gj!!itlifnT Ma es 
r n r n 

" 
n 

.09 (50) --6 (4) .22 (50) 
-- (120) -- (13) .36** (120) 

.36** (120) .55'" (I3) -- (120) 

.60* 
Change in Conforming Self·,Concept (SCI)3 

.57** (120) (13) .49** (120) 
.15 ( 49) --I (4) .37** (118) .23 (13) .30** (118) 

INTAKE MEASURES: 

Self-Esteem Rating at Intake (fA) 
Self-Estet~n Rating at Intake (scI) 

Self-labeling as "Bad" at Jnta~e (SCI) 
Self-labeling as "Sick" at Intake (SCI) 
Confonning Self-Concept at Intake (SCI) 

.27** (I63) 
-.06 (90) 
.04 (91) 

-.02 (92) 
.14 (91) 

.16 
-.05 

.2B 

.15 
-.07 

(56) .22* 
(17) -.05 
( 17) .1B* 
( 17) .OB 
(17) .00 

(89) .53* (9) .30** (89) 
(120) .29 (13) .31** (120) 
(120) .14 (13) .05 (120) 
( 120) .46 (13) .20* ( 120) 
(118) .71** (13) .2B*'" (lIS) 

.-

1Statistical significance of correlation coefficients given as follows: 
*p< .05' 
**p~ .01 

2cor;-elatfons have been reversed for this scale so that higher scores will 
correspond with more posi tive outcomes (i .e., less serious problems). 

3SCI outcome meilsures are "regression" change scores representing change 
through six months in program (described in text). 

#These coefficients are not reported due to low number of cases or skewed 
distributions which make them uninterpretable. 

,I 

F~s 
r ill[ 

--6 (4) 
.55* (13) 

-- (13) 

.44 (13) 

.56* (13) 

-.07 (9) 
.02 (13) 

-.34 (13) 
.17 (13) 
.45 (13) 

Change in Self-lab§ling 
as "Sick" (scI) 

Hales Females 
r (n) r (n) 

.07 (50) --f/ (4) 

.57** (120) .60* (13) 

.4gH (120) .44 (13) 

-- (120) -- (13) 
.33** (118) .16 (13) 

.24* (89) .04 (9) 

.23** (120) .61* (13) 

.20* (120) -.26 (13) 
-.06 (120) .26 (13) 
.27** (118) .47 (3) 

Change in Conforming 
Self-Concept (SCI) 
~lales Females 

r (t:1J r Inl 

.05 (49) --a (4) 

.37* (111l) .23 (13) 

.30** (llU) .56* (13) 

.33** (118) .16 (13) 
-- ( lIB) -- (13) 

.31** (B8) -.37 (9) 

.17* ( 118) -.22 (13) 

.1B* (lIB) .11 (13) 

.16* ( lIB) -.14 (13) 
-.03 (l1B) .33 (13) 
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TABLE VI I. 29 , 

CORRELATIONS M10NG BEHAVIOR/RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES AND BETWEEN 
BEHAVIOR/RECIDIVIS~1 OUTCOMES AND RELEVANT INTAKE MEASURES FOR MALES AND FH1l\LESl 

-
tlEHAVIOR/RECIOIVISM OUTCOME MEASURES 

Improvement Scale- Rating of Delinquent Number of Arrests Arrested Since Release 
from Program (SCH)3 Behavior Problems (RPS) Behavior Problems (YSTS)2 

Males Females r~a les Females 

OUTCOME MEASURES: 
Improvement Scale - Benavior 
Problems (RPS) 

Rating of DelinqueJ1t Behavior 
Prob 1 ellis (YSTS) Z 

I' (n) I' 

-- (256) --

.. 25** (100) -.13 

-lnJ I' {nJ I' (nY 

(32) .25** (100) -.13 ( 9) 

( 9) -- ( 319) -- ( 117) 

Number of Arrests Since Cohort 
Entry (YSTS) -.18* ( 108) --# (9) -.69** (308) -.69** (115) 

Arrested Since Release from 
Program (SCIl)3 -.21 (42) -- -- -.35** (103) 

INTAKE MEASURES: 
Self-Report Delinquency 
(Intensity of Delinquent 
Involvement Scale - BS) 

Verbal Aggression Rating at 
Intake (IA) 

Physical Aggression Rating at 
Intake (IA) 

Self-Labeling as "Bad" at 
Intake (Justice Label - SCI) 

-.01 

-.13* 

.05 

-.02 

(73) -.52 (10) .22 

(159) -.21 (16) .08 

(159) .41 (15) .07 

( 106) .12 (14) -.03 

1Statistical significance of correlation coefficients given as follows: 
*p< .05 

**p< .01 
2Co;relations have been reversed for this scale so that higher scores 

( 54) 

( 158) 

(156) 

(90) 

will correspond with more positive outcomes (i.e., less serious problems). 

--

-.16 

-.16 

-.10 

.37 

3Sample includes only males age 16 or older on December 31, 1978. Youngstel'S 
not at dsk five full months or more are ignored. Ari'ests occurrin!! before the 
beginning of risk or after five months of risk are ignored . 

/ 

--

(12) 

(50) 

(51) 

(15) 

Since Cohort Entry (YSTS) 

~'a 1 es Females .JktJes 
r ( n) I' (nJ I' -Tn) 

- .18* ( 108) --u (9) -.21 (42) 

-.69** (308) -.69** (115) -.35** (103) 

-- ( 339) -- ( 118) .42** (l08) 

.42** (108) -- -- -- (148) 

-.05 (57) --# ( 13) .12 (23) 

-.11 (162) .15 (52) -.08 (55) 

-.17* ( 161) .10 (52) .03 (53) 

.01 (92) - .15 (16) .28* (35) 

#These coefficients are not reported due to 
low number·of cases or skewed distributions 
which make them uninterpretable. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1RPS improvement scale means are based on a 1 through 4 scale of increasing 
improvement 

2These items were deemed expendable because they could not easily apply to 
youngsters who were not "at risk" for that particular behavior or improvement 
in that behavior. For example, truancy and running away were not behaviors 
which youngsters could improve upon while in Secure facilities. 

3rt is expected that younger age groups would have fewer problems with 
vocational skills, since such skills were not yet expected of them, and so 
their absence was not judged to be a problem. 

4The procedure for calculating SCI change scores was adapted from S. Ageton 
and D. Elliott, "The Effects of Legal Processing on Delinquent Orientations," 
Social Problems, Vol. 22, 1974; however, Study staff are themselves 
responsible for the categorization strategy. 

SThis reduction in population was necessary to isolate a measure of arrest 
as an outcome of residential program experience (i.e., arrests occurring 
subsequent to release from residential program), while maintaining proper 
controls on period of risk. Since the SCH arrest check was carried out at a 
point approximately 14 months since the end of the cohort entry period, those 
in residential program for more than nine months were infrequently at risk for 
as many as five months and, hence, were eliminated from the Table VII.17 
sample. Loss of those whose residential program stays were nine months or 
more biases the sample against the more serious offenders and those requiring 
more extensive residential care. This restriction should be kp.pt in mind 
while interpreting the findings regarding this saimple (i.e., Table VI!.17 
and Table VII.2S). 

6Since the youngster program stays upon which RPS ratings were based were of 
varying duration (but always three months or more) and began at different 
times and social climates were measured in the Spring of 1978 and again about 
one year-later (although only once for several facilities), the routine used 
to link social climates and RPS stays was quite complicated. The basic 
assumption, however, was that at least three months of a youngster's stay 
had to overlap with a four-month period on either side of social climate data 
collection (the period was extended to five months for social climates with 
high stability -- see chapter V). This was designed to insure that each 
youngster actually "experienced" the particular social climate present in 
his/her program unit. 

7Since the YSTS follow-up was done at a particular point in time (September, 
1979), the amount of time spent in community (on aftercare/counseling or 
discharged status) differed for different youngsters. While these differing 
"at risk" periods present the greatest difficulties in interpreting arrest 
data, it may well be the case that other outcome characteristics were related 
to length of time since release from residential stay (for example). This 
Study was unable to control for the effects of differing follow-up periods 
on YSTS outcomes. 
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up perl0ds on outcom ,the questl0n of effects of v ' 
res~dential stay dir:~tf~n~'i~e~~~Si~e e~pecially where the len~~hl~~ :~i~fw-
penod. ength of the post-program lJat risk" 
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VIII 

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION 

The many findings of this Study are best approached from the perspective ~ 
of four focal units of measure: (1) the youngsters who.made ~p.t~e Study. 
population (cohort) and who were the recipients of varl~us 01V1Slon serv~ces, 
(2) the different kinds of programs.(secure, non-c~mmunlty-bas~d, communlty
based, foster care and non-residentlal) through WhlCh the serVlces we~e 
provided, (3) the experiences of the youngst~rs in p~ogram (movement 'nto~ 
among and out of various programs), (4) the lnter~edla~e and.post-p~o~r~m 
youngster outcomes in the critical areas of behavlor (lncludln~ recldlvlsm~,. 
self-esteem/self-concept, employment/employability, and educat~on'l .The 9~ldlng 
research question in the Study -- what work~, ~ow well, for Whlch,Klnds 0 _ 
youngsters under what circumstances? -- conta1ns a number of c~ncral evalu 
ation obje~tives which can be grouped as descriptive and analyt1cal. The 
descriptive objectives represent the need to know, in short, who the youngsters 
are, what the programs offer, an~ how t~e y~ungsters are proces~ed thro~gh _ 
these programs. The more analytlc.al obJectlves are ~hose rel~t1ng to dlfferen 
tial program effectiveness, which r~quire.the comparlson of ~'lff~rent program 
types while controlling for the vanous klnds of youngsters ;.)ervlced. 

In the following summary, Study findings are presented in an ?rder of 
increasing analytical complexity, beginning with fundamental q~estlons 
regardi ng youngsters and programs, and movi n9 to th~se con.cer~l ng the ,J: 

experiences of youngsters in programs and the relatlve effectlven~ss 01 

different program types on different youngsters. 
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A. FINDIN~S: The Youngsters 

Findings related to youngster char'acteristics at entry into the Division v 
~re presented in terms of (1) the distr-ibution of demographic characteristics 
1n the Study cohort, and (2) youngster pre-intervention characteristics in the 
areas of education, employment, self-esteem and behavior. 

1. ~~mographic Characteristics 

The Study cohort closely parallels the population of youngsters 
serviced by the Division in recent years: three-fourths of the youngsters were 
male, more than half II/ere 14 or 15 years old, 46% were Black, 40% White, and 
11% .Puerto Rica~. In terms of adjudication, 49% of the youngsters were Juvenile 
De11nquents, 23% Volunteers, and In; were Persons in Need of Supervision. 
Regarding entry program level, 22% of the youngster's were admitted to non
residential counseling services, 20% to Level IV non~community-based, non-secure 
facilities, 17% went to Level VI /-lomes and Urban STARTS, and most of the re
mainder went to Foster Care (13%) or to Level II NOl1-Community-Based Limited 
Secure facilities (12%). 

Certain differ~nces in the processing of males and females were 
quite dramatic. Males were much more likely than females to enter the 
Division as Juvenile Delinquents, Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents or Youth
ful Offenders (68% to 17%), while females were more likely to enter as Volun
teers or PINS (80% to 28%). All Restrictive JDs were male, as were 41 of the 
44 YOs. While 53% of the males were first-time admissions to residential 
pr"ograms, only 41% of the females were in that category. However, one-third of 
the females and only 18% of the males were new admissions to non-residential 
services. 

Several patterns involving adjudication are noteworthy. Volunteers 
tended to be either among the youngest or the oldest age groups, and for 
males, Blacks and Puerto Ricans were more likely than Whites to be adjudicated 
as JDs. Seventy-five percent of the youngsters with the most serious 
adjudications (Restrictive JDs) were Black .. The population of youngsters 
who were placed in private agencies under the supervision of the Division 
was 63% Black, 23% Puerto Rican and only 8% White. 

2. Pre-Intervention Characteristics of Youngsters 

It was hypothesized in the Study that. the Division had four basic 
objectives: (1) improve education, (-2) enhance employability, (3) improve ./ 
self-esteem/self-concept, and (4) reduce recidivism and behavior problems 
among youngsters referred to the Agency. Accordingly, the status among 
youngsters in these areas was examined. The differing needs of youngsters 
at entry to, the Division for Youth were examined in order to enhance the 
analysis of intervention with these different groups. 
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For males, 12-13 year-olds were more in need of improvement in Ii 
education, employment/employability, and self-esteem/self-concept than '1 

were other age groups; minorities and Juv~nile Delinquents exhibited less II 
proficiency than did other adjudication groups in education and employment/ I ~ 
employability, while White youngsters were more in need of improvement in i \ 

self-esteem and behavior than were minorities. For females, 14-15 year-olds 1\ 
w
12
ere more in need of improvement than) 16-17 yea r-o 1 ds (there were too few I; I 
-13 year-olds to permit comparisons in education and employment/employabil- I', 

ity, and White girls were more in need of improvement in self-esteem/self- I '\ 
concept than were minorities. There were no consistent differences among adjudicatory 
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groups for females in any of the improvement areas. 

B. FINDINGS: The Programs 

The findings which relate to programs and units within programs address 
questions of (1) general program characteristics in terms of the typical 
youngster serviced, (2) the program's relationship with the community in 
which it is located (llcommunity-basedness ll

), and (3) the intervention
relevant social climate of the individual program unit. 

1. General Program Characteristics 

Community-based programs (Youth Development Centers, Urban Homes/ 
and Urban Short-Term Adolescent Residential Treatment programs), compared to 
non-commlln~ 'ty-based programs and Secure Centers, genera lly servi ced older 
youngsters, had a larger percentage of female residents, serviced youngsters 
who were in higher school grades, had a higher percentage of PINS and 
Volunteers, and were more likely to service youngsters in or close to their 
home communities. Secure Centers serviced a population which was dispropor
tionately Black and Puerto Rican and predominantly male. These Secure Center 
youngsters typically had much longer stays in program than did other youngsters, 
and were gene, ally from home communities outside of the regio~ in which t~e 
Secure Centers were located. Other patterns regarding the cllents of varlOUS 
program types deserve mention. Partially as a result of program location 
(YDCs are located in the major urban areas of the State, while Urban Homes 
and Urban STARTS are more widely distributed), and the relationship between 
eitnicity and adjudication, some Division programs were oriented toward certain 
ethnic groups. Level VI Urban Homes and Urban STARTS serviced a dispropor
tionately White population (43% White, 39% Black) while Level V YDCs serviced 
a disproportionately Black population (65% Black, 21% White). The distribution 
of staff ethnicity in these programs was similar to the distribution of youngster 
ethnicity. 

2. Program Relationship with Surrounding Community 

Findings regarding the relative "community-basedness" of programs 
and program units, focus on the four areas of (1) program utilization of 
community resources, (2) program interaction with the community, (3) community 
utilization of program resources,and (4) community interaction with the program. 
Program utilization of community resources and community interaction with 
programs were not related to program restrictiveness as might have been expected 
(decreasing as restrictiveness increased). In fact, on these two dimensions, 
the non-community-based programs were rated higher than or similarly to the 
community-based programs. 

Regarding program utilization of community resources and program 
interaction with the community, Urban Home ratings were quite disparate, as 
were the YDC ratings concernir.g community utilization of program resources 
and interaction with programs. These findings suggest that the Level V YDC 
and Level VI Urban Homes were quite heterogeneous in their relationships with 
the surrounding community. Since the extent to which community-based programs 
are, in fact, IIcommunity-based" in their relationships with the surrounding 
community is generally considered to be a critical element of this kind of 
delinquency programming, thes~ findings suggest that an important component 
of the treatment which Division community-based programs were designed to 
offer was considerably under-emphasized in some of these programs. 
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3. Program Social Climate 

'L . Th~ s?cial climat~s ~f 73 program units were measured using Moosl 
Communl:y-Onem:Le?LP~~grams C:~Vlronment Scal~ (for community-basEd), and his 
Correc 1..1 on~! I n,s ~ 1 ~U~l..l ons Env1 ronment Sca 1 e t for non-commun i ty-based programs), 
~ong ~he Tl~dl~gs Tor community-based program units (N:39) are that differences 
ln SO~la! ~llma~e scores ,between ~evel V (YDCs) and Level VI (Urban Homes) were 
not sl~nlflc~nt, suggestlng that ln terms of the intervention-relevant elements 
of,thelr envlr~nm~nts, ~he programs in these two levels are really one group. 
ThlS dO:s ~Ol.. lndlcate I..h~t,all programs in these two Levels \':ere alike, but 
rather I..ha~}here was a slmllar heterogeneity within each level, resulting in 
no clear d1lTerences between the two groups. 

, ., Certain social climate differences 'tlere found among non-community-based 
(lnclu~ln~ Secure) programs. SpeCifically, as program restrictiveness decreased, 
t~~ cllma~~ sub~cales of Involvement, Autonomy, and Practical Orientation increased, 
~~l~e StaTT Con~r~l decrea~e~, The~e differences lay largely in the disparity 
D~~w~en Level IV camps (whlcn had hlgher scores) and the other non-community-based 
ana ~ecure programs, In fact, Camp programs had significantly higher subscale 
scores on Support, Autonomy, Practical Otientation, Personal Problem Orientation 
an? Pl"ogram Clar~ty and s'jgnificantly 10\'/er scores on Staff Control than did any' 
otner non-commum ty-based program type (i ndependent of Level), 

~ typ~logy of Division programs was developed, based on Moosl 
tYP~lO~y_OT ~~)'10U~LPsych~atric and correctional programs, The findings sho\'/ 
~hal.. OT all I..~~ U~lI..S rev~ewed, eleven non-community-based (including Secure) 
and no, ~~rnmunl ~y-oase~ ~~lts ','jere cl~:si:ied as ~herapeutic Community; eight 
~orl'.mll~l1ty~bas2:a ~nd elgnl.. non-communll..y-oased umts 'tlere classified as Support
~ve-Structureq, three ~ommunity-based and eight non-communitY-based units were 
Ju~~ed tO,be P~rson-Orlented; nine community-based units were classified as 
ACl..1 ng-?ut __ env~ ronm~nts; three non-community-bas2d units \'Iere cl ass ifi ed as 
E~pressl~e er1VTr:-~~t~; and fi'/s community-based units 'dere judged to be 
~!s~~rbea:8ehavl0C ~nv1ronments, A t9tal of eighteen units could not be 
lnc,uded ln any OT these types, and d1d not share enough characteristics 
to be grouped together, 

The relationship bet'tleen program level and social climate typA ' 
was such that (1) social climate was not systematically related to prog;am 
level (restrictiveness) and (2) the social climate of different units within 
f~cilitie~ varied considerably, These findings suggest that level of restric
tlveness 1s,a poor predictor of intervention-relevant orogram climate, 
1\~?~eOver, s~n~~ social cl imate ;vas found to vary among' units I.,ithin facil
lt~~S, sC~h~stlcated placement decisions regarding youngsters would require 
Unlt-spec1flc data, -. 

, The examination of program social climate stability over time an 
~nall~ls base~ o~ data,~aptured at two points (one year apart), showed fhat 
the Inerapeut1c comrwn1ty and Expressive environments were the most stable, 
as measured by comparing Tl and T2 program profiles. Unclassified units 
w~re the least stable over time, Community-based program units were con
slderably less st~ble over time than were non-community-based and Secure 
c~~ter,program unlts, and were more frequently unclassifiable altogether, 
~~nlle the e~tent ~f IIcommunity-oasednessll \'las not systematicallY related to 
program soclal c~lmate, those units with Therapeutic environme~ts 
\'/er~ rate~ as belng less community-based than II/ere programs with othel' 
soclal cl1mate types, ' . 
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C. FINDINGS: Youngsters' Placement and Movement 

The findings relating to initial placement and subsequent movement 
of you~gsters in the Study cohort focus on (1) the placement of young
sters at entry into the Division, and (2) the patterns of youngster move
ment after entry, and up to the end of the Study tracking period (October 
5, 1979). These findings, coupled with those regarding youngster character
istics at entry and characteristics of Division programs, shed lignt on 
the meaning of Division service by identifying the major IItracksll through 
the Division which different youngsters take. 

1. Placement of Younosters at Entry into the Division 

, 'Seven entry or re-entry types 't/ere identified in order to dis
tinguish among the types of admissions a program would typically receive 
and under what conditions the placement occurred. These types, and the 
pel'centage of the total cohort (1081) 't/hich they represented are as fal-
l O','/S: ne'tl admi s s ions l no pri or term (50%); readmi s s ions, no extens i on or 
new term (l2~n; readmissions, with extension or new term (03~O; ne'll admis
ions with pri or terms (02~~); returnees from AI,·JOL (Ono; ne\'/ admi ss ions to 
counseling (22%); court placements to voluntary agencies (04%). In terms 
of entry program level, the largest single group of youngsters were pl~ced 
into non-residential programs (counseling and assessment services) (22%); 
follo .... 'ed by 20% in non-community-based, non-secure Level IV programs, and 
Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS (18%). The remaining 40% were distributed 
among the other program levels. 

Certa in entry types (returnees from .. ~.\ojOL, readmi ss ions \'Ii th exten
s'ions or ne'tl terms, and ,1e';l admissions with prior terms) were more likely 
than other types to be placed in non-community-based facilities, suggest
ing a pattern of more restrictive placement for those youngsters who have, 
in some fashion, returned to the Division. 

a. Relationship 8et'.·/een Demographics and Entry Placement 

Very different entry placement patterns were found for 
males and females. Females were placed non-residentially much more fre
quently than males, and when placed residentially, more frequently went 
to community-based programs than did males. The single largest placement 
group of males entered Level IV non-secure programs (23% of males in cohort), 
followed by those entering counseling and assessment services (17%), Level 
VI Homes and Urban STARTS, (16%) and Level II Limited Secure programs (16%). 
Unlike males, the single largest group of females entered counseling and 
asses~ment services (34% of females in cbhort), followed ~y those entering 
Level VI Homes and Urban STARTS (22%), Level VII Foster C.al'e and Independent 
Living (18%) and Level IV non-secure programs (12%1. Smaller groups of 
males and females were placed elsewhere. 

b. Movement Out of Entry Placement 

Length of time spent in entry placement was related to program 
level such that length of stay decreased as level of restrictiveness decreased. 
While youngsters entering Level I Secure programs typical~y spent over one 
year in those programs before moving on to other programs, the typical 
youngsters entering foster homes or Independent Living situations (Level VII) 
as \'/e11 as Urban STARTS and Urban Homes (Level 'II) stayed in program less than 
three months. 
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programs; it appears, however, that,youngsters in this patt~rn typically, 
experience shorter stays in second programs than do other multiple stay 
youngsters. 

(2) incremental Patterns 

A similar number of youngsters (N=95), experienced 
Incremental pattel'ns while with the Division; unlike the Transitional 
group, two-thirds of these youngsters began their stays in community
based programs, and only 13% were in the initial program for as long as 
six months. In fact, one-fourth were out of the initial program in less 
than one month, and more than half had left in their first three months. 
Those youngsters I·lith the shortest initial pt'ogram stays very frequently 
had their stays terminated I'/hile AHOL. Almost half of the youngsters in 
this pattern experienced transfers from community-based programs (Levels 
V and VI) to non-community-based programs (Levels IV and II). In contrast 
"lith the Transitional pattern youngsters, those \'Iith Incremental patterns 
had longer stays in their second programs; at the end of the tracking period, 
two-thirds had spent at least six months in a second or later program. 

(3) Straiqht Patterns 

A total of fifty-one youngsters moved among programs 
It'; th simi 1 ar 1 evel s of restri ctiveness; ei ther communi ty-based to communi ty
~ased or non-community-based to non-community-based. Unlike Transitional and 
Incremental patterns,'71% of the youngsters in this pattern had been released 
from program by the end of the tracking period. In addition, almo~t one
third 't/ere on unauthorized abSence at the time of release. ApproXlmately 
haif of the youngsters had stays of six months or more in second ot' later 
programs. 

(4) Mixed Patterns 

Forty-three youngsters experienced no less than three 
residential program stays which could not be categorized as transitional, 
incremental or straight movement. These patterns I'/ere equally likely to 
begin in non-community-based programs as in community-based programs and 
many (40%) were characterized by initial program stays of less than one 

. month .. Given both the small number of youngsters in this pattern and their 
relatively complex scheme of movement, no distinct groupings I'/ere identified. 

One hundrp.d thirty-seven youngsters entered the Study 
cohort with an admission to Level Vlr programs, most of whom were Foster Care 
admissions. Seventy-five of these youngsters were serviced only in Foster 
Care programs, and 84% of these were serviced in only one home. Two-thirds 
of the youngsters serviced exclusively in Foster Care were Readmissions 
from Aftercare, most , .. lith no extensions or nel'; terms. Ninety-h/o percent 
of the Foster Care Only youngsters had been released at the end of the 
tracking period, and the median length of stay for Foster Care Only young
sters overall was only 16.3 weeks. 
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3. Belationship Between Youngster Background Characteristics and 
Movement Patterns 

Non-residential and residential populations were quite different 
across a number of dimensions. First, females were greatly over-represented 
among the former, making up 45% of that group but only 21% of the youngsters 
serviced in Residential programs. t1oreover, among females, Blacks and 
Puerto Ricans were over-represented and Whites under-represented in the 
non-residential services group. There were no ethnic differences for males. 
In terms of age, for both sexes (but more so for males), the oldest and 
youngest groups were over-represented among non-residential services. Re
garding adjudication, most non-residentially serviced youngsters were Volunteers 
(76% of the males, 90% Jf the females) and very few were PINS, JDs or YOs. 

Among those youngsters serviced in residential programs, those in 
Single-Stay patterns were slightly more likely to be male (82%, compared to 
79% for all residential patterns), and JDs (72% compared to 67% for all 
residential patterns). The Transitional pattern group had a higher percent
age of Blacks than did other patterns, for both males and females, and had a 
higher percentage of Restrictive JDs (13% of the males in this group, compared 
to 3% overall). A disproportionately high percentage of youngsters in the 
lowest age category were found among the Incremental and r~ixed patterns, 
and there were proportionately fewer females among Straight patterns (12% 
compared to 21%) than among residential youngsters generally. Finally, 
youngsters in Foster Care were disproportionately White (56% of Foster 
Care youngsters, compared to 39% generally) and were more likely to be 
female (31%) than were youngsters generally (21%). In addition, Foster 
Care youngsters were much more likely than other residential services groups 
to be Volunteers (and less likely to be JDs), and to be sixteen or older. 

D. FINDINGS: Impact of Program Services 

The findings relating to the impact of program services on youngster 
outcomes focus on the four areas of education, employment/employability, 
self-esteem/self-concept, and behavior/recidivism as measured in various 
fashions at completion of at least a minimum stay (thl'ee months) in residen
ti a 1 program and/ol' at foll ow-up in the community. In thi s summary, the 
relationships among outcomes within areas are discussed, as well as those 
between relevant pre-intervention variables and outcomes. Finally, the 
impact of program services is reviewed, in the light of multivariate analyses 
which tested for possible sp~rious or suppressed relationships. 

For males, educational improvement while in program was related to 
fewer problems in education at follow-up; for both sexes, attending a school 
program at follow-up was related to having fewer educational problems. In 
terms of pre-'intervention measures, "positive" school situations at intake 
were generally j'elated to positive situations at follow-up. 

When program services were examined, it was found that young~ters 
serviced in non-residential programs had fewer educational problems at follow
up than did those serviced residentially; however, these youngsters also had 
fewer problems at intake. Length of stay in residential program was also 
positively related to education outcomes, and among youngsters serviced 
l'esidentially, those ser'viced in Non-Community-Based programs made more 
progress in education than did those in Community-Based programs (including 
Foster Care and Alternative Residential programs). This pattern was 
especially strong for males. The analyses of program social climate showed , 
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that for males, those with Ex re' . those with supportivQ/Structu~edsS1V: soc1~1 climates and for females 
others in impacting ~n School pro~~~~~: cl1mates were more effective than 

(2) Employment 

. While change in orientat' t slgnificantly related to empl ~on 0 work (while in program) was not emp~oyment status at fOllow_u~ymen st~tus at follow-up, variou; measures of 

f
att1tude toward work was relate~e~~ bre.ated such that having a positive 
emales. e1ng employed, for both males and 

C . For males, Non-Community-Based ommum ty-Based programs 'in improv' ~. progr~ms were more successful than 
P~rson-Oriented and Expressive soc~~~ 0) ~entat10n to ~ork. and programs with 
others. Length of stay in resident'" cl1mates were a,so more successful than 
employment outcomes in general. la.l program 'I,as positively related to 

(3) Self-Esteem 

While various measure~ f h . measured after residential .. ,~ 0 c.ange 1n self~esteem/self-conce ~ a
c 

labeliryg as "bad", as "SiCk;:a~~l~~eSlX months "ere related (extent ~f s;lf-

F~i~~;n~r~~~~~e~~:~%e m~~i~r~~g~:~~:~~~:~~~~mc~~t~~n~~~~i~a t~l~~~~~~:~~), 
on~- a~~lng, or that the two measure (a ~ In-program.changes were not' 

ratlng~) were not compatible. Self-e~t youngs~er self-rat1ngs, and YST worker 
to that. at follow-.up, indicating a :em at 1ntake was positively related 
DFY youngsters. cons1stent pattern of self-assessment in 

Change in self-esteem (a s~ales)was not related to pro rams measured by the Self-Concept Inventor' ~'th certain movement patternsgdiff~;t~g~ry or level. Ho"ever, youngster~ 
nl~ patterns had more serious and fe lrom.others. Males with Foster Care 

ser~~us ~roblems with self-est~em tha~m~t~~ 1n Non-Residential patterns, les< ~:~} en
t
t1all Y, longer stays were associatedrs:th,ll,mon

g you~g~ters serviced --es eem. W1 more posltlve ratings of 

" . ~1u1tivat"i ate ana lyses c _. d .. addltlOnal one~ which had bpen suonTlrme these flndings, and uncovered an 
~~~t~~~~~venbing role of ~ac~groun~P~~:~:~t:~i~~~ bivasriat~ ~evel because of 

1ng ackground characteristics 1CS. p~c1f1cally, when 
________ ~B~~~s~edUp~rq~r~~VJe..t:'e~10re likely than th young;t~rs s~rv'lced in Community

Pi ogr~~s to, expenence posit1vecnane ~se _~e. v_1ce~~ __ ~0~=-~~~~unity-Based 
~JUs~h .. e ~aoel). It may be the caseg ~ extent ot selt-laoelm-g-a:-s-
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~ nbtel ~entl on (community-based) result~h~t for some ->:,oungsters, 1 es.s dl~amati c 
a el1ng. 1n progress 1n this aspect of self-

(4) Behavior/Recidivism 

_ Various measures of beha . / ... Ihose youngsters who made less im ~~~~mrec1dl~lsm.were related as expected. 
thadn~others to be rated as haVingPdelinqe~t ~hb1leh 1~ program were more likely 
an 1..0 be anested. The 1 . en .e aVlor pl"oblems at fall -~~~}~~~~ ~f. behav~or ~~d ~~t~~~p~;~:~;e~e~;~1~~~~iP/~~ween<pr:-inter~~n~~~n 
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For males. Non-Communi ty-Based programs Vlere found to be more 
effective than Community-Based programs in improving youngster behavior 
while in program; the most dramatic differences were between Level IV 
programs and Community-Based programs. The findings for females were 
different, as females in Community-8ased programs made more progress in 
behavior than those in Non-Community-Based programs. 

When program social climate was examined~ it was found that for 
males, Expressive and Person-Oriented programs generally produced the most 
improvement in behavior while in residence and supportiv~Structured and 
Acting-Out programs the least. For females, supportiv~structured programs 
were the most effective in improving behavior. Certain movement patterns 
were found to be related to behavior. Males with straight patterns were 
more likely than others to be in correctional facilities at follow-uP· For 
both males and females, length of stay in residential program was related to 
delinquent behavior problems such that males with less than three months and 
females with less than one month of stay were more likely than others to have 
delinquency problems. Finally, as expected, male youngsters with Re-entry 
patterns (who returned to residential programs from Aftercare) were signifi
cantly more likely than others to have been arrested at follow-uP· 

(5) Relationship Among outcomes Across Areas 

Youngster outcomes in the areas of education, emplOyment/employability, 
self_esteem/self-concept, and behavior/recidivism were found to be related to 
other outcomes within the same area quite frequently; outcomes were also related 
across areas. Youngsters who were rated as experiencing little progress in a 
specific area more often than not experienced little progress in others as 
well. For example, male youngsters who had experienced little improvement in the 
areas of education and family problems while in program were more likely than 
other youngsters to have been arrested at follow-uP· In addition, youngsters who 
were employed or who had positive school situations were less likely than others 
to be arrested or to be rated as having serious delinquency problems at follow-uP· 

The relationship among outcomes across areas was such that typically, 
the various dimensions of a youngster's life were of similar.status, such that 
very positive or very negative conditions in a particular area \'1ere generally 
accompanied by similar conditions in others. Although there were exceptions 
to these patterns, (i. e., inverse rei ati onshi ps among outcomes for' some young
sters), these patterns were clearly exceptions to the general finding. 

--------------_ .. _---
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E. lnterpretation of Findings: Some Thoughts 

The theory, operations, objectives and goals of the Division, as un~erstood 
by the authors were discussed in Chapter II. It was argued that underlYlng 
Division orogramming were poorly articulated components of more formal theories 
of delinq~ency intervention: differential treatment and community-based inter
vention. In this section, the central. findings of the study are-reviewed 
and interpreted in light of these objectives. 

1. Intake Decision-Making: Sorting Out the Yoyngsters 

At the heart of any system endor'sing differential treatment of 
any sort, as represented by the matching of clients with p~o~rams ~ccord~ng 
to specific n~eds and resources, are the methods of determlnlng WhlCh cl1ents 
are to be matched with which programs. In the absence of such a classification 
system be it formal or informal, the adequacy of client/program matching 
become; questionable. The Study found no sophisticated intake decision-making 
system to be in operation in the Division; placement decisions were not 
systematically made usingcleal'ly defined tt'eatment-relevant criteria. Intake 
decision-making appears to have been made very informally across the Youth 
Service Teams (who are the key intake decision-makers), the key factors being 
adjudication, geography (home community), sex and bed space availability. 
No standard system was in place for the assessment of youngster needs toward 
the selection of appropriate intervention strategies. During the Study, 
the Division initiated the use of the Problem-Oriented Service Plan (POSP), 
based on Lawrence Weedls work in medicine; although promising as a monitoring 
device the POSP does not represent a method of classifying youngsters for 
the pu:poses of intervention selection and would not have systematized intake 
decision making. 

In our oplnlon, the Division must refine its intake decision-making 
in such a fashion as to provide clear indicators for decision-makers at that 
point in the process. The current experience is unproductive for many reasons, 
not the least of which is that given the absence of such decision-making 
criteria: (1) counter-productive mixtures of youngsters in various programs 
can occur' (2) different informal policies develop within different groups 
as substitutes for formal policies; (3) the agency is deprived of the occasion 
to really learn a great deal from the treatment of youngsters, since it remains 
unclear as to exactly which youngsters are going where, to receive what kin? 
of service. The issues surrounding this la.tter point (\'Ihat kind of service) 
merit separate discussion. 

2. Intake Decision-~1akin9: Sortinq Out the Programs 

In order for systematic youngster/program matching to occur, both 
______ .. _____ -Y_Q!.mgsJJ;:r_s . ..nP...e.d_s-an_d. __ p:c.o.g.l~_a.m--r_€-SGl:lr-G·e-s--ml:ls·t--be·- c-a-t~goj"'i'ze-ct--j-n--S'nrife--'for~-aT'-" ---

----- manner. The Divisionis categorization of programs, as represented by 1tS 
C' program IILevel" system, was found to be poorly cQtJceptualized ~nd 00t very 

easily adapted to clinical decision-making. Program characte~lzat1o~s as 
made in the Level system (Chart 11.2) are all too general to 1nform lntake 
decision-makers. Partly because of this problem, the Study undertook the 
measurement of program social climate at the unit-level, in order to better 
grasp the real content ~f individual programs. This investigation showed 

C that the Level groupings did not reflect program social climate, as there 
was frequently greater variation within group than between groups regarding 
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social climate. In addition, it was found that non-community-based facilities 
were more freque~t!y classiflable using this kind of measure, and were more 
frequently class~fled as programs offering some structured treatment environment 
than were.communl~y:b~sed programs. Ttlis finding suggests that community-based 
~ro~r~m~ 2n the Dlvlslon are both heterogeneous and difficult to categorize, 
lmplY1ng ~he absence of a model for these programs. Irl our opinion this 
~ack o~ a.clea~ model regarding the community-based programs was a }actor 
1n t~elr 1nferlor performallce when compared to non-community-based programs. 
It m1g~t well be the cas~.that the non-community-based programs have more 
establlshed and stable Cllmates because the programs have been around longer 
and have consequently had more chance to independently develop some more 
coherent pr~gram models. It might also be the case that these programs are 
more effectlve because they control more of their residentsl environment 
(school, r~creation) interaction with the community~ counseling) than do 
the_~ommunlty-based progr~ms) and keep their residents for a longer period 
of.t~me. ~engt~ of sta~ ~n prog~am as ~ell as movement among programs are 
c~lt1C~1 dlmens~ons of l~terventlon, and the findings relating to these 
dlmensl0ns requlre some lnterpretation. 

3. Movement Among Division Programs 

Although.the.notion of gradual reintegration of youngsters back 
to the home communlty 15 endorsed by the Division there exists no clear 
poli~y r~gard!ng this facet of service. As discu~sed in Chapter VI, the 
exam1natlon OT youngster.mo~ement among programs Yielded a number of major 
tracks of moveme~t, perm~t~l~g a better understanding of what kinds of youngster 
movement occurs 1n the Dlv1sl0n; why these movements occur was much more 
difficult to interpret. Many different patterns involvina movement to ~imilar 
lower or higher p~ogram r~strictiveness were found, altho~gh many young;ters ' 
(more than one-thlrd of tne Study sample) experienced only one residential 
pro~ram durin~ their terms with the Division. Given the absence of comprehensive 
polley reg~rd~ng ~he.movement of youngsters among residential and non-residential 
programs, lt 1S dlff1cult to assess the extent to which the movement patterns 
found were the ones intended. 

Since the movement of youngsters among programs is a critical 
element of the rehabilitative experience, it is our opinion that such decisions 
should be bas~d on clear~y express~d rehabilitative policy, and ideally should 
be based on v1able theorles of del1nquency intervention. Unless this is 
dorle, the movemen~ process is likely to be confusing to facility staff, eval
uators, and most lmportantly, to the youngsters themselves. It has been 
argued th~t among the.few broadly shared characteristics of delinquents is 
tne exper1ence of a mlxed-message home and school eGvironment which becomes 
~~~_:~n!us i ng .. _~_?_.~~e..~~~!-~~.~I}~-}~.~AQJj.S.hmP..lLt-:Of-.-a.-formal---s~vs-t-em--5-f--.-yOtrrrgs'te-r".-------------.------.----
IIIUVI::IIlt::rll. among serVlces ~'1ould cercalnly be an 1mportant contribution tOl'lard 
the reduction of such messages in the intervention process. 

4. Pro~rmpact 

The finding that male youngsters serviced in non-communitv-based 
programs genera~ly im~roved mO\"e than did those serviced in community-based 
pr?gl.'ams (especlally 1.n the area of behavior/recidivism) suggests that some 
cl'lt1cal element of rehabilitation is better provided by the non~community
based.p~ograms.than those community-based. Given the finding of more stable 
class1f1able (In.terms of social Climate) environments among male non-commun~ty
based programs, lt may be the case that these programs are more effective 
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in part because they are better organized and offer a more consistent treatment 
environment. As discussed in Chapter V, the "comrnunity-basedness" of community
based programs was not at all dramatic; ~n,fact, non-com~unity-based programs 
on the whole were rated higher than or slm1lar to communlty-bas~d p~ograms , 
regarding program utilization of community re~ources and,commumty 1nteract10n 
vdth program. Since it has been a~g~ed that the "commUl:,ty-basedness

l
: of \ 

community programs represents a crltlcal element of thelY' tre~tment) 1t may 
be the case that Division community-based programs were occaslonally less 
effective than non-community-based programs because of the relative absence 
of this feature. In any event, the community-based programs appear to have 
been less stable and less structured, and serviced youngsters for a shorter 
period of time. 

( 

The finding that females serviced in community-based programs 
generally made more improvement in the area of behavior/reci~ivism than those 
serviced in non-communitj-based programs may be interpreted 1n a number of 
ways. First, the non-community-based programs operated for females do not 
have the long history and stability that many of those operated for males , 

c 

c 

do' secundly a~ discussed in Chapter IV, female delinquents differed dramat1c
ali y from ma~e delinquents across several important dimensions, and may simply 
be better suited for the community-based environment. 

F. Tm'lard a More Effective Delivery of Service: Some Final Thou.9 hts and 
Recommendations --

The Divisionis central shortcoming in its delivery of service to young
sters is a common one in large human services agencies. Simply put~ the 
theoretical underpinnings of rehabilitation operations have been lost sight 
of resulting in a less organized approach to delinquency intervention. 
Th;s kind of non-theory-based approacll leads to many difficulties, not the 
least of which is that it becomes difficult to determine what is working 
(since what is intended is not very clear) as well as why. Consequently, 
the program development function is ha)'d~pressed in its effor~ to replicate 
the effective programs and modify tbose deemed to be ineffectlVe. 

C It has been widely suggested that the salient ele~ents of delinque~cy 
intervention programs can'be discovered only throug~ r1gorous ~es~arch 1n 
programs which represent legitimate theory-based efforts: I~ 1t l,S the case 
that enlightened program development occurs only when th1S k1nd of resea~ch 
is available as a auide then the Division would do well to concentrate 1ts 
efforts in the are~s of'more comprehensive c~nceptualizations of y~ungster, 

t. needs and program resources, toward a more v1sable, ,formal system ~or se~vl~e 
delivery. Such a concentration would represent a f1rst st..ep tOl'laru S?ph1st1cated 

. ___________ .... _. ____ .... _______ j3r-e-§r-am---4ev-e-+s!3mel1~-,--5-~-r.Ge,--~.:f-":-l1othing ~l~e" it \~ould al1~W for a better 
grasp of different1al program 1mpact, 1'I1tnoUt V/h1Ch program development is 
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at best unenlightened. 

Based on the find'ings of the Study, the authors recommend that the 
Division address itself to the following areas: (1) the assumptions of delinquency 
causation and intervention upon which its programs are based, (2) the nature ' 
of its youngster population, (3) the specific cont~nt o~ its inte~vention , 
programs and their rationale, and (4) the process oy Wh1~h th~se 1nterv~nt1on 
programs are evaluated. The relationships among these dlmens10ns are d1Splayed 
in Figure VIII.l. 
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1. One of the central findings of this study is that of the absence 
~f clearl~ concept~a'ized assumptions regarding delinquency causation and 
1I1terve~tl~n. ,r} 1S ~e~ommen,ded t~a1JJJe Di~ision address this shortcoming 
by 9lar1fx,ng 1ts pos1t1ons regard1ng causatlon and intervention. As briefly 
re~lew~d 1n C~~pter I, there exis~s diffe~ent ~heories of delinquency causation 
w~lch 1mply d1fferent methods of 1nterven1ng w1th delinquenct youngsters 
Slnce t~e cau~e(s) of delinque~t ~eh~vior has hardly been explained away· 
c~n~l~slvely 1n,any approach, 1t 1S 1ncumbent upon agencies such as the 
D1v1s10n to des1gn pr~9rams based on various assumptions of causation which 
are d:~med to be part~cularly persuasive, given the context of D)vision 
opera~10ns: The clar1tz of the assumptions upon which intervention programs 
~re,base~ 1S al~ost a~ critic~l as th~ content of the assumptions, since 
1t 1S thlS clar1ty WhlCh permlts mean1ngful delivery of services and program 
development. 

, 2. Although Division operations imply the matching of different 
k1nds of~youngsters with most appropriate programs, the study found no 
s~stematlc method of ~lacement decision-making at entry or subsequent to 
~1rst ~lacemen~. It ,s recommended that the Division carefull reassess 
1tS cl1ent~1~ 111 terms of raT\'Ihom it should be sel~vin b the intervention 
re ~evant ,~:l1fTel'enC~s . amon~ those. WflO~s.houl d serve and c the techniques 
Wh1Ch are to be ut111zed 1n th~ 1dentification of these intervention-relevant 
nee~s ana til§.. us~ OT the,se data at tntake and subseguent points in the 
del1veryof serV1ce. . -. -

, Curre~tly, the ~ivision services a wide variety of youngsters 
rang1ng from v~lunteers w1th no offense records to juvenile offenders who 
ha~e been conv1cte? (as adults) for very serious offenses. The problems 
w~lch these young~ters exhibit vary considerably, and call for different 
k1nds o~ programnllng: It ha~ been,argued that non-offenders should nlit 
be s~r~l~ed by agenc1es deallng pr1marily with offenders because of the 
P~SSl~ll:ty of sel~-~a.~eling among the non-offenders as a result of this 
a~soc1~t10n. The D1V1S10n should address this issue and establish policy 
regardlng cl1ent entry into its services. 

In the field of human services there is no substitute for client
sp~c!fi~, intervention:~e~evant,data. If it is the case that different 
s~rategl~s are to ~e U~ll1zed w1th different youngsters, then the salient 
d,fferenl..es among \.~es; you~gsters rnus~ be reliably measured, and cleal'ly 
understood by all s~afl at 1ntake and 1n programs. A number of classification 
sys~ems have prove~ ~o,be effective in the treatment and management of 
del1nquents; ~he D1~1S10~ should ~nvestigate such systems toward the develop
ment of ~ore ~orma~'ze~ 1ntake ana placement procedures based on a more 
systematlc cacegor1zat1on of the needs of its youngsters. 

+' 3. The S~udy found a,r~la~ive pauc~ty of formal planning and documen
ta~10n surround1ng the speclf1c 1nterventlon strategies of different programs 
A~t~ough.young~ters are placed in different programs in order to receive . 
dlften"0t serv1~es, the content of those services I'/er-e very difficult to 
ascerta1n. ~ recommended that the Division move·toward the elaboY'at'jon 
o! the cgntent,. of its var'ious tt'eatment prog'ran;s such til at the critica-r-' 
~~men~2. .. E.f....!.l2..ese .eract..1~aTe cle,arly understood; Idea 11y, the content 
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of ,delinquency treatment programs is derived from and attached to assumptions 
about delinquency causation as well as a matching of programs with appropriate 
clients. In order for this system to be developed in the Division, the 
delinquency intervention strategy operationalized in various programs must 
be clearly conceptualized and documented, and staff must be trained in 
its use. The theory underlying the particul~r treatment(s) must be under
stood, as well as the resulting objectives and goals. 

4. Given the lack of specific program objectives, it is difficult 
for the Division to assess the relative effectiven6ss of its different 
programs. It is recommenqed that the Division develop mQ.DL..2.P.~cif·ic_objectives 
and goals for different .z:oungsters and J?fograms such that QLQ.9!.gjll effective
n.ess can be more systematically evaluated. This capacity represents the 
Tinal segment of the model illustrated in Figure VII.l, and is the cJrigin 
of the feedback loop to the other dimensions. Urlless a strong program 
evaluation capability is developed and maintained, the program development 
funct ion in the agency 'Iii 11 rema i n fundamenta 11y unen 1 i ghtened rega)'d i n9 
the specific experiences of programs. In other words, it will not be possible 
to determine, with any degree of confidence, "what I'lorked" for whom, and 
hOI ... Of course, it will not be possible to determine "I'/hat \'lOrked" unless 
specific success criterlil are established. It may well be the case that 
different expestations apply tu different youngsters and programs, and 
that program effectiveness must be measured according to these different 
expectations. This situation 't/ould argue all the more fOi' the careful 
assessment of individual programs according to their own objectives and' 
goals. 

---_ ... _--- ---------
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F'igure VIII.l 

Relationships Among Key Elements of Agency Operations 

r-----"J-----,r---- -----1 
[~ss~::o~~ -=~';o=-l . s:e=:o-n-~-,:~-J =:,:"~~ 

Underlying Agency ~ Categorization of (-> Del i very of ~,. Program ,-_o:;ons __ _~=::J Effec=ss J 

1. Theories of delinquency 1. Agency mandate from 
causation and intervention legislature 

2. Content of agency 
opeY'at ions 

2. Characteristics of 
youngsters referred 

/ 

1. Program services 
Content, duration 
intensity 

2. Matching of youngster 
needs with program 
I"esources 

o o 

1. Program objectives and 
goals for specific groups 
of youngsters 

2. Techniques for measurenent 
of goal attainment 

3. Techniques for feedback 
of findings 

o 

\ 

\ 
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APPENDIX A.I 

COMMUNITY-ORIENTED PROGRAMS ENVIRONMENT SCALE (COPES) 
SUBSCALES AND DEFINITIONs 
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r 

I ItlVOLVEHEHT 0'1 
N 
N Scoring 

I 
ll~o!. DI .. ectlon 

9 T 

II T 

22 F 

)0 T 

3J T 

52 T 

60 T 

62 F 

7J T 

99 T 

surrORT 

Scal'ln!! 
.!!£.m U Utili!£.!. ~_ction 

2 T 

15 T 

27 T 

38 T 

"7 T 

57 T 

(,7 T 

f I 

.. ' 

COPES SUnS~/lLES /lUO SCORING 

Resldcnts 1'111: ~ lot of cll .... gy Inlo .. hnt. Ihey do 
nround here. 

This Is a lively, ~ctlVe piner. 

/I 101 of residents just 5""'" to be passing time here, 
not getllng Into the program. 

1hls program Ilns ,uany soclnl activities. (pa,·tle" 
,lilnceS, trips) 

Residents nrc proud of this program. 

Talks herc are very Interesting. 

Residents often do things togeth"r on the .,eekcnd •• 

Very f'M .. esldents cv"r volunteer to do thln!IS a .. ound he,·e. 

Residents are pretty IJu'sy nil of the time. 

TI,..re Is a st.rong feeling of togetherness "mon9 people 
In this progl'1),". 

S t" f f a Iw;'lys comp I I .'en t " n,.,1 den' "lro .Ior.s st''"'' th In9 \'Ie II . 

The 'flO,'e togl'th"r residents h"re Irelp tak" cMe of II", 
less together oneS. 

Staff hnve il lot of time to enCOlff'ngc rcsltl~nt5. 

St.,rr know Hhat the residents «nnt. 

Itr.sldents nlmoH al«nys help raeh othcr (U,t. 

Stnff arc very Int"rest~d In I(ceplng In touch with 
residents once th"y I~nve th" I'ro~rm". 

Starr ,,!rnost ahlnys 5 hO>I up for their nPl'olntments Vllth 
n!s I dcnts. 

/ 

SUPPORT (c,'" \'1 nlled) 

Seor I ng 
I t,,,,, IIlIm\)~.!:. Qi reC t I on 

70 

78 

[II 

$I'ONT/lUEITY 

lD'!" lIumber 

1I 

II, 

2(, 

37 

1,6 

56 

66 

77 

85 

9
" 

T 

T 

T 

Scod"9 
01 rection 

T 

T 

F 

T 

F 

T 

F 

T 

F 

-2-

1\.~sldents share things nlot nround he .. .,. 

Itcfoldcnts arc Qiven ;) 9rcnt <1("011 of incJlviclttlll 

attention hC"e: 

The stafr' go Ollt of tl,clr «"y to help 'l<'\~ resid"nts get 
to know other residents here. 

Residents arc strongly enCO\ll';'l9".1 tn sl'enk Ihr.I,· 1111",1. 
frCl!ly. 

I1nsidcnt5 usunlly hldr. their feeling, from ench other. 

Residents set up thel,· 0'".10 ilctivlti.cs h("I'C ",hrllcvcr 
II",¥ feci like I t ~nd are In the 11100'1. 

When residents here lllsng"cc 1.lth c~ch olher, lh~y kee" 
It to thems<' I Ve_'. 

Residents SClY anything lh~!y Wilnt to th.:- stnrr. 

1\('5Idenls can usually do .. hatt"ler they feel like In 
this ,,!'Ogram. 

Resldqnts uSHally hlrlc their f.,('lIn'ls from the stafr. 

Stnff strongly cncour.,uc t.hr. rcc;ldcflts to show lh("ir 
feelings. 

Rosidents .:Ire carefu1 nbouL what they say when st.;'Irf 
nrc around. 

.. ~~- , 
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\ 
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0 
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IIUTo/lO/IY 

Scoring 
Item Number .!!i.!:..,!£tlon 

T 

13 T 

25 T 

36 r 

115 T 

S5 T 

65 T 

76 T 

93 T 

102 T 

PRIICTI CIIL ORIEtITIlTiON 

Scod fig 
It"!rn Humhcr Q.I rectlon 

T 

16 T 

2R F 

39 T 

!f8 T 

58 T 

I". ,-
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Res Idents enn Icave the prOHram whenever they w;mt to 
visit friends, go shopping, etc. 

Resldcnts cnn wcnr whntevcr they,·mnt. 

Residents vote on what happens In this progrnm. 

Residents' sug!lestlons nrc "Imost ,,".nys put Into 
effect here. 

tlany resldellts playa part In krcplng this program going. 

Residents can Jr:nvt! here t'ltlyLfmc ''Iilhout saying h'hp.re 
they "rc goillg. 

Staff very (,ftefl give In to pressure from reslelents. 

St~ff I Ike I t when res "tents act I ike le.1Ilerro I""". 

St~ff strongly encourage residents here to be Independent. 

St~ff usually want to listen tn residents' complaints. 

Rc,ldents must m~ke detailed plans bcfore Iravlng 
tt. I s program. 

School or job training Is considered very Important In 
th I s proqram. 

Host residents aro morc concerned h,llh t.he pa5l thitn 
wi til the future. 

It Is Important that residents shOl. tl"'t they arc IIIllklnq 
progress I n the program. 

In this program It Is Iml)on"nt to tpach residents how 
to solve real problems. 

Residents ilre expected to make specific plans for .1", future. 

/ 
/ 

o 

rRIICTlr,\L ORIWlllTION (continued) 

Item Number 

68 

79 

86 

95 

Scoring 
Di rcction 

T 

T 

F 

T 

There Is a lot of t~lk ilbout exactly 1.lwt re~ldcnt~ 
wi I I be dolog "fter they "·,,vc the progr"m. 

Residents ",·c t~l'ght IIseful ncl. skills in this progrmn. 

Stilrr cilr~ morc ahollt how residents ~£!.. thLin nhout 
the! r evel'yday sort o~ p"oh I ems. 

Residents must make specific pla"s herOIC Ih"y leav" 
th I s prog,·anl. 

I'ERSO/lill. PROOLHI Oil I E/ITIITI on 

I tem Number 

7 

20 

32 

I,I 

51 

61 

83 

89 

o 

Sco;"lng 
01 recti on 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

Residents often t~lk ahout their 1',,,1:5. 

Res I den ts te II ('ach other about the i r deel' , persona I 
problems 

Re.ldent. often discuss their sexu~1 activities. 

Person,,1 problelns arc openly talked about here. 

Residents <lre often ilsk"d p('rsonal "u"slion" by the staff. 

St;tff al"e. mainl,." interested in 1<'iH"nJnq nhout rcc;;dcnts' 
:e(' lln9s . 

lhe residents very often talk 1·1f th ench other "bnut thel I' 
rersonal pro!)lems. 

Staff like It when residents tark .,bollt their rersonal 
problems wi th each other. 

Very often. stafr encoura"e I'esldents to 1~lk ~bout 
thel r persona I I' rob I "ms •. 

St"fr strongly encour,,!!e residents to talk "bout their r"5t. 
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liNGER liNn 1Ir.f1ESS I orl 

Item Number 

10 

18 

23 

53 

63 

90 

Scoring 
OJ recti 011 

T 

T 

F 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

ORnER MID ORGIIN I zr,TI 011 

J tern tlUlilber 

6 

19 

31 

50 

71 

112 

87 

86 

97 

• t··,· ~I. • 

Senr i n9 
01 rect Ion 

T 

r 

1 

F 

T 

T 

F 

F 

T 

r 
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Rcoldcnts sometimes play (practical) Jokes on ench othcr. 

Sl(l(f want resld~nt.s to show thclr Mgcr openly hcre. 

/l's hard to gel people to argue, around here. 

lIesld"nts often cOlllplaln or bitch .. hout things. 

Starr here always start arguments. 

Residents ofl"n criticize or Joke about the staff. 

Residents argue vel'y oft"n here. 

Slnff here think It 15 ;) he .. lthy lhlng to argue. 

Residents become angry here very often. 

Staff s01l1etlmes argue wIth eilch other In front of 
other people. 

ResIdents here follow .. 1'Cgular schedule every day. 

Some rcsld~nt5 look messy. 

ResIdents "cllvlllcs are carefully planned. 

lhll1!}G tire somcl1mcs very confuscd (mixed up) nrolllHI ht~rC!. 

This Is a v"ry well run program, 

The starr make sure that Ihls "lace Is .. Iways nC(lt. 

Our lIvlngroo1l1 Is often "","sy. 

When resld"nts Iwve apl'nintm~lIlS with starr, they "I'c very 
often kept w(ll ting. 

Slaff let residents kn'M th"t they like It vCl'y ,ouch whe" 
the resldent.s .. t'e nenl <lncl ordp.rly. 

This rlace us"ally looks n little fI'MSY. 

(9 

" 

,/ 

CLIli\ITY 

Scori tlfJ 
b~lIu,"ber !~Irec~ 

12 

75 

91 

92 

101 

STllrF COllTROL 

Ilem lIulllber 

17 

21 

79 

',9 
59 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 

r 

T 

Scoring 
01 rectlon 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 

T 
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Rc<ldents alwa)'s kIll""' when starf will ,.""t 10 sec the",. 

Residcnts all.ays know when different starr .. Ill be wOI'kln!!. 

Everyone know~ \'Iho's In chnrnc hcn:~. 

I f a resident brenks ;) rule, he or she 1<110\15 what Ih" 
stafr will do. 

People ;lre "Iways ch"nglng their .. I"tls here. 

If a resident's program (schedllle) 15 changed, sl • .,fr 
"lw;lYs tell him or he,' I.hy I t was changed. 

R('slrlcnts al"k)sl always know when sl..,rr I.hlnk they ,)r" 
reAdy to leave the p,'ogrmn. 

lhere arc ofteff ch"',ges In U", rules h .... e. 

Very ofte", st"ff explain ill detail "hal this 1'1'0'1'''''' 
I 5 about. 

RC:ildcnls know cX~1Clly Hhnt the ,·ulcs here menn. 

Stofr order thn resltlents "round here. 

Once a schedule is wor'ked out fnr it resident, the I"e:ddt>nt 
must follow It. 

I t I, Importallt to carefully folio", the rtll"5 here. 

Stafr often pUIIlsh resIdents by taking awny LI",",' privlleq('<. 

Residents can e,,11 starf hy their first """'''5. 
Resl,lcnts ,.110 b"cok the rules are pun..,hed for It. 
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(continued) 

Scoring 
Direction 

F 

T 
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Ilesldcnts n,.,y Interrupt sloff when they are t1llkln!J. 

Residents wi" b~, shipped oul to ~Ilother p r(l!I '"aliI or 
discharged (rom lhls pro!!""n i ( Lh"y don't obey the rules. 

The s l1l f( nmke Lhe rll I es here and nwke sure lha t (luopl e 
follo>l lhem. 

If n resident (Ights with ""other resident, he or she 
>1111 gel Into re~I trouhle >11th the st1lrr. 
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APPENDIX A.2 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS ENVIRONMENT SCALE (crES) 
SUBSCALES AND DEFINITIONS 

I .. 

I 
(Y) 
(Y) 
N 

I 
I NVOL VEf.lr.11T 

10 

19 

2t1 

37 

46 

55 

73 

82 

SIJPPORT 

2 

11 

20 

29 

'n 

Scoring 
ill!.ec t I on 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 

T 

T 

F 

T 

Scoring 
Direction 

T 

T 

T 

CIES SUOSClIl(S 111m SCOIlIlIG 

The residents are proud of this unl t. 

Residents here really try to Improve nnd get uettpr. 

Residents on this unit cara about cach other. 

There is a lot of group spirit on this unit. 

Resident's put a lot of energy in.to I-that they 
do around here. 

The unit has very fel~ socinl ilctlvities. 

II lot of things around hr!l'e gel people excited. 

Oiscussions are pretty interesting on this unit. 

Residents don't do anything around here unless 
the staff ask them to. 

This is it friendly unit. 

Staff have 11 lot of time to encourage resident.s 
to do be Lte!' .. 

Staff are intel'ested in following up reslrJents 
aftel' they leave lhe Ilrogl'am. 

The staff help IUlW residenls get acquo1fntt'd on 
the unit. 

The more filature resldent.s on lhis unit help t'l~;e 
care of tim less matllre ones. 

. . ~ ~ 

SUPPORT (conthlJed) 

Scoring 
l£1I!!...fuJ..I.1l!)(!" II i rec t I on 

47 

56 

65 

74 

33 

EXPRESSIVENESS 

3 

12 

21 

30 

39 

43 

57 

75 

F 

T 

T 

F 

T 

T 

Scoring 
Oil'eetion 

T 

r 

T 

T 

T 

F 

r 

T 

(filler 
item) 

-2-

Residents don't often halp eilch other. 

Stilff go out of theil' Wily to help residents. 

Stitff arc involved in resid~nt ilctivitles. 

Counselors don't have IIIlIch time trJ encour,l(1e 
the residents to do botter. 

S ta rr 11 ke it when res I den ts do I.h I nys tOl/e ther 
as a group. 

The stafr know what the residents want. 

Stafr want residents to ShON their feelingr., 

Residents hide theil' feelings frOlll the stMf. 

St.ilFf and residents say hlM they feel ~I'ollt cilch 
othel'. 

People say I~hilt they reillly think around here. 

Residents SilY anything they I~ilnt lo the cOllnselors. 

Residents al'e cill'erul ahout Hholt they SilY whrm 
s ta ff al'e ilround. 

When res i den ts disagree with e,leh other. limy 
keep it to themselves. 

It is hard to \:ell hovi resldentr. (Ire freling 011 
this unll. 

On this lInit staff thinl( it is a healthy thing 
to argue. 

Residents un this \fni t fiardly ever argue. 
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N 
I 

" 

l' I 

IIUTON0I1Y 

.I te", N.u.mber 

4 

13 

22 

31 

40 

49 

513 

67 

76 

135 

Scod ng 
QiJ::e£..1J£!l 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 

T 

T 

T 

T 

(rnl er 
item) 

PRIICTlClIl ORIElfrllTiON 

5 

23 

32 

41 

" ~' 

Scoring 
Oirecti~ 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 
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Hhen res idents m~ke suggestions about the 1>r0!lI'~II1, 
stafr take their advice, 

Staff \~Jnt residents to be leadel's on the lIni t. 

The staff give residents il lot of res/lonsibi I ity. 

Residents have a say about what goes on here. 

The staff don't like cri ticis"'. 

Staff like residents to start their O\~n activIties. 

St"ff often give in to pressure from the residents. 

Staff ~liInt residents to be Inderendent (to think 
for themselves). 

Residents get to vote on some of the rules for 
thi s un i t. 

Staff want re.sidents to "'ake their own decisions. 

In this place, staff I'eally want you to make plans 
for discharge frolll the /lrogram. 

Staff want residents to plan for the future. 

St,lff want residents to leal'n ne~1 wilYs of doing 
things. 

There is a lot of talk ilbout wh~t residents ~"ll 
be doing arter they leave the unit. 

Stafr care more about l'esidenls' inner feelings 
lhan ahout l'esirlents' everyday sort.s or problems. 

./ 

-4-

PRIICTlCIli. OIlIENTIlTION (continued) 

50 

59 

Gil 

77 

aG 

Scoring 
Jl..i.!.~ction 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

PERSONn pnOOLU1 ORI[NTIITlOIi 

6 

15 

24 

33 

42 

51 

60 

69 

Scoring 
!Jin~.<:..tion 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 

F 

T 

o 

In this unft, staff think that job tra'fnlng fo" 
I'esidents is very Import~nt. 

Residents here ,ll'e cxpecl~r1 ttl ~lOrl: f.ol1al·d theil' 
goals. 

In this unit, there al'e lIIany different ways for 
help'!ng residents solve their 11I'0bl(!lIIs. 

Residents must lII~ke plans herore leaving the uni t. 

It h very important hel'e to help residents handle 
their evel'yday sorts of prohleills bettel' (fol" 
exaillple, saving mon~y, taking care of youl' own things). 

St~rf want residents to share their personal 
problems l1ith each other. 

Residents often t"lk about; their persona I problp.lI1s 
with other reside.llts. 

• Personal problems are ('Ilp.nly tillked about. 

(lisc'Us'slons on the lInl t arc orten abOllt IIndnrstanding 
personal 11I'0ll I ems. 

Staff are mainly intercs ted in learning ~bollt 
l'esidents' feelings. 

The starf Iwrdly eVer ~sf: lhe I'esidents persona'l 
questions. 

Staff Would like it br,l;ter If residents didn't 
talk about sex. 

Staff b'y to help I'esldents unclerstand thelllselves. 

o 
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PERSONAL PRODlEH ORIErlfllTlOI/ (cor:tinued) 

, 

78 

87 

Scorin!l 
Qire.!=..Uw. 

F 

(flll.!r 
item) 

OROEll Mill ORGI\NIZATION 

16 

25 

43 

52 

61 

70 

79 

all 

ClMIlY 

8 

• 

Scoring 
fu_{).£ ti on 

T 

r: 

r: 

T 

F 

F 

T 

F 

T 

T 

Scoring 
JZjl~~t]. 

F 

", 

Residents hardly eVel- discuss their sexual lIves_ 

Residents cannot o(1enly discuss their personal 
problems here. 

The staff make sure that the unit is always neat. 

The day roolll loun!le Is oft!)n messy. 

The unit usually looks a l!ttle messy. 

This Is a very well ol"gani1;c(/ unit. 

Things are sometimes vel'y disorganized around here. 

MallY residents look messy. 

Ilesldents' actlvitlcs are careflllly planned. 

COllnsclors sometimes don't show up fOl' their 
appol ntmcnts wi til res Idcnts. 

The staff set an exalllple for neatness and orderlIness. 

Res Idents are hardly eve,' kept waiting When they 
have appointments with the stafr. 

Staff sometimes arguc with each olher. 

o o 

CLARITY (continllcd) 

SCOrin!l 
~JiY.!l!.bel· ~_~OJ! 

17 

26 

35 

44 

62 

71 

80 

09 

STIIFF CON1/10L 

lE!!'-.@.!!!!>er 
9 

18 

27 

36 

T 

T 

F 

1 

T 

F 

F 

F 

T 

Scad 11!/ 

!J.LrJ;.~ 

T 

F 

T 

T 

T 

-6-

If a resident's pl'ogl'mn Is changed, someone 
on the 5 t<lff a lways tell s h iln/her why_ 

I1hen.residents first an'ive on the unit, someone 
sho~/s them al-ollnd i'ind Clqll,1ins how the unit uperiltes. 

Staff arc all~ays Ch"ngin!! lheir ,"inds here. 

Staff tell res idents when the'y' re doin!l \"leI I. 

If a re'sident br!)aks a rule, he/she ~no\~s what 
wi 11 happen to hlm/her_ 

Res idenlts arc always chan!l'lng their minds here. 

Residents n~vp.r know Whlll) a counsclm- will ask to see them. 

Res idents never kno~1 when they I~i 11 be t1-ans fprred 
from this uni t. 

The res i den ts knOl~ whcn COli lise 1 ors wi II be 011 the unit. 

Once a schedule is an'anger! fOl' a rcsident, hehhe mils t fo 11 ow it. 

Rp.sidcnt~ may criticiZe staff lIIembcl'S to lheir faces. 

Residents ~Ifll be transferred fl'OII1 this unit If 
they don't obcy the rill es. 

1111 decl,sions about the unit al-e lIIade by the staff 
,,"d not by the I'esic.ients. 

The stafr orten punish residents by I'cstricting them. 

1 
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STlIFF CONTROL (continued) 

5~ 

63 

72 

III 

90 

• I -. ~. I • 

Scoring 
.IIJT~ 

F 

T 

T 

F 

(filler 
item) 

-7-

St~ff don't order the resirlents around. 

I f one res i dent argues with another, he/she 
will get into trouble with the staff. 

The unl t staff regu1at'ly check 1111 on the residents. 

Residents c~n call stafr hy theil' rirst names. 

The staff do not allow sexual behavior by the 
residents. 
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APPENDIX A.3 

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY 

---- - - - - --~ 

,/ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

PLEASE SUPPLY 
THE f<IISSING 
INFORMATION I 

NYS DIVISION FOR YOUTH 

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY 

CARD NU~lBER 

i NSTRUf'1ENT 

LETTERS (LAST NAME) 

CASE NUMBER 

SEX "-1=1 ;:=2 

DATE OF BIRTH 

REGION/DISTRICT 

FAC I LI TY CODE 

1.. 
1 

7 
r 

DATE OF SCI ADMINISTRATION 

AD,..,INISTCRED Bi 
33 - 52 (INTERAGENCY MAILING LABEL) 

FACILITY NAME 
53 - 12 (INTERAGENCY 0AILING LABEL) 

CARD NUMBER 

(DUPLICATE COLS 2-11) 

(PUNCH QUESTIONNAIRE CODES COLS 12-78) 
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Rev. 4/24/78 

NE\.j YORK STATE DIVISION FOR YOUTM 
COM~lUN!TY PROGRAH EVALUATION 

I. Each of the fo110winc state~ents could be used to describe someone. Circle 
the number that show~ how well each statement describes you. 

1. 

2. 

3, 

4. 

5. 

6. 

i. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1l. 

12. 

13. 

la.. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

I often 'dish I \~ere someone else. 

I find it very hard to talk in front of a 
group. 

There are lots of things about myself 
I'd change if I could. 

I a iot,ays know what to say to peop1 e. 

I can make up my mi no \~ithout too much 
trouble. 

I'm a lot of fun to be with. 

I get upset eas iiy a t home. 

It takes me a long time to get used to 
anyth i ng ne',l. . 

I'm never unhappy. 

! ';n popular \·,ith people my own age. 

r~y f=.mily expects too much of me. 

,'.~y family usually considers my feel ings. 

give in vel'y easily. 

always do the right thing. 

It's pretty tough to be me. 

Things are all mixed up in my life. 

Other people usually fQllo~1 my ideas. 

never worry about anything. 

have a 10'" opinion of myself. 

There are many timlfs ';/hen I'd 1 I ke to 
leave home. 

I often feel upset about the work I d~. 

I'm not as nice lookin9 as most people. 

'Iery 
Well 

1 

1 

If I heve something to say, I usually say it. 

24. l1y fami 1 y unders tends me. 

25. Most people are better liked than I am. 

26. 

27. 

29. 

usually feel as if my family is pushing me. 

often get discouraged at what ['m doing. 

Things don't usually bother me. 

I can't be depended on. 

1 

Pretty 
~lL 

2 

2 

2 

2· 

2 

2 

- 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

A 
L i.tt1e 

3 

3 

Not At 
All 

4 

4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

--------3 a. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

:+ 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

o 

o 

o 

n 

o 

o 
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2 

rI. Circle ~he nu~ber that shows 
of the rolloL/1ng ~t'atements. how much you acree or 01'S . • : - ~ agree w1th each 

1 
L. ,(ou don't get much fun out of life. 

Youf leel as capable and smart as 2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

peop e. - most 

You feel you have little; , 
the things "hat h .nrluence over 

c appen to you. 

Becoming a Success is mainly a ma+te -
luck; hard work doesn't hI' r or e p very much. 

~he wise ~erson lives for today and let< 
tomorrow .ake care of it- 1. ~ :le I. 

It is hard to cet h d " the 13w ~ a ea w1thout breaking , nO\y ano then. 

Mo.st bosses will have' 1 tin fo r ,'IOU a d glve yo~ a hard time. n 

Most people cannot be trusted. 

Nos t work is dull and borl ng. 

You feel happy. 

~n your spare time, you have o do th t something • a you like to do. 

You feel I ike a failw'e. 

You cet even ~i"h P I as Soon ~ _ • eop e who l'/rong you 
-'" you can. 

!eache~s have had it in for you and 
nave glven you a hard time. 

How many enemies do you feel you have? 

What ~o ~ou think your chances of 
~:~~:?ngfa respected ~nd law abiding 

o your communlty are? 

Strongly 
Acree 

Excellent 

Somewha t Somel',na t 
Acree Oi sagree 

Strongly 
Oisacree 

2 3 4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Reasonabl\l 
Good -

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Almost 
~ 

Not Very '/ery 
Good Unlikely 

3 <1 
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III. Each of the following terms could be used to describe someone. 
Circle the number that shows how well each term describes you. 

.Pretty A Very 
Hell ~ L I ttl e 

1. Someone 'tlho is sort of mi xed up.' 

2. Someone who i s I~e 11 1 i ked. 

3. Someone who is a good citizen. 

4. Someone who is an unhappy person. 

Someone \'Iho gets into fi ghts a lot. 

6. Someone who is often upset. 

7. Someone who is a bad kid. 

8. Someone who is messed up. 

9. Someone who g~ts along well with other' 
people. 

10. Someone who gets into trouble. 

11. Someone who needs help. 

12. Someore who is liked by staff. 

13. Someone who does things that are against 
the 1 al·l. 

14. Someone who has 3 lot of personal problems. 

15. Someone who Is a respectable person. 

1~. Scmeone who breaks rules. 

17. Someone Ivho lsI i ked by the nei ghbors. 

18. Someone ~Iho is emotionally disturbed. 

19. Someone who will spend time in jail. 

20. Someone who will do okay in life In things 
like school. jobs, having a family, and 
so on. 

21. Someone ~Iho will need he I p for personal 
problems. 

22. Someone I·/ho 1'/111 get into trouble for 
things he/she does. 

. , . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Not At 
-AlL 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

<1 

<1 

4 

4 

4 

<1 

.<1 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

<1 

4 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION FORM 
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1/ I 

flEW YORK STATE OIVISIOfI FOR YOUTH 

PHOGRIIII OEseR I PT I ON rORl1 
I 

.-I 
o:::t 
N 

I I. Card N 

2. InstrulUcnt 

3. F,lCillt.y 

4. Unit of Facilityl (!iep. Instructions) 

5. Hound ni' Oat~ Collecll(Jn 

6. Date of Program Description Short-Form Completlon2 

7. Age at Admisslon3 of Youngsters in Program: 

a. ::: 12 years or y()ungcr 

b. X 13 years old 

c. ~ 14 years old 

d. % 15 years old 

e. l 16 years old 

f. % 17 years old 

g. % 18 ycar~ old or older 

8. Sex of Youngsters in Program: 

a. % 11a1e 

b. % Fema Ie 

9. Elhnlcity of Youngsters In Program: 

.1. :t White 

b. % Black 

c. % Puerto RIcan 

d. :l Other (Include other lIispanlc) 

10. Humber of Youngsters' In Progl'am: 

11. Budgeted Capacity: 

12. Proximity of Program to Youn!l~ters'llame Conruonlt1es: 

• 

a. X of youligs ters who comc from same county as pl'ogram 

b. 'l: of youngsters who come from county cont.lguous to 
county of progr~m 

• 
", 

R~vlsed 7/7~/79 

I 
T 
3 
T 
++5678 

9 10 

II 12 

15 1(, T7 Til 
JY.rJr.2Jlj'~ 

19 20 21 

22 23 24 

25 2G 27 
28 29 JO 

31 32 33 

34 35 35 

37 38 39 

~O 41 47. 

,13 'iJij 4!i 

46 ~'1 4f\ 

49 50 51 

52 53 54 

55 56 57 

58 ~9 (,() 

------~----------------------------

/ 

12. Proximlt.y of Proqr~m lo YOllngslcrs'lfome COllnllunilics: 
(conllliuNI) 

c. % of younqslrrs 11ho r.omp. from county non-contiguous to COllnty • 
or program 

TO rflL 

13. "llollle" Region or Youngstrr in Proura1n : 

~. % of y.oungsters I~ho cOllle from s~OIe region as program .. 

h. % of youngslp.rs 1'llrO cOllie from region dl fferr.nt than thnt 
of progrmn 

. H. L~st School r.rmlc C01l1p1pled5 by Youngsters at 
Admi ss Ion 'to I'roQl'am: 

a. 1. cOl1lp1rtin!l !Jrades I - 2 

h. 1. cOlI11,leting \lr~des 3 - ~ 

G. 1. cOlllp1eting grades !; - 6 

d. 1. cOl1lp1r.ting gNties 7 - B 

e. 1. cOII'p1c>ting qr~dcs 9 - 10 

f. % cOlllp1etill!1 !J"ades 11 - II! 

15. I.rqa1 Status of YOIIIH)StIH'S in '" "gram: 

a. % Volunteers 

b. ~ rills 

TOTAL = 

, 

---'1 

It 

\ 

70 7T '12 

76 71 III 

DUPLlCIlTE 2-12 

if, T7' Til 

19 20 '21 

\ 

:IT 32 33 

, 



r 

.. 

7 I 
, . 

I 
N 
<:::l
N 

I 

15. teqill Status of Youna<.l:crs in Program: (Collt'd) 

c. X JOs 

d. 1. Restricted ,lOs 

e. :r. Youth fill Orfendr,rs 

f. :r: Jllvcni Ie Offendet's 

g. r. Other 

16. Admission Status of Youngst.ers in Pr'J[lram6 : 

17. 

111. 

19. 

a. 1. ncw 

h. % tt'~n5rerrctl from residcntial servicc 

c. 1, trans fcn-cd from a ftercarc 

d. 1- other 

Nunller of YOIIl1!l~tel' admissions to progl'alll between 
April I, Iq73 - 11arch 31, 1979. 

Numhcr of youngs lers admitted to pro!)I'am betwccn IIrril 1 ~ 
19711 - I".,rch 31. 1979 who stayed less than one (1) month' 

Hand 1- of YOllngsters discharged between April I, 1973 and 
MM'ch 31, 1979 \·,ho stayed in rrO!Jt'am longcr than OllC (I) 
IIIonth but: 

a. less than 4 months 

10 

h. 4-7 nWlnths. 29 d.1Y5 

n 
c. (l mont.hs ot' rr.:tre 

19 

.1." .. \ . 

71' 

n 

20 

!YE.i.r.ul.l'y' 

37 38 39 

~n iff ~2 

43 ;;ij' 45 

ijf, 7f; 411 

49 50 TIT ,I 

52 53 5,f 

55 56 57 

5u 59 60 

ill 62 63 

r,7j (1) 66 

67 (.0 'G9 

~t:.c.£.1!!. 

n 73 iif 75 

Cal'(i n 3 
T 

DUPLICATE 2- 1 2 

'1'5' Tll 17 Til 

2T 22 23 24 

/ 
.' 

20. fll/II/)cr (If hudnel.ed rUll-time staff 

71. rhmd,el' of budget.ed Part-tim!! staff 

22. tllllnber of In l;crtl5/Volullt.!!f!rs (I-Iho work with 
'youn~Js I.er( s) a t II.'~s I. once il w('e~. for Oil!! houl'}. 

23. Ethnicity of rull-time and 'Part-time prp'lr~1!I stafF: 

a. t. white 

h. 1. Illack 

C. % Puerto Ili c~n 

d. X other 

24. Al/e of Full-limt! and f'ilrt·Ume program starf: 

il. :r. 70 and YOllngl! r 

h. 1. 21 -' 25 

c. :r. 2G - 30 

d. 1. 31 35 

c. 1. 36 40 

r. :r. 41 - 45 

g. X 46 - 50 

h. :r. 51 «nd oldel' 

25. Sex of Ful I-l.illle and Part- time s t.1ff In Jlro~ram: 

." % ilia I.!. 

b. ~ felllille 

, 
.. ---1 

r 

) 
i 

1 , 
; l 
i 

;/ 
H \ 

!~m-,IJ.!!J: d 
I 
I 

'i zK 26 27 :1 
?iT 29 30 ;1 

:1 
Iyp.lc~'!llt ,I. 

I 

31 32 }5 i 
U 
Ii 
:I 

34 35 36 
II 
i;~ 
.r 
" 37 JIT Jii 1 
:j 

iio iii if?, tl 
u ij,f ii5 II 

! 
1\ 

ii6' if? W il 
'f 
; t 

~9 50 51 I' 
l ~ 
:1 ' 

52 53 54 IJ 
'I I. 

55 56 bl I. 

! 

~U 59 GO 
Ii 
II 

lIT 62 63 IJ 
i ( 

6~ 6~ 6G I! d 
G7 611 69 

fl 
" 

7() YT 72' II 73 YIj' 75 I 
j 

\ 

i 
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I 
~ 2fi. Geoqraph'lc location or program: (1 = rural; 2 = suhlll'ban; 
N 3 = urhan res i dent i a 1; 4 = urban cOOlmerci a 1 ) 

I 

27. Type of planning area: 
(1 = mct.rO[lolltan pl,lOnlng area; 2 = developmental 
planning area; 3 = regional coordinating area.) 

/ ,. 
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APPENDIX A.5 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY 
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.f ·~·:'·.·.'.1 .. 
1· I'. 

, "1' 

! 
c 

. 1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

/ 

INSTRUCTIONS 
for completing 

SUMMARY OF YOUNGSTER'S PROGRESS 
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM SURVEY 

-244-

(Revised 7/24/79) 

This is a two-par't summary of the progress made by the youngster named 
below while he or she was in residence at your program. The first part asks your 
opinion about the degree of improvement the youngster made in 18 potential problem 
areas. These categories are intentionally general and you may wish to be more 
specific in the comment section at the end of the questionnaire . 

The second part asks you to rate the contribution certain factors made to 
the youngster's pro9ress. Again, you should feel free to comment further at the 
end of the survey. Also feel free to incorporate the opinions of other staff who 
may be more familiar with certain aspects of the youngster's program. Please seal 
the questionnaire in the envelope provided and return it to the program director. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Please complete or correct the following items of information: 

* 
Youngster's Name 

Casenumber (4-9) 

Facil ity Name (12··15) 

Res ident; a 1 Unit/~'~i ng/Cottage/CreW**( 16-17) 

Date Admitted to Program (18-23) 

Date Released from Program 

Last Date of Residence in Prooram (24-29) 
(if different from release date) 

Name of Person completing this form (30-41) 

Title (42-43) 

Date of this Evaluation (44-49) 

*If for some reason this youngster was in residence at your program for less than 
3 months, please indicate this on the form and return it to the program director in 
the envelope provided. There is no need to complete the survey for such a youngster . 

*~!f the youngster resided in more than one residential unit during his or her stay, 
please indicate the unit of longest residential stay. 

I : 
I 
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1. 

SUMrI,ARY OF YOUNGSTEr{' 5 PROGRESS 

KES {DENTrAL PROGRAM SURVEY 

SUMf,t~R,{ OF '(OUNGSTE.R I~~PROVE11EiH DURING ?ROGRAI-\ STAY. 

Rev. 7/ 20/i9 

, bl O's listad below please rate the degree to 
For each of the pote~tlal pro e~ ar~- time-Phat he'or she was in residence at 
which the younaste r ,mproved durIng the ". ,. d'd not have a problem in d 

"If in your opinion the youngster 1 , • 
your,program. . 1 =8 "()- applicable;" if the youngster dId. nave a 
partlc~lar area, Clre e .,' n ~ ~ (.1 2 3 or 4). There may oe some 
problem, ;lleas~ rate,the :~provem_nt ,"'':~rm~ti~n e:dsted. and in these cases you 
problem areas Tor whIch l'~tle or no ,n, . 
should circle ,g,"don't know". 

of similar magnitude as when he/she was 
1 = no imorovement at all: problem was 

first admitted to tne pro~ram. 

"
n this area '"as made. 2 = some i;noro'lement: some prcigress 

in this area was, substantial , 3 ~ considerable imoro'lement: progress 

d ~ major imoro'lement: progress in this area was excellent; problem was 
resolvea. 

generally 

b' problem c,'d not ~ertain to this particular youngster. a = not aoolica Ie: ~ 

no 
"
n-,-orm"ation relative to this particular 

9 ~ don't knew: rater/program has 
problem area. 

Please circle the aoorooriate 
1 2 3 4 8 9 , . Attitude toward self (self-esteem) 

2. Attitude tC'lIard family 

3. Family attitude toward yo(;ngster 

4. Involvement in delinquent/criminal 
behavior (include drug sale) 

5. Runn i ng aV/a'! (from home, program) 

5. Truancy 

7. Attitude tOl-lard school 

S. Behavior in school 

9. Academic skills/performance 

10. Attitude toward work 

11. Vocational skills 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 , 
2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4, 

4 

4, 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

.. 12. Ability to deai with peers 
2 """3 

9 

9 

9 

9 
13. Physical aggression 

14. Verbal aggress i Oil 

15. At> i1 ity to deal '1,lit:' authority 

16. Ability to take constructive criticism 

17. Abi1ity to take responsibility for o'lin 
ar.,tions 

18. Use of leisure time 

f I 
, " 

234 8 

234 8 

2 Z 4 8 

2 3 4 e 

234 8 

2 348 

9 

9 

9 

9 

-- - ~ ---,,------
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11. SUMIll\RY OF FACTORS I1IPORiANT TO YOUNGSTER PROGRESS. 

Please rate the degree to which each of the rollowing ractors contributed to this 
youngster's overall progress (or lack of progress) in program . 

1 = no contribution at all: this factor had nothing to do with youngster's progress, 
e.g., "family support" may be considered of no contribution in cases ~Ihere 
family, in the opinion of the program, provided no support, (Note difference 
with 8, "not applicable.") 

2 = minor contribution: this ractor made only a small contribution to youngster's 
overall progress. 

3 = considerable contribution: this factor made a model'ate contribution to 
youngster's progress, 

4 = major contribution: this factor contributed 'Iery strongly to youngster's 
overall progress. 

8 = not aoplicable: this ractor did not pertain to this particular youngster, e.g., 
"family support" does not apply to youngs:er ~/ho has no family. 

9 = don't knOl~: no information available about contribution this ractor made to 
youngster's progress, 

Please circle the approoriate # 
1. Informal relationship(s) developed with 

particular program staff 

2. Individual counseling 

3. Group counseling 

4. Peers in program 

5., Academic program 

6. Vocational education program 

7. !-lork program 

8. Support from family 

9. Youngster strengths/matUration 

10, Recreati ona 1 progr'am 

11. Community resources 

12. Other (please explain below) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

a 

a 
8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

Please feel free to comment on any other ractors which you believe were influential in 
this youngster's progress during his or her program stay, 
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APPENDIX A.6 

YOUTH SERVICE TEA~l SURVEY 

f)/22/79 

I 
r--... 
<::t 
N 

SlIfllMRY OF YOUIIGSTER' S PROGRESS 

YOUT" SERV I CE TEAll SURVEY 

I 
~***+A+.**~ •• ~*****.~**.*~k •• ******.*~***.~*******.*~~.***.*t.* •• ***+*~~****.*~*~~*~,.~.+***.*,~*** 

. l. Youngster's N~me 
2. Casenumbet· , ______________ __ 

3. Sex ,~--------------------4. Ethnicity 
5. Ad.jut! icat'rlo-n-- ------,--------
6. Legal 5 tat.us· 
7. Placement Oates _______ to. _____ _ 

8. Offense codr. (s) 
9. COll0t't Entry Da-:-t.-:-e-------------

10. AdmIssIon to I\ftercare Date 
11. DFY Olscharge Date ___ . ___ ". ___ , __ 
12. YST Worket' ' 
13. '(ST Address_,,--,..--:-c:-__ ..,.,.. ______ __ 
14. Date of thIs Fol 10~/-llp ____ -· _____ _ 

l. SUW1IIRY OF YOUNGSTER'S CIJRIlENT SITUI\T1GiI (as of d,lte of this evaluation). 
Please uIlSI'l(!t' e~ch of t.he following qllest.fons relative to the youngster's current living 
s I tuat ion. Check the "pproprlate space. 

A. RES IOEIICE 

I. Whet'e Is youngster Iivin!) now? 

2. I t1 I,ha t coun ty does the ymlOgs ter 
reside? 

3. If yo()ngster is residing In some 
fad I ity (If, ans~ler to III was f, 
g, h, orO, ~/hat Is the name of 
the f,lC I II ty? 

II. EDUCATIOn 

1. 

2. 

Is youngs te rat tE:nd I ng schoo I" 

Is youn!Jster attendln!! schOOl 
fu11- or Pill't-tlnlp.? 

• I",; 'c' \ . 

- fg~l = (03) 
(04) 

. (OS) 
(06) 

- {On = (10) 
(11 ) 

=(99) 

~lith family 
111 th fri ends 
on his/her o~m 
DFY independent living 
DFY or prIvate fostercarc 
in a private facility 
In a DFY facIlity 
in an adult correctional fuci I ity 
other (explain below) 
don't knoH 

- ( ) -.--.~,.,---
_ (99) don't knol1 

-( ) 
_ (88) not applicable 
_ (99) don't ~I10\~ 

(I) 
-(2) = (9) 

--w 
-(8l 
=(9 

y!!~ 

no 
don't knoH 

full - time 
part-tirnp. 
not applicable 
don't know 

B. (Cont',I) 

3. Whnt. type of school is YOllr,gster 
a Up-[Hli ng? 

4. What was the 1~5t school vrade 
1I1<1t th i s YOlll19s te r cOlilpl e tcd? 

5. lias yo lings ter qrarJunted from 
high school or earned a GF.O? 

c. nll'LOYHENT 

1. Is youn!lster clll't'cntly employed? 

2. Is youngster currently p.mployed 
full- or pat't-time? 

3. Does the youngster's current 
employment t'epresent sunrller 
employment only? 

4. Hhilt type of ~lOrk docs the 
youngst.er dn? (please bc as 
speciric ilS possible. I.e., 
11hat SOt'ls of duties does hel 
she have? 

( o o 000 0 
-----.--.------.--,----------,-------.......:-~-

, 

(I )flub lie ar.,lc1!!mie 
-(2)prlvate ac,10emic 
=(3)pIJbl ie vocationa l/oceulMtional 
_J 4 )priva te V(lei) tiona 1 /OCCi/flll t.lona 1 

(5)OfV 01' othcr ch i Idcare il!Jency 
(6 )othel' ______________ _ 

_(B)not ilflpl ical"c 
_(9)oon't know 

_(1}4th grade or helow 
__ (2)5t" or (ith 

(3) 7th or 8th 
-(4)9th or lOth 
-(5) 11th 01' 12th 
-(6) Ilost-secondill'Y level 
-( 7) IIttgrDded schoo 1 
'---10) not aPJllic.lhle 
_( 9 )don' t know 

(1)yes, high school gradll.ltc 
-'(2)yes. GEl! 
-(3)110 
_(9)don't know 

_.<l)yes 
(2)110 

-(9)don' t knOl~ 

(l)fulhtiOie 
-(2) part-time 
-18}not. applicable 
_.J 9) dOll' t I:ttO~1 

-_(1lyes 
(2 110 

-(e)not npplicDble =( 9 )don' t knml 

__ J ) __________ _ 



r 
r 
I r 

I 
co 

""" ('\J , 

C. (Cont'd) 
O. (COtlt't1) 

5. Hhat was lhe longest length of 
5. Did thr. I'efe!'l-ill(s) to rilmily employment (fllll- or [Jart-timc) 

COllrt I'csul t in mljudico1tlon? 
= fa8? 

nl1mhe.· of weeks 
experienced by this youngster? 

not ~[Jplicolble ----
_ (99) don't know 

G. I~ha t \~as the ff nil I ,ldjudlcatlon7' 

' Ii. W Ilh r'C5[J()C t to lhe I onqes t he I d 
job fOI' this youngs ler, was h lsi 
her employme.lt subsldll.ed in ilny 
~Iay (e.g., CErIl, SlIlIlmer Progralll 
for Olsadvilnlagecl Youth, Job 
CQr[JS, etc.)? 

(1) yes 
-(2) no 
-(Il) not ~fJpl Icable 

I" 

=(9) don't know 

!\ II. OELlIlQUElIT leR I NIrlII1. IrIVOI. VENENT 

7. Hhat WilS the final disJlosHlol1 Since the SUUIIl'l!!r of '78. 11<15 
on this adjudication? 

1. the 
youngs t er been arres ted fot" 

(I) criminal or delinquent behavior? yes 
-(2) no 
-(8) not ap[Jlicilble 
=(9) don't k!'ON 

2. Since then, hO\~ milny times was 
UI(! youngs tel' arres ted? (1) once 

- (2) tNice 
-(3

1 
three times 

~~ more than 3 limes 
not alJpl I cab I e (youngs ter 

never art'f!S ted) 
(9) don' t knO\~ -

B. Since lhe SIIll~ler of '70, hilS the 
youngster been Indicted by 

3. What ",as lhe most serious offense 

Criminal Court? 
for which lhe youngs ler was 

( ) 
1 Dl'reS ted? 

---------
. (0) not apJllicahle 

9. If lhe young~ ter was f neli ct"e(I~' =(9) don'!; know 

was he or slm convicted? 4. Since the SUnll1Cr of '7B. has the 
youngs ter been referred to Family 

--w Court? 
yes 
no 

10. J f lhe youngs tP.I' \~as conv i c ted, 
-(0) not al'"li/;able 

\~.lS he or shl! senlenced? =(9) don't know 

/ 

-- (II y!,~ 

(2 no 
-(3) not applicable 
=--= (9) don' t knO\~ 

(I) nonc 
=(2) adjOlll'lled I neon tem[J 1 a ti on 

of dismissal 
(3) P iflS 

--- (4) JD 
-- (5) Restrictive JO 
-- (6) CilSP 1)(1'1(IIng =m othel" 

foO!. ai)pilcilble 
~-= (9) don' t knO\~ 

(01) judgmcnt or scntence 
suspended 

(02) discharge \'II th ~hlrnin!J 
-- (03) probill.l on 
- (04) othcl' at-home SU[Jervision 
= (05) "l,lced, IlSS or voluntal'y 

agency 
(Oli) plilced, DrY 

=---= (07) P I aced, I'e I a ti ve (ll" fos ter-
ell.'£! 

(10) Cilse pcndlng 
-- (11 ~ other 
-(88 nol aplJlicable 
=(99) don't know 

(I) yes 

=f~1 no 
nul 1\ppllcable 

= (9) don't knQN 

(I) yes 
- (2) no 
-en) not applicable 
=(9) don't krto\'l 

(I) yes 
- (2) no 
- (8) not applicable = (9) . dOll' t know 
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I 

; 1 
:j 

,j 
( 

'j . 
.f 
I 

Ii 
I 
j 

i! 
!J 
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1) 
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" '5 
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11 
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II 
'I 

II I 
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r 

.' j. 

{I I 

, 
(J) 
"'i" 
N 

, I/. (Cont'd) 
D. (Cont'd) 

II. I f the youngs ter lias sen tenced, 
what Wu5 the nature of the 
sentence? 

(01) none/dismissed 
- (02) continuance 
- (03) ffne 
-- (04) PI'obatlon 
- (05) ,oullty jail 
-. (06j juvenile offender status 
- (07) stilte correctlons tCI'm 
- (not a j.o. sentence) 

(10) other 
- (88) not applicabl~= (99·) don't know 

II. Su/,U1ARY or YOlJlIGSTEf('S CURRENT PRORlENS (as of date of this evaluation). 
For nach (If the potetltl,ll prohlem al'eu~ listed belol~, please rate the sel'iousness of 
the problerl for. this .Youngster' at the present time. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5, 

I = !!.tLLUJ/'ob li!"\ .1t a II 

2 = !l.~Jie;-lous ,lJrobl£l!!: ~ fe\1 deficiencies in this al'cas, but pro/llems are wor'kalile; gooo potential for Improvement. 

3 ~ i?n!£.\'~t seri0.!!.L[ll'oblem: Som~ deficiencies in this arca, ?nd problems ~Iljl be :;ol'lcd only willi a great de •• ) of ~Iork; some flotentlal fOI' imp I'oveme 11 t. 

4 = extreln£.!.t-Wj.Q.!!.L£robl~: ",<lnr deflcle~cies In th!s area; problems will 
lieselved olily I·tith intenSiVe lnterventloll; potentIal fOI improvement is minlm.11. 

8 = n.Q_~?J'...!l!:2E..I!!.: problem does not pel·tain to this Ihlrtlculal' youngster, e.g" 
"/Jelmvlol' in school" does lIot «ppl,Y to youngster Who is not in 5chool. 

9 = ~Q!!.:J..!!lo~: YST h,lS no infonnatlon relative to this par'ticllhr rroblern area. 

IItt! tUde tOl~al'd self (self-esteem) i'h!!,lSe circle the.J!PpJ:QP.t'j~l(!.1 
I 234 8 9 At tf tUde t.ol'lor'd family 

2 3 4 8 9 [conomlc SUfJPOI't from family 
2 3 4 8 9 Current r~5ldentlal s I tua tlell 

I 2 3 8 9 Super'llSion from p.1rellts/pa'rent 
figures 

2 3 4 8 9 

~l I • 

. .. 
/ 

6. lJelin'lllent/cl'lrnlr"ll uclrilvior (Include here 
(h'u(J sale) 

7. SI.,ltus-orrr.nse behi/vinl' (e,fI" tr-uancy. 
runillYilYs, ("""~ or alcohol u~a) 

R. /Itt! tUde towarrl school 

9. Oehilvior In school 

W. Education skllls/pcrfOl'lllance 

II, [mflloyment: Job /lv,lilabiJlty 

12, Ellli'loyrnonl: IIttitudes !.OI·/aI·cI WOrk 

13. Employment: Vocatiollill skills 

14. /lbil ity to deal 111 th peers 

rUllrllEIl C()~'N£/ITS: 

!:l.e.a.s_'Lc_i.!:C.~e._\I~C.J!.PP"r:QJ'!i il.tLH 

2 3 II 9 

2 J 4 II 9 

C' 3 1 IJ 9 

? 3 4 8 9 

2 3 8 9 

2 :1 Il I) 

2 3 ·1 IJ 9 

2 3 4 IJ 9 

2 3 8 !l 

---_._--------------_ .. _----
.--------~-----.. --------.-----~-----

-----~.---- --------------_._-_. __ ._-----
--------._--_._---
-------~--.------- -------- -._---

--------
-------

._----------------.....---------
--------------------_ .. _--------_._-----_._ .... _---.... _-_. __ ._--------
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APPENDIX A.7 

BEHAVIOR SURVEY 

,. 
i:' 

I 
o 
ll1 
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I 

NVS Division for Youth 

OEIIIIVIOR SURVEY 

Face Sheet 

I 6 (25 -r:4 -T 2- -3 

-!) -6 -7- -8-

'"9 1J Ir(alpha) 

12 13 1r 15 

16 17 '!if" 19 

20 21 2[- 23 

-rr- 2r 26 -27' 

(skip 28 to 40) 
(begin questionnaire in column ~l) 

During the lnst six months, 

1. [lid you stay out late at night when you 
were supposed to be home? 

2. Did you take something (including money) 
that did not belong to you and was I~orth 

J?Ji.Q 01' mo~? 

3. Did YOIl take something (including money) 
that did not belong to you and was worth 
k~-.!JJ..a-'LlliQ. ? 

4. Oi d you break into and enter somel"here to 
t~ke Some th i ng? 

5. Old you take something frolll a store without 
paying? 

G. Did you use force to tuke money or something 
else from someone? 

7. Did you buy, use, or sell somethIng that you 
knew had been stolen? 

6. Di d you trespass anyWhere you were not 
supposed to go? 

9. Old you purposely damage or destro~ rUb! ic or 
CI'!vate property (ror no rea~'.m) t lil dId not 
elong to you? 

10. Did you skip school I~ithout a legi tinmte 
excuse I~hen your parents thought you were 
at school? 

11. Old you wri til sOllleono else's nnme on some-
tiring (like 11 check) to gel money, or use a 
stolen credi t card to get something? 

12. Old you take a cal' and go for 11 ride wi tht>ut 
the (Mner's pminiss ion? 

13. Oi d you bea t up sOl11flone who hadn't done any-
thing to you? 

14. Did you k'l11 someone without meaning to? 

15. Did you car'ry a weapon (chain, ~nife, gun, etc. ) 
ror "urpo~es other thnn self-defense? 

• • • & ~ 0 ,1,If""';"""":=';;:~;;:;;:-~;:;::::::::=;:~;'''''~'';-;'=-;;::;:;::'=::'=;:;:;:::::;=-,"==''''=''''''::::;~;:-""'-~=-"7=~""""~"--""=-- o o 
~~~,--'--------~~--~"--------------------~----------~--'-----------------------------------------------------------

\ 

Three or 
Nevel' Once Twi ce more times 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 :J 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 



r 

I 
.--! 
LO 
C\J 

I 
Three or 

Neve,: On~ Twice more ti~ 

J6. Oi d you rilpe soo1{!body7 

17. Did you usc a weapon (rock, stick, knife, 
gun, etc.) while fighting with another person? 

113. Did ye' intentionally kill someone7 

19. Oi d YOII use force to get someone to go somewhel'e 
they didll't want to go S(l you could hurt them 
or get money fOI' their return? 

20. Old you gamble for money with people other than 
your fami ly7 

21. Old YOIl have sexual relations (other than kissing) 
wi th a person of the oppos'i te sex? 

22. Did you take money for having sexual relations 
wi th someone7 

23. Did you purposely set a fhe in a building or 
in any other place? 

24. Did you drink alcoholic beverages (beer, wine. 
etc. )? 

25. Did you sell any kind of drugs other than 
marijuana? 

26. Oi d you use any kind of drugs other than 
IIklrijuana7 

27. Oi d you use m.wl.il/ana? 

2B. Did you sell marijuana? 

29. Of d you run away from home for more than 
twen ty- four hours? 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

J 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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APPENDIX A.S 

COMMUNITY LINKAGES AND INTERACTION PROFILE INTERVIEW FORM (~LIP) 



I 
fV) 

LO 
C\J 

I 

l. f, How many residents use community resources to obtain ucfdltlonal 
counseling sl'rvices like family counseling, psychological 
testing and e\!'il'OIations, sex education, etc,? 

{I~o~. :',<>,w. Some, '·Ios t, II 11 } IJ= ___ _ 

are the services provided systematically, thilt is not 
just on ao as-needed basis? 

(Yes/flo) 

- are there any constraints/facfl Hators? 

l. !l. Dues the pl'ogram use con.nunity resources to ob ta Ins ta ff 
development services? 

(Yes/No) 

- if yes, hm~ many of the treatment staff use such services? 
(rew, Some. "ost, 1111) 

- are these staff development services arranged by the 
program as opposed to being sought out by the stuff melflbers 
indlvidu~ lly? 

(Ye5/lIo) 

- urc there any constraints/facilitators? 

I. h, Does the progrilm ever utillzeconmuni ty resources to obtain 
legal assistance for the residents and/or their families? 

(Yes/No) 

I' :!! 

- if so, how often? 
(rarely, occasionally. often) 

- for how many residents? 
(Few, Some. Most, 1111) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

H= __ 

.. 

l. i. !lues th~ p"oyrarn ever use community resuurces to find a lterna
tive living situations. (hostels, etc,) for either residents or 
re r el'ra I s from t.h.! cOII:mln lty? 

(Yes/lto) , 

if so, hm~ !!Iany 'fivin9 situations have been developed? 
(rew, SOllie. Many) 

- how orten are they used? 
(Rarely, Occasionally, Often) 

- are they used routinely? 
(Yes/llo) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

II. a, 00 the residents ever participate in conmunity-sJionsored social 
activities (e,g" block parties, school dances, etc,) 

(Y,!s/No) 

- if yes, are they kept segregated? 
(Yes/No) 

- how intense is the staff superVision (most of the time)? 
(Heavy Supervision is Requi'red, Hinimal Supervi:;ion 
is Required, Ho SuperVision is Required,) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

II. b, 00 any of the staff members interact with non-DrY community 
organizations, groups or programs in tenns of providing 
volunteel' service such as; serving on advisory boards, members 
of local groups, voluntary consultant, etc, 

(Y(!s/llo) 

- if yes, how n.lny S ta fr members do so? 
(Fe~/, Some, Most) 

- ~lith how many conrnunfty organizations? 
(Few, Some, Many) 

- arc there any constraints/facil ita tors? 

N= 

Il=, __ _ 

N= __ _ 

.~ 
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5/2/79 
CLIP Interview Form 

Interviel1p.e(s): __________ _ 

(Title Only) _________ _ 
I 
~ Program Name: 

N 
I 

I. 

Date: Intcrviewer: ______ , 

a, How muny residents have jobs in the community? 
(llone, fel", Some, Mos t, 1111) 

_ hOl'/ many of thr.se johs held by residents are not OFY
sponsored (e,g,. non-CHA, Youth Employment F\lnds) 

(None, Few, Some, Host. All) 

_ are there any constraints under which this program 
opCI'ates I~hich makes it dHficult or impossible to find 
jobs for the res idents in the cO""llllni ty? For eXilmple. 
i1vailabi 1 i ty, access? 

_ are there any fad I i ta tor;;? 

I. h, 1101~ mallY residents utll ize educational services ollt.side the 
program premises in the conmunity? Educational services include 
pllblic schools, alternative schools, learning centers. and the 

iii 

like, 
(llone, Few, Some. Most, 1111) 

_ how many educational resources would you say the program 
has available for its use? 

(None, Few, ,.lany) 

are there any constraints under which the program operates 
which makes it difficult or impossihle to find educational 
services In the con.nunlty for the residents? 

_ arc there ilny facilitators? 

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

9 1::jJl"i!' 

~ \W y 

11=_ 

N~ 

11= .~_ 

11= __ -

u 

I. 

I. 

J. 

u 

c, 

d, 

e, 

How man'y I'esidcnl.s are involved wilh job training activities in 
the con.nun i ty? 

(llone. Few, Some, Most, 1111) 

_ how litany o( these job training activi t.ies are non-OFY 
SIJOnsored? 

(None, Fe"l, Some. ',lost, 1111) 

_ are there any constraints which make it difficult tu find 
job tr~ininfl in the community for the residents? 

- are there any facilitators? 

11011 many residents utilize health cal'e sCI'vices located in 
the community? for example, medical services, dental ser
vices, planned parenthood. preventive medical sr.I'vlces. etc, 

(tlone, re~/, Some. Mos t, All) 

_ arc these services provided routinely. thilt is, not on an 
emergency-lype basis only? 

(Yes/No) 

_ are there any constl'aints which ma~es it difficult to find 
health services In the cOilmlUnity for the residents? 

_ are there any fac il i til tors? 

lIow llIilllY residf'nts use recreational resources located 
con.llunity (c,g .• YHCII's, school gyms, al'ts ilnd cl'arts 
for organized recreatloll and/or entertainment. 

(None, Few, Some, Most, 1111) 

in the 
fael I i ties 

hOl'/ m"ny recl'eational resources arc available for the 
I'es i den ts' use? 

(None, FC~/, I-1ilny) 
ill'e these rcsourcp.s used routinely, that is, d~ys 
aside for tlte progl'am's use of these fdCi 1 i ties? 

(Yes/No) 
_ an~ there any con~t.raints/facilltators? 

----,-------------

--------------' 

u u lJ 

are set 

u 

" 

11= __ _ 

N= __ 

Il= __ 

11= __ _ 

11= __ _ 

v 
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III. c. (Cont'd) 

- 'for what kinds of services? 

(Tutoring Only, Screening Only, Remedial Education Only, 
life Skills Training Only, etc. 01' combination of services) 

- does the progralll sponsor an educational program for the cOl11l1uni ty 
youth or their famfl ies? 

(Yes/flo) 

- does the pl'ogram also sel've as an advocate for the community t/ith 
respec t to schoo l-re 1 a ted rna t ters 7 

(Yes/llo) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

III. d. Do the cOll1nunity members ever request aid from program residents fOI' 
small chores such as; cOll1nunity clean-up activities, carwashing, 
1311n mowing. babysi tting, etc.? 

(Yes/No) 

- if yes, how ma ny com!11un ity members do so? 
(Few, Some, Many) 

- h(lI"I often? 
(Ral'ely, Occasinnally, Often) 

- are these requests systematic? (For instance, the pro!lram has form!'d 
a volunteer service component which the community is at/are of and 
periodically utilizes.) (Yes/rIo) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

IH, e, Does the program ever have interns? 
(Yes/ilo) 

/.'" ,/- I 

- how often? 
(Rarely, Sometimes, IIlwilYs) 

- hOI~ many interns? 
(Fet/, Some, Many) 

() 

, 

III. e, (Cont'd) 

- how a re they referred to program? 
(self-referrals, 10Cdl educational institutions) 

- is the use of interns a part of an on-going relationship with 
local educ~tfon~1 institutions? 

(YeS/NO) 

- are there any COliS traints/fac i 11 til tors? 

III. f. 00 cOlllllunity members ever utilize the program's facilities for 
recreation or social activities? 

(Yes/rio) 

- if yes, hO~1 often? 
(Rarely, Sometimes, Often) 

- for I_hat kinds of functions? 
(Social Gathel'ings Only, Recreation Only, Mix of IIctivities) 

- is this a systematic utilization? (For instance, certain days 
are set aside by program so tha t conrnunity members can use the 
faci I iti es, ) (res/No) 

- are there any constraints/facflitators? 

IV, a, Does the program ever have volunteer workers7 
(Yes/No) 

- if yes, how many? 
(Few, Some, Hany) 

- how often? 
(Rarely, SOlllet'imes, 111 ways ) 

- are they ahtays available? 

.,,' "'<:''';, 

(Yes/lIo) II 
ti - are there any constraints/fad I ita tors? li 
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I I. c. Does the program ever sponsor an "open-house" tytle event? 
(Yes/No) 

- if yes, how often? 
(nal'ely, IInnually, Semi-lInnlJally) 

- does the program encourage conlnunity residents to visit progl'am on 
a walk-in hasis? 

(Yes/No) 

- i1re there any constraints/facilitiltol'S? 

II. d, lire the I'esidents allowed to move about the neighborhood. that is, 
to take waHs, i'lteract with neighbol's? 

II. e. 

(Yes/No) 

- if yes, how many residents? 
(Few. Some, ~Iost, 1111) 

- how inlense Is the supervision? 
(llcavy, Minimal, Supervision is not Required) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

Does the program allO\o/ and encourage residents to mix with neighhorhood 
residents, i.e., make friends t/ith neighborhood youth? 

(Yes/Flo) 

- If yes. how many prrlgram residents? 
(1'(>'1, Some, Nost, 1111) 

hOI'/ II1.lny residents actually do have friends from the community? 
(Few, Some, Most) 

- does the progr~m sponsor activ.ities to enhance that type of inter
action like allOl~lng local youth to visit residents. use the 
recreational facilities, haVing parties, etc.) 

(Yes/llo) 

- arl! there any cons traints/filci 1 ita tors? 

t tf il. 

~ \.,i \..,.. u v 

III. a, 

III. h. 

lIo~1 1I.1ny refert'als for rcsirientiijl service are dil'ect.refert'~l:; 
from lhe cOII.nunity, I.e" non-YST? (Uone, Fe.l. Some. Uosl. 1111) 

are f.hese refen'als strictly from criminal justice agencies 
like police. courts, probation? 

(Y(>s/Jlo) 
on 

_ are these refe"rals from both criminal justice alld non
criminal justice agencies liJ:e schools, social service, 
self-referrals. filmilies, other conlllunity programs? 

(Yes/llo) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

Does the program provi de fami'iy ser'vices 1 
(Yes/Flo) 

for whom? 
(Program residents only, community residenls only, both) 

hO>l often do cOII'lIunity members (i ,e" non-program residents) 
request family services from the urogram? 

(narely. Occasionally, Often) 

Docs the progralil also sponsor activHies for the community 
families like workslloPs, parent effectiveness training, etc, 

(Yes/flo) 

- iII'e thel'e any consll'aints/facilitators? 

III. c, Docs the prngran,1 ever "eceive referrals frorl the COlllnunit,v for 
educational services? 

(Yes/llo) 

- if yes, hO\~ many youths? 
(Few. Snlll!', l1any) 
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IV. b. 00 conlnunit.y members ever advise or consult program administ.-ators? 
(Yes/llo) 

- does the pro9ram have an advisory b!£lard made up of c(lnlnunity members? 
(Yes/liD) 

- if yes, do they participate in program development? 
(Yes/No) 

- do 'they pilrticipate in the governing and setting of poHcy? 
(Yes/No) 

- are the.-e any constraints/facilitators? 

IV_ c_ Does the corrmunity ever complain ahout residents to program staff, 
police, etc.? 

(Yes/No) 

if yes, how often? 
(Rarely, Sometimes, Often) 

how supportive are connnmity members about the program? 
(Non-Supportive, Hixed, Generally Supportive, Very 
Supportive) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 

IV. d. Do con.nunity memhers ever contribute funds, clothing, furniture, etc. 
for residents? 

t, .. ,~.,. 

(Yes/llo) 

- how often7 
(Rarely, Sometimes, Often) 

- do con.nunity members sponsor activities to generate contributions, 
clothing, etc. for the residents? 

(Yes/No) 

- are there any constraints/facilitators? 
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TABLE Blob 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR EDUCATION OUTCm1ES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR DEt~OGRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

IJEPENOEllT VARIIIBt.~: EDUCIITIONIIL PROBLEMS SCALE (YSTS)! 
Predictor Variables: 2 

Step I: 8ackgt'ound Variables Set 
Step 2: Program Services Variable _ 

Total Residential Length of Stay 
Predictor Variables: 3 2 

Step 1: 8ackground Variables Set 
Step 2: Pre-Intervention Contt'ol Variable _ 

School Status at Intake Set (111)4 
Step 3: Program Services Variable _ 

Total Residential length of Stay 

tluillhet' of 
Cilses 

265 

265 

133 

133 

13) 

lliv.lriaLe PartIal 
Con'elation Carre 1 a li on 
Coefficient Coefficient 

,- --
.<'3 .31 

-- --

-- --
.20 .2B 

Total Increase In flartia 1 
P!!I'centage Percentage Reg,'ess ion 
Vadance Variance Coefficient 

Explained Explained 

5.B . ._- --
15.1 9.3 .016 

4.0 --
10.1.1 6.B --
111.0 7.2. .016 

I 

F-flatio 

--
27.99'* 

--
2.32 

10,46'" 

lCoefficients have been reversed for this scale 50 that highet· scores will correspond tlith more positive outcomes (i.e •• less serious problems). 
2Inc1udes controls ','r' sex. age at entry. and adjudication (the laLter using a "tlunlny" coded variable set). 

)Silllilar regression equations using alternative measures as contr'ols for Iwe-intervention characteristics were tested yielding results similar to 
those presented using School Status at Intake. III ternative measures used included Reading and Hath Screening scores. IIcademic Pe"formance _ 
IIccording to Youth. and IIcademic Performance - IIccording to School. 

4using "dUllIIlY" coded variahle set. 

Hill! program services variables are presented for I"'lich either the bivariate relationship with the dependent vadable or the F-ratlo (i.e •• I.,ith 
cont"ols) was statistically significant (r~.05). Statistical sif/nificallce of F-ratlos given as fol1o~ts: .p~ .05 

** ~ .01 
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TABLE B .1a 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR EDUCATION OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR OH10GRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

O(PEHO[!lT VARII\lJLE: ATTEUOlflG SCHOOL liT FOllOH-UP (YSTS) 

Predictor Variables: . 1 
Step I: Background Va"iables Set 
Step 2: P"ogram Services VarialJle -

Ilon-llesidential Services 

Predictor Variables: 2 
Step 1: Ilackground Variahles Set 
Step 2: P,'ogralll Services Variables*-

Total Residential length of Stay 
Straight Hovement Patterns 

Predictor Vari~bles:3 1 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: P,'e-Intet'vent'ion Control Variable -

School Status ilt Intake Set (IA}4 
Step 3: Program Services Variable -

Non-Residential Services 

Predictor Variables:
5 

2 
Step I: Background Variables Set 
Stell 2: pre-Intervention Control Variable ij 

School Status at Intake Set (III) 
Stell 3: Prugram Services Variables*-

Total Residential length of Stay 
Straight ~!ovement Patterns 

"These variables ~lere entered individually 
(i.e .• independent steps): 

HUllIhe,' of 
Case!; 

396 

396 

331 

331 
331 

163 

183 

IIl3 

162 

162 

162 
lC2 

I 

Il ivadate Ii f.wllal 
Currel a ti all i CO"re]a tion 
Coefflclent Coefficient 

----
.25 .17 

--.'-

.26 .21 

.10 .11 

----
----

.OB .06 

----
----

.28 .21 

.16 .21 

I 

Totill Increase In Partial 
P(!rc£!ntage Percentage Re!lression 

Vadance Vari.lnce Coefficient 

Explained bplained 

H.6 -- --

14. I 2.'1 .245 

7.1 -- --
11.2 4.1 .006 
B.2 1.0 .22B 

15.1 -- --
20.5 5A --
20,8 0.3 .095 

12.4 -- --

17.6 5,2 --

21.2 3.7 .007 

21.3 3.B .405 

I 

I 

F-flalio 

--
10.97" 

--
14.92** 
3.63 

--
2.90· 

0.70 

--
2.40 

7.07·* 
7.27H 

Ilncludes controls for sex. age at entry. ethnicity. and adjudication (the laUe,' two using "dulliny" colled vadalJle sets). 

21ncludes controls for sex. age at entry. and adjudication (the lotter using d "dul1!llY" coded val'iable set). 
3

Cont
l'0ls for pre-intervention characteristics involving the Non-nesldentidl Services population I<et'e hampe,'eu hecause data collection I<as aimed 

primarily at residential populations. The p"esented analysis should be interpreted cautiously, 

4Usin9 "dUll'"Y" coded variable set. 
5Similar regression equations using alternative llIeasures as cunt"ols for pre-inte"ventioll .:\,·ar~cte"istics 11ere tested yielding results simllat' to 

those presented using School Status at Intake. l11ten,ative measures used included Math ~f,l'eelling score. IIcademic Pe"fol1nance - ,\ccording to 
Youth. and Behavior in School _ According to Youth, The only exception to the lI~nm'al finding presented ~,as fo,' the equation controlling for 
Math Screening score fo.- which no rel<ltiQnship bell',een School Alte'Hfi'"c(' ~1!:J T(.tal Ileshlentlal length of Stay w~s fOUlHI. This finding is tenuous 
tlue to a small and possilJly biased sample (N=flO) on ~,hi(.h the equation ~:.1s has~d. • 

HlIll pro!l,'am services variables are presented fo,' which either the bivilriate reliltionsltip wilh the dependent varlilble 01' the F-"atio (I.e •• with 
cont.rols) Has statistically significant (fJ< .05). Statistical significance of F-ratios given as follOl"s: *p< .05 _ .'1'5 .01 
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I TABLE B2.a 

REGRESSiON EQUATIONS FOR EMPLOYr-1ENT OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR DEMOGRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

[IEPHIOENT VIIRIIIBlE: EHf'lOYED liT FOLLCI-/-UI' (YSTS!. 

Predictor Variables: ' 
Step 1: Backgr'ound Variilbles Set1 

Step 2: Program Services Variable -
Non-Residential :.ervices 

Predictor Variables: 2 

Step 1: Background Variables Set1 
Step 2: Pre-Intervention Control Varfable _ 

Employed at Intilke (III) 
Step 3: Program Services Variable _ 

NOli-Res identla J Servf ces 

I Humber of 
, Cas.:s 
{ .-

3~6 

366 

174 

174 

17'1 

Bivariate I'artia I 
COl'relation Carre J a li on 
Coer flclcnt Coefficfent 

-

-- --
.08 .13 

-- --
.21 .18 

.13 .21 

Total Im:n!ase In f'arlia I 
Percentage Percentage Regrcssion 

Vat'iance Vari.ance Coefficient 
ExJti.lined [x,Hidned 

5,7 -- --
7.3 1.6 .180 

12.1 -- --
15.1 2.9 .120 

18.8 3.8 .310 

I 
Ifncludes controls for sex. age ilt entl'Y. ethnicity. and adjudication (the latter tl10 using "dunJny" coded variallle sets). 

2Controls for pr'c-intervention charactel'istics involving the /Ion-Residential Services ,population ~Ier'e hampere .. because data collection was aimed 
primarily at residential llopulations. The presented analysis should be interpreted cautiously. 

111111 Iwog,'am services variables are presented for which either the blval'iate relationship with the dependent variallle or the F-ratlo (i.~ .• with 
contmls) was statistically significant (p< .05). Statistical significance of F-ratios given as follows: *p< .05 

- **p~ ,01 

'~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ a Q 

F-llalio 

--
I 

6.37* 

--
5.69'" 

7.59" 

{1 
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TABLE B1.c 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR EDUCATION OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR DH10GRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUf..!D CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

DEP[NDEIlT VIIRIIIBLE: I HPIIOVEl1ErH SCIILE - SCIIOOL PROBlEl1S (RPS) 

Predictol' Variables: 1 
Step 1: Ilac!;ground Variables Sp~ 
Step 2: Program Services Variables '"

Program Category (Scale)2 3 
Secure & llon-COImlunity-Based vs, Olher Levels 

Predictor Variables: 4 
Step 1: Backgl'Ound Variables Set 
Step 2: Pre-Intervention Control Variable -

Schpol Status at Intake Set (III}5 
Stell 3: Proogr'am Services Variables*

ProYI'alll Category (Scale}2 
Secure and tlon-Corrmun i ty-Based vs. 
Other Levels3 

·These variallles were entered indjvldually 
(i.e .• independent steps) 

BivDl'iate 
flurd,cl' of CQI'rclation 

<.ases Coefficient 

396 --. 
3% -.Hl 
3% .21 

244 --
244 --
244 -.20 

244 .20 

Partia I Total 
Con'elation Perccnuge 
Coefficienl Variance 

Explained 

-- fI.7 

-.25 10.6 
.25 10.11 

-- 6.9 

-- 7.B 

-.20 11.6 

,19 11.2 

Ilnc1udcs contr'oh for sex. age at entry. and adjudication (the latter using a "dununy" coded v~riallle set). 

Increase In I'artial 
Percentage lIegression 
Variance Coefficient 
Explained 

-- --
6.1 -.363 
6.2 .543 

-- --
O,g --
3.7 -.30B 

3.4 .402 

I 

2progralll CategOl'y 11as scaled a£ follows (I n order of increas ing v3Iucs): Secure, Non-Conrnnnity-Based (Levels II, Ill, and IV), Conrllunity-Based 
Facilities (Leve1s V and VI). Level Vl1 and IIItel'native Residential Programs. 

3"Dullmy" coding for this variable contrasted Level J. 11. Ill. and IV progl'ams with Level V. VI. and VII programs. 

F-lla t fo 

--
26.65<-> 
26.76"* 

--
0.58 

9.77** 

B.93'* 

4Similar' regr'ession equations using alternative measures as controls for pr'e-interventio" characteristics I'lere tested yielding results similar to 
til\"~ presen~ed using School Status at Intake. Alternative measures used included Heading Screening score, Academic Pel'folluance - IIccording to 
)"~uth. and lIehavior in School - IIccording to YOl'tll and IIccor'ding to School, These tests Itere completed despite I iltle or no relationship between 
these controls and the dependent variable. ' 

5Usin'l"dulliIIY" coded variable set. 
11/111 pro'wam services var-iahles are presented for ~Ihich eHhp.!" the hivadate relationship tilth the dependent variable or the F-ratlo (i.e., wilh 
controls) tl3S statistically significant (!>~ .05). Statistical significance of F-rdtios given as fol101'/s: *p~ .05 

*'p~ .01 
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TABLE B2.c 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR DEMOGRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

Ilivari~te 1',H't ia I Total I ncrease In Pa"tial 
. -

JlIulIl,er of Co.Telalion Con'elation Perccntaue r'crccntage Regression F-I!a lio 
Var"iance Coefficient 

DEPENO[tlT VARIAnu:: IMPROVH1ENT SCALE - HORK ORIENTATlor~ 
P,'cdiclor Val'iables: I 

Step 1: Backg,'olJlld Variable Set 
Step 2: Program Services Variables'

Program Category (Scale)2 
Secu"c dnd Non-Coflununity-Based vs, Olher 
levels3 

Predictor Variables: 1 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: P,'e-Intervention Control Variable -

Employed. at Intake UA) 
Step 3: Prugram Services Variables*

Prog,'am Catego,'y {Scale)2 
Secure and Non-CoII",unl ty-Based vs, Other 
Levels3 

Predicto,' Variables: 
Step 1: ila~kg,'ourld Variables se,t

1 

SteJ' 2: Pre-Intervention Control Variable -
H.:wk-Relevant Attitudes (SCI) 

Step 3: Program Services Variables·
Program Category (Scale)2 
Secure and flon-Collllluni ty-Based vs. Other 
Levels3 

*These variables .,ere·entered, individually 
(i.e., indep.mdent slepsj, • 

Cnses Coefficient 

339 --
339 -.09 

339 ,12 

207 -- ! 

207 -.04 

207 -.18 

207 .15 

143 --
143 ,01 

]43 -.19 

143 ,17 

Coe ffic ient Variance 
Explained I.~plailled 

-- 3.2 -- _ .. I 
-.14 5.0 1.9 -.214 

.16 5.6 2.5 .373 

-- 4.5 -- --
-.0, 5.0 0:4 -.079 

-.18 8,1 3.1 -.315 

.13 6.6 1.7 .306 

-- 4.6 -- --
.04 4.8 0.2 .005 

-.2!- 9.0 4.2 -.351 

.17 7.6 2.9 .376 
, 

I 

1Includes controls for sex, age at entry, ethnicity, and adjudication (the latte" b·w using "dulllny" coded v~riable sels). 

2 p,'og,'amCatego,'Y was scaled as follo~,s (in order of increasing values: Secure, Non-CGm"unity-Oased (Levels II, III. and IV), Community-Oase,l. 
racilities (I.evels V and VI), Level VII and Alternative Residential Prograll's, 

3"[)III1U.'Y" coding for this variable contrasled Level I. J1, Ill, and IV p,'o£lrams Hith Level V, VI, and VI I programs 

HAll p.'oy,'am servJil:es variables al'e presented for uhich eithe,' the lJivariate relationship ~lith the dependent vadable (I" the F-ratlo (I.e" Hith 
contr(lls) lias statistically signifi<;ant (p< .05), Statisticill siqnificilnce of f-ratios given ~s rOllOI.S: "Or::, ,05 
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TABLE B2.b 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR EMPLOYMEN1. OUTCOt1ES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR DENOGRAPHIC AND 
LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND PRE-INTERVENTION MEASURES# 

8ivariate I'art iill Total Inc.'case In Jla.-tial I 
Nillllhe.' of Corr-elation Con-e I a lion I'ercen I.age Percentage .. RC!!Jrl.~ss jon F-Rat io 

CoefFicient Va"jallce Variilllce Coefficient 

DEPEflOENT VARIABLE: ENPLOnlDH PROBLEf.lS SCALE (YSTS) I 

Predictor' Variables: . 2 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: Prografll Se,'v f ces Vati ab I es*

Single-Stay Patte,'ns 
Foster Care Only Patte"ns 
Total Residential ~ength of Stay 

Predicto,' Variables: 2 
Step I: Backg"ound Variables Set 
Step 2: Pre-Intervention Control Vari~lJle -

fmployed at Intake (IA) 
Step 3: Prog"alP Services Varlables*

Single-Stay Patte"lIs 
Foster Ca"e Only Patterns 
Total Residential I.ength. of Stay 

Predictor Variubles: 3 2 
Step 1: 8ac\(9rOlmd Variables Set 
Slep 2: Pn~-lnte"vention Control Vadable -

Ho,'k-Relevant Attitudes (SCI) 
Step 3: P,'ogram Services Variables*

Single-Stay Patterns 
Total nesident-l.aJ Lengti l of Stay 

'These v ,riahles ~rere entered individually 
(i .e. ;) i IIdependent steps). 

Cases 

314 

314 
314 
314 

I!;5 

ISS 

155 
_ 155 

155 

86 

86 

86 
il6 

Coefficient 

-- --
.12 .14 

-.10 -. )1\ 

.16 ,23 

-- --
.14 .10 

.14 .13 
-.01 -.0) 

.03 .12 

-- --
-.01 -.09 

.1)9 .13 

.15 ,22 

I 

Explained Explained i 
! 

2.3 -- -- I 4.3 2.0 .261 
4.4 2,0 -.388 
7.·1 5. I .012 

8.6 

I 
-- --

9.5 1.0 .135 

11.2 
I 

1.6 .243 
9.6 ' 0.1 -.131 

10,8 1.3 .007 
r-

j 10.9 -- --
I 

11.5 0.7 -.OlD 

13.1 1.6 .224 
15.7 4.2 .013 

I 
ICoefficients have lJeell ;'eversed for.thls scale so that higher scores will correspond ~Iith more positi'le outo;:omes (i.e., less seriolls prolJlems). 

2Jncludes controls for' sex, aye at entry, ethnicily, and adjudication (the latter tHo usin!! ""UIIIIIY" coded vadabll: sets). 

3Since the SCI measure of Uo,'k-Ilelevant Attitudes Has not availaLlc on any youngsters in Foster Care, Uris equation could /lot include Foste" 
Care O~ly Patterns . 

. HAll l>reg,',1111 services variables are presenled ro,' I.Jrich either tile "ivariate ,'elationship HiU, the dependent var'lable 0,' tile F-ratio (i .e., with 
conl,'ols) .,as statistically significant 0':;' .05). Statisti(.,1 significance of F-,'atios given as follous: ·P::" .05 
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TABLE B. 4a 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR BEHAVIOR/RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICSfI 

DEPENIJENT VIIRIIIBLE: IHPRO'VEf.1ENT SCALE - flEIiAVIOR PIWBLEf1S (RPS 

P,'edictOl' Variables: ' 
Step I: Background Variables Set I 
Step 2: PI'(;gram Services Variables*-

P"ogram Category (Scale)3 4 
Non-Collullunity-Based vs. Othe,' Levels 

DEPENDENT VIIIUIIBLE: RIITING 0, lJELlNQllcNT BE!lIIVIOII PIlODLn1S 
IYifffi! 

Predictor Variables: 
Step 1: llack!jl'ound Variables' Set1 

Step 2: PI'ogram Services Variable -
Tol~l Residential Length of Stay 

Predictor Variables: 
Step 1: Da«;k!ll'ound Variables Set 
Step 2: PI'o!lram Senices Variable -

NOll-Residential Services 

DEPENDENT VIIRIIIBLE: lIur~[IER OF ARRESTS SINCE COIIORT ENTRY 
illill 

Pr'edlctor Variables: . 1 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: Program Services Variables>

Single-Stay ratterl1s 
Re-[ntry Patterns 
~otal Residential length of Stay 

PI'edietor Variables: 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: rrogram Services Variable -

lion-Residential Services 
*These variables \~ere e,1tered individually (i.e .• independent 
steps). ' 

1 

Bival'i,)le 
NUiliher 0 f Correliltion 

Cases Coefficienl 

273 -- I 

273 -.13 
273 . .25 

-

354 --
354 .17 

415 _. 
415 .IG 

368 --
368 -.07 
360 .10 
3GO -.18 

441 --
441 -.18 

I'art ial Tuta" IllC,'ease In Par'tial 
CO'Te 1 uti Oil Pet'cell ta!,e Pen;entage Regl'esslon 
Coefficient Variance Vilriilllce. Coefficient 

Explained Exp'la ined 

-- 3",0 -- --
-.20 6.7 . 3,7 -,285 

.29 ']1.1 8.1 .570 

-- 9.7 -- --
.26 15,9 6.2 .017 

-- 13.6 -- --
.04 13.7 0.1 -.142 

--. 7.G -- --
-.12 g.O 1.3 -.223 

. 15 9.8 . 2.1 .518 
-.21 II.8· 4.2 -.011 

-- 9.2 -- --
-,07 9.7 0.4 

I 
-.183 

I1ne1udes cont"ols for sex, age at entry. ethnicity, and adjudication (the latter ti~o 'using "dun,"y" coded val"iab1c sets). 

2Coeffic ients have been reversed for this SCa Ie so tha t hi!J!ICI'. scores ~Ii II cor,'espond with lUore positive outcomes (i.e .• less sel'ious prob1 ellis) 

3r'ro'.lram Category ~Iasscaled as follo~ls (in m'der of increasing values): Secure. tlon-Colllilunity-llased (Levels II, III, and IV). COlllllllllity-llased 
Facilities (l.eve1s V and VI). I.evel VII and IIlternative Rcsiuenlial Programs. 

4"Ou","y" coding for this variable contrasted Non-CollulltJnity-Based progralils (Levels II. III, and IV) ~Iith all other p"ogram levels, 

#1111 program seT'vices variables are presented 'for which either lhe bivariate relation~frip with the dependent varia"Ie or the F-ratio (i.e., with 
controls) ~Ias statistically significant (p< .05). Statislical sigllificance of F-ratios given as follows: .p< .05 
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TABLE B3.a 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR SELF-ESTEEM/SELF-CONCEPT OUTCO~1ES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS# 

Bivariale Partial Partial Total \ Increase In 

Numbe,' or Corn:!lation Corre]a lion Percentage Pcrcenta!)1:! Re!l"ession F-Ratio 
Coefficient 

Cases Coefficient Coerficient V.lriance Variance 
Explained I explaincd 

OEPENIJ~NT VIIHIIII3LE: SELF-ESTEEM RllTlNG AT FOLLOH-UP (YSTS) 1 

272 males -- -- 1.7 -- -- --P"edictor Variables: 2 

-.562 7.59'* 
Step I: Background Vadables Set 
Slep 2: Program Se"vices Variables*

Foster Cal'e Only Patterns 272 males -.15 -.17 
.32 

Q,4 2.7 
11.0 10.1 .020 30,19'* 

Total l!esidentia1 LenC]th or Stay 272 males .31 

116 females . -- -- 8.1 -- -- --Predictor Variables: . 
Step I: llackground Variables Set

2 

Step 2: Program Services Variable -
Non-Residential Services .31 .30 16.3 B.2 ,816 10.53k< 

Predictor Variables: 2 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: pre-Intervention Contl"Ol Variable 

Self-Este~n Rating at Intake (IA) 
Step 3: PI'oC]ram Services Variables*-

rost~r Care Only Patterns 
Total Ilesidential Length of Stay 

Predicto,' Variables:3 2 
Step J: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: P"e-Inte"ventlon Control Variablc -

Sel f-Esteeno Rating at InLake (IA) 
Step 3: P,'ogralll Services Val"iable -

Non-Rcsidential Services 

DEPENDENT VARIIIBLE: Cl1l1NGE IN SElF-LA[JELlIlG liS "OIlD" 
(JUSTICE LIIBEL - SCI}'I 

Prediclor Variables: 2 
Step 1: Background Variables Set 
Step 2: Progr-a", Services Variable 

Levels V and VI Programs vs. 
5 Other Levels 

116 Females 

1QO males --
140 males .23 

140 males -, l~ 

140 males . .23 

51 Fl:fllales --
SI fema 1es .20 

51 females .38 

128 --
120 .12 

-- 2.3 -- --
.. 23 7.5 5.1 .29!} 

-.22 12.1 4,7 -1. 354 

,2Q 12.8 5.4 ,016 

-- 10.1 -- --

.17 12.1l 2.7 .204 

.39 2S.B 13.0 1.102 

-- !l,6 -- --

.18 12.5 2.9 1.496 

I I I 
Icoeffic.:il'nts have been reversed for thi s sca Ie so tllilt' higher scores ~Ii 11 cOITcspond with more flosHIV!! outcomes (L e., less serious pl'ob lcnos). 

21ncludes controls for sex. age at entry. ethnicity. and adjudication (the latter two using "(liJII!IlY" coded va"lahle sets). 

3Colltrols fOl' pre-intervention characteristics illvolvill!j the Non-Resi<lrmtial Serv"ices population ~Ie,'e hampered because data collection \135 aimed 
pdmari Iy at residential populations. The p,'esented analysis should be iutel'preted cautiously. 

4SCI Dulcollie measures are "regression" change scores repT'esentin~ change lhrou!lh six monlhs In program (described in text), 

5"[)ulluny" coding for this variable contrasted Level V and VI PI'oY"allls 11ilh Levels. I, II. and IV rroyr,)ms. 

#1111 progralll services val'iables al'e presented for IIhich either the bivariale n!lalionshir with the dependent varidille 01' the F-"atio (i.e .• with 
controls) tl<1S statistically significant (p~ .05). Statistical SitlOificilnce of F-,'diios 'liven as follolls: ·P::' .05 
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TABLE B4.b 

REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR BEHAVIOR/RECIDIIJISr,1 OUTCOMES INCLUDING CONTROLS FOR 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND LEGAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICSIf 

[)[PENOENT VAlli ABLE: ARREST AFTER RELEASE Ffl0l1 PROGRAH 1 lLMOIlTIIS RISK, '''AUS ONLY - sell[ 

Predictor Variahles: 2 
Step 1. Background Vat'iables Set 
Step 2: Program Services Variable -

Increlliental Patterns 

PI'edictor Variables: '2 
Step 1: Badg/'oulld Vari.lbles Set 
Step 2: Program Sel'vices Variable -

Single-Stay: 3-6 months3 

Number of 
Cr-ses 

138 males 

130 males 

96 JIIoles 

96 males 

Bivariat.e Partia I 
Cone 1.1 t ion Corr'elation 
Coefficient Coefficient 

-- --
.19 .IIl 

-- --
-.19 -.19 

I 

Tot.,l IIICI'CtlSe In Partial 
PCI'cen taye Pm'c(!lItag') J!egl'cssloll 
Vao"iance Varianc(! CUefficient 

Exp 10 ined explained 

3.2 -- --
6.3 3.1 .388 

4.5 -- --
7.8 3.3 - .176 

F -Hil tio 

--
4.29" 

--
3.16 

IsalllPlr: jncludes only males age 16 or older on Oecembet' 31. 1978. Youngsters not at risk five full lIIonths or ruore are ignored. Arrests occurt'jng 
before the beginning of I'isk or after five Illonths ef .'i5k al'e ignored. 

%Includes controls for sex, age ilt entry, elhn·icily. alld adjudlcatioll (the latter two using "c"nIlIllY" coded varia"le sets). 

3"OUIIBIlY" coding fo.' this variable contrasted Sin!Jle-Stay patterns of 3-6 months duj'allon IIfth Sillgle-Stay patte/'lls of less than 1 lIIonth. 1-3 months. 
and 6-9 months, 

#/111 program s~rvices variables are pt'csented for which eHher lhe hivariate relationship I~ith the dependent varlahle or the F-l'atio (i.e" with 
controls) I'las statistically significant (Jl~ .05). Statistical significance of F-ratios given as fol1o~ls: ~fJ,::, ,05 
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